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Abstract

This dissertation identifie27 paintedsitesin central Mpumalanga Province, in areas adjacent to
the Koma and LiGwa (Vaal)Rivers. It finds that the locations of the painted sites overlap with the
social landscape of historically and ethnographically recorded BaTwa (San/Bushmen) in this region,
particularly theTlou-tle (//Xegwi), whee descendants were @died by linguists and anthropologists

in the early and mid900s. The dissertation also identifies patterns between site placement and
places in the landscape that the THibel attached ritual importance to, and finds that the placement
of diverse imagesithe same spaces, and the continued usiéesby temporally separated painters,
shows ideologicabkimilarities and continuities in the conception of spagéagagement between
diverse rock arts in the KomdtiGwa Study Area (KLSA) shows that the ritlexdidscape was
characterised by different oways of doi ngbod,;
painters of diverse origins cannot be discerned, but the art shows that \eevisinet andblended
Atsomesites geomet ri c 6 p aitedhniqueno fsrine Eaikteg aondalsd dppeaot

0Oi nteract wi & both aspeets predaminantly assaciated with forag€igurative
paintings are also executed in the finger technigisome sites and, later (asirgicated by the
subjectmatter), a combination of finger and roudhush techniques is used. Two factors are
proposedto explainthe variability of the artand its ceoccurrence at sitéssimilarities in the
conception of &éplaced and t he dstothedatier, distgicalr i e
records show that indigenous peoples in this region were subjected to farm labour since the middls
of the nineteenth century, and hence previously independent commpogi&bly blended on
colonial farms and created new canunities Indeed, some of the rock art shdiat it was painted

in the colonial period, and from the symbols, and painting technirpael for this artwe can see

that changes in the art were consistent with charaes increasing complexitin the social
landscape. These changes were brought, it is argued, also through responses to contact with multip
waves of 6newcomer s o, i ncluding the painter

collective identity of o6BaTwad in this regio



For B.Z(05.08.411 21.12.20), and for Alex



Acknowledgements

| am grateful to my supervisors, Alex Schoeman and David Pearce, for consistent guidance an

support during what has been the most challenging learning dearreng experience of my life.

| also thak Karim Sadr and Sam Challis for constructive criticism in the early stages of this research.
| have since thehad ongoingnsightful conversations with Sam, and also with Suramya Bansal,
Brent SinclairThomson, Sven Ouzman, Iris Guillemard, David LeWlgliams, Jeremy Hollmann,
David Witelson, Amos Simelane, Alice Mullen, Alex Mackay, Kevin Davie, Anna Steyn, Aron
Mazeland most notablyim Forssmarand David Morrisi in each of these conversations, | was
exposed to new literature, which has largelypgtthmy thinking in the course of this research. David

Morris, in particular, also shared with me some aspects of his unpublished work.

Mostly, | am grateful to my field teadnAnastassiya Kravtsova, Tshegofatso Mangwedi, Nokusho
Ngobeni, Jenna Hansen, Steplhan den Heever, arnatlego Moitlhwe& some of whom had never
done fieldwork before, but still did an amazing job. Photos herein were taken by RARI, Alex
Schoeman, David Pearce, and mostly Stephen van den Heever and Jenna Harigeld, Btspphen
further helped with digital enhancement, while Katlego helped with sorting site record sheets,
together with Chris Pestana. RuBpne Birin wrote notes at my proposal presentatidfiyndo
Hlanganj Sam Challisand David Witelsorhelped with DStretchKate Crolland Alex Schoeman

made maps.

While writing this dissertation &lsohad the pleasure of meeting and going on an excursion to the
engraved site Nooitgedacht (Northern Cape) w
rock art hae made for the mdsnteresting and most insightful conversatidralso visited countless

rock art sites in the Cederberg, most notably Mertenhof, with Amy Hatton, Johan Smit and Simon

Wyaltt-Spratt.

This research was funded part, by a Masters research award obtainech the NationaResearch
Foundation (NRF) of South Africa, through tA®P Bokoni Farmscapes project (grant numbers
98831 and 117696), for the year 2018, and by a Research Innovation scholarship (UID: 117081) fror
the NRF and Research and Innovation Supaod Advancement (RISA), for the year 2019.

| also received funding from a Postgraduate Merit Award, from the University of the Witwatersrand,
for the years 2018 and 2019.



A

ildm not saying | O0m gonna rul e t hearameerthatdwillo r |
spark the brain that will change the worl dél

about how dirty it is out here, somebody gonna cleandt up

- TupacAmaru Shakur



Vi

Table of Contents
[T ox =T = [ PP i
Y 0111 = T il
ACKNOWIBUAGEIMENLES. ...ttt e e e ettt e e ettt e e e e e e eeeesba e e e e eenne v
LI Lo] (=0 @] o] (=T o] £ S PRPRT Vi
List Of FIQUres and TabIES.........cooouuiiii e X
(€1 (011 T= 1 PSP PPPTR PSPPI Xi
Chapter ONe: INTOAUCTION ......uuuiee ettt e e e e e e e b e 1
(O 0= T (] g Yo L PSPPSR Q.
Changing paradigms in southern African rock art research................cccceeviiviiiceen i, 9
2.1 Colonial myths iN the KLSA. ... .. e e 9
2.2 Conceptions of identity in a colonised WOorld...............cooooiiiii e 13
2.2.1 Ant hr op.al.agy..and..or.ace.l ... 14
2.2.2 Racial approaches to southern African rock.art.............ccceeieieeeiiiieeiiiiieeieeeeens 15
2.3 Rock art research in pempartheid South AfriCa..........cocvvviiiiiiii i 17
2.4 Ethnic identity in the Revisionist and KhSan debates..............ccccoooviiiiveeiiiiinnees 20
2.5 Rock art and ethniC IdEeNTILY. .........uieieeii e e e e e e eaaeeeees 22
2.6 Rock art i.n..d.pl.ac.edb..and..t.i.me.......... 24
2.6.1 Rock art and landscape: a brief histary............coooeiiiiiierii e 25
2.6.2 Chronological issues in southern Africank art research.............ccccocovviiieeeennnnn... 27
2.6.3 Dates and debates, superpositioning and SEQUENCES............ccevuiieeerernieereinneennns 28
2.6.4 Associated archaeology as indication for redatiwronology..........ccccooeevvviiiviinnnn... 29
2.6.5 Subject matter as an indication of chronolagy...........ccccooveiieei i, 29
2.7 Previous rock art r esandachronology.n.....t.h.e...BL SA:
2. 7.1 6Styl es.b..,.and..s.eqUL.N.CL.S iieeriiiieerennnn 30
2. 7.2 Probl emat..s.i.ng..0s.t.y.l.e0 ... 32
2.8 ONewd questions i n..Mpumal.a.n.g.a..r.o.ck.33art
(O gF=T o1 (=T g N ] (=T P 37
The Komati-LiGwa Study Area: place, people and histny/ ............cocooviiiiiiiiiiiecii e, 37
3.1 Working from a fragmentary Past..........ccooovuuiiiiiiiiiee e 37
3.2 The KLSA [aNdSCaE.......iiiiiiiiie it e e e e e e e e aaa s 39
3.3 Towards rewriting the history of the KLSA..........cooiiiiiiie e 41

3.4 Tloutle €thNOGraphy........covi e 48



vii

3.4.1 The SeCret fOUNTAIN..........coeuuiiiiiii e e ee e e e e e e esnn e A8
3.4.2 RitUAl @Nd dIVINTEY......coeeeiiie et e e e e e e e eeeeaee 50
3.4.3 The supreme being.,..l.aban.,...and..tlbe |
3.4.4 COMINGOT-AQE MBS . .utuuiieiieeit ettt ettt e e e e e e s 52
3.5 ReconStructing the KLSA PAST........ii et 54
(O3 0= T (] o o 18 | APPSR 56
Identifying and recording rock art on the KLSA landscape...........coouovveiiiiiiiiieeniiieeeiiieeeeas 56
4.1 Archaeological potential and rationale for SULVEY.............uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 56
4.2 Survey and documemi@n MEthOd............uiiiiiiiiii e 57
4.2. 1 1dENEITYING SIS, ... cieeiiti et e et e et et e e e e eeeeenaanns 57
A (=3 (=Tol o] (o |15V OO OPPTTPRPPPPPPTY 60
4.2.2.1Image and Site deSCrIPLION.........uuuuiieii ittt re e e e e eeeaes 60
4.2.2.2 Digital PROtOGraphy...........oo oo 62
4.2.2.3 GPS @nd MaPPINGg....occeeeeeiiieeeiiii e e ettt e e e ara e 64
4.3 SUIVEY TESUILS. ... eeeeeiii ettt r et e e et et e e e et e bt e e e e e e eeessb e e eeeenes 64
o Fs 11 o I =Tl o o U= 66
4.4.1 GPS data eXIraCtiOml........ccuuuuuiiiiiiiiii et eennn e e e 66
4.4.2 IMage eNNANCEMEIL........cccui i eeeiie e e e e e e e e et e e e eeesa e e e ena e eeeanneeeeannaeeeeesd 67
(@ T o 1= V= 69
Order from chaos: making sense of rock art variability in the KLSA............ccccooovviiiiinninnnn! 69
o ST L= 0 [T ] o 4o 1 RSP 69
A I L= (0 Tod Qo =] 11 o 85
o R I = Tod o T [ = 85
5.2.2 Pigment COIoUr and tEXIUNE.........couuiiieieii e e e e e 87
I Y/ [ o To 1o o o 1 1= SO 89
5.2.2.2 BICHIOMB. ...ttt aa— e aane 91
e S0 o] (= ox 0= L = PP 93
e T Y 1 (=1 (o] o = PP 94
5.2.3.2 BADOONS. ....uiiiiiiiiei e 95
5.2.3.3 Zoomorphic figures and other animals...............cooiii i 95
4. 2. 3.4 0.Ge.0.Met. Ll S 0 i 97
5.2.35 Dots, MIiCrodotS and SITOKES.........covieiiiiiiie et Q9
5.2.3.8 ClOSSBS . . ettt e et et et ettt et e e e e aaans 101
5.2.3.7 Human and therianthropiC figQures..........cccooi i e, 102

