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Preface

No one knows what the Ancient Americans of southern Utah called themselves. Most likely it was
some variation on the term “The People.” Many different names have been ascribed to the Ancients by modern
groups, and some of those names are now deemed inappropriate or offensive to those who trace their ancestry
to the Ancients. We prefer the term Hisat’sinom, a Hopi word meaning ancient people or those who came be-
fore. In the Hopi view, the Hisat’sinom are not distinguished on the basis of ethnicity, language, or cultural
practices. All who came before are Hisat’sinom. We find this all-encompassing term quite appropriate, but per-
haps a bit cumbersome to the average reader. By necessity, we use a number of different names in the following
chapters — Archaic, Fremont, Ancestral Puebloan, Ancestral Paiute — as literary shorthand for many different
groups who occupied the Monument over ten millennia.

Archaeologists still cannot agree, for the most part, who the Ancients were, when and where they
came from, and where they went, if they went anywhere at all. In the following chapters, the Hisat’sinom of
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument are discussed from the perspective of various archaeological
and ethnographic perspectives offered by researchers over the past 150 years. In effect, this publication is a his-
tory of previous archaeological research. It is also inherently biased. The thoughts, ideas, and theories offered
over the years have come from Euro-American researchers, most of whom gave little thought to what the mod-
ern descendants might have to say about their conclusions and interpretations. This entrenched ethnocentrism
is slowly eroding due to federal laws mandating greater tribal consultation and involvement, as well as a handful
of archaeologists who have actively engaged the tribes during the course of their research.

Tribal perspectives are extremely rare in any of the reports synthesized in this overview, and hence they
are sorely lacking in the following discussions. But as more archaeologists embrace the wisdom and oral traditions
of indigenous groups, chances are that tribal voices will ring more prominently in future publications than they
do in this one.
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Grand Staircase-Escalante National Mon-
ument (GSENM) is a desert landscape of deep
sandstone canyons with ever-changing hues, seem-
ingly limitless rolling hills carpeted with pinyons and
junipers, arid badlands ripped and rent by erosion
as thunderstorm runoffs work their way south to
the Colorado River, and high plateaus standing as
sentinels to discourage anything but temporary
human trespass. It is a land that is brutally rugged
and often impenetrable. It would seem to be both
foreboding and forbidding to humans.

But looks can be deceiving. GSENM has
actually been home to families for the past 12,000
years. In fact, there has rarely been a time since hu-
mans first arrived on the northern Colorado Plateau
near the end of the last Ice Age that the region was
not occupied. These eatliest inhabitants proved re-
markably adept at surviving, even thriving, in an in-
hospitable environment for thousands of years.

The eatliest GSENM residents might have
been deer hunters who returned time and again to
a rockshelter just outside Escalante, beginning about

10,000 BC when local environments were changing
rapidly from colder, wet conditions to warmer, drier
ones. The last vestiges of the massive glaciers on
the Aquarius Plateau were, at that time, sending wa-
ters cascading down North Creek to the Escalante
River. The lush forests that had once graced the
foothills began to give way to junipers and later
pinyons, and entire plant and animal communities
were reorganizing in response to increased aridity.

By about 8000 BC, the glaciers had van-
ished, and once-abundant wildlife had dispersed
across the snow-free high plateaus. And humans
did what humans have always done: They adapted.
By necessity, they became more mobile, ranging
farther and farther. They became increasingly de-
pendent on wild plants — seeds, tubers, berries,
nuts — and they devised stone tools to process
them. They became increasingly reliant on small
game, especially rabbits. They came to know the
landscape intimately, harvesting eatly maturing
grass seeds in the Colorado River lowlands in the
late winter or early spring, then moving their camps
to the benches as they followed the ripening plants



to ever higher elevations. By summer, they were on
the high plateaus, which offered a cornucopia of
deer and elk, fish and birds, berries and nuts, seeds
and tubers. Autumn would have found them re-
treating downslope to harvest pinyon nuts and to
ambush mule deer making their annual winter mi-
grations. They most likely harvested and stored
enough food for the dreary winter months ahead.

Archaeologists call these hunters and gath-
erers Archaic people, but no one knows what they
called themselves. They probably operated as ex-
tended family units, although several families might
have come together for communal rabbit drives and
deer hunts. Some used stone tools identical to con-
temporaneous groups in the eastern Great Basin.
Others used tools more akin to those found on the
Great Plains, and a few might have come from
south of the Colorado River, although swimming
the river with children and elderly family members
in tow would have been a daunting undertaking in
those days. A continuous sequence of radiocarbon
dates suggests the Archaic hunting and gathering
way of life continued unabated and with few mod-
ifications over seven millennia.

Some -
thing happened
about 1000 BC.
Populations seem
to have increased
throughout  the
GSENM region,
perhaps due to
families
droughts in the
Great Basin. An-
other possibility is that families began to arrive
from south of the Colorado — families who

fleeing

brought an entirely new way of life centered on
maize (corn) farming. Recent evidence from the
Jackson Flat area south of Kanab suggests the first
farming might have occurred here between about
1300 and 800 BC, which is roughly a thousand
years or so earlier than traditionally thought. By
about AD 200, maize farming had become wide-
spread, not only in the Kanab area but along the
HEscalante River corridor far to the east.

Farming arrived in the Kanab
area, perhaps introduced by San
Pedro immigrants from the south,
by around 1000 BC.

Farming requires a certain commitment to
staying put to plant, water, and tend crops. And the
earliest farmers of the Grand Staircase region took
to a settled way of life early on. They constructed
circular residences partially below ground that fea-
tured several standardized features: floor pits, cen-
tral fire pits, robust roof support systems, and in
some instances benches encircling the interior. They
also constructed very large and elaborate food stor-
age cists in nearby alcoves — pits that were also
used to bury the dead. Some families might have co-
alesced into small hamlets, a harbinger of the larger
villages that would come later. Archaeologists see a
lot of similarities between these earliest farmers and
contemporaneous groups of the Kayenta and San
Juan River areas where they are referred to as Bas-
ketmaker II peoples.

The increased sedentism evident in the

Grand Staircase has not yet been documented in the
Escalante River region at such an early date. Maize
farming was unquestionably being practiced by AD
200, but these might have been seasonal occupa-
tions where the farmers moved into an optimal area
along the river in the spring and then returned to a
winter residence after the fall harvest. Instead of
formal pit houses,

lived the
warmer months in
the shade of al-
coves and rock-
shelters near their
tields, and perhaps
temporary brush
that
with-
stood the ravages

of time. The large number of granaries and slab-
lined cists found along the Escalante River attests
to the importance of cultivated foods at this time.

they

structures

have not

Archaeologists believe these earliest farmers were
ancestors of later farming groups collectively re-
ferred to as the Fremont Complex.

For about 800 years, beginning about AD
200, groups in the Grand Staircase and Escalante
River areas maintained separate identities, suggest-
ing well defined cultural boundaries between them.
On the west, those of the Grand Staircase became



increasingly dependent on cultivated foods, with
maize representing 80 percent or more of the diet.
Pithouses became more formalized, and they were
commonly attached to rows of storage cists. Clus-
ters of residences hint at the emergence of village
life and increased social complexity. Culture change
through this period was marked by accretion of new
traits rather than replacement of old patterns. Dif-
ferences in painted ceramics and the shape of the
pottery jar rims are often the only surface clues as
to the age of these sites. These locally produced ce-
ramics all have correlates to vessels found in the
Kayenta region where they are assigned to the Bas-
ketmaker III, Pueblo I, and early Pueblo 1I periods
of Ancestral Puebloan prehistory. They are also
quite similar to ceramics found on the Arizona Strip,
St. George Basin, and lower Virgin River-Moapa
Valley area of southern Nevada.

This same ceramic tradition is largely absent
in the Escalante River Basin to the east. Instead, a
distinctive ~ gray-
ware with basalt
tempering, called
Emery Gray, was
utilized by about
AD 500, which is
the defining char-
acteristic of the
beginning of the
Fremont  Com-
plex. The ceramic
evidence suggests
the Fremont were
socially and eco-
nomically connected to other Fremont groups to the
north and northwest. There is minimal evidence they
interacted with their Ancestral Puebloan neighbors
until sometime around AD 750.

The Fremont are traditionally thought to
have been mobile farmers who continued to be pro-
ficient hunters and gatherers, although farming in-
Pithouse
architecture appeared in this region by about AD
750, and the interior features are strikingly similar

creased in Importance over time.

to Ancestral Puebloan ones to the west with encir-
cling benches, ramped lateral entryways, and various
tloor pits, some of them quite large. This might be

evidence of increased social interaction or intermat-
riage between the two groups, resulting in more pet-
meable cultural boundaries. As their ancestors had
done in the centuries before, Fremont groups
farmed along the Escalante River during the warm
months and then returned to a winter residence,
perhaps in the Wide Hollow area near Escalante.
Some Fremont farmers might have moved into the
Kaiparowits Plateau at this time, as evidenced by the
large number of granaries there.

At about AD 1000 or 1050, the boundary
between the two groups seems to have collapsed al-
together. Ancestral Puebloan immigrants arrived in
the Hscalante River country, constructing large
pueblos at Coombs Village and Lampstand and oc-
cupying former Fremont sites like Arrowhead Hill
and Fremont territories like the Kaiparowits Plateau.
It is not known whether they absorbed or assimi-
lated the Fremont people already there, or whether
the Fremont were pushed out of their homelands

that had been
theirs for 800 years
or more.

Ancestral Puebloan farmers
successfully grew maize on
Fiftymile Mountain at elevations
between 7,000 and 7,500 feet — a
remarkable feat not possible with
today’s arid climates.

Archaeologists
continue to debate
the source of this
Ancestral
Puebloan migra-
tion, with some ar-
guing it can be
found in the
Kayenta region of
northern Arizona
and others arguing it was from the Grand Staircase,
which received its own influx of Kayenta immi-
grants at the same time. It is quite evident that mi-
grations were occurring throughout the region, and
these disrupted long-held traditions. In the Grand
Staircase, Kayenta immigrants might have remained
only about 50 years before they cither returned to
their homelands or were absorbed by Virgin Branch
populations. On the Kaiparowits Plateau, the ce-
ramic evidence suggests a mix of Kayenta and Vir-
gin Branch traits, but this occupation was likewise
brief, probably only a hundred years or so. It might
have lasted only somewhat longer in the upper Es-
calante River area.



This period of time, referred to as the late
Pueblo I1-Pueblo 111, was remarkable because the
immigrants cultivated their crops using only natural
rainfall — an extremely risky practice in areas that
receive less than 12 inches of rain annually. But they
were apparently very successful at it, farming the
high Kaiparowits Plateau at elevations well above
7,000 feet. This raises the possibility that climates
at this time were wetter and warmer than present.

These Ancestral Puebloans also brought
with them an increased social complexity, as evi-
denced by the appearance of small, aboveground
pueblos, some with courtyards or plazas, and by
deep subterranean structures used for ceremonial
and community purposes, called kivas. Trade net-
works linked communities to distant regions. This
pattern persisted from about AD 1050 to 1150, at
which time crippling drought might have depleted
their storage capabilities, especially in light of the
much larger populations. Some immigrants might
have returned south across the Colorado River at
this time, while remnant populations remained in
optimal environmental niches for another century.
Another crippling drought at about AD 1280 proved
to be a death knell to the remaining farmers.

The abandonment of farming in the mid-
dle AD 1200s is not easily explained. The ancient
farmers had survived lengthy droughts before,
probably by relying more on wild plants and animals
when their crops withered. So why was this event
so catastrophic? One answer might be the arrival of
hunter-gatherer immigrants from the Great Basin
— ancestors of the modern Southern Paiutes.

There is growing evidence that Ancestral
Paiutes were present in the region by AD 1250, if
not eatlier. Some researchers see them as militaristic,
forcibly displacing the Ancestral Puebloan farmers
(there are also oral histories to that effect). Other
researchers see the Ancestral Paiute as extremely ef-
ficient foragers who out-competed their farmer ri-
vals. And when farming proved untenable, the
farmers found they no longer had access to the wild
plants and animals that had provided relief during
earlier times. Both groups might have coexisted for
50 years or more before the farmers picked up and

left or they were simply absorbed into the Ancestral
Paiute way of life.

During this period of coexistence and as-
similation, Ancestral Paiutes might have learned the
basic principles of agriculture. There is some ar-
chaeological evidence, albeit limited, that these for-
agers also cultivated maize and beans, although
never on the scale of their Ancestral Puebloan pred-
ecessors. They were still farming along the creeks
and rivers when they were encountered by the first
Euro-Americans to traverse the area in 1776.

This publication is intentionally “differ-
ent” from other archaeological overviews, referred
to as Class I overviews, because our intended au-
dience extends beyond land managers. Monument
officials and the Colorado Plateau Archaeological
Alliance (CPAA) have long shared a conviction that
preservation of archaeological resources can be
fostered only when the public understands and ap-
preciates the scientific value of those resources. In
effect, the public cannot fully embrace preservation
if they have little or no understanding of the im-
portance of archaeological resources, especially if
those resources might lack perceived visual appeal.
This monograph, revised from a more technical re-
port (Spangler et al. 2019), is intended to be intel-
ligible, informative, and enjoyable to the general
public, while also being useful to land managers in
the future.

Location and Setting

GSENM is located in Kane and Garfield
counties in southern Utah. At 1.9 million acres in
size, it is also the nation’s largest national monu-
ment, and it is one of four national monuments,
four national parks, and one national recreation area
on the northern flanks of the Colorado River sub-
ject to enhanced environmental protections. It was
the first national monument to fall within BL.LM’s
management responsibilities. The Monument is also
unique among national monuments because it was
created specifically as an outdoor scientific labora-
tory, with archaeological resources warranting spe-
cific the presidential
proclamation establishing it in 1996.

acknowledgment in



Figure 1.2: The Monument is divided into three distinct regions, each based on

unique topography.

GSENM is included within the much larger
Colorado Plateau physiographic province centered
on the Four Corners of Utah, Colorado, New Mex-
ico, and Arizona (Stokes 1986), specifically the
northern Colorado Plateau subsection that includes
the entire plateau north and west of the Colorado
River. The GSENM region consists of mostly
north-to-south tilted terrain that includes a variety
of topographic settings ranging to about 11,000 feet
elevation on the Aquarius Plateau on the north to
less than 2,000 feet elevation along the Colorado
River within the lower Grand Canyon.

GSENM is comprised of three distinct ge-
ographic sections (Figure 1.2):

® 'The Grand Staircase, the westernmost section,
is located just east of Kanab, Mt. Carmel, and Or-
derville, and just south of Bryce Canyon National
Park. It is defined by a series of cliffs and terraces
that rise from south to north. It is largely character-
ized by a pinyon-juniper environment interspersed
with colorful sandstone outcrops and escarpments.
The Paria River is the primary permanent water

source (Figure 1.3), although permanent water is
also found in Johnson Canyon (Figure 1.4) and at
scattered springs and seeps. The eastern edge of the
Grand Staircase section is the Cockscomb, a promi-
nent geologic feature that spans the entire Monu-
ment from north to south. Prehistoric occupations
were focused predominantly along permanent water
sources, along the base of the Vermilion Cliffs and
the terraces above, and the Buckskin Mountain area
in the southeast portion. The Kanab Creck
drainage, which features prominently in subsequent
narrative chapters, is actually outside the Monument
boundaries along the western border.

® The Kaiparowits Plateau, the center of the three
sections, is a wedge-shaped region characterized by
rolling hills and benchlands in the west. These rise
gradually toward the ecast, cresting on Fiftymile
Mountain, a north-south trending high plateau
rimmed by steep cliffs and with elevations ranging
from 7,000 to 8,000 feet. Lower elevations are char-
acterized by pinyon-juniper forests that were heavily
utilized by Archaic hunters and gatherers (Figure
1.5). The high plateau is characterized by broad,



Grand Staircase Environments

Figure 1.3: The Paria River (above) bisects the Grand Staircase from north to south and is the largest
source of permanent water in the western portion of the Monument.

Figure 1.4: Johnson Wash (below) was once a meandering creek

with wet meadows and lakes. Small lakes are still found at the mouth of the Dairy Canyon tributary.



Kaiparowits Plateau Environments

Kaiparowits Plateau

Photo: Jerry D. Spangler

Figure 1.5: The lowet, western portion of the Kaiparowits Plateau (above) is carpeted by
pinyon and juniper forests that were rich in big game throughout prehistory.

Figure 1.6: The uppet, eastern portion of the Kaiparowits Plateau (below), also known as
Fiftymile Mountain, had unique environments that allowed high-elevation maize farming
in prehistoric times.

Fiftymile Mountain

Photo: Jerry D. Spangler



Escalante Canyons Environments

Figure 1.7: The lower Escalante River country (above) is largely inhospitable deserts, but prehistoric
farming occurred all along the river corridor.

Figure 1.8: The upper Escalante River country (below) features an abundance of pinyon and
juniper forests, as well as small creeks, that were home to prehistoric groups for thousands of years.



open sagebrush flats interspersed with pinyon-ju-
niper forests (Figure 1.6). This section is bordered
by the Cockscomb on the west, the Straight Cliffs
on the east, the Colorado River on the south, and
the Aquarius Plateau foothills on the north.

® The Escalante River Basin, the easternmost of
the three sections, can be described as a series of
high plateaus, expansive deserts, and spectacular
canyons incised into the uplifted sedimentary strata
(mostly sandstone). The lower, southern portion
features very sparse vegetation (Figure 1.7), and
most prehistoric occupations were focused on the
Escalante River corridor. The upper Escalante River
country, situated at the foot of Boulder Mountain
and the Aquarius Plateau, features comparatively
dense patches of pinyon and juniper, which coin-
cide with greater evidence of permanent residences.
The upper basin also features numerous Escalante
River tributaries such as North Creek, Birch Creek,
Deer Creek, and Boulder Creek (Figure 1.8). It is
bordered on the east by the imposing Waterpocket
Fold and on the west by the 50-mile-long curtain of
sandstone known as the Straight Cliffs.

The Monument is bounded to the north
by the Dixie National Forest, and on the east by
Capitol Reef National Park and Glen Canyon Na-
tional Recreation Area. The southern boundary
skirts the Glen Canyon NRA, a portion of U.S.
Highway 89, and the Utah-Arizona border. The
western boundary of the monument is generally
defined by the Skutumpah Road and Bryce Canyon
National Park. The monument consisted of 1.7
million acres at the time it was created by executive
order on September 18, 1996. In 1998, the state of
Utah traded School Trust inholdings to the federal
government, which increased the size of the Mon-
ument to about 1.9 million acres representing a full
spectrum of environments.

Environmental Context

A fundamental premise of archaeological
studies in modern times has been the relationship
between human populations and their natural envi-
ronment. Variations in size and structure of human
populations are generally believed to correspond to
variations in the natural setting, and environmental

changes over time are believed to directly influence
human behavior (Aikens 1983). Exactly how natural
environments influenced early humans has been the
subject of considerable debate over the years. Stew-
ard (1938, 1940, 1955) maintained that human
groups in the American West effectively exploited
both vertically and horizontally differentiated envi-
ronments, arguing “the physical environment exerts
but a permissive and limiting effect” on human pop-
ulations (1955:34).

More recent theoretical approaches have
focused on the premise that variations in human
behavior are shaped by natural selection. As artic-
ulated by O’Connell et al. (1982:233), “all else
being equal, more efficient strategies - those that
produce greatest return in energy relative to time
or effort expended - will be favored over those that
are less efficient.” Optimal foraging theory has be-
come a standard approach to modern hunter-gath-
erer research throughout the West, and it has been
applied to recent hunter-gatherer studies in the
GSENM region.

This overview emphasizes that the relation-
ship between humans and their local environments
defies straight forward explanations. Humans cer-
tainly responded to the distribution of local re-
sources, but less obvious is whether the distribution
of certain resources was a determining (or limiting)
factor in human adaptations, and how social factors
influenced those decisions. All characteristics of
local environments probably influenced human re-
sponses to a greater or lesser degree. As summa-
rized by Reed and Chandler (1984:3),

The influence of the physical environment on site
locations is universal, regardless of the level of social organ-
ization, time period or region. Simply put, man selects for
habitation or use locations perceived as appropriate based on
Sactors such as the gentleness of slope, the distribution of
water, food, and fuel resources, and guality of shelter. Site
locations are not randomly scattered across the landscape
Jand] the physical attributes of site locations can be easily
defined and measured.

Geib (1989a) also observed that single en-
vironmental factors are rarely sole determinants of
land-use patterns. For example, during one study



on the southern Kaiparowits Plateau, Geib exam-
ined soil types he considered to be important de-
terminants of plant growth, primarily deep aeolian
and alluvial sands that fostered high concentrations
of economic grasses (e.g., ricegrass, dropseed) im-
portant to human subsistence. However, the pat-
tern of prehistoric exploitation of such resources
was not consistent from one area to the next. One
sample unit (Romano Bench) featured deep sands
and supported high densities of ricegrass and
dropseed, but it exhibited a low site density. A
nearby sample unit (Grand Bench) with identical
soil and vegetation characteristics was heavily uti-
lized. The only obvious difference was that the
Grand Bench area afforded immediate access to
Kaiparowits Plateau uplands, but the lightly ex-
ploited Romano Bench area did not.

We intend to discuss archaeological phe-
nomena of GSENM within the broad context of
human responses to spatially and temporally vari-
able environments. This approach is predicated on
the assumption, one articulated by Jesse Jennings
more than 50 years ago (1966b), that human pop-
ulations exploited a wide range of ecotones at dif-
ferent times of the year and perhaps year-to-year
depending on resource availability. This pattern of
resource exploitation would have been both hori-
zontal, which involved moving significant dis-
tances between resource patches, and vertical,
which mandated movement between lowland and
upland resources.

GSENM itself is characterized by a variety
of ecological settings ranging from about 4,000 feet
elevation in the south to 8,000 feet in the north.
Collectively, these environments offered a complex
assemblage of relatively barren deserts, riparian val-
leys, pinyon-juniper foothills, and alpine forests. The
gradational elevation of this topography offered
human populations a broad spectrum of predictable
plant and animal resources that could have been ex-
ploited by human populations at different times of
the year. As observed by Jennings (1966b:29), the
environments found at different elevations offered
complementary resources to one another, and “the
canyons and the uplands were aboriginally a single
ecosystem and ... the aboriginal occupants of the
area exploited the resources on this basis.” In other

~10 -

words, it is impossible to consider lowlands adapta-
tions without also considering the interrelatedness
of midlands or upland environments.

Jennings (1966b), Ambler et al. (1964), and
Long (19606) recognized two basic environmental
zones, one a lowland (or canyonlands) zone below
about 4,500 feet elevation, and the other a highland
environment above about 4,500 feet elevation.
More recently, Geib (1996f) argued for three zones,
a “lowlands” zone consisting of the arid canyon
bottoms below 4,500 feet elevation, a “midlands”
zone characterized by benchlands and low plateaus
with desert flora, and an “uplands” zone above
5,500 feet elevation that featured pinyon-juniper
forests, cooler temperatures, and more precipita-
tion. These three zones are generally consistent
with the desert, semi-desert, and upland climatic
zones identified in GSENM planning documents
(BLM 1998:3.10).

Two other ecozones must also be consid-
ered. The high elevations found on the Kaibab,
Aquarius, Paunsaugunt, and Markagunt plateaus fea-
ture alpine environments quite different from the
pinyon-juniper “uplands” zone. For our purposes,
the “alpine zone” includes those environments
above about 8,000 feet elevation that afforded sum-
mer and fall access to abundant, but dispersed fau-
nal resources. This zone also afforded access to fish,
berries, roots, and other floral resources that would
have ripened much later in the seasonal cycle than
resources found at lower elevations.

A fifth ecozone discussed throughout the
narrative (one that greatly influenced prehistoric
land-use patterns) consists of riparian environments
(Figure 1.9). These can be found within all four of
the other ecozones. In arid climates they typically
feature greater biodiversity, greater abundance of
economic plant species, and more numerous faunal
resources tethered to a greater or lesser degree to
the permanent water. Riparian zones were also ma-
nipulated for agricultural purposes.

All five ecozones are represented in the
GSENM region, but not necessarily within the
monument boundaries. In summary:



®  The “lowlands” zone consists of the arid
canyon bottoms of the Colorado River and the
lower extremes of its northern tributaries (e.g., Es-
calante River, Paria River, and Kanab Creck) lying
below about 4,500 feet elevation. This zone is espe-
cially prevalent in the Glen Canyon region. Within
GSENM, this zone is limited to a few areas along
its southern margin below the Vermilion Cliffs.

® Geib (1996£:6) described the “midlands” zone
as arid benchlands and low plateaus lying between
the canyon rims and the slopes of higher-elevation

Figure 1.9: Riparian zones, like this one along the Escalante River,
offered critical plant and animal resources in an otherwise arid envi-

ronment, as well as water for irrigation of crops.

-11 -

plateaus from about 4,500 to 5,500 feet elevation.
These areas feature vast expanses of slickrock, dune
fields, shadscale, and blackbrush. Within GSENM,
this zone includes almost the entire Escalante River
corridor as far north as the town of Escalante (but
not the benches above), as well as the first terrace
above the Vermilion Cliffs, lower Johnson Canyon,
the lower-middle Paria River, and the lower benches
of the Kaiparowits Plateau.

® The “uplands” zone is characterized by the
abundant pinyon-juniper forests found in the
foothills below the high plateaus, as well
as throughout most of the Kaiparowits
Plateau, all at elevations from 5,500 to
8,000 feet. The wvast majority of
GSENM is located within this zone, in-
cluding the Wygaret Terrace and others
ascending to the north, the upper Es-
calante River and its Boulder Creek,
Deer Creek, and North Creek tributar-
ies, the Lampstand area, and the Aquar-
ius Plateau-Boulder Mountain foothills.