5.2.3.8 Possible dance/healing SCENES...........oiviiiiiiiiieeei e 103



viii

I TS @ 1 1= S 106
5.2.4 IMage PlACEMENT. ... ...t e et 106
5.2.4.1 Layers and OVErlaps...........u i 107
5.2.4.2 Interaction with the rock face.............oovvieii i 113
5.3 SOME POINES 10 OBIART.......euiiieei ittt e e e e e e e eerennes 115
(04 0 F= 101 (] ST b TP PP PPUPPPPPTIN 117
Connecting the dots: rock art, ritual and the sacred SPace.............ccevieeiiiiiiiieenieeeeeeiiin. 117
6.1 KLSA rock art in itS temporal CONEXE........ccouuuuiiieiiiiiiiie e 118
5.2 SACTEA SPACES. ... o eeieeeetiie ettt ettt ettt ettt b e e e 122
6.2.1 Ritual and the sacred SPACE..........coiiiiiiiiiiiee e 122
6.2.2 ROCK @rt and MtUAL..........ccouuiiiiii oo e e e e e e e e e e ee e 125
6.2.3 Rock art, potency and the sacred SPaACE............cvevviiiiieeeeiiiieeeie e e ene e e 126
6.3 Unpacking rock art variability...............couuuuiiiiiiiiii e 128
6.3.1 Rock art ot.r.adi.t.i.oons.O...i.n..t.he.  KLRR&A?
6.3.2 KLSA Ogeomeit.r.i.c.o..r.o.ck..arl.bo............... 131
6.3.3 Rock art variability and spatial dynamicCs.............c.coviiiiiierieiiiieeeeie e, 134
6.4 CONNECLING the QOLS.....ciiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e ernn e eees 135
(@ g F=T o (=T BT = =T o 142
Conclusion and recommendations for future research.............cccccovciiiiiiieeniii e, 142
7.1 Summary and CONCIUSIOD..........uuiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e et e e e aa e eaees 142
7.2 Contributions to southern African rock art researCh...........cccooovvieieiiiiiiiiine, 143
7.3 Recommendations for future reSEarCh............cooviiiiiiiieiii e 144

R E] (=] (] [ NPT 145



List of Figuresand Tables

Figure 1.1: Map showing the KomaiLiGwa Study Area in central Mpumalanga.................... 2

Figure2.1:Skul I s as indication..o.f...4r.ac.ed..i.n..ghren
Figure2.2:.Painting of the Awhi.t.e..l.adya..0of..t.hd6 Br a
Figure3.1:6 T6 Qwa San Rock Art 6 gnbdfespruitdockaatt sittsh.88 e nt

Figure 3.2: The KomatiLiGwa landscape;..........cccouvviiiiiiiiiiiemiiiinieeeeeeiiieneeeeeeevienne e 40
Figure 3.3: The mindscape and memesgape of the Tlodle................ooiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 42
Figure3.4:mo zi Kiimewi @i ne .a.f..t.he.. . bi.r.do ... 52
Figure 4.1: The author, with field aSSIStANTS..........uiiiiiii e e 58
Figure 4.2: Field assistants Stephen van den Heever, Nokusho Ngobeni and Jenna Hansen,
dOCUMENTING DWKZ.... . ettt e e e e e eeeeeaanns 61
Figure 4.3: The author, with David Pearce, taking photographs at DWK2...................oc..... 63
Figure 4.4: Distribution of locations with painted and archaeological sites in the KLSA......66
Figure 4.5: DStretchenhanced image (with colour space-€BE) of two baboons facing each
(01 =) PSP 68
Figure 5.1: View of pan at Florence, from ormd the painted Sites...........cccooveviiiiiiiieen e, 70
10 T L= T2 | L=l I O O P 71
Figure 5.3: Animal figureat Site FLD.............oiiiiiiieeiis e e e e e e e e e eees 71
1o T L= T S | (= I {0 P 712
10 T 1= T8 TR I 73
FIQUIE 5.6: SILE LRECS.....e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e et e e e et e e e eaa e e e eanaeaeeeannaeeees 74
Figure 5.7:La Rochelle 4, from a diStanCe...............coeeiiiiiiieieii e eer e 75
Figure 5.8: Pottery and lithic material from LRCA..............ooiiiiiiiiicie e 75
Figure 5.9: A dried, liquid mixture of red pigment and charcoal, preserved on a.rock.........Z6
Figure 5.10: The BOS4 site. Photo: Stephen van den Heever...........ccoocvvviiieeeviiiiecviineeee 77
Figure 5.11:Finger and rougirush painted figures at WVL2..............coccevivvevieeceneeeevneenn 8
Figure 5.12:Main panel of the WVL3 Site........ccocvviiiiiiiiiiiieei e eevee e eeenineeeenae e d D
Figure 5.13:DWK1mai n panel, with O0geometricoé r.a80k a
Figure 5.14:DWK2 Main PANEl...........iiiiiiiiieiiie e re e e e e e e e e et e eeenanas 82
Figure 5.15:Mushroom/Murde Rock Shelter (MSRL)........ccoovviiiiiiiiii e 83
Figure 5.16:MSR®6, at Klipfontein, located near a waterfall...................cccooo e, 84
Figure 5.17:Co-occurrence of findine, rowgh brush and finger paintings at DWK2.............. 37
Figure 5.18:Monochrome antelope in yellow, at DWK2............cccoiieiiiiieeeeice e, 90
Figure 5.19:Bichrome eland at sité8KB1, LRC3, LRC1, and LRCA.............ccoiiiiiiieenenn 92
Figure 5.20:Bichrome eland at DWK2...........ccoooiiiiiii e e a3

Figure 5.21:a) DStretchenhanced image of rhebok; b) enhanivedge of a therianthropic figure
with rhebokodés head, a.s.s.o.c..at.ed. . wi.t.h..r.Rebok

Figure 5.22:Baboons at DWK2, with microdots in the same pigment..................c.ccooveeen... 95
Figure 5.23:Indeterminate species painted at DWK2..............cooiiiiiiiiieee e 96
Figure 5.24:Indeterminate bovid figure with horns, at BOSS............cccoiiiiiiieeeeieee 97
Figure 5.25:Brushpai nt ed 6égeometrics6é6 at DWKI1Ll..(.a®80ve
Figure 5.26: Microdots associated with indeterminate art...........ccccccooviiiieeeiiii e 99
Figure 5.27:a) Chains of dots at DWK1; b) finger strokes, at BOST............cccooevviviienns 100



Figure 5.29:Human (in the centre) and therianthropic figures (left and right).................... 102
Figure 5.30: Trance dance scene at LRC4. Image below enhanced with DStretch........... 104
Figure 5.31:Painted scene at DWK2. Image below enhanced with DStretch.................. 105
Figure 5.32:Indeterminate whitgigment finger paintings with g e o me t r i c..4....pl06
Figure 5.33: Superimposition at LRC1. Notice the differences in pigment calour............. 107
Figure 5.34:Monochrame red hartebeest, painted over faded eland...................ccccceee. 109
Figure 5.35:Elongated therianthropic figure paintedhvminiaturised animal figures........... 110

nti

Figure 5.36: Clapping figures at LRC4. Image below enhanced by changing colour saturatian.

Figure 5.37:Painted hollows as indication of interaction with thekréace............................ 114

Table 5.1: Classification of sites by teChNIQUE.............eiiiiiiii e 86



Xi

Glossary

Postcolonialsm/postcolonial archaeologyi a shift in theory and practice fromeqaominantly
western and colonial to recognising the diversity of human experiences as the main cause c

population variation.

Hybridity 7 contrary tothe biological meaningusedbyo | oni al wr i ter s, I L
the coming together of culturaxpressions. Throughout the text, | adopt a phrase usé€thby
Gosden (1999: 181): Asociety as always in a

(1994) conception of o6hybridity6o.

Therianthropes/therianthropic figures T painted figuresvith mixed features of human and animal.