® The “alpine” zone is characterized
by high plateau forests of mixed
conifers and aspens, greater precipita-
tion, and greater biodiversity, all found
above 8,000 feet. It would have provided
nuts, berries, tubers, and plant seeds not
found at lower elevations, as well as
summer-fall access to faunal resources.
This zone is not found within the Mon-
ument boundaries, but is prevalent on
adjacent high plateaus managed by the
U.S. Forest Service.

o The “riparian” zone is limited
mostly to narrow canyon corridors with
permanent flowing water. These include
Kanab Creek, Paria River, Escalante
River, and Johnson Wash, as well as
some tributaries. There are a few other
anomalous riparian areas. There is an
isolated bog or “lake” on the Kaiparow-
its Plateau, as well as numerous springs,
especially under the rim of the plateau;
there are scattered springs and seeps
throughout the Monument; and there



are abundant small lakes in alpine settings. Some
drainages also have intermittent water flows that
can foster riparian vegetation.

Archaeologists on the Monument

Archaeological research in the GSENM
conducted prior to designation of the monument in
1996 has, for the most part, mirrored theoretical ap-
proaches elsewhere in the Southwest as each has
emerged, only to be later modified and in some in-
stances discarded. Significant ethnographic research
was conducted in the region between about 1870
and the 1930s, but little has been done since that
time. These historical trends are discussed in much
greater detail in an earlier Class I overview (see Span-
gler 2001) and the technical version of this mono-
graph (Spangler et al. 2019).

The history of archaeological and ethno-
graphic research in the region can be divided into
four periods: (1) A period from 1776 to 1900 when
the first archaeological and ethnographic observa-
tions were made, often by individuals untrained in
this still-emerging science, and archaeology was still
viewed as a mere curiosity; (2) A period from about
1900 to 1950 when archaeology emerged as the do-
main of formally trained archaeologists focused
largely on careful descriptions and classifications;
(3) A period of regional inventories of massive
scale, epitomized by the Glen Canyon Project, from
about 1950 to 1963, and (4) Archaeological investi-
gations conducted pursuant to passage of the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act in 1966 and other
federal laws mandating protection of cultural re-
sources on the public domain, commonly referred
to as CRM archaeology.

The earliest ethnographic observations in
the GSENM region were those of Catholic friars
returning to New Mexico in 1776 after a failed at-
tempt to reach the Spanish garrison in Monterey,
California (Warner 1976). And the earliest accounts
of archaeological resources of the study area were
recorded by members of the Colorado River expe-
ditions of Major John Wesley Powell from 1869 to
1872 (Figure 1.10). While not specifically archaeo-
logical in purpose, these expeditions nonetheless
provided valuable information on the nature and lo-
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cation of certain archaeological sites. The ethno-
graphic observations made by Powell and several
members of his expeditions, especially Frederick
Dellenbaugh, also contributed immensely to the
ethnographic record at a time when indigenous peo-
ples still retained many traditional lifeways.

The earliest accounts of indigenous peo-
ples in the region are found in the journals of Father
Silvestre Velez de Escalante, who led a Spanish ex-
ploring expedition into Utah and northern Arizona
in 1776 along with Father Francisco Atanasio
Dominguez. Escalante’s journal offers vivid descrip-
tions of Southern Paiute groups in the Cedar City
and St. George areas, as well as the scattered bands
they encountered on the Arizona Strip. They passed
just south of GSENM on their way to Crossing of
the Fathers (now under Lake Powell) on their return
to New Mexico.

Various travelers and adventurers passed
through the region in the decades that followed, and
there are a handful of colorful and usually pejorative
descriptions of the indigenous groups of southern

Figure 1.10: John Wesley Powell was a keen ob-
server of Southern Paiute bands in the GSENM re-
gion in the 1870s. Photo: J.K. Hillers Collection,
Smithsonian Institution.



Utah, but for the most part, these chroniclers trav-
eled the Old Spanish Trail route that bypassed
GSENM to the north and west. The first references
specific to the GSENM area occurred in the fall of
1858, when missionaries traveled along the foot of
the Vermilion Cliffs to Pipe Springs where they vis-
ited a Paiute encampment. They continued south-
east across the Kaibab Plateau to House Rock
Valley where they met, traded, and dined on rabbits
with a band of Southern Paiutes (Little 1909).

At the same time religious colonists were
settling southwestern Utah, the U.S. government be-
come obsessed with westward expansion, fueled not
only by romanticized accounts of trappers and ad-
venturers but by a growing fascination with scien-
tific discovery. At least 12 major expeditions into
the region were conducted during this period, but
only John Wesley Powell’s Colorado River Exploring
Expeditions of 1869-72, George M. Wheeler’s
100th Meridian surveys of southern Utah and
northern Arizona from 1871 to 1873, and Robert
B. Stanton’s railroad surveys of the Colorado River
in 1889 and 1890 made contributions to an under-
standing of the archaeology and ethnohistory of
the GSENM region. Powell’s keen interest in the ar-
chaeology and indigenous peoples was unprece-
dented for that time.

In 1874, renowned ornithologist Spencer
Baird, at that time assistant secretary of the Smith-
sonian Institution, enlisted Powell’s support to plan
the 1876 Centennial Exposition in Philadelphia.
Also prominent in these plans was Frederick Put-
nam of the Peabody Museum. Their efforts were
to include an extensive display of ethnographic and
archaeological artifacts from North American In-
dians that had been, and to some extent were still
being, collected by various surveys operating
throughout the Western territories (Fowler and
Matley 1978:20; McVaugh 1956:68).

Among the emerging scientists recruited to
assist with collections for the Centennial Exposition
was Edward Palmer, a medical doctor and Civil War
veteran. Palmer’s interest in archaeology and ethnol-
ogy first brought him to southwestern Utah in Oc-
tober 1875 where he conducted archaeological
excavations and recorded observations of indige-
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nous Southern Paiute peoples. His base of opera-
tions was the St. George residence of Joseph Ellis
Johnson, who had distinguished himself locally as
a horticulturalist and whose family afforded Palmer
opportunities to explore archaeological sites on var-
ious properties along the Santa Clara River. In No-
vember 1875, Palmer made a brief excursion to
Johnson Canyon east of Kanab, where he excavated
a rockshelter (Palmer 1876, 1878). This would have
constituted the first formal archaeological excava-
tions of any site within GSENM.

Palmer left the St. George area in early
1876, but returned in December of that year under
the auspices of the Peabody Museum. Throughout
1877, he excavated mounds in the Washington City,
Paragonah, and Beaver areas, and he might have re-
sumed excavations in Johnson Canyon. It is not
clear from Palmer’s brief report whether the exca-
vations described occurred during his first visit in
1875 or in 1877 when he returned to the area, or
whether the report represents a combination of two
tield seasons. The artifacts he collected are currently
at the Peabody Museum at Harvard University and
at the Smithsonian Institution.

Pioneering archaeologist William Henry
Holmes (Figure 1.11) also visited the Kanab area in
the mid-1870s. He wrote (1886:281),

The remarkable desert-like platean lying north
of the Grand Canyon of the Colorado contains many
house and village sites. At intervals along the very brink
of the great chasm we come upon heaps of stones and
razed walls of houses abont which are countless fragments
of this ware. These are identical in nearly every character
with the pottery of St. George on the west, of the San
Juan on the east, and of the Gila on the south. A few
miles south of Kanab stands a little hill — an island in
the creek bottom — which is literally covered with the
ruins of an ancient village, and the great abundance of
pottery fragments indicates that it was, for a long period,
the home of cliff-dwelling peoples. In no other case have 1
Jound so complete an assortment of all the varieties of coil-
ornamentation.

There are no maps to indicate exactly
where Holmes witnessed the “ancient village,” but
it might well have been the multitude of sites in the



Figure 1.11: William Henry Holmes was a pioneer
in the still-emerging science of archaeology in the
late 1800s. He visited the area in the 1880s and de-
scribed sites south of Kanab. Photo: Smithsonian
Institution STA-MAH-18645.

Jackson Flat area just south of Kanab that were re-
cently excavated as part of a reservoir project. As
we discuss in later chapters, these sites have made
enormous contributions to archaeologists under-
standings of prehistoric peoples in this region
(Roberts 2018).

The First Archaeologists

The origins of archaeological research are
often attributed to the pioneering excavations of
Edward Palmer from 1875 to 1877. But it was Neil
M. Judd, who arrived in the Grand Staircase in
1915, who offered the first substantial descriptions
of prehistoric remains in the region and who estab-
lished its first theoretical framework. He was fol-
lowed by other early archaeological pioneers: Jesse
Nusbaum in 1919 and 1920, Alfred Kidder and
Samuel Guernsey in 1920, Henry Roberts and
Donald Scott of the Peabody Museum Expedition
of 1928, Julian Steward in 1932, and Ben Wetherill
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in the mid-1930s. This same period also saw a
flourishing of ethnographic studies related to the
Southern Paiutes by noted ethnographers Edward
Sapir and Isabel Kelly.

Archaeological research elsewhere in
southern Utah continued unabated in the 1880s
and 1890s and into the early 1900s, usually within
an environment of artifact acquisition, but these
projects skirted GSENM to the south and east.
Byron Cummings, who is often credited as the first
true pioneer of Utah archaeology, conducted ar-
chaeological surveys in the Natural Bridges, White
Canyon, and Armstrong Canyon areas in the eatly
twentieth century. Accompanying Cummings on
these expeditions was his nephew, Neil M. Judd,
who would later rise to prominence as Curator of
American Archaeology at the Smithsonian Institu-

tion (Judd 1954:154).

Judd (Figure 1.12) turned his attention to
the GSENM region specifically in 1915 (Judd 1920,
1926). He returned again in 1916 under the auspices
of the Smithsonian Institution’s Bureau of Ethnol-
ogy, and in 1917 as part of an expedition sponsored
jointly by the University of Utah and Smithsonian
Institution. He resumed research in southwestern
Utah in 1919 and 1920 under the authority of the
Smithsonian Institution.

Most of Judd’s initial reports of his field-
work are frustratingly brief, and the only report of
substance is his classic Archaeological Observations
North of the Rio Colorado (1926) that synthesizes his
many years of research in the region. His research
was based on a hypothesis formulated during his
early association with Cummings that the origin of
prehistoric Pueblo cultures would be found north
and west of the Colorado River, and that Ancestral
Puebloans migrated from north to south, becoming
more sedentary as they approached the Colorado
River (1917:40). Judd (1920:68-69) observed,

The results of these recent excavations tend to con-
[firm, therefore, the belzef that in western Utal there is certain
evidence of a prebistoric people which originated some place
in the northwest and journeyed sonthward; that during the
course of their long-continued migrations they changed rather
rapidly from a semi-nomadic to a sedentary life as they ap-



Figure 1.12: Neil Judd was the first trained archaeolo-
gist to investigate sites in the Grand Staircase portion

of the Monument, although his research took him
throughout southern Utah and northern Arizona.
Photo: Smithsonian Institution SIA-SIA2009-4254.

proached the Rio Colorado. Having gained the “red rock”
country and having found, for the first time, natural caves
that increased the protection afforded by their small dwellings,
they became more closely related, if not identical, in culture
to those people commonly recognized as the ancestors of the
modern Pueblo Indians.

As Judd was concluding his research in the
Grand Staircase region, another emerging archaeol-
ogist, Jesse Nusbaum, arrived with the stated pur-
pose of “collecting ethnological material from the
surviving Paiute Indians in southwestern Utah and
castward, and of investigating such archaeological
sites as might be discovered during the reconnais-
sance” (George G. Heye, in Nusbaum 1922:11).
Nusbaum was a long-time colleague of Alfred V.
Kidder, working extensively with Kidder at Mesa
Verde prior to the latter’s investigations at Pecos
Pueblo in 1915 (Cordell 1984:52-54; Thomas
1989:39). Under the direction of the Museum of
the American Indian, Heye Foundation, Nusbaum
first traveled through the area in 1919. While in
Kane County, local residents informed him of
“caves containing numerous signs of aboriginal oc-
cupancy” (Nusbaum 1922:15).

Nusbaum returned to Kane County in
1920, selecting for excavation a cave in Cave Lake
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Canyon about 8 miles northwest of Kanab, after-
wards called Cave du Pont. Nusbaum’s descriptions
of the excavations (Nusbaum 1922) and the accom-
panying descriptive report of material culture (Kid-
der and Guernsey 1922) provided important
evidence of a Basketmaker presence considerably
removed from the Basketmaker II “heartland” in
northeastern Arizona and southeastern Utah where
it had been initially defined (Guernsey and Kidder
1921; Kidder and Guernsey 1919).

Deemed among the most significant Bas-
ketmaker sites anywhere in the Southwest, Cave
du Pont was at that time the only site that had
yielded no evidence that could be attributed to
later occupations. In fact, aside from minor loot-
ing, there was no evidence the cave had been vis-
ited after its abandonment. As noted by Kidder
and Guernsey (1922:65-60), particularly impressive
was the “remarkable similarity, even in apparently
unimportant details, between many of these spec-
imens and corresponding Basket-maker objects ...
recovered in northern Arizona. It is obvious that
at Cave du Pont we are dealing with an integral
part of the regular Basket-maker culture, and the
inference is strong that the Cave du Pont people
were approximately, if not exactly, contemporane-
ous with the Basket-makers of Marsh Pass and
Grand Gulch.”

Nusbaum, who went on to become chief
archaeologist for the National Park Service, re-
turned to Cave du Pont in 1936 to recover five
cached timbers, one of pinyon, one of oak, and
three of juniper. The pinyon sample (LA-U20) was
examined in 1939 by WIS. Stallings Jr., who found it
corresponded to the Central Pueblo Chronology for
the period between 150 and 300 AD. It was deter-
mined the pinyon sample was cut in AD 217, “the
earliest cutting date in the Southwest and the first
from a pure Basketmaker 11 deposit” (Stallings
1941:3). The eatly tree-ring date provoked consid-
erable discussion and repeated re-examination, but
it remains valid to this day.

Shortly after Nusbaum’s investigations, the
Peabody Museum at Harvard University set its
sights on the rugged and forbidding Kaiparowits
Plateau and the upper reaches of the Hscalante



River. The Kaiparowits Plateau region appears to
have attracted its own share of adventurers in the
early twentieth century. In 1915, John Wetherill led
the “Gregory Expedition” into the Kaiparowits
Plateau by fording the Colorado River at Lees Ferry
and proceeding east across the mesa to the Es-
calante River and then north to settlements at the
foot of the Aquarius Plateau. Noted author Zane
Grey and movie producer Jesse Lasky employed
John Wetherill to guide them into the region in
1926, but they were turned back by high water on
the Colorado River. When Clyde Kluckhohn con-
ducted his own investigations there in 1928, he en-
countered historic signatures dated to 1918, 1925
and 1926 (Kluckhohn 1927, 1933).

The Claflin-Emerson Expedition, inspired
by Alfred Kidder’s keen interest in the Northern Pe-
riphery, was to be a four-year reconnaissance of re-
gions north and west of the Colorado River that
would effectively define the Fremont Complex
(Gunnerson 1969; Morss 1931), and resulted in the
first formal investigations of cultural resources in
the Waterpocket Fold and Kaiparowits Plateau re-
gions. In 1928, Donald Scott led the expedition into
the Kaiparowits Plateau and northern tributaries of
the Colorado River between the Escalante River and
the Fremont River. In many instances, crew mem-
bers risked life and limb to reach sites tucked on
sheer cliff faces (Figure 1.13).

Twelve sites were described during Scott’s
brief survey of the Kaiparowits Plateau area, in-
cluding five rockshelters in the Lake Canyon
drainage. Five sites were identified in the Hscalante
River drainage, including the Coombs Village site
near Boulder that was also visited and described by
Morss (1931), who was operating independently
from the main expedition. Scott also identified two
sites in the Alvey Wash tributary and others in Coy-
ote Gulch, and Davis Gulch near the mouth of the
Escalante River, the latter of which contained a
free-standing circular structure interpreted as a kiva
(1969:33-34). The site, later named Davis Kiva, was
excavated decades later by James Gunnerson
(1959b:117-147).

Concurrent with Scott’s investigations in
the Kaiparowits Plateau, Escalante River, and Glen
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Figure 1.13: Claflin-Emerson Expedition crews
used a variety of climbing techniques to gain ac-
cess to inaccessible sites during their Utah investi-
gations of 1928-1931. Photo: Peabody Museum of
Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University
(2004-24-10208).

Canyon areas, Morss conducted his own reconnais-
sance in the Temple Creek, Oak Creek, and Watet-
pocket Fold areas. Using his own funds, Morss in
1931 published a monograph that for the first time
defined the Fremont culture as one that was periph-
erally related to the Basketmaker and Pueblo cul-
tures of the Southwest, recognizing that prehistoric
groups north of the Colorado River practiced a
mixed subsistence based on agriculture, hunting,
and gathering. Much of the data used in forming
this hypothesis came from the Fremont River area,
although he also incorporated his observations from
the Dirty Devil drainage and Boulder Mountain. His
broad definition of the Fremont culture is still cited
by researchers today.

At the same time the Claflin-Emerson Ex-
pedition was exploring Utah’s hinterlands, profes-
sional archaeology at the University of Utah, which
had languished in academic obscurity, achieved re-
newed respectability with the appointment of Julian



H. Steward as chairman of the Department of An-
thropology in 1930 (Figure 1.14). Steward, a rising
star in the profession, brought with him a singular
focus toward problem-oriented research that re-
jected traditional descriptive approaches that
equated ceramics and architecture to Pecos Classi-
fication phase sequences (Steward 1933a). He was
probably the first to articulate distinct differences
between the Fremont culture that occupied most of
Utah north of the Colorado River and the contem-
poraneous occupations of the Kanab area, the Ari-
zona Strip, and St. George basin, which had
stronger relationships to major areas of the South-
west, and in fact, “many of the elements which are
absent from the remainder of the Northern Periph-
ery are found here” (1933a:19).

Steward conducted two expeditions into
the GSENM region in 1932, both under the aus-
pices of the University of Utah but with the fi-
nancial assistance of several private individuals
who accompanied Steward. One involved a trip
with pack horses into the Paria River and Johnson
Canyon areas.
The other trip in-
volved a 23-day
float on the Col-
orado River dur-
ing which the
party explored the
Colorado River
from the
confluence of the
Dirty Devil River
to Lees
Some 130 sites
were identified in
the Paria River
and Johnson

arca

Ferry.

Canyon areas, and 28 sites were recorded during
Steward’s reconnaissance of the Glen Canyon re-
gion. The results of the surveys were not pub-
lished for almost a decade (Steward 1941), and
modern archaeologists still haven’t re-identified all
of his sites.

Steward’s survey in the Kanab area marked
the most significant attempt to that time to incor-
porate theoretical questions into a research design.

Julian Steward of the Univer-
sity of Utah led two expeditions
into what are now Monument
lands in the 1930s. He later moved
on to the Smithsonian Institution
where he became one of the most
influential scholars in the history
of anthropology.
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In particular, Steward wanted to “discover the place
and manner in which those culture elements which
had been chronologically differentiated in the San
Juan area had become blended into a single culture
and spread northward into the Northern Periphery”
(1941:281). Steward’s survey in the Kanab area was
designed to test his hypothesis that two archaeolog-
ical manifestations would be identified: (1) a Modi-
fied Basketmaker culture lacking any Pueblo
influence, and (2) a culture retaining certain Basket-
maker-like elements but with the addition of eartly
Puebloan traits (1941:241).

Steward identified a significant Basket-
maker III manifestation in the region, based on the
prevalence of slab cists, larger slab structures that
might have been residential structures, plain gray
pottery, and black-on-gray pottery (1941:287). Stew-
ard believed the Basketmaker 11 evidence found
throughout the region was evidence of “a Basket
Maker II culture [that] lingered somewhere in the
southern part of the area, received increments from
Basket Maker III, then spread to northeastern
Utah” (1933a:0).
The idea that Bas-
ketmaker I1T ideas
and technologies,
if people,
spread north to
become the Fre-

not

mont culture
proved remarkably
resilient over sub-

sequent decades.

Steward
was among the first
to address archaco-
logical

from the perspective of human behavior within environ-
mental contexts. This theoretical approach, which was still
evolving in the early 1930s, eventually prompted him to
pursue ethnographic studies of indigenous Western
Shoshoni and Northern Paiute hunter-gatherers (1938).
These studies led to the development of his “cultural ecol-
ogy” model that attempted to “define the dynamic cause-
and-effect relationships that operate in ongoing cultural
systems” (Thomas 1989:147).

resources



Figure 1.14: Julian Steward was a visionary archaeologist and anthropologist who found his
way to southern Utah in 1932. This image was taken at North Wash just east of GSENM.

Photo: Utah State Historical Society.

As the Great Depression raged, Benjamin
W. Wetherill, with the assistance of Elmer R. Smith
of Snow College, directed archaeological surveys in
Zion National Park and Kanab areas beginning in
December 1933 through funding from the National
Park Service through the Civil Works Administra-
tion. Called the Zion National Park Archaeological
Project, the survey recorded numerous sites within
the park, as well as 40 prehistoric sites outside the
park boundaries in the Kanab, Kaibab Plateau, Mt.
Trumbull, and Beaver Dam areas “in order to gather
data from surrounding regions for comparative pur-
poses” (in Schroeder 1955:1). Fieldwork continued
through May 26, 1934, and eventually included the
Kanab Creek drainage and Johnson Canyon. Very
little is known about his observations in Kanab
Creck and Johnson Canyon because most of his
notes were destroyed in a fire.

At the same time, Ben Wetherill, the son of
Richard Wetherill of Mesa Verde fame, was also in-
volved with the Rainbow Bridge-Monument Valley
Expedition (Beals et al. 1945), a large-scale survey
of the Navajo Mountain area south of the Colorado
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River. In 1937, he led a Rainbow Bridge-Monument
Valley Expedition survey party into the Kaiparowits
Plateau. Wetherill’s exploration of the Kaiparowits
Plateau was not included in the official report other
than their cursory mention that he had:

<. 211 @ short time located nearly one hundred sites,
[from which sherd collections were taken and descriptive notes
made. The study clearly indicated the presence of a large
number of small sites, but the sherd collections were mostly
too small or too badly weathered to afford a basis for any
definitive study, and have not been considered in this report.
These collections did indicate, however, marfked differences
in the ceramic typology of the region from that of any of
the other regions studied by the Expedition, and they have
all been filed and catalogued for future study in connection
with additional data which may be collected in the future
[Beals et al. 1945:6).

The Glen Canyon Project
There were few archaeological projects

anywhere in Utah in the 1940s, and no projects of
significance were initiated within GSENM. Al-



though some drainages (e.g., Johnson Canyon,
Paria River, Cottonwood Canyon) had been eatlier
investigated, the majority of the GSENM region
lacked highly visible architectural sites, and there-
fore it had been largely ignored. In particular, vast
portions of the Kaiparowits Plateau and Escalante
River drainage remained largely unknown. This re-
gion would become the focus of an unprece-
dented research project from 1957 to 1963
intended to salvage archaeological data in advance
of rising Glen Canyon Dam, a monumental un-
dertaking led by Jesse D. Jennings at the University
of Utah.

The Glen Canyon Project was, for all in-
tents and purposes, an outgrowth of Jennings’ ear-
lier systematic survey of the entire state to
document archaeological resources within a broad
range of geographic contexts. Begun in 1949, Utah
Statewide Archaeological Survey was intended to be
a 10-year study whereby the university could train
graduate students in field research while it docu-
mented the archaeological resources of the entire
state (Gunnerson 1959¢). Unfortunately, changing
priorities hampered systematic surveys of the entire
state, and large portions of the state were never sur-
veyed. Only the eastern and northeastern portions
of GSENM were ever addressed in any survey re-
port (Gunnerson 1956, 1957), and those areas were
discussed only cursorily.

The relationship between the two projects
is important from a historical perspective. Gunner-
son’s 1957 investigations in the Escalante River
drainage were reported in the Glen Canyon Project
monographs, but the sites investigated were far re-
moved from the area to be inundated by Lake Pow-
ell. Likewise, surveys and excavations on the
Kaiparowits Plateau from 1957 to 1961 had little to
do with areas to be submerged by Lake Powell. In
effect, the Glen Canyon Project became the mech-
anism by which unrelated projects more consistent
with the statewide survey were completed.

The Glen Canyon Project was a massive,
federally funded initiative to document the archae-
ology along the Colorado River that would be lost
to the rising waters behind the Glen Canyon Dam.
It was initiated in 1957 with the Museum of North-
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ern Arizona assigned to investigate sites south of
the Colorado River and the University of Utah fo-
cused on sites north of the river. The 1957 investi-
gations were focused along the Colorado River
itself, but University of Utah crews also conducted
a rapid survey of the Escalante River corridor and
a short distance up selected tributary canyons (Lister
1958a). A second Utah crew excavated 10 sites, nine
of them in the Escalante River drainage as far north
as the town of Escalante (Gunnerson 1959b). Sev-
eral of these sites have since been re-investigated
and are discussed in greater detail in later chapters.
Arguably, these investigations constituted the first
systematic surveys within GSENM inasmuch as
they were intended to identify all evidence of pre-
historic occupations.

Despite the hurried and superficial nature
of the 1957 surveys, Lister (1958a) observed that
settlement patterns in the Escalante River drainage
were different from those observed in other
drainages west of the Escalante River. Sites in the
Escalante River area included a wide variety of res-
idential habitations, storage facilities, and campsites
that were suggestive of different hunting, gathering,
and agricultural activities associated with arable
lands and permanent water.

Lister (19582:20-21) concluded that most
sites in the Escalante River area were occupied for
short periods, perhaps seasonally, and that the cul-
tural center of the entire region would be found on
the Kaiparowits Plateau to the west. The small but
numerous pueblos and settlements there exhibited
a greater level of permanence than observed else-
where in the region. The Kaiparowits Plateau, in ef-
fect, provided a residential base for populations
who supplemented agriculture with hunting and
gathering throughout the plateau region. The Es-
calante River drainages were periodically exploited
by different horticultural groups who produced do-
mesticated food resources and then cached surplus
foodstuffs for subsequent retrieval during the win-
ter and spring.