Forager i | use the word forager interchangeably with ‘hug@therer’, to mean people who are
predominantly not food producers and generally do not keep stock. In South Africa, these are

predominantusyh ndeSnaén 6p ecorp 16eB, whi ch in this tex

BaTwa i | use oOBaTwaédé in place of the pejorati)
dissertationl d o, however, a¥%amiopeiéontbenthard S&Kholt
0 K h®a na®used by David Morris (2002, 2012) and Jeremy Hollmann (2007, 2013, 2014), when
citing literature specific to theimilarwo r | dvi ews of foragers and he
Sand sAthouglethgyimarytermluse O B ashatwithout itproblems [e.g. in Botswana,

6Basarwa/ Masarwad (SeTswana equivalent o f 0
Peoples communities in nineteenth and twentieth century South Africa referred to themselves as suc
Where possible, | use specific naniige Tlou-t | e, [/ / Xegwi and / Xam. T
been used incorrectly in some writings; Kors

Sanbéb, refertteing to the TIlou



Chapter Onelntroduction

Southern African researchers havagcsithe late 1980s, used ethnographic insight to show how past
peoples associated certain physical features of the landscape with beliefs about powerful mystic:
beings, and ritualsassociated with these (e.g. Deacon 1988; La&Miiams & Dowson 1990;
Morris 2002, 2012; Hollmann 2007, 2013, 2014; LeWidliams 2010; see Smith & Blundell 2004

for a critique of rock art and landscape). For Janette Deacon (1988:sti2Blp el i ef s we
i ntegral part o ftingtDhlewid 1876:@ %7 sing ethnagraphye Debcon (1988)
suggested that rock engravings in the Upper Karoo, in the Northern Cape Province of South Africa
were purposefully placed by /Xam artists in places associated witmediimg rituals. These places,

she argued, were pereed by the artists as potent. Drawing on this work, other researchers have
suggested a | iSmk 0b e tnwstaadplhcekdnsmaated wath ater snake that
features prominently in the belief system of these communities (Morris 2002,126liBann 2007,

2013, 2014). This notion of powerful places seems to have been held widely throughout souther
Africa, possibly for millennia, and it is still held today (see Hollmann 2007). The idea of rock art as
occurring in powerful ad meaningfully slected placeand theethnography that informs dire what
inspired the title of this dissertation and, as shall be seen, form the theoretical basis from which roc

art variability in centraMpumalanga can be interpreted.

This dissertation takes prelimary steps in exploring the rock art of the Komatwa Study Area
(KLSA)d a region that lies between the Komati River in the north and the LiGwa (Vaal River) in the
south (also called LeKwa), in the interior of the Mpumalanga Pro\{idce 1.1) This region has
been described by the archaeol ogi st Frans
communities in South Africa; it is one of the few places in southern Africa where there were still
recognisable communities of BaTwa in the twentieth cenagg also Forssman & Louw 2016 for
co-operation in the South African War). Whereas most of the BaTwa who occupied this area remair
namel ess, commonly referred in the Iliteraturt
Chr i ®.g.Toerién 198, 1958, 1961Potgieter 855; Lanham & Hallowes 19564a), lmne specific

! Following Roy Rappaport (1999:226 ) , | define ritual as oO6the perfor ma
formal acts and utterances not entirely encoded by t



community is discernibf the Tloutle or Ki//kxi:gwi (appears in other literature #xXegwi),

whose recent history (written and oral) is layered on most of the geographic rang&lo$thésee
Chapter 3) Some of the rock art in this area is associated with places where descendants of the Tlot
tle and other clicdanguage speakemgere still present in the middle of the twentieth century.
Moreover, this rock art is often associatedwéndscape features which feature prominently in the
Tlou-tle oral tradition and histody what one might call their memoscape and mindscape (Ouzman
1998;Yoffe 2007; Meskell 2008; see Chapter 3).
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Figure 1.1: Map showig the KomatiLiGwa Study Area in central Mpumalanga.

Forager communities in this region were first brought to academic discourse by Dorothea Bleek, afte
her 19111916 expeditions across southern Africa (e.g. Bleek 1911, 1927; see also Bank 2006); base

2ltisunclearwlet her 6/ / Xegwi 6 refers to t h@&raillpleds;Ehret 2008 butt h e
according to vowel analysis done by Leonard Lanham and Desmond Hallowes (1956: 106), who refer to the languag
spoken by huntegatherers in Lake Chrissess6 Ea st er n  Bu s h-kna(orégwi) detotes peaplé. fini the

| anguage of the [ Khomani , a,lvdlaon toba Induisticallysimiar teithel Tlele, vkeis (1
al so denotes peopl e. Ther ef o.g. draill 10%)nittisrualikely that GXegvowaga | i n
languagedf. Potgieter 1955: 34). To avogktting muddled up in these confusipns | u4 ¢ e®@Tlfowm her e
to the peopleChristopher Ehret (2008: 19) notes that the woldndeea n s n & herefosepthe suffixtle in Tloutle
means Opeopl e of Hprefixmrelaan)i ng of t he TI ou



on linguistic analysis, Bleek (1927) suggested that they were related to !UiHgatierers in other
parts of sout hern Africa (also see Trail!/
linguistic studies were undertaken in the middle of thentiséh century, which attempted to
understand the social life and origins of BaTwa communities in central Mpumalanga who, by this
time, were residingn farms as labourer§gerien 19541958,1961; Potgieter 1955; Lanham &
Hallowes 1956a, b; Tobia¥962. These studies were often unethical, aligning with the racist
ideology of the political powers of the time (farcritique ofapartheid ideology in South African
academic discourse, see Dubow 1996, 2019; Shepherd 1998, 2002a, b, 2003a, b, 2019)aln the fir
decades of the twentieth century, more scholarly intevests s hown t o this ar
archaeological page.g. Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971; Schoonraad & Schoonraad 1972; Korsman
& Plug 1992; Steyn 1994, 1995; Prins 1999), an interest whintirzies today (e.g. Schlebuseh

al. 2016; Pearcet al. 2019).

Whilst the KLSA region has continued to draw interest, especially from popular writers (e.g. Davie
2011; Sanders 2013), it has not received much archaeological attention. Excavatedabiatesti
nonexistent (but, see Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971; Korsman & Plug 1992). Moreover, with the
exception of a paper by David Pearteal. (2019), which was published during the course of my
research, this dissertation follows a¥ar hiatus sincthe last rock art publication from the KLSA

(i.e. Steyn 1995). The dissertation complements ongoing research led by Dr Alex Schoeman at th
University of the Witwatersrandds Archaeol o
which has thus far large focussed on the archaeology of farming communities (@edius &
Schoema 2008;Delius et al. 2012; Widgrenet al 2016). My research focuses on a region that
overlaps with Bokoni, and takes preliminary
past from a wider perspective, that considers the social landscapes of foragers and possibly herde
This is an aspect of the Mpumalanga archaeological past that isresdarched (but, see Hampson

et al 2002; Smith & Zubieta 2007; Forssman & Louwl80Pearcet al 2019).

Linking the KLSA rock paintingstothar eads hi st o ridertitieshowevep iseota | o
simple task. Rock art is a complex form of archaeological evidence that requires a good combinatio
of formal and informed mabds to understand (see Chippindale & Tagcon 1998 on informed and
formal approaches to rock asee also Smith & Blundell 20D4The biggest challenge is the lack of

a reliable timeframe for the production of the art. Moreover, the lack of a direct atdouthe



production of rock art in this area poses a challenge to its interpretability, especially if we are to link
the art to an identity/identities. |1 do not offer a cleat solution to this problem, and the results |
present here are only tentatitvdowever, my engagement with the KLSA material has led me to
believe that an exploration of the Tltle ethnographic and historic recoydmnd as the only
Osubaltern voiced ( Spi vakgetlud &&lpse qsmpassbéero an énocr
perspective. With the insight offered by these sources, we could understand at least some of the ro
art in this region. That the KLSA rock art overlaps with the social history of thetlHaiannot be
ignored; as a community that seemingly has long tbethis region (see Chapter 3), there is a
possibility thatmost ofthe rock paintings were made (ibinhby their ancestord)y people with a
similar worldview. At least some of the paintings would have been intelligible to thetl€|oand

they would hae been aware of thepresence andignificance. Therefore, in conjunction with a
landscape approach, | consider the Tilleuethrography to be a useful lens throughich we can
understandhe contexin which the KLSA rock paintings were made

By no means do | suggest thalt (if any) of the rock art in this region was painted by the Jleu
rather, | suggest that the Tldle ethnography (being the only source of informed knowledge we have
that is specific to the KLSA) offers insight into the cadogy of BaTwa peoples in this region, and
ultimately insight into the significance of the rock art (see Korsman & Plug 1992; Steyn 1994 for
previous examples)As such, | view the Tlow | e et hnography as part
beliefs and praatie s 6 ( Bar n a Adwillb® §8&n:in Chdpter) Three, these beliefs and
practices, although originally of the Tldul e , also made part of the
1988) of others whom the Tletle interacted withWith regards to chronology consider changes

in the artto beindicative of changes in the sodistorical contextand pinpoint sites which do offer

insight into the chronology cfome of theock paintings in the KLSA.

In turn, 1 approach the KLSA rock art from a local perstive and with acknowledgement that
Afét he rock art of Mpumal anga Province is m
suspect ed etal(2602:8).sJame Hampson and colleagues (2002: 28), writing on rock

art and egionality in Mpumalang, warn:

€ it is important to guard against inter

in terms of what is already known about well researched ones. There is a danger



that new themes and nuances will be reduced to what has already been argued or

suggested.

One has to be careful i n tlrterpeeting roak arpurelycfrom & e x
local perspective might carry the same essentialist notions we try to avoid (Hollmann 2007: 129
David Morris, pers. comm. 2020when we tie idntities to specific geographic placgamith &
Blundell 2004: 252) Phr ases | i ke OBushmen of Lake Chr
because they | imit peopleds histories to one
can beimited too, in turn. In pursuit of a local understanding of the KLSA rock art, therefore, | do
not assume that similar social processes did not occur elsewhere in southern Africa, or that simils
rock art does not exist in other regions. Rather, | suggésat , wher e possi bl e,
take precedence over sources drawn from elsewherealkasn recognition of the limitations of

these local sourcethat | integratether ethnographic sourcts explain some aspects of the KLSA
rock art.In this sense, the local ethnographic record can be supplemented, where it is lacking. It is
this kind of approach that all ows u ssigrificancg e t

of theKLSA rock paintings.

Rock paintingsn the KLSAare variable (in terms of subject matter, pigment colour, pigment texture
and technique) bet ween and within stHiteersugh i n
brushpainted and fingepainted figures, which sometimes -cocur within sites. Wat this
variability means for the interpretation of meaning (which ig tlee main focus of this dissertation)

is that there is no blanket approach that can explasutbject matteof the rock art at alocumented

sites. With this limitation in mind,acknowledge that, rather than specific images, only some aspects
of the art can be explained. Even then, it is only to some extent. The paucity of archaeological dat
for this region means the commentary | offer here is somewhat speculative. | focesspatility

and, to a lesser extent, the chronolagf t he r ock art. Blgcentest pfahe i a |
rock art sitesn the landscape as well as the placement of the rock art within the sites. Considering
that excavatedarchaeological evidencs largely absenfrom this region | draw insight from
ethnographic, historical, linguistic and genetic literature. These sources are not easy to integrate, b
conjointly they present a clearer picture of the KLSA social landscape than they do idtividua
(Wylie 1989;Smith 2010).



Although timedepth is uncertain fomost of KLSA rock art, as is the case with most studtés,
subject matteof some of the rock paintingsllows us to link them with changes in the social
landscape, such as the arrival @fn e wc o see rhitelaw( & Hall 2016 for the dynamic
relationship between 6firstcomer) whdardavedpossibiye wc
arrived in multiple wave# the last two millennigsee Chapters 5 & 6). The appearance of these
later paintings of which appearance diffeggnificantly fromthat of the fineline paintings of
antelope that dominatédné KLSA (see Chapter 5)suggests that one avenue of explaining the
variability of the rockart could be change over time. But, it rensag research concern why
temporally separated painters returned to the same sites over time, to make rock paintings
Considering the diversity of the paintings, as they appear, what could have influenced the decision
to pick certain sites over others tlagipearas equally suited for image making, in the eye of the

researcher?

The answers to these questions are not simple, and they tie to a concern that has been of much det
in southern African archaeological resedrdtentity. Whilst it is important® note that the diversity

that is inherent in the KLSA rock paintings may speak to a past where people of diverse origins an
di ver se 6 wamith 1898: 2t18d were grésentthis landscapehe KLSA rock art should

not be viewedas a reflection of6 ¢ u | tow ethmit differencesetween different painting
communities. Tiese terms carry problematic assumptions (see Morris 2002, 2012; Hollmann 2007,
Mallen 2008 for discussions on rock art and the problem of ethnicity; Smith & Ouzman 2004; Smith
2006 for an alternative view), where they are equated with biological and cognitive traits, and
conflated with identity (Marks 2017). The problem tlatsuesfrom this conflation which is
reminiscent of race science (see Chapteri®2that identity is thoughto be signified by pre
determined cultural uni t s, often called &cu
materials found in the same contexts are often explained in relations to these perceived cultural/ethn
differences (se8chrire &Deacon 1989Schrire 1992 for a critique). These are all key points of this

dissertation, which | discuss the five chapters that follow.

In Chapter Two, | review the literature that is pertinent to the KLSA rochkrattthe interpretive
issues thatwground it | start by reviewing anthropological literature on indigenous people in this
region, and connect the paradigms that drove the agendas of this research to how indigenot

populations have generally been viewed in the social sciences, in Soigthakfd other parts of the



world. | then review rock art research, since the times when views of indigenous peoples a:
Oprimitived were dominant, to rock art rese
bet ween r ochk a nnit/cudurahctaskificatiorsHollwing this, loffer a brief history

of landscape approaches to southern African rock art, and suggest thatusiee aled rock art
variability in the KLSA can be interpreted from this theoretical framework. | then consiedous
research in the KLSA and point toward neheoretical directions for research in the KLSA, which |

follow in the rest of the dissertation.

Chapter Three is a background chapter, and hence puts the objectives of this research in context;
this chapter, | describe the landscape setting, people and known history of the KLSA. | use this know
history of this region to establish an occupation sequence, from which we carubd#estand the
socialmakeup of the KLSA. | also present, in this gher, Tloutle ethnography, which I link to the
broader ethnogr aPdan® pecmplras oif n OKEMA8TH, Bleek & Af r
Lloyd 1911;Silberbauer 19638arnard 1988, 1992abefore we consider thech artin the following

chapters

In Chapter Four, | offer an overview of the method and techniques followed for this research,
specifically in identifying, documenting and analysing rock art data from the KLSA. Techniques

outlined in this chajgtr include photography, image enhancenaGPS recording.

Following this, | describe the KLSA rock paintingsd the sites in which they occur Chapter Five,

to show similarities and differences. Importantly, these descriptitstsshow the complexity of
KLSA rock art,which is not easy tosaessin that chapter, &lso highlight the placement of rock art
on features of the rock face as a possible exitamdor the continued use of the same sites, over

time. | introduce the conceptual link between spatial and social processes here.

In Chapter Six, | interpret the social context in which the art was made, to show a conceptual link
bet ween rock art, r | argueain thatachagter ¢hat the KLSAarack maidtings p a
were placed in powerful, sacred places, which were viewedieh through generations, by painters
and nonpainters. also suggest that social processes that occurred in the colonial peceldrated

changes in the social landscape, and that these changes are manifested Babedaon the subject



matter d some of the art, | offer commentary on the chronology of some of the art, and point to the
need to obtain dates for the art, which may aid in the interpretation.

Finally, in Chapter Seven | summarise the key poamd findingsof this dissertation, rad its
contribution to southern African archaeology. | end the chaptepdigting out some aspects

discussed in this dissertatitimt need to be researched further.



ChapterTwo:
Changing paradigms in southern African rock art research

For every phenmenon, however complex, someone will eventually come up with a

simple and elegant theory. This theory will be wrong.

-Rot hchil dds R

The last five decades of research have seen the study of southern African rock art move fror
predominantly Eurocentrigr ej udi ced views to an appreciat
focus on the worldview of the painters). V
approacbks(e.g. Alexander 1837; Walton 1957; see Davis 1990; L-&Milsams 2006 fora revew),
artfor-a r 4safies interpretatian (e.g. Woodhouse 1969Willcox 1978 1989, and 6ex ot i c
authorshiplunacies(e.g. Van Riet Lowe 1937; Breuil 1948), the late 1970s and 1980s saw rock art
interpretation shift towards a reliance on ethnographic seufed. Vinnicombe 1976; Lewis
Williams 1981; Campbell986,1987; Deacori986,1988), integrated with a social paradigm. This
interpretative social approach not only recognised rock art as having been part of the ritual life of
huntergatherercommunities(Lewis-Williams 1981 1994), who made most of the rock art in
southern Africa, but also expelled previously held misconceptain®aTwa. Consequently,
archaeologists started thinking of BaTwa peoples and their history from a postcolonial perspective
(e.g Campbell 1986; Dowson 1994, 19%illy 1995,1996, Francis2009 Blundell 2004; Hall &

Mazel 2005; Ouzman 2005; Challis 2008, 2012, 2@t#is 2009Morris 2012).Unfortunately this

was not the cader central Mpumalanga; much of thestory of thisregion is still stuck in a colonial
narrative, silencing the voices of the people whose social and ritual life was greatly altered by

colonialism(Spivak 1988).

2.1 Colonial mythsin the KLSA

In particular,Fr eder i ¢c k P oDRisggpeating Bushemeof Lhke Elri¥siea 40plus page
book containing alinguistic section byDirk Ziervogel, conveyg essentialist and racist notions of
BaTwa. Like many others in the twentieth century (e.g. Stow 1905; see Skotnes RoGfigter

(1955) portrayBaTwa(paricularly the Tloutle, whom he was studyings Stone Age relics, whose
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Opuri tgoal aonded was threatened by neighhbdiurin
5; see also Toerien 1960ne mi ght think t hat P o tddjsappdarng 6 s
B u s h mefensGo thedlemiseof BaTwa communities as a result of colonial expansion, until it is
shown in the contents of the book that the meaning of this phrase, for Potgieter (1955), meant ths
the people he studmandewsbe dhosi vg etwh eemarke B u ¢
about-blocdhad f Bus imé-B & & mmephiases which Potgieter (1955) uges
emphasise differences between people wheronsideredd b e 0 p u beeadse Bey Wevea
Oyelslkowmad dbhose whom he consi der ed O hbedausé d s ¢
t hey wer e fal wa y-tie[sigodRotgieter 1965hi28; mlsotTdeeen 19610 u

Potgieter (1955: 2) claims that such distinctions are made by the Tloe , w hiwbe dfpurea i m
Bushmen descento and Aregard themselves as
i mposed distinctions when he notes that Athe
groupso. Pot gi et e rtrarytdthesdBtinctidng he endkespthdtinty enepbasis] ¢ 0 n
the Tloutle individualswhomhe studied bear siSwati surnames (see genealogical table in Potgieter
1955), such as Mlangenyet, he maintains sharp distinctions between the two communities (Tlou

tte and abaMlambo), regarding one as Opure Bl
with 6Bushman blood in iBheirClearhygo : :4,@dlggece
distinctions are based onl:ale)haydskinceldur, Holgimgerdto (s
the stereotypical vwsikew nefd PaDwd e a “Braons &d3r a w
Sanders 2013: 7). It appears, then, that Potgieter (1955) manipulated the data to fit his owi

preconceived notions, and jtestify his racist methods of physical anthropology.