Without question, the 1958 field activities
constituted the largest undertaking during the
course of the Glen Canyon investigations. Several
hundred sites were recorded in northern drainages



of the Colorado and San Juan rivers (Fowler 1958;
1959b), whereas other surveys described previously
unknown portions of the Escalante Desert (Suhm
1959), the arid drainages east of the Escalante River,
and Henry Mountains (Lister 1959b, 1959¢). A Uni-
versity of Utah excavation crew also initiated inves-
tigations at the Coombs Village site near the town
of Boulder. This site, interpreted as a Kayenta out-
post, may constitute the largest Formative pueblo
in the region (Lipe 1958; Lister 1958b, 1959a).

Perhaps the most significant data resulting
from the 1958 field season were the Kaiparowits
Plateau surveys where 255 sites were identified, of
which almost 200 were surface residential sites con-
sisting of one to 10 rooms, usually situated on
knolls, ridges, or eminences overlooking sage flats
(Gunnerson 1958, 1959a). Given the rarity of per-
manent occupations throughout the Glen Canyon
region, the concentration of dwellings in such a ge-
ographically restricted area with very little perma-
nent water is remarkable. About 84 percent of the
permanent structures identified by Glen Canyon
surveyors were located within a 25-square-mile area
on top of the plateau. This occupation was believed
to mark the only time human populations ever
reached significant levels in this region.

Most of the Kaiparowits Plateau residential
sites were characterized as small pueblos in proxim-
ity to arable lands. Site density averaged about 10
per square mile. Population densities were estimated
at about 10 to 50 individuals per square mile, based
on the assumption that about 10 percent of the res-
idential sites were occupied at the same time. A pop-
ulation that large would have been dependent upon
agriculture, although the absence of permanent
streams suitable for irrigation would have mandated
dry farming. The plateau probably afforded access
to upland faunal resources, but chipped-stone tools
indicative of hunting and butchering activities were
not especially common at residential sites. In fact,
cultural refuse of any kind was not abundant at any
of these surface sites, even though the plateau, as
Gunnerson noted (1959a:361), “was one of the
most densely populated areas in the general region
in Pueblo II and Pueblo III times.”
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The 1959 Glen Canyon investigations were
extremely limited compared to those the year before.
Most of the investigations were focused on the
upper portion of the Colorado River to be inun-
dated by the reservoir, and excavations at Coombs
Village (42Ga34) continued under the direction of
Robert H. Lister and J. Richard Ambler. A much
larger portion of the site was cleared in 1959 than
had been exposed the year before, and researchers
believed that even though the site had not been com-
pletely excavated, “we have obtained an adequate
sample of its contents and that additional digging
would only duplicate the results we have gathered”
(Lister et al. 1960:1; see also Ambler 1959).

Lister and Lister (1961:5-10) offered eight
hypotheses of local culture history: (1) The village
was established by groups of Ancestral Puebloan
immigrants who were attracted by the abundant
arable lands, permanent water, building materials,
wood resources, and wild faunal resources on the
adjacent Aquarius Plateau; (2) The ceramic types im-
plied cultural ties to the Kayenta region in north-
eastern Arizona, although there may have been
some fusion of different groups affiliated with the
Fremont, Virgin Branch, and Mesa Verde area; (3)
The village was first occupied in the latter part of
the AD 1000s, reaching its maximum development
by AD 1100 due to “an extension northward of
Kayenta culture rather than merely a trading rela-
tionship”; (4) Because Kayenta-made pottery was
found throughout all levels, additional groups from
northeastern Arizona may have joined the commu-
nity from time to time, bringing pottery with them
from the Kayenta heartland; (5) The natural re-
sources around the village were equal to or better
than those of many areas occupied by Ancestral
Puebloans, and resources for containers, tools,
buildings, clothing and food were easily obtainable;
(6) The maximum population was estimated at
about 200 individuals, based on the presumption
that 40 of the 50 residential structures were occu-
pied simultaneously; (7) Some 67 structures had
been burned, two-thirds believed to have been oc-
cupied at the time of the conflagration; and (8) No
sites later than Coombs Village were located in the
area, making it “logical to surmise that they may



have returned to the Kayenta area from whence
they came and with which they had close ties
throughout the duration of their tenancy of the
Coombs Village.”

Investigations in 1960 were extremely lim-
ited. Only two small survey crews were dispatched
by the University of Utah, each operating only part
of the field season. Lister conducted a survey
around the community of Escalante, but the survey
results were not published in the Glen Canyon Se-
ries, and the unpublished report, entitled Site Test-
ing Program, 1960, San Juan Triangle Area and
Escalante Utah (Lister 1960), has been lost from the
Department of Anthropology files.

In 1961,
the University of
Utah again refo-
cused its efforts
toward the
Kaiparowits
Plateau and Es-

Jesse Jennings argued that
agricultural lifeways diffused from
southern New Mexico to resident

University of Utah crews led by C. Melvin
Aikens (1963a), meanwhile, returned to the
Kaiparowits Plateau in 1961. In July and August, a
small crew on horseback surveyed the extreme east-
ern and western ends of the plateau not previously
investigated by Gunnerson (1959a). A total of 50
new sites were identified (Aikens 1963a), and some
sites recorded eatlier by Gunnerson were revisited.

Eleven sites were subsequently excavated

(Fowler and Aikens 1963), mostly in the area east
of Basin Canyon near the Straight Cliffs escarp-
ment. These sites were primarily one- and two-
room residential structures of coursed masonry
with remnants of adobe in the building stone. The
sites were located in direct association with sage
flats that were as-

sumed to have

been prehistoric
fields. Most resi-
dential sites were
also located on
knolls and ridges

calante  River Archaic foragers. Fifty years later, adjacent to the
areas within many scholars believe immigra- flats,  although
GSENM. A series tion played a fundamental role in some small sites
of surveys . were actually lo-
(Aikens 1963, the er_nergence Of Puebloan life- cated on the flats.
1963d) and exca- ways In the region. Small structures
vations  (Fowler of jacal or brush
1963; Fowler and built in or near the
Aikens 1962; fields were intet-

Sharrock 1961) were conducted in both regions.
University of Utah crews led by Don D. Fowler
excavated five sites and conducted additional sur-
veys in the Harris Wash drainage, a western tribu-
tary of the Escalante River. The canyon was
initially surveyed in 1958, when 27 sites were iden-
tified (Suhm 1959), and four sites were subse-
quently tested in 1960 (Lister 1960). Triangle Cave,
Circle Terrace, Pantry Alcove, and Sheep Horn Al-
cove were excavated in 1961 (Fowler and Aikens
1962; Fowler 1963), and all play prominently in our
later chapters. The investigations also included a
resurvey of Harris Wash (Aikens 1963b) during
which 16 previously unrecorded sites were identi-
tied. The Harris Wash sites are also discussed later
in greater detail.
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preted as temporary shelters occupied during the
growing and harvesting seasons. Rockshelter sites
were not common, but a cluster of them was noted
in the Pleasant Grove area.

The Glen Canyon Project formally con-
cluded its field investigations in 1962 with a flurry
of excavations. Plans to continue excavations on the
Kaiparowits Plateau were deemed “not worthwhile”
(Sharrock 1961, 1962) and were abandoned in favor
of surveys in the Paria River and Escalante Desert
areas. One University of Utah crew investigated
sites in the Johnson Canyon area near Kanab and in
the St. George area (Fowler and Aikens 1963a),
marking the first time the Glen Canyon Project had
ventured into Virgin Branch territories significantly
west of the Glen Canyon area.



Although the Glen Canyon Project had, for
all intents and purposes, concluded following the
1962 field season, the University of Utah returned
to southwestern Utah in 1963 with the support of
National Science Foundation grants to complete ex-
cavations at Bonanza Dune in Johnson Canyon and
seven other sites. It is unclear whether these investi-
gations were officially part of the Glen Canyon Proj-
ect, or whether they were simply a continuation of
investigations conducted as a field school for the
Department of Anthropology at the University of
Utah. Aikens’ investigations in the Kaiparowits
Plateau (Aikens 1962, 1963a; Fowler and Aikens
1963) and in southwestern Utah (Aikens 1965a,
1965b) provided the data for his Virgin-Kayenta
Cultural Relationships monograph (Aikens 19606¢)
that greatly influenced the perspectives of subse-
quent archaeologists working in the GSENM region.

The Glen Canyon project re-defined ar-
chaeologists understandings of the GSENM region
and set the theoretical foundation for subsequent
research over the next four decades. As summarized
by Jennings (1966b:53), the florescence of a com-
plex agricultural society in the Glen Canyon region,
complete with a developed ceramic complex and
large pithouses, “prove once and for all the extreme
extent of the Mogollon diffusion in the first stages
of Pueblo evolution.” He argued the diffusion of
Mogollon traits arrived in the Mesa Verde area by
AD 200 or 300, then “fanning out westward” as far
as southern Nevada and southwestern Utah, and
then north into the Fremont and Sevier-Fremont
areas. Mogollon diffusion was seen as critical to un-
derstanding the development of Virgin, Kayenta,
and Fremont groups throughout GSENM from an
indigenous population rather than through actual
migrations. (This traditionalist view that dominated
Utah archaeology has recently been challenged by
the Jackson Flat excavations that revealed migra-
tions from the San Pedro culture area in southern
Arizona at about 1000 BC).

As adamant as Jennings was that Virgin and
Kayenta lifeways had developed from a local base,
he also acknowledged “there can be no doubt” that
a Kayenta expansion occurred during the AD 1100s
and 1200s, and that sites in the upper Escalante
River drainage and Kaiparowits Plateau could be at-
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tributed to an outright occupation by these immi-
grants. Based on a critical reexamination of ceramic
types (cf. Breternitz 1963), Jennings argued the
Kayenta expansion evident at Coombs Village and
at sites on the Kaiparowits Plateau might have
begun by about AD 1150 to 1175 and persisted to
about AD 1200 or 1250, perhaps even later.

These migrants were believed to have oc-
cupied the Escalante River area, and to a lesser ex-
tent the Kaiparowits Plateau, concurrently with
Fremont peoples who practiced a similar lifeway
(1966b:55-56). He emphasized the uniformity of
lifeways among all groups in the region, contending
that efforts by many researchers to “correlate or
connect” the culture histories north of the Colorado
River with the “high centers” of Ancestral Puebloan
culture south and east of the river was a waste of
time that obscured interpretive explanations of
human adaptations to the canyon environment.

CRM Archaeology

For all intents and purposes, the Glen
Canyon Project marked the genesis of federal poli-
cies in the GSENM region to recover archaeolog-
ical data before development occurred. But the
Glen Canyon Project, funded largely by congres-
sional appropriations, was far from standard fed-
eral practice, and in some regards it was an
exception intended to blunt widespread public
concern over environmental resources being lost
to reservoir construction. A series of federal laws
were subsequently passed in the 1960s and 1970s
that would mandate that all future development on
the public domain include efforts to, at a minimum,
identify cultural resources that would be impacted
by development.

The passage of the National Historic
Preservation Act NHPA) of 1966 (U.S. Code 80
Stat 915, 94 Stat 728) marked a watershed in the
protection of archaeological resources on public
lands. This act created the National Register of
Historic Places INRHP) to list significant historic
and archaeological properties, defined as “any
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, struc-
ture, or object.”” It also established the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation to advise agen-



cies on preservation matters and set up criteria
for assessing NRHP site eligibility. Other federal
laws followed, including the National Environ-
mental Policy Act and the Archaeological Re-
sources Protection Act. As summarized by Muhn
and Stuart (1988:203),

By the end of the decade, the BLM had the an-
thority and much of the capability needed to protect its huge
reserve of cultural resources from conflicts generated by legit-
imate land use activities on the one hand, and from illegal
depredation on the other. What was lacking was the ability
to get out abead of Section 106 compliance — and artifact
hunters — to determine, for the resources’ sake, how they
should be managed over the long term.

To date, several thousand compliance proj-
ects, often referred to as Section 106 projects or
Cultural Resource Management (CRM) projects,
have been completed in the region. Compliance ef-
forts in the Hscalante River Basin have been fo-
cused on a variety of activities, including
transportation projects, random study tracts in the
Boulder Mountain foothills and Escalante Desert
related to proposed coal development, and to a
lesser extent vegetation projects, recreation devel-
opment, and livestock improvements.

Projects in the Kaiparowits Plateau region
have been mostly small-scale clearance surveys as-
sociated with hydrocarbon development. Individ-
ually, these reports are rather meaningless, but
considered collectively, they demonstrate a com-
plex distribution of hunter-gatherer campsites,
hunting locales, and lithic procurement sites in a
variety of environmental settings. Based on tem-
porally diagnostic projectile points, the region was
occupied throughout Archaic, Formative, and Late
Prehistoric times.

Significant CRM investigations have been
conducted in the Grand Staircase region, although
most of these projects involved areas peripheral to
GSENM itself, specifically coal development in the
Alton Amphitheater area and related projects in the
Mt. Carmel and Long Valley areas. Coal reserves in
the Alton Amphitheater and Skutumpah Terrace
areas have resulted in numerous significant investi-
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gations (Christensen et al. 1983; Halbirt and
Gualtieri 1981; Hauck 1979b; Keller 1987) that
identified lithic scatters and campsites indicative of
higher-elevation hunting and gathering through all
periods of human prehistory. A variety of vegeta-
tion restoration (Fawcett 1994) and coal develop-
ment projects (Christensen et al. 1983; Hauck
1979b) in the upper Virgin River, Johnson Canyon,
and Kitchen Corral Wash areas identified sedentary
occupations by Virgin Branch agriculturalists from
Basketmaker II to Pueblo III times.