It is shocking then,that writers working in Mpumalanga (Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971; Korsman
& Plug 1992; Steyn 1994, 1995) hatdindly cited Potgieter (1955)ithout mentioning these
problems. As arbnt, Disappearing Bushmemads like a historical, anthropological text, but when

one reads in thdeconstructionist er ms of Jacques Derrida (1967
(1955 mai n i nterest was docume n fTwawgre undegoing physicdl i ¢
alteratiors, due to their admixture with other ethnicitiesee Potgieter 1955i 6). And if height
measurements were notsulting enough, Potgieter (19524) took nude photographs to show
physical characteristiésseeminglyt hese, t oo, needed to be pres

body parts stored in a musegsee Lohman & Goodnow 20Q@)his kind of racist scientific practice
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is, unfortunately, not unique to Mpumalanga; it is reflected in the histogntifropology ad
archaeologysee Dubow 1995; 1996; SkotriE396for southern African examples)

The views of old anthropologyont ai n a | ot of #Ascientific fai
1950(although, see Singer 195&ut are, in posapartheid South Afrig, completely unacceptable

For example, a considerable amount of research in the middle of the twentieth century focussed o
6i ncr eas i ngoeren 1854193584351 ;Rotgietay 1955Tobias 19621975, 1990 hardly

of any relevance todayut apparently quite important to physical anthropologists at the time.
Physical anthropologistso6 infat uad.g Toerienild6ti:h t
125 127;Tobias 1962, 1975, 1990) is difficult to make sense of, but possibly it hadvidtdtheir
idea of Opure racesd and the supposed o6disap
subjected to the same O0sci enA Morisdd®W7; Kugian2@dlp ny

It would seem that South Africampsical anthropologists in the middle of the twentieth century took
the supposed correlation between O6racedé and
researchers obtained so many skulls and skeletonsofasb | ed O Bushmenbir &
and 6 Nethattley wodlld become experts in ttianial features of African peopleis o
significant concerr{see Skotnes 1996But, in a racially divided country (Ndlovu & Smith 2019)
where BaTwa identity, for instance, had been eradicadedifricanised and replaced with a
0Colouredd6 identit y(see A MorrsildBY Lepassick & Rasssol200) i s i
Mpumalanga, BaTwa communities haa the middle of the twentieth centyigst their autonomy

and land; most of them livedn colonial farms as servantfoerien 198, 1958, 1961 Potgieter

1955, and hence easily accessible to anthropologists. Along with the view that the BaTwa were
going extinct, these studies were based on the view of BaTwa as a separate race fromicdhsr Af
(e.g.Broom 1923 Toerien 19541958, 1961Potgieter 1955see Francis 2009 for a critique

Unfortunately, much of Mpumalangepularhistory is still in the narrative of the likes of Potgiéter
racist white male scientists who wrote from a pegiéd position in apartheid South Afri¢see

Shepherd 20195uch privilege afforded them power over the dignity of the people they studied (e.g.

5The terms 6Bushmend, OHottentotsd, O6éKaf f ilarchakologistau O Ne
the twentieth century, and contmto be used pejoratively to refer to people of African descent in South Afrida and
other parts of the world. | only use these terms here to highlight the level of racism that Africans were subjected to.
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seePotgieter 195524; Toerien 1961: 126 One would think that, in postpartheid South Africa,
these narrowconceptions no longer prevail; yet, if you visit the Mpumalanga website
(www.mpumalanga.goaccessed February 2028)nd r ead t he sistaryafthen ur

provincedo, you find nothing about the BaTwa.
such:fiLater, San (Bushmen) used ochre both to decorate their bodies and in the manufacture o
pigments. Examples of San (Bushman) rock artbsufound throughout the province, marking the
passag®fthese hunteg at her er s [(wnwyw.meumplingasydasceséed February 2020

Thisisaproblematist at ement ; t he word Ol at er 646008yearer
agaihhd then the word dépassaged, both imply ¢t
only made r oc kthraugl® Ofwdurisd, 4B00ypasssago] tiregould not have been
0BaTwadé or oO0San/ Bushmend as we knoevalOiGfonai n
critique of primordialist arguments), but the way the statement is phrased disregards that the firs

inhabitants of Mpumalangaere, in &ct, huntergatherer communities

It is from suchanunfortunate position that | write this dissertation, where much of what we know
about central Mpumalanga is in incomplétagmentsthat often do not matéhhalf-truths often

taken at face valu@.g.Davie 2011 Sanders 2013 hese issues mak@the content of this chapter,

and greatly influence the approach I follow, in interpretingability in theKLSA rock atd a type

of material culturehat issensitive to these issues of identityd ethnic clssifications Following the
decolonial approach adopted by an increasing number of South African archaeologists in an aim t
dispel colonialmetanarrativege.g. MooreGilbert 1997;Shepherd 1998, 2002a, b, 2003a, b, 2005:
123 2019 Gosden 19992001,2004, 2012;Ndlovu 2009a Challis 2012, 20142016 Forssman

2019; Ndlovu & Smith 201 this dissertation is set within the framework of postcolonial theories
(e.g. Said 1978, 1993; Spivak 1988, 1996; Bhabha 1994, 2015), and is against racist anthropologic

interpretations

The reality of (re)writing history, though, is thairsetimes we are fordeto drink from poisoned
chaliceqAlex Schoemanpers. comm2019; such is the nature of archaeoloigwe sometimes have

to work from a fragmentary pasthich may mean having to work with problematic sources. What
is important is that we ddndtoutgdhk eogsgdllet o Brs
within a narrow, racist paradigm, | cite the work throughout this dissertation because sondata his

can be trusted, such as oral accounts and place rfaege€hapter 3)his is what makes the work


file:///C:/Users/Dusty%20Skiiirt/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/www.mpumalanga.gov
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useful, as compared to other anthropological literatunm filois region (e.g. Toerien 1954958,
19617).

2.2 Conceptions of identity in a colonised wrld

The colonial nature of the history of archaeological theory and practice in South Africa is in every
sense traumatic (see Dubow 1995, 1%kepherd 201%ee Gosden 1999; Schmidt 2009; Marks
2017 for a global perspectivéjvhen studying material cuite and/or identity, iis important to

revisit this past, so that we do not fall back into the si@meeof thinking, which wouldundoubtedly

be irresponsible. Considering the points mentioned above, it is especially important for
archaeological researdh the KLSA to redress these colonial views, so that they are not projected
onto the art, which was made by people with a similar identity (albeit temporally separated) to those
studied by Potgieter (1955) and others (e.g. Toeried,18%58,1961).For these colonial writers,
differences in identity were thought to be biologically determined, a view which was closely related
to the concept of O6raced which, in ant hropo
0 et h nGeeriztl978Kuper 1973 Clifford 1988; Marks 2017). Under the framework of these
concepts, writers developed matigtorted theories of theast, where Aicans were viewed aape

like beings, withfar less intellectual capacity thaBuropeans, and incapable of any kind of
comgdexity (Marks 2017) (e.g. Fig. 2.1). Thedesturbingviews were justified undea branch of
science known as phical anthropology, which was most influential in the twentieth century, across
the globe (see Gosden 1999; Hutt@12; Marks 2017 for overwes).
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Figure21:Skul I's as indicat i ®he difteefent skullaarecuded fo supporha netioroof o ¢
raci al di fferences between ONegrod (top rtitgehtt)qgt
skull is equated to those of orangt ans and chi mpanzees; the O6Negro
chimpanzeelllustrationadopted from Erica Torrerf2019).

2.2.1 Anthropology and &6racebd

An axiomatic view in physical anthropology was tthaiological variation showed inherent
behaviouraland cognitivedifferencesbetweenpopulations (Stocking 1968; Gosden 1988arks

2017). This biologicaframeworkfailed to consider variatiowithin populations (Marks 2017, own
emphasis) The study of diersity, during this time, haddopted a race typology, viewiriverse
identities as O6types of humadag MaeEnchegns2012: 3% forg .
reviewg.Di ver se African identit i edsthawsimJenda ahlasno Maa rk
(2017) words,6 nat ur ally partitioned, di screte Kinc
propeCharlséds Sel Rapanafifticadentified®edyt pfthose (Marks 2017: 29).

South Africa, such views inspired a growing agaut interest in théd St one Age r ac
scholarscompared with contemporary (real and imagined) e nt i t i es Braom 1983; ac e
Dart 1923 Stern & Singer 1967).
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Besides excavated skulls being used to reach these absurd conclusions, ttbesaines guided
physical anthropology weraostly political (Dubow 1996; see also Mallen 2008:114). Seemingly,

there was an agenda that drove the researahamly writers from different fieldsn the social
scienced anthropology, archaeology, histaapd linguistics This early research was not a genuine
mi ssion to &6preserve dyi nitgdelberhtely reseaschers daisg thist
period dedicated their work to At he wr@dlsong
seeDubow1996, 2019; Shepherd 2018deed, South African archaeology in the twentieth century
has been | abelled fAthe most coloni al alsokeeal |
Deacon 1990; Schrire 1995; Shepherd 1998, 2002a, Ba200 2005: 1232019 Forssman 2019;

Ndlovu & Smith 2019)It was in this same line of thinking that early rock art research was practiced.