Major CRM investigations are discussed in
greater detail in the technical version of this publi-
cation (Spangler et al. 2019). Investigations con-
ducted after the monument was created in 1996,
conducted mostly under Section 110 of the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act, constitute the bulk
of our discussions in the following chapters.

Organizational Context

For more than a century, researchers have
been organizing archaeological phenomena into a
variety of spatial and temporal categories. These
include a litany of phases, periods, horizons, types,
and other sub-units intended to make sense of ar-
chaeological materials, usually on the basis of dis-
tinctive artifacts or architecture with shared
characteristics. This exercise has proven frustrating
over the years with the emergence of different
names for the same materials, depending on where
they are found and their suspected temporal
ranges. About the only constant is that archaeolo-
gists love to quibble with each other over their own
preferred nomenclature.

The organization of specific data into cat-
egories is nonetheless an important first step in the-
ory building. The real problem as it applies to
archaeological research is that the creation of arti-
fact categories (e.g., Emery Gray, Desert Side-
notched points) and cultural labels (e.g., Fremont,
Virgin Branch) tends to become an end in itself
rather than a means of explaining human behavior.
The tyranny of categories is accentuated when ar-
chaeologists perpetuate the validity of their assump-
tions through sheer repetition.



Figure 1.14: Kanab Creek cuts through the Vermilion Cliffs on its way to the Colorado River. As a source of
permanent water even in the worst drought conditions, it once allowed for intense maize farming for more

than 2,000 years. Photo: Jerry D. Spangler.

Such implications have rarely deterred ar-
chaeologists from equating artifacts with particu-
lar groups of people. As observed by Jones
(1994:71), those items that “serve as markers of
culture or ethnicity among living peoples — lan-
guage, belief, tradition, social views — are not
available archaeologically. The prehistoric cultures
we identify are not cultures in any complete sense;
they are classificatory shorthand for groups of
similar kinds of archaeological remains in spatial
and temporal proximity.”’

This was particularly evident in the 1950s
and 1960s when Glen Canyon Project researchers
convincingly argued, based on ceramic evidence,
that the vast majority of human occupations north
of the Colorado River could be attributed to
Kayenta peoples who migrated north during late
Pueblo II and early Pueblo III times. Contrary evi-
dence was often ignored or dismissed. As Geib and
Faitley (1998:61) later observed, “It seems that Glen
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Canyon Project archaeologists had on blinders
when it came to recognizing Archaic remains..”

We also recognize that cultural processes
were not uniform and any implied uniformity in the
archaeological record is likely an intellectual distor-
tion of actual human behavior. As observed by
Madsen and Rhode (1994:217-218), “Individuals
walk the landscape and individuals interact with
each other. Each person faces different social and
physical environments and reacts accordingly. If it
is possible to define general rules which govern the
way people behave, then we must expect different
outcomes when those rules are applied in different
physical and social settings.”

For the purposes of our discussion, we
prefer to use broad temporal categories without any
implied temporal precision. For example, we recog-
nize a general Archaic period from about 8000 BC
to 1000 BC, and then we use lowercase modifiers



such as early, middle, and late to identify points in
time within that 7,000-year span. We avoid using
such categories whenever possible, although it is not
always possible when citing the work of others. As
we discuss in subsequent chapters, there are five
general periods of time relative to this overview,
each defined by distinctive lifeways:

® A Paleo-Archaic and/or Paleo-Indian petriod
at the end of the Pleistocene is characterized by
small groups of hunters adapted to terminal Ice
Age environments. Evidence of plant processing
is currently lacking, but this will probably be
found. This period encompasses all adaptations
prior to the onset of fully Holocene conditions by
about 8000 BC.

® The Archaic period includes hunting and gath-
ering strategies prior to the introduction of maize
farming. These highly mobile foragers were adapted
to arid Holocene environments, relying heavily on
plant resources and small game. Deer and bighorn
sheep were important food resources, but might
have been a small part of the overall diet. This pe-
riod extends from about 8000 BC to 1000 BC.
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® An Archaic-to-Formative transition period from
1000 BC to AD 500 encompasses that period of
time when cultigens were first introduced, but hunt-
ing and gathering continued to be important, at least
among some groups. This period also marked the
introduction of more efficient hunting technologies
(the bow and arrow), the presence of elaborate rock
art traditions, the emergence of complex storage
strategies to ameliorate resource shortfalls, and the
use of long-term residences in some areas.

® The beginning of the Formative period is gen-
erally defined by the appearance of ceramics, which
in GSENM occurred about AD 500. It is also that
period of time when populations were heavily re-
liant on maize, beans, and squash for their dietary
needs, resulting in high levels of sedentism, in-
creased need for high-capacity storage, and in-
creased complexity as groups aggregated into larger
social units. On the west side of GSENM, this is
evident in an abundance of Ancestral Puebloan oc-
cupations in most environmental niches. Fremont
farmers meanwhile occupied the upper Escalante
River. Formative lifeways persisted in both regions
until about AD 1250, although a few farming



groups, both Fremont and Ancestral Puebloans,
might have persisted another 50 years or so.

® The Late Prehistoric is that period of time
after the collapse of agricultural lifeways at about
AD 1300 until the time of historic contact in 1776.
This period coincides with the arrival of Ancestral
Paiute foragers in GSENM with a hunting and
gathering lifeway, although they apparently prac-
ticed limited agriculture.

The following narrative is organized to dis-
cuss prehistoric lifeways as they have been described
by various researchers. This report is weighted heav-
ily toward research conducted since the monument
was created in 1996. In Chapter 2, we discuss the
emerging evidence of Paleo Archaic deer hunting
in terminal Ice Age times at North Creek Shelter
near Escalante, and in Chapter 3, we describe the
Archaic hunter-gatherer adaptations prior to about
1000 BC, including the earliest evidence of plant
processing, also at North Creek Shelter. Recent ev-
idence from the Rodent Ridge and Arroyo sites near
Kanab suggests some Archaic groups were more
sedentary, constructing seasonal residences in opti-
mal environmental niches to exploit predictable
plant and animal resources.

We discuss in Chapter 4 the transition
from hunter-gatherer lifeways to an agricultural
subsistence that would have greatly limited seasonal
mobility. Evidence from the Jackson Flat sites south
of Kanab suggests maize farming might have ap-
peared in this region several centuries earlier than
traditionally thought, perhaps as early as 1000 BC.
By about AD 200, agriculture had emerged as the
predominant lifeway, with pithouse-dwelling farm-
ers exhibiting Basketmaker II characteristics similar
to those described elsewhere in the Southwest.
Agriculture also appeared in the Escalante River
Basin by about AD 200, although evidence of in-
creased sedentism at this time (e.g., pithouses) re-
mains scant. These farmers are believed to be
ancestral to later Fremont groups.

The Fremont Complex, a name applied to
Formative farmers in the Escalante River Basin, is
the focus of Chapter 5. These farmers had their own
distinctive grayware ceramics, perhaps as eatly as AD
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500, and they might have been seasonally mobile
farmers, exploiting the river corridor in both lowland
and upland settings during the spring and summer
before aggregating at winter residences. By about
AD 750, the Fremont had embraced permanent pit-
house architecture that shared many similarities with
that of their Ancestral Puebloan neighbors to the
west, suggesting not only increased sedentism but
increasingly permeable boundaries. By AD 1050, the
Fremont presence here had become nearly invisible
due to the arrival of Ancestral Puebloan immigrants,
only to re-emerge in the late AD 1200s after the im-
migrants had left. Fremont studies have benefited
greatly from recent research by Brigham Young Uni-
versity in the Wide Hollow, Big Flat, Deer Creek, and
Escalante River corridor areas.

In Chapter 6, we discuss Formative farm-
ers of the Grand Staircase region, who were largely
indistinguishable from other upland Ancestral
Puebloan groups on the Arizona Strip and to a
lesser extent the St. George Basin. All periods of
Ancestral Puebloan prehistory are represented in
the Grand Staircase, from Basketmaker III to
Pueblo 111 times, although changes in site layout
and land use changed little from AD 500 to 1050.
In fact, the typical pattern of a pithouse with an
arc of adjacent storage cists persisted with only
minor additions or modifications until late Pueblo
II times when some groups constructed above-
ground pueblos and alcove residences populatly re-
ferred to as cliff dwellings. This might reflect a
brief migration of outsiders from the Kayenta re-
gion that extended not only into the Kanab area,
but into the Kaiparowits Plateau and upper Es-
calante River Basin.

The abandonment of agriculture as a pre-
dominant lifeway by about AD 1250-1280 remains
an intriguing and unresolved issue in regional ar-
chaeology. In Chapter 7, we look at the collapse of
Formative lifeways, the possibility that some farm-
ing groups might have persisted in isolated environ-
mental niches, and the concurrent emergence of a
hunter-gatherer lifeway with different artifact as-
semblages considered to be ancestral to Southern
Paiutes who occupied the region at the time of his-
toric contact in 1776.



The establishment of GSENM created an
optimal environment to address many archaeologi-
cal research questions, although many questions re-
main unanswered despite the wealth of research
over the past two decades. In Chapter 8, we revisit
the archaeological research conducted since 1996
when the Monument was created as an outdoor lab-
oratory. Has this objective been met?

It should also be noted that certain terms
used throughout this overview warrant additional
explanation. The term “Anasazi” is firmly en-
trenched in the literature of GSENM and surround-
ing areas to describe Formative farmers with
similarities to those in the Kayenta and Mesa Verde
regions. This term is actually a Navajo word that
carries
Puebloans with deep cultural connections to the en-
tire GSENM region. In subsequent chapters, we use
the term “Ancestral Puebloan,” as recommended by

a negative connotation for modern

archaeologists and federal agencies elsewhere in the
Southwest. This term is reserved for those Forma-
tive groups with pottery and architectural traditions
similar to those observed in the Kayenta region
south of the Colorado River.

We also retain the term “Fremont Com-
plex” to distinguish Formative agriculturalists of the
Escalante River Basin (and perhaps Kaiparowits
Plateau) with different ceramic and architectural tra-
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ditions, different levels of sedentism and agricul-
tural dependence, and distinctive iconography with
pan-regional implications. We acknowledge that
modern Puebloan groups make no distinction what-
soever between Ancestral Puebloans of the Grand
Staircase and the Fremont of the Escalante River
Basin, referring to all prehistoric peoples of
GSENM as “ancient ancestors.”

We also use the term “northern Colorado
Plateau” to describe the region north and west of
the Colorado River. Most Colorado Plateau re-
searchers find the Colorado River to be a conven-
ient delineation dividing this massive physiographic
province into “north” and “south.” Some re-
searchers on the Arizona Strip and lower Virgin
River country, however, bristle at the idea that this
is “northern” when in fact it is hundreds of miles
to the south of other sub-regions on the northern
Colorado Plateau. Some have suggested terms like
“upper” and “lower” Colorado Plateau, or even an
“eastern” and “western” plateau, although these are
also problematic for the same reason: There is no
consensus as to where the boundaries are. In the ab-
sence of a more satisfactory term, we retain north-
ern Colorado Plateau as traditionally used to
describe that plateau region north of the Colorado
River where all drainages flow to the south and/or
east towards the Colorado River.



Short Creek

Photo: Jerry D. Spangler
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The first occupations of the high plateaus
of southern Utah and northern Arizona are be-
lieved to reflect a greater emphasis on hunting large
fauna during late Pleistocene times and prior to the
onset of hunting and gathering strategies adapted
to arid climates of the Holocene. Adaptations to
these drier climates are typically described as the Ar-
chaic, a petiod of time characterized by the hunting
of smaller modern mammals, increased dependence
on small seeds and desert plants, and only minor
changes to subsistence patterns and tool Kkits
through time (see Chapter 3).

The following is a brief summary of the ar-
chaeological evidence of earliest prehistoric groups
who inhabited the GSENM region at the end of the
Pleistocene. This time frame has traditionally been
organized into a variety of periods, phases, and
complexes defined in specific areas of the Great
Plains, Colorado Plateau, and Great Basin. These
organizational schemes are summarized in greater
detail elsewhere (Altschul and Fairley 1989; Berry
and Berry 1986; Bond et al. 1992; Geib 1996; Huck-
ell 1996; Irwin-Williams 1979; Jennings 1978; Lipe
and Pitblado 1999; Spangler 2001; Simms 2008).

Because direct evidence from GSENM is
rather limited, Paleo-Indian and Paleo-Archaic
adaptations are herein discussed within a regional
context focused primarily on sites north of the Col-
orado River in similar environments to those found
in the Monument. This discussion is directed
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largely at the fundamental question in Southwestern
archaeology of whether or not there is cultural con-
tinuity through time. Also relevant to this chapter
is whether there were two distinct groups occupy-
ing the GSENM region at this time, one with cul-
tural affinities to the Great Plains and the other
with similarities to groups in the Great Basin and
Rocky Mountains.

Paleo-Indian or Paleo-Archaic

The arrival of the earliest humans on the
northern Colorado Plateau, commonly referred to
as Paleo-Indians, has always been a topic of consid-
erable fascination to both professional researchers
and casual observers. Until relatively recently, most
archaeologists denied the presence of early humans
on the Colorado Plateau, citing the rarity of Pleis-
tocene megafauna that could have been exploited
by the earliest big game hunters. As late as the
1960s, Jesse Jennings argued that “probably because
of aridity and a dearth of the big game animals, the
classic big-game hunters of the Plains ... are not
found west of the Rockies” (1966a:89).

Since that time, however, archaeologists
and paleontologists have documented not only a sig-
nificant catalog of extinct Pleistocene faunal re-
mains in the region, but distinctive artifacts typically
associated with the hunting of extinct and modern
fauna present during terminal Ice Age times (Agen-
broad 1990a; Frison 1991; Grayson 1993; Janetski



et al. 2012; see also Graf and Schmitt 2007 for a
Great Basin perspective).

Evidence of early humans in western
North America near the end of the Pleistocene
Epoch, or last “Ice Age,” has been documented as
early as 14,000 years ago in the Pacific Northwest
(Gilbert et al. 2008), whereas the earliest evidence
in the Southwest has been reported from sites dat-
ing from about 11,000 to 12,000 years ago, often in
contexts related to the hunting of now-extinct
mammoths and bison. A hunting strategy focused
to a greater extent on large fauna persisted for sev-
eral millennia in certain areas of the American West,
perhaps as recently as 7,000 years ago on the Great
Plains where environments were more conducive to
large herds of bison (Frison 1991).

The pres-
ence of early big
game hunters is
now generally ac-
cepted, but be-
yond
that people were
present the
American West by
about 14,000 years
ago, there is little

agreement

in

cofnisensus among
scholars on
chronological se-

quences, defini-

tions, geographic distinctions, settlement patterns,
subsistence strategies, or the technological implica-
tions of different artifact assemblages. Scholars can-
not even agree whether Paleo-Indian, Paleo-Archaic,
and early Archaic manifestations are one and the
same, or whether they represent distinct adaptations
to different environmental variables by groups from
different regions.

In recent years, researchers have convinc-
ingly argued for the presence of two different big
game hunting traditions: Paleo-Indian, which fea-
tures a lithic tool kit similar or identical to that uti-
lized by big game hunters on the Great Plains and
other areas east and south of the Colorado River,
and Paleo-Archaic, which is characterized by region-

Paleo-Indian complexes of
the Plains and Paleo-Archaic tradi-
tions of the Intermountain West
might represent two different
adaptations resulting from at least
two different migrations into the
American West.
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ally distinct tool kits and a broader-based subsis-
tence strategy that is evident in regions west of the
Front Range of the Rocky Mountains (Figure 2.2).
The GSENM area is located entirely within the spa-
tial range assigned to Paleo-Archaic adaptations in
the Intermountain West, although Paleo-Indian ar-
tifacts characteristic of the Great Plains complexes
have also been found here.

In this chapter, we recognize that two dif-
ferent big game hunting traditions might have uti-
lized the region at the same time and might even
have interacted with one another. We also agree with
Willey and Phillips (1955), who observed that it is
impossible to conceive that early non-agricultural
groups would not make best use of whatever plants
and animals were available to them within the limits
of their technology. In our view, Paleo-Indian and

Paleo-Archaic
peoples
hunters and gath-

were

erers who placed
greater emphasis
on hunting larger
mammals than did
subsequent  Ar-

chaic peoples.

Researchers
throughout the re-
gion have used the
term Paleo-Indian
to define both a

period of time (prior to 7000 BC) and a lifeway
(predominantly focused on hunting large game). In
this discussion, we follow the lead of other Great
Basin and northern Colorado Plateau researchers
who have employed the term “Paleo-Archaic” to
emphasize that human adaptations were similar to
those in subsequent Archaic times in that a wide
array of large and small animals were exploited, as
well as plant resources, although convincing evi-
dence of the latter remains quite elusive (Beck and
Jones 2009, 2010, 2012; Graf and Schmitt 2007,
Haynes 2007; Janetski et al. 2012; Rhode et al. 2000).
The term Paleo-Indian is retained here when refer-
encing contemporaneous Great Plains subsistence
focused toward large fauna.



Figure

As discussed hereafter, the Paleo-Indian
complexes of the Plains and Paleo-Archaic tradi-
tions of the Intermountain West might represent
two different adaptations resulting from at least two
different migrations into the region, both of which
were oriented more toward hunting than the gath-
ering of floral resources. A more generalized hunt-
ing and gathering strategy is cleatly evident in the
archaeological record by about 10,000 to 11,000
years ago at Danger Cave, Smith Creck Cave, and
Bonneville Estates in the eastern Great Basin
(Rhode et al. 2005; see also Jennings 1957a), and at
Joes Valley Alcove, Cowboy Cave, and Joe Walter
Cave on the northern Colorado Plateau (Barlow and
Metcalfe 1993; Jennings 1980). Similarly, hunter-

2.2
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gatherer deposits have been dated to about 10,000
years ago at Dust Devil Cave in the Navajo Moun-
tain area (Ambler 1996) and from open campsites
on the Kaibab Plateau (Schroed! 1988). And recent
investigations at North Creek Shelter identified
deep stratified cultural deposits dating from about
10,000 to 11,500 years ago. These latter investiga-
tions revealed that deer hunting was the primary rea-
son for returning time and again to the shelter, but
small animals and birds were also part of the diet
(Janetski 2011, Janetski et al. 2012).

Collectively, these data suggest that broad-
based subsistence (Paleo-Archaic) was present in the
GSENM region at the same time that big game



hunting was predominant on the Great Plains. At
about 7000 BC, high plateau groups adapted to
more-arid Holocene environments began to exploit
small seeds, tubers, and other desert plants with
lower return rates,
which marks the
beginning the Ar-
chaic period.

Evidence of
Paleo-Archaic
and/or Paleo-In-

The Monument region was
once home to an array of now-ex-
tinct Ice Age mammals: mam-
moths, mastodons, sloths, camels,

reached its maximum by about 25,000 years ago,
and concluded by 11,000 years ago when North
American climates approached modern conditions.
The glacial advance resulted in a lowering of world-
wide sea levels by
as much as 300
feet.
generally

Researchers
agree
that this glaciation
resulted in the es-
tablishment of a

dian occupation ) ) land  bridge as
and exploitation horses, bison, mountain goats, and wide as 1,200
of northern Col- even g iant marmots. miles (north to

orado Plateau en-
vironmental
niches is compara-
tively rare (Copeland and Fike 1988; Schroedl 1977,
1992), particularly when considered alongside the
scores of Paleo-Indian sites documented on the
northwestern Plains and southern Colorado Plateau,
and the comparative abundance of early Archaic
sites now reported throughout the Great Basin and
Colorado Plateau.

Any attempt to reconstruct Paleo-Archaic
lifeways, therefore, requires the discussion of ar-
chaeological evidence from much broader geo-
graphic contexts. For more comprehensive reviews,
see Bond et al. (1992), Irwin-Williams (1979), Irwin-
Williams and Haynes (1970), Lipe and Pitblado
(1999), Pitblado (2003), Schroedl (1992), and Stiger
(2000). See Beck and Jones (2009); Graf and
Schmitt (2007), Grayson (1993), Madsen et al.
(2005), Rhode et al. (2005), and Willig and Aikens
(1988) for Great Basin perspectives.

Climate Change

The advance and retreat of continental gla-
ciers have characterized Pleistocene environments
in North America for much of the past 2.6 million
years, referred to as the Quaternary period, and
these have been well articulated elsewhere (see
Grayson 1993 and Pielou 1991 for summaries). The
arrival of humans in Pleistocene North America ap-
pears to have occurred during the final period of
glaciation, commonly referred to as the Wisconsin
Glaciation, which began about 110,000 years ago,
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south) connecting

Siberia to Alaska,

and it functioned
as a drawbridge, of sorts, that allowed animals to
migrate back and forth between the Old World and
the New World (Agenbroad 1990a).

The extent of glaciation in the high
plateaus of southern Utah and northern Arizona re-
mains pootly understood, but the higher elevations
most certainly experienced periods of expanding
and retreating glaciers with high water run-off that
fed river systems and lakes. The largest of these
lakes, Lake Bonneville, was located only a short dis-
tance to the northwest of GSENM (Figure 2.3), and
those living around the lake could easily have dis-
covered and explored the high plateaus to the east.

The end of the Pleistocene in western
North America was a period of remarkable envi-
ronmental change. Entire plant communities were
reorganized and huge glacial lakes common
throughout the Great Basin shriveled and evapo-
rated. Some 35 genera of mammals and 19 genera
of birds became extinct, and the lack of these ani-
mal remains in deposits dating to the last 10,000
years suggests that the extinctions had concluded
prior to that time, or that the animals had dwindled
to the point they had become archaeologically and
paleontologically  inconsequential ~ (Grayson
1993:68). Huckell (2014) has argued most of the
extinctions had been completed by 13,000 years
ago, or about the same time the first humans ar-
rived in the West.



The effects of deglaciation in southern
Utah were undoubtedly profound. At North Creek
Shelter, located at the upper edge of the pinyon-ju-
niper zone today, the local environments were con-
siderably wetter during Paleo-Archaic times,
supporting mixed forests of aspen, spruce, and firs,
as well as subalpine grasslands and wet meadows —
environmental characteristics found today at much
higher elevations (Janetski et al. 2012:151; see also
Newbold 2009). This wetter regime was probably
due to the final retreat of glaciers on the Aquarius
Plateau immediately north of North Creek Shelter.
The castern portion of the Aquarius Plateau was at
one time covered by ice sheets as much as 200 me-
ters thick that featured glacial tongues that spilled
from the summit (Flint and Denny 1958; Morris et
al. 2013; Osborn and Bevis 2001).

According to paleoenvironmental data
from regional alcove sites, the northern Colorado
Plateau was, during late Pleistocene times, a sage-

- 33 -

Figure 2.3: Lake Bonneville was the largest
paleolake in the American West during
Pleistocene times, stretching from south-
ern Oregon on the northwest to southern
California on the southwest. Hemmed by
the Wasatch Mountains on the east, the an-
cient shoreline was 300 to 400 feet above
the modern valley floor. At about 14,500
BC, a natural dam breached at Red Pass,
Idaho, causing the lake level to drop dra-
matically and resulting in a multitude of
smaller remnant lakes and lush marsh envi-
ronments. Humans probably arrived
shortly after the ancient lake breached and
the remnant lakes in the eastern Great
Basin looked something like this.

brush steppe with a lush riparian community near
the streams and rivers. This botanical community
was virtually the same as what is found today in the
higher elevations of the Henry Mountains, Kaibab
Plateau, Aquarius Plateau, and Markagunt Plateau.
The upward migration (increased elevation) of plant
communities can be roughly correlated with warm-
ing and seasonal precipitation changes during the
past 11,000 years (Agenbroad and Mead 1990a).

Research in southern Utah over the past
two decades has clearly demonstrated that late Pleis-
tocene mammals were indeed present in the region.
In the Glen Canyon area, mammoth dung from
Bechan Cave was dated between 11,600 and 13,400
years ago, and the evidence suggested the presence
of lush vegetation adapted to wet environments
where only arid deserts exist today (Agenbroad et
al. 1989). In the same area, investigations at Grobot
Grotto, Mammoth Alcove, Hoopers Hollow, and
BF Alcove revealed considerable animal dung from



now-extinct Ice Age mammals, including mam-
moth, mountain goat, marmot, camel, horse, and
bison (Agenbroad and Mead 1990b). In south-cen-
tral Utah, dung from mammoths, bison, horses,
camels, and sloths was observed at Cowboy Cave
(Jennings 1980). More recently, remains of a
mastodon (Mammut americanns) were recovered in
the Skutumpah Terrace area in the Grand Staircase
in contexts dated to 11,250 to 11,390 years ago (Mu-
seum of Northern Arizona 2004).

No evidence of human activity in direct as-
sociation with Pleistocene mammals was noted at
any of these sites, although one bison bone at Cow-
boy Cave exhibited faint traces of polish “as if its
broken end had
been used as a
scraper or as a pol-
ishing device
against some soft
material”  (Jen-
nings 1980:14-15).
There is, as yet, no

persuasive  evi-
dence that hu-
mans were

exploiting now-ex-

tinct Pleistocene

mammals in GSENM, although Newbold (2009)
has suggested the mule deer bones at North Creek
Shelter might represent a much larger, now-extinct
ancestor of modern mule deer.

The subject of continent-wide extinctions
has generated considerable debate over the
decades with scholars attributing them to an in-
ability of Pleistocene fauna to adapt to changing
environmental conditions, to an “overkill” by
Paleo-Indian hunters, or to some combination of
climatic stress and human over-hunting, The
wealth of data related to climatic changes at the
end of the Pleistocene and corresponding restruc-
turing of plant and animal communities in early
Holocene times offer persuasive evidence that a
rapidly changing environment contributed signif-
icantly to extinctions of certain species.