2.2.2Racial approaches to southern African rock art

The effect of coloniaimetanarratives to the writing of a 8th African past is more clearly seen in

the early writings of rock art researchers. Consider, for instance, the work of the Abbé Henri Breuil
(1948). In the first half of the twentieth century, after World WaBHheuil was invited to South
Africa by thethen Prime Minister, Jan Smuts (Lewdlliams 2006: 357). Breuil was, at the time, a
well-known draughtsman, having reproduced and studied cave paintings in France, Spain, Portug
and other parts of EuropBeing the renowned man that he was at the,tBneuild s f a mein put
a good position to be taken as a credible writer, and apparently with a great work ethic (Dubpow 199
2019 Lewis-Williams 200§. Shortly after his arrival, Breuil publishethe White Lady of the
Brandberg,an analysis of what tar came to be one of the most controversial rock art panels
worldwide. The timing of the publicatiah 1948 is of interest, andmay also notbe very
coincidental. Breuil ds visit to South Afric

painting, tmed well with the beginning of apartheid, a time of racial segregation.

Breuil ds oOwhi t e.22)datatedin thesBrandlvargnasssifin Wamilpia, depicts a
distinctly adorned human figure, carrying, in the right hand, a white object teabts a flower

or cup, and a bow on the lefround this figurea number of antelope, some therianthropic figures,
and at least eight other human figusesseen Br eui | 6 s (1948) suggest.
the oOoOwhite | adyybswearnad hasesugggsted ydasritil@his suggestion

c ame from Breuil s fall acious assumption t
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6accompanied and g uasthaughdh@at wasynot alieedady diseosicerting, Bictuil
(A948: 7 urt her wrote, AThe face iIs very delicat

Figure222Pai nting of t he @ whQCopyeSARADAY O of the Brandbe

Still, Br eui | (1948) went o n tisopairdirgg damct seggestedaacforeagh  t
influence and fAper haps big.:dl). Asithseagrded among cesearehers o
today, Breuil s o6white | adyd was, in fa<t,

Williams 2000: 6971). Breuil (1948) likely was aware of that, but his colonialist mentality took over
his imagination (see Dubow 2019), and he deliberately made these absurd Whiatsmakes
Breuilds (1948) interpretations dasefmhetinefindh n
his interpretation justifiable, but interpretations of this Kirtthat viewed southern African rock
paintings as nosophisticated hunting scenes, and those which did not fit this narrow view, as
foreignd prevailed even for decades tldéw (e.g. Woodhouse 196Willcox 1978 1984) Rock art

research, like physical anthropology and related sciences at the time, was racialised to extr@me leve
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This racial approach was contradictory to weamewriters in the eighteenth century weregisg

about rock art (LewisVilliams 2006 350 352); emerging in the early times of apartheid, political
motivations were clearly at plggee Shepherd 2019 with respect to archaeological practice during
apartheid) With the political climate of apartheidb8th Africa allowing, all kinds of amateurs and
racists could comment on rock art and its (less considered) significance (e.g. Brewb@dBiouse

1969; Willcox 1978 1984. Writers like Breuil (1948: 8) found it permissible to use phrases like,
fhlisf ace was originally OEuropeand. The strai
half | ater painted over with a negro mask, v
Where such appalling claims could not be made, writers wagleeahat the people who made said
rock paintings had al/|l 0di s aaqydhas roddcograsabte  t
community could have claino this heritage (see Blundell 20046 27). Such views reflect the racist
agenda that the early wers had; to discredit all that ties the South African indigenes to theadadd

to reconstruct a past that was in favour of the white South African population. These colonialist
imaginations of the South African pdstoughtiicertain ways of reconstruntiy t he Afr i c a
(Mafeje 1971: 253)I n t he process of fabricating a w
population, indigenous communities were stripped of millennia of history that they wrote for

themselves, in the form of rock art (Dowsor83919949.

2.3 Rock art research in posiapartheid South Africa

Today, most archaeologists acknowledge that these preconceptions were flawed (e.g. Forssman 20:
Shepherd 2019). Some researchers have dedicated their work to challenging colonial vieks of r
art and of the people who made it (e.g. Dowson 1993, 1994, 1998; Morris 2002, 2012; Blundell 2004
Challis 2008, 2014, 2016; Mallen 2008). ™aerks of the postcolonial theoristdward Said (1978,
1993, Gayatri Spivak (1988), ant#lomi Bhabha (1994) dve been particularlynfluential in
contemporary rock art (e seeRintoc201d:s5P53 domexpliditusa g o
of Bhabha)Said (1978), considered by sotébefit he most i nf-tolkoni al t©f
(Gosden 1999198 200) , i s better known for coining the
the essentialised and simplified notions of Hast maintained by thé/est, where th&ast is viewed

as inferior, voiceless and backward, contrary to the progre¥ges&. Drawing inspiration from
Michel Foucault (1969,19%79, part i cul arly Foucaultds inter
and power (Gosden 1999: 1980) , Saidbébs (1978, 1993) writin
with political action in enfaring stereotypes about nd&uropeans and, in turn, justifying

colonialism.
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Spivak(1988, 1996, 1998nd Bhabh§1994, 2015)on the other handpcus on the deconstruction

of knowledge systems, both taking inspra on f r o m D edeconstadici@sethdd O 6 7
analysif Spi vak wrote the tr ansOf@ranendtologler Sponma@©® sl
1996 1999 work gives more consideration to loeald marginalised 6 subal t er né) vo
a concentration on coloniahetanarratives. th this sense, Spivaki996, 1998 differs from Said
(1978), in that she recognises fithe variety
acknowledging gender as one @& 199twntegs,evhicharnaw e t i
equd 'y on feminist, Mar xi st and deconstructia
world, and their being in it, are shaped by their histories and experieisesgeManganyi 1973

Ingold 2000). This premise contradicts the view of idgngthnicity, and race as being shaped by
biologyor culture This contradiction is made even more obvious when we consider Bh&b®2d4,

2015 arguments

Bhabha (1994, 2015) views culture as fluid and-aoms ent i al i sed. Centisr al
is a critique of the colonisarolonised dichotomy, maintaining that when different cultural forms
come into contact, creole cultures are created, lBsitmodel applies to any kind of cultural contact
suggesting that when diverse peoples meet, theyptmaintain separate identities, but rather create
a new identity. Bhabha (1992) writes:

Terms of cultural engagement, whether antagonistic or affiliative, are produced
performatively. The representation of difference must not be hastily readrafiebgon
of pre-given ethnic or cultural traits senithe fixed tablet of traditioiemphasis in

original).

Bhabla9d)workhas had a great i nf | uethepashasalways been e r
characterised by hybridity, where interacts between diverse peoples ocamd they socially

integratein spite of their cultural differencége.g.Gosden 2001Challis 2016).

Viewing diversity within the termsf Bhabha archaeologists in the last few decades have gone on

to show these process ofhybridity in the archaeological record (etHpall & Mazel 2005; Ouzman
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2005; Challis 2008, 2012, 2016ylallen 2008 Pinto 2014. Recent studies refledia s hi f t
perception from cultures as reathade, to cultures adways in a state of becomirgp that we have
now jettisoned a belief in a relatively stat
(Gosden 1999: 18Iy emphasis . Bhabha (199 4 )dénstieshaveghgbeicsorigine n t
means no singl&@entity can remainn a static form, as processeshgbridisationactvely occur
through generations (Gosden 1999: ,184001). Most researchers acknowledge this, but
archaeol ogical i nterpretation has not been &
(cf. Morris 2012: 112).

O0Cultured became widely used as an explanat

being offered as an alternative to o6racedo; s
1994; Clifford 1988; Gosden 1999; M@r2012: 99131). For the Boasian scholars (American
cultur al ant hropologists), ocultured was <co

variation between populations and the main determinant of consciousness, knowledge an
understapdirnd®94Kub539) . AEach culture had i
grasped intuitively, guided ;begeGelhloa8 a eritigde ofreytt h o
as a refl ec)t.i oMo roefo véecru,|l tiutr evda s dhhe being of actbrs inh a t
particular communities. It created distinct
0 Cul t u rcan,to bé dn@erstood as an inherent and coherent driving force that shaped actiol
and informed consciousness (Kup&©4: 540 Morris 2012: 8292).

Later, c@a@amel ttwr ddé refined and redefined as fge
of t hdKupecO®r5d0, citing Talcott Parsons 1951 and Clifford Geertz 1973: \A4i&n
archaeological researchoned to a study of cognition and symbolism in the late 1900s (e.g. Turner
1966, 1967; LewidVilliams 1981; Hodder 1982), this concept of culture became less problematized,
still considered to be closely related to behaviour and thought (Trigger 1990) wBiens offered
critigue from a structurationist (Giddens 1984) point of view (e.g. Dowson 1994, 189&s
Williams & Dowson 1994 emphasising the lack of agency and individuality in archaeological
interpretations of the time. However, this structwmatheory had its shortcomings, too (see Blundell
2004: 6668; Smith 2010: 350 for overviews of structuration theory in rock art interpretation).
Having now advanced to a point where most rock art research touches on change and continuit

diversity and tmp o r a | context s, t he <concept(Morrie2012p c u |
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Rock art o6traditions6é6, for instance, are equ

heated debates on past southern African identities.