In northern Colorado Plateau contexts,
preserved dung of Pleistocene mammals reflected

The eastern portion of the
Aquarius Plateau was once cov-
ered by ice sheets as much as 200
meters thick with glacial tongues
that spilled from the high plateau
towards the valleys below.

_34 _

a diet rich in water plants, willows, rose, oak, birch,
spruce, and other wetlands species. With the excep-
tion of cacti and sagebrush, most plant species that
formed the diet of Pleistocene herbivores no longer

exist in those areas or they now found at elevations
up to 4,000 feet higher (Agenbroad 1990a:11).

The relatively rapid extinction of large
mammals between 13,000 and 11,000 years ago and
the simultaneous appearance of the distinctive, con-
tinent-wide Clovis hunting technology is viewed by
many as more than coincidental. The Pleistocene
overkill hypothesis presumes that waves of highly
efficient Paleo-Indian hunters exploited large her-
bivores to extinction (Martin 1984, 1990; Pielou
1991). This might
have been facili-
tated by drought
conditions south
of the ice sheets
that forced larger
mammals to con-
gregate at shrink-
ing water sources
and along river
corridors  where

they became easy

prey for Paleo-In-
dian hunters (Agenbroad 1990a; Haynes 1991;
Huckell 2014).

The best argument for Pleistocene overkill
is the inability of climatic models to explain extinc-
tions of certain species. Camels and horses, for ex-
ample, became extinct in North America between
12,000 and 10,000 years ago, but they continued to
thrive in the Old World where climates were virtu-
ally identical to those in the New World. Horses
again thrived in the New World when reintroduced
by Europeans. As observed by Grayson (1993:73),
if climatic changes provided the cause of extinc-
tions, there should have been comparable extinc-
tions in the Old World. In the case of horses and
camels, no such extinctions occurred.

Most researchers seem to prefer various cli-
matic models for the extinction of certain Pleis-
tocene animals, although human predation might



have accelerated the extinctions and ensured the ex-
tinction of those few species that could have sur-
the
Now-extinct Pleistocene animals present on the
northern Colorado Plateau included mammoths,
mastodons, camels, short-faced bears, horses, tapirs,

vived massive environmental changes.

peccary, bison, dire wolves, saber-toothed cats,
mountain goats, and various sloths.

The distribution of projectile points and
mammoth remains indicates that “both mammoths
and mammoth hunters frequented the well-watered
portions of the Colorado Plateau, such as the Little
Colorado, Colorado, San Juan, and Green Rivers, as
well as their major tributaries” (Agenbroad
1990a:21). In other words, some areas of GSENM,
perhaps along the Paria River and Escalante River,
as well as other minor tributaries like Johnson Wash
and Kanab Creek, might have been suitable envi-
ronments for late Pleistocene animals and the hu-
mans who preyed on them.
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The Paleo Diet

Most traditional explanations have empha-
sized the role of big-game hunting to the near ex-
clusion of smaller fauna or more abundant flora. As
a general characterization, the earliest arrivals “were
hunters and gatherers, exercising highly mobile
strategies and manufacturing sophisticated hunting
tools and a diversity of items appropriate for
butchering game and processing hides, wood, and
bone” (Cotdell 1984:142). Because most Paleo-In-
dian sites feature items found in hunting tool kits,
it has been assumed that they were following and
hunting now-extinct “big game” such as mam-
moths, camels, bison, and horses (but see Beck and
Jones 1997 and Lipe and Pitblado 1999).

Most scholars now agree that the earliest
arrivals in North America probably exploited envi-
ronmental niches that included both modern and
now-extinct mammals, and that adaptive strategies
were similar to those of the subsequent Archaic pe-

Figure 2.4: View of North Creek
Shelter at the confluence of
North Creek and the Escalante
River. This area is now a high
desert, but it was a lush riparian
area in late Pleistocene times.
When the first deer hunters ar-
rived here 10,000 to 11,000 years
ago, North Creek would have
been swollen from the final retreat
of the glaciers on the Aquarius
Plateau above.



riod in that a broad range of plant and animal re-
sources were exploited. The best evidence of this
comes from North Creek Shelter (Figure 2.4)
where excavations revealed three Paleo-Archaic lev-
els below well-defined early Archaic levels. These
Paleo-Archaic deposits, which yielded 14 radiocar-
bon dates between 9400 and 8500 BC (Table 2.1),
revealed a heavy reliance on mule deer. But humans
also exploited a broad array of other, smaller prey,
including beaver, porcupine, rabbits, squirrels, go-
phers, woodrats, mice, voles, turkeys, grouse, and
ducks (Janetski et al. 2012:150).

Evidence of Paleo-Archaic plant procure-
ment at North Creek Shelter was ambiguous, con-
sisting of charred seeds representing the
Chenopodiaceae, Asteraceae, and Poaceae families.
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But no formal ground stone tools were identified;
rather they were only found in the subsequent Ar-
chaic deposits. Researchers suggested that Paleo-Ar-
chaic women had an abundance of small game to
exploit, and hence there was less need to exploit
small seeds. But as climates became increasingly
arid, the availability of small animals adapted to wet-
ter environments around North Creek Shelter di-
minished. As summarized by Janetski et al.
(2012:153), in early Archaic times, “women shifted
focus to grasses and other small seeded plants for
the contribution to family provisioning, although
use of smaller animals continued.” In other words,
plants were probably exploited during Paleo-Archaic
times, but large-scale plant procurement and pro-
cessing did not emerge until early Archaic times in
response to increasingly arid conditions.



Complexes and Categories

Paleo-Indian complexes on the Plains and
southern Southwest are distinguished primarily on
the basis of distinctive projectile points. Sites con-
taining remains of now-extinct Pleistocene mam-
mals are sometimes associated with fluted points
(Clovis and Folsom) and non-fluted points. And
Paleo-Archaic assemblages are characterized by
large stemmed points of the Western Stemmed Tra-
dition, as well as a variety of fluted and unfluted
types that may or may not be related to the Plains
complexes (Beck and Jones 1997; Davis et al. 2012;
Stiger 2001).

The Paleo-Indian period on the Great
Plains is traditionally divided into three sequential
complexes, each defined on the basis of changes in
projectile point types and differences in the avail-
ability of certain animals as the Pleistocene environ-
ment changed from cooler, wetter regimes to
warmer, drier modern conditions (cf. Frison 1991;
Jennings 1974; Schroedl 1976, 1977). Although tem-
poral overlapping occurs, it is generally possible to
place the com-
plexes into
chronological
order beginning
with the Clovis
Complex (some-
times called
Llano), followed
by the Folsom
Complex, and cul-
minating with the
Plano Complex.
All three are repre-
sented in southern
Utah, although
such evidence is rare and widely dispersed.

A fourth lithic tradition consisting of large
stemmed points (Western Stemmed Tradition) tem-
porally overlaps all Paleo-Indian complexes defined
on the Great Plains, and this is discussed separately
below. In some areas (e.g., southern Arizona) large
stemmed points are considered Early Archaic indi-
cators, whereas Beck and Jones (2010, 2012) make
a persuasive argument that stemmed points actually
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The fact that Clovis peoples
were capable of harvesting large
mammals does not mean that big
game hunting provided a critical
part of their diet or that mammoth
hunting was even an important
part of their lifeway. tables that re-

predate the fluted point complexes and are diag-
nostic of the earliest occupations of the Inter-
mountain West (see Goebel and Keene 2014 for a
counter-argument).

Clovis Complex

The Clovis Complex is characterized by the
manufacture and use of the Clovis point, a distinc-
tively fluted, lanceolate point averaging 8 to 15 cen-
timeters in length (Figure 2.5). Throughout the
Great Plains and Southwest, such points have been
found in association with now-extinct Pleistocene
fauna, in particular mammoth (Mammuthus sp.),
which has led to the perception they were first and
foremost mammoth hunters. As a result of several
radiocarbon dates, the Clovis Complex has been
tirmly dated between about 9200 and 8900 BC on
the northern Plains and 9600 to 9000 BC on the
southern Plains (see Frison 1991 and Huckell 2014
for summaries of these data).

Clovis kill sites and campsites were gener-
ally located at or near water sources, suggesting that
animals were am-
bushed at these
sources. Late
Pleistocene mam-
mals might have
been retreating to
water sources due
to warming cli-
mates and drop-
ping groundwater

stricted the avail-

ability of

water-adapted

plants. Studies at
the Lehner Ranch and Murray Springs sites in Ari-
zona and the Blackwater Draw Site in New Mexico
suggest that these Pleistocene mammals were not
abundant during Clovis times and were possibly on
the verge of extinction before they were targeted by
Clovis hunters (Agenbroad 1990a:19).

Although it is widely assumed that Clovis
peoples were specialized big-game hunters, Grayson
(1993:71) cautions that the mere fact that Clovis



peoples were capable of harvesting large mammals
does not mean that big game hunting provided a
critical part of their diet or that mammoth hunting
was even an important part of their lifeway. The
“apparent importance of mammoths to Clovis peo-
ple may result instead from the very biased way in
which our sample of Clovis sites has accumulated.”

Most examples of Clovis points in the
GSENM region have been isolated finds, or at best
are associated with a minor amount of lithic deb-
itage. The best example of a Clovis occupation in
southern Utah is the Lime Ridge Clovis Site located
near the San Juan River and southeast of GSENM.
Some 294 artifacts were recovered, including one
lanceolate biface fragment, two Clovis points, and
nine end scrapers. This site is thought to represent
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Figure 2.5: Sketch drawings of
various Paleo-Indian point types
found in or near the Monument.
The shape and size of the points,
as well as the grinding tech-
niques used to create the points,
are all sensitive indicators of
when the point was made. Al-
most all Paleo-Indian points
found in Utah have been surface
finds without associated cultural
deposits, but points similar to
James Allen and Eden-Scottsbluff
were recovered at North Creek
Shelter.

a hunting camp overlooking a riparian corridor
likely used by large animals as they moved from an
upland foraging zones to the riverine environment
below (Davis 1989).

Other evidence is less conclusive. Two rock
art panels in the lower Escalante River area might
be attributed to mammoth hunters (Figure 2.6). As
noted by Hauck (1979b:320), both panels “have
been well weathered but are still fairly well dis-
cernible. In each case, the tusks, knob on the top of
the head, and tail are well defined and identifiable.”
These images are similar in execution to two other
“mammoth” representations in the Moab and In-
dian Creek areas, both in southeastern Utah. All
four of these rock art sites are associated with the
Colorado River or its tributaries that featured peren-



Figure 2.6: Sketch drawings of two possible mammoth petroglyphs discov-
ered in the lower Escalante River country. Similar “mammoth’ petroglyphs
have been reported along the San Juan River near Bluff, in Indian Creek
near the Needles District of Canyonlands, and along the Colorado River
near Moab. Images used here were modified from drawings in Hauck

(1979b:321-322).

nial water and wetter environments during deglacia-
tion of the high plateaus and mountains.

Clovis points have been observed at seven
localities in or near GSENM. Most of this evi-
dence is problematic for one or more reasons. A
Clovis point found in Bear Valley on a pass be-
tween the Markagunt Plateau and Tusher Moun-
tains was photographed, but then could not be
relocated for a more detailed examination to ascer-
tain its authenticity. It was associated with an abun-
dance of carly-to-late Archaic artifacts, and the
Clovis point might have been kept as a curiosity or
totem by later groups. But a single Western
Stemmed Tradition point of an age similar to Clo-
vis points was also found here (Miller et al. 1995).
A Clovis point found in the northern Henry
Mountains was identified by a local informant, but
it was never examined by archaeologists and at-
tempts to relocate it were unsuccessful. A point
found on the western Arizona Strip consisted only
of a base fragment, and its identification as a Clo-
vis point was considered tenuous, or simply “Clo-
vis like” (Miller 1978). A point associated with a
lithic scatter in the Clearwater Canyon area was de-
scribed as a Clovis “mistake,” but not a classic Clo-
vis point (Bremer and Geib 1987).

Within GSENM, a Clovis point found by
a private individual in Johnson Canyon was not as-
sociated with any other artifacts, whereas one found
near Boulder (Figure 2.7) was found by a private in-
dividual within the context of a large lithic scatter.
Subsequent test excavations at the site did not reveal
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additional Paleo-Archaic materi-
als or deposits, although a Pinto
Series point (early Archaic) and
an Elko Series point were ob-
served (Zweifel 2010).

Beck and Jones cau-
tioned that many fluted points
identified as Clovis points in
the Intermountain West, which
includes GSENM, do not ex-
hibit the morphological or sta-
tistical  traits assigned to
traditional Clovis points. Of 17
fluted points at the Sunshine
Locality in eastern Nevada, only two “could pos-
sibly be identified with Clovis” (Beck and Jones
2009:163; see also Beck and Jones 2010:95-96).
When the sample was expanded to include other
sites in the Intermountain West, they observed
(2012:39) “at least a third, if not more, do not
conform to Clovis morphology but, rather, are
smaller, thinner forms that represent a regional
development.”

T