2.4 Ethnic identity in the Revisionist and KhoeSan debates

In academic discourse, problematic perceptions of southern African identities have mostly beer
chall enged from a 6érevisionistd viewpoint, |
(1989)LandFilled with Flies A Political Economy of the Kalaharand his subsequent publication

with Jim Denbow (Wilmsen & Denbow 199Gee also Schrire 1992; Barnard 1992b for a
comprehensive overvigw These works were mostly aimed at challenging views of forager
commurities as having remained isolated, pristine and unchanged throughout history. Contrary to
these views, the premise of revisionism was that two millennia of interactions between foragers an
others (farmers and herders) could not be ignored (Wilmsen 1988s& & Denbow 1990).
Although some writers were against these important pangsing that there was a lack of evidence
to support Wil msenbds (1989) asvasgagaustdfresearshtodasy . g
looks into the various ways in wdhi forager communities interacted with farmers, herders and
European settlers (e.g. Dowson 1994, 1998; Jolly 1995, 1996; Challis 2008, 2012, 2016; Maller
2008; Francis 2009; Prins 1999, 2009; Forssman & Louw 2016; Whitelaw & Hall 2016). Whereas,
for the revisionists, foragers were always subordinates in such interactions, research shows
otherwisd i nt er actions between foragers and O6newc
place to place (e.g. Solway & Lee 1990; Blundell 2004; Challis 28u&;lairThomson 2016
Maseko 2017; Skinner 2017; see Whitelawand Hall2006 t he changicogner sloe s

Onewcomer so) .

Rel ated to the Revisionist Debat&ains Debhbatkér,
is driven by two conflicting hyothesed one that views foragers and herders as separate and
independent identities, and another which argues that differences between foragers and herders ¢
colonial imaginations that lack archaeological evidenceSsbere & Deacon 198®Barnard 1992;

Schrire 1992Sadr 1998, 2008, 2016ontra. A.Smithet al 199). At the core of this debate is the
guestion of how pastoralists and/or pastoralism first reached southern AfriSan{ih. 1992, 2006;

Sadr 1998, 2008, 201%es also Smith & Ouzman 2004 he works of Andrew SmithL92, 2008

and Karim Sadf1998, 2008, 2015) arthe most notable contributions to this debate. Contrary to
Smith (1992, 2006), Sadr (1998, 2008: 191) ndtet it is immensely difficult to separate foragers
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from herders, ahaeologically, and warns against an essentialist stance that fails to consider how the
first pastoralists may have been different from the historically recorded Khoekhoe (see also Schrire
& Deacon 1989; Schrire 1992; Morris 2002, 2012; Guillemard 2020).

To add to these debates, Ben Smith and Sven Ouzman (2004) pubBledtieg Stocka paper in
which they consider 6geometricd roShnéaridest
In this seminal paper, Smith and Ouzman (2004: 514) corretaf@sed migration routes of the
Khoekhoen to the distribution of d&édgeometri ci¢
6predomi nant,l ymokshtol eyk hroeelnabt i n g(alsb seeEgstiwodd& ®mith n i t
2005; Smith 2006;0rton 20B; see LewisWilliams & Dowson 1988; Dowson 1992 for an earlier

i nterpretati onartBendgSenoi mehtdrsi c(6l 9r905¢c, k -Leht@al’Africae a r |
confrmstheo i gi ns of t heowevay,at handdem arguéd thatrsdme sed it is
impossible to tell apart the art of herders from that of foragerd that separating the two is not
useful (e.g. Morris 2002, 2012; Hollmann 2002013. This argument is made with the
acknowledgement that herders and foragers had lived grdgethat least 1000 years and in certain
cases had similar worldviews (see Barnd®@8,1992a). The works of David Morris (2002, 2012,
also see comment in Smith & Ouzman 2004) and Jeremy Holln2&@7,2013, 204have been
particularlyinstrumentalic onveyi ng these points, showing t
rock art from a forager worldview-orbhaperaduatc
6geometricd rock art should be viaedw@gestthattha h

term -8&Khoeshould be used to ascribe an ident

Smith and OQOuzman (2004: 512) acknowlwhichghey c h &
argue were brought on by contact between herders and foragdrpointout sites where¢he art

At ook on | ocal devel copuletnursal aaodo rewerr £astsiedn i
our understanding of ethnicity and culturencoa ct 0 . Yet , everhie guchaclosgu e
interactions, foragers and herdersmteined separate ethnic identities as they do in the present (also
see Smith 2006) . This seems contradictory t
two millennia, al | rock art fAshoul d ldmentsofe g a
different belief systems: forager, farmer, pastoralist and so forth, however differential the expressior
may beodo (Ouzman 1995: 56, cited in Holl mann

nonetheless, is that associations between aatbgical materials and identity should be treated with
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caution (see Cruz 2011) and assessed caseby-case basis (Sadr 2003: 208orris 2016), where
the data can be supported by other sources. This has been a challenge taken up by some rock
scholas (e.g. Challis 2008; Mallen 2008; see Mazel 1993; Smith 2010 for a discussion of multiple

sources in rock art interpretation).

2.5 Rock art andethnic identity

Rock art is a form of material culture that is closely related to identity and personhgoéldéen

2008 Hollmann 2007, 2013, 2014 hallis 2012;Green 2020; Snow 2020But, because othe
complex nature of identityn southern Africa and elsewhetige way that the two (identity and rock

art) are often tied together is not always unprobtenfaeeBerrocal& Garcia2007 Mallen 2008.

In South Africa, this is mostly because of the manner in which the apartheid regime boxed identities
and at the same time created illusive divisiveness§bkepherd 1998, 2002a, 2008kallen 2008:

141 17). Sholars in the social sciences were as equally responsible for propelling ideas of ethnic
essentialism (see Morris 2012:19481 for a lengthy discussion). Morris (2002, 2012:,18X) has

noted thatat Northern Capesites such as Driekopseilgnebck artinterpretation was previously
obsessedwith bounded, primordialist conceptions of
notions to the broader intellectual climate of anthropology and archaeology in the nineteenth anc
twentieth centuries (sedso Trigger 1990; Mallen 2008; Shepherd 2019). | have addressed most of
the history of archaeological thought that is similarly highlighted by Morris (2002, 2012), in earlier
parts of this chapter. But, | have not given enough attention to why a cutfigiese old categories

and ethnic divisions is relevant to rock art research today and, most importantly, why it is relevant tc
a study othe KLSA rock art

Three main 6traditionsd of r oc todap dinetinerodkarts ar
6geometricd rock ar t,whichard comrhoaly asoddted with doragers,c k
herders and farmers, respectiv@dyg. Hall & Prins 1993; Prins & Hall 1998mith & Ouzman 2004
Eastwood& Smith 2005 Namono & Eastwood 2003rton 20B). Most weltknown of these

0t radit i onlisedart which is Higtributed wigely across the subcontinent (e.g. Lewis
Williams 1983. Other rock art in southern Africa has been associatedhsitbricall-documented
multi-ethnic and/or creolisedhider communitiesg.g.Campbell 1986; Ouzman 2005; Challis 2008,
2012, 2014, 2016; Mallen 2008; Henry 2010). Most of these raider communities are no longer

recognisable, and exist only in memory (poorly) and inhiséorical and archaeologiced¢cords.
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Recently, research has also | ooked at o6graff
the South African War (e.@Quzman 1999, 201&orssman & Louw 2016).

These rock art o6tr adiotfi oonsstody | acrbagesdrearidipswodickhgean t
are recognised as belongi ng t oconmmoreonforimitytolae s e
certain set of conventions (Smith 1998; Henry 201032)) Such conventions
particular times al8di vearc etsiome(,Sma t ho MOOBt: i o2n
way of doing somet hHitngds (bSmsietdh 01n9 9 8h:i s2 1c8)n.f o
rock art have been identified in South Africa (e.g. Prins & Hall 1994; Hall & Smith 2000; Smith &
Ouzman2 00 4) , as separ at e -linetfiguative articommerdy atfributednto t h
forager communitiesA combination of colour, image type, technique and spatial distribistiosed

to group i mages i tratditmndomendoned bove Moreover o ct kh easret 64 r

are considered to lmhrectly linkedto specific ethnic identities.

0Geometricd art, for instance, i's suggested
herder tradit i o-pahtedhaasaalorsyesources afias ef i, ngesr 6abst
depicts symbols andnaterial culture such as apromgich arenot generally used by forager
communities These attributes are in contrast to the rock art of BaTwa foragers, which is
predominantly findine and bruskpainted, is representational, and occurs in almost all kinds of
environments with rock shelterhe recognition of differences is a goazhtribution, and it shows

the heterogeneity of southern African rock art and the complex social pastchitwvas produced.
However, it has been demonstrated numerous times that not all southern African rock art conform
t o tthreas i that theresaée bodies of art that were made from unique sets of conventions,
where the O6stylinslticé®d comaicdtt ¢ obdjenveafsee@lindell
2004; Mallen 2008¢omHHenr mi ”R@dd4a ChasteosCapejn otnhe nor

The KLSArock paintings har e characteristics of some of t
the ock art blurs boundaries and can t be-hépied®éoareadylon otvhne ot.r adi
Another noteworthy aspect of the KLSA rock art is its striking resemblance (at certain sites) to rock
art in southcentral Africa, particularly around the modeatay borders of Malawi, Zambia,

Zi mbabwe and Mozambique (see Smith 1995, 1909



24

in this research area resembi¢alawian Chewdfarmers)and Twa (foragerspck art (see Zubieta

2009, 2019 more than it does soutmeAfrican Khoes peaker s6 rock art (€
2004); moreover, at the sites where 6geometr
st omachs, showing similarities to the oOred
aforanentioned countries (e.g. Smith 1995, 1997; Mabulla 2014). The significance of these
similarities is, as yet, difficult to assess, and may be a topic for future research. Still, these image
co-occur with more conventional southern African rock art imagathin sites. Classic findine
images dominate the region, but there are sites where it is completely absent-ddusrcence of
diverse rock art images has many implications for the social history of this region, but the paucity of
archaeological dat poses a challenge. As such, much of what can be said about the art will be

conjectural at this point, and assessing meaning would be a premature exercise.

Nonethelesst is because of this enigmatic nature (Wylie 2002: 46) of the KLSA rocdkairt reject

any associations between assumed ethnic divisions antekart categories that avsed inthis
dissertation.Wh i | e, in certain cases, rock art may
communities, as a statement of identity formation anchteaance, it could also be used to draw
boundarieswithin communities (e.g. Smith 2001). Such boundaries, therefore, have nothing to do
with o6cultural differencesdé, however defined
t o wo me n(é.g Namsns & Eastwood 2008ollmann 2013, 2004 and therefore implicated

in drawing boundaries between men and women within a community. Boundaries may further be
drawn between the initiated and Amitiates. We should not, therefore, assume bouedaoi always

be conceptuali sed ar(seaHadiltor & Lleibharomeo20I6réatritiqudcd | 6
ethnicity and tribalistn It is important to remember that it is not the classification (analytical
procedure) itself, but rather more the #ing reflected by such analysis, that is damadiWylie
200246). We need to resist the ur ge sman pas. somm.s 0
2018),whi ch i n t ur rand&dnsiderecsltdral fluaioy ol be a norm (Bhabha 1994).
Therdore, followingLaraMal | en (2008), 4 i me & -ptadfnmeegdedr kdef i1

and 6égeometricé to describe the rock art, in

26Rockarti n 6pl aced and ti me
So far, this chapter has been about problematizing misptinas of identity and especially with

regards to rock art interpretation. ldentity not being the main focus of this dissertation, | look closely
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at literature on rock art and landscape, in the rest of this dissertation, and also consider literature ¢
rock art chronology. I highlight the strengths and limitations of these previous works, and discuss
their relevance to the objectives of this dissertation.

2.6.1 Rock art and landscape: a brief history

Landscape approaches to rock art have mostly beenpaétierny Australian writers (e.g Rapoport
1975; Rosenfeld 1997; Jordan 2003), where it has been shown that people in the past attach
spiritual importance to certain parts of the landscape. The rock art found in these places, therefore,
argued to refleichow its makers perceived those pladesSouth Africa, much of what we know
about the relationship between rock art, ritual and landscape perception comes from research in tt
Northern Cape Province (e.g. Deacon 1988; also see Rapoport 1975; Ros@@ifeldotdan 2003

for Australian examples). Inspired by studies of rock art and landscape in Australia (e.g. Rapopor
1979, Deacon (1988has shown how the /Xam attached importance to certain landscape features
and incorporated them into their cosmologd atual life (see LewidNilliams & Dowson 1990 for

rock surfaces and supernatural potency; Henry 2010 for contestation of space in the north Easte
Cape see also Schoeman 2019 for ritual and sitases in northern South AfrigaThis kind of

approachd rock art and landscape, however, has not always characterised rock art research.

In their critique of rock art and landscape, Ben Smith and Geoff Blundell (2004223Ppoint out

how somerock at andscape studies are DOhaewed,y oimsar |
perspectivebo. I n so doing, they contrast t he
such as the Ju/ d6hoansi in the Kalahari and t
arguing that micrdeatures ofthe landscape are more important to foragers. Smith and Blundell
(2004) note the dangers of correlating our own perceptions of the landscape with site distribution
even if we can demonstrate a link; they point out studies where researchers were cdhainbed
patterns they observed were correct, even though they indeet, flawed. The beswayto work
around this limitationSmith and Blundell (2004) sugge# to use ethnographic insight. Without a
demonstrable link between rock art site disthidnu and an informed view of how painters attached
meaning to | andscape, a |l andscape study( Srhi tr
& Blundell 2004: 259).
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It is informed approacts to rock art and landscape that hesen successvherethis link has been
demonstrated (e.deacon 1988Morris 1988, 2002, 2012; Hollmann 2007, 20Zaibieta 2009,

2012). Morris (1988, 2002, 2012) and Hollmann (202@13, for instance, show that the attachment

of supernatural potency to certain places par$ of an encompassing cosmology shared by fosager
and herdes (e.g. Morris 19882002,2012; Hollmann 20072013 seeBarnard1988, 1992a for
ethnography . Customs related to female initiatio
between foragerand herders (Hollmann 2007: 147). In other cases, landscape perception has bee
used to interpret the rock art of medihnic communities (e.g. Henry 2010; also see Mallen 2008).

Il n the north Eastern Cape, r otcykp easrG w heisceha rdcoh
within the boundaries of the three maihenry ock
2010). The worksdflal | en (2008) and Leila Henry (2010)
i n the f or meshowdhdtoockaarn cah be vedy dontext specific, or localdemllenging
Amore traditional concepts of rock art tradi
geographic ar e &a38)dMallerH2008) and Fedry(P010) [Btkake some important
points about rock art and identity, and the problematic nature of ligtimgcidentity with rock art
categories. These authors identify an unconyv
Type 3 rock art differsintechnque, subject matter and -lipedag men
of the north Eastern Cape, butisvays painted in the same spaces. Linking this art to the history of
the region in the nineteenth century, Mallen (2008: 136) and Henry (2010) bequbet art reflects

a contestation of the painting space, over which the authorspef 3Jysed rock art to gain control

over the potency of the site

Importantly, these writers recognise the ideolodicab nt i nu i t betweeh divérsepeople 0
(as indicated by their rock art and local histéry) hat &éspaced Ii's not a me
to be filled with O6cultural significanceb, b
see alsoLewis-Williams & Pearce 2004, 200®@avid & Thomas 2008iewis-Williams 201Q
Schoeman 2019 By arguing that painting space in the north Eastern Cape was conhdatieah

(2008) andHenry (2010)touchon t he qual ity of rock art pan
painters across generatiorsifd seemingly across oO6cultur-esd)
Wiliams 2010s ee Mc Cal |l for a summar y &éll199&foc dgenayr t

of art). Painted spaces are,t hi s sense, pl aces wher etinugyevdahp | e

4l define ideology ssadcaommunbfybelwheth Bhhraednbe t h
reject the political connotations of the word.
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t he past o ( Mazumdar ThHsisMbarJuam8aceld (2000 GaitracioBahd .
accumulation | n De ac o n Gtractioladda@&ymulatiernawestqg do with the power of
a place (se&®kosenfeld 1997; Jordan 2003 for Awdian examples If Mallen (2008) and Henry
(2010) are correct, then we can understand the potency of painted places to haveidgraéoaat
influence in the contestation of spanehe north Eastern Cape

Considering these points, a landscape aggrdo KLSA rock art is justified, if a correlation can be
shown betweethe placement of the rock artthe landscape, and the way in which possible authors
of the art may have perceived the places in which the art is pafgddorris (2002, 2012: 188)as
suggested, the placement of rock art sites in the landscape may offer fresh insights into thei
significance and meaninghis is a suggestiaihatl take up in this dissertatipasl showassociations
betweenrock art, rituala nd ¢ o0 n ¢ e pct eirbdhe EKLSA f higldlipht these associatioms
Chapter Three an€hapter Five. Thereon, these -Emdscape associations will lze point of
discussion in Chapter Six, where | consider how the relationship betweeo c k ar t , r it
may have ben a significant part of the decisioraking behind the placemeof rock art at specific

sites in the KLSAI also consider, in Chapter Six, thelative chronology of some of the rock

paintings.

2.6.2Chronological issues in southern African rock agaarch

The lack of a clear chronology is the biggest limitation to rock art research (Mazel 19932Q@0D,7
2009 Mazel & Watchman 199'Bonneatet al.2011,2014,2017a; Mullen 2018; Pearce & Bonneau
2018). Very few reliable dates have been obtafoedome area.g.Van der Merweet al. 1987;
Mazel & Watchman 1997Bonneauet al 2011, 2014, 2017, 9 and none for most areaEhe
KLSA is one of these latter aredghe difficulty in dating rock art using direct scientific methods is
that the pairg used were seldom made of organic matéBahneauet al. 2011 2013. Organic
material includes charcoahd other natural substancegich contain radioactive carbon {I2).
Given that there are very few sites that could be dyrefzdted, and that dict dating methods are
still in their infancy rock artresearchers often resort to relatdagting techniques (e.g. Steyn 1995;
Mguni 1997 Russell 2000; Pearce 20@yart 2004 Mazel 2007, 2002013.

There aretiree ways in whicBouthern African rok arthasbeen relativelydated by superposition

by suggestive subject matter and lastly by associated atogaal materials (where demonstrgble
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6Suggestive subj ect mabjettsahat@arracealdo spedafidnorents ia , r
history. These could include domestic stock, wagonsnaterial culturethat only appears in the
southern African archaeological recordtive Gontact period (e.g. Manhire et al. 1986 Sealy &

Yates 198; Henshilwood 19965Smith & Ouzman 2004:all & Mazel 2005;Challis 2008 Lander

2014, beginning at approximately two millennia ago (Mitchell 200 perposition, on the other
hand, refers to images that have been painted over others; this may include overlapping layers (e.
Lewis-Williams 1974), whichmay be equated to 61 ay&) Bhethid me a
associated archaeolafjyefers to archaeological materials excavated from or documented at a
painted site. This alternative, however, only applies in instances where a link betweers depbsit
paintings can be demonstrated, which is rarely ever the case. The most widely used relative datir
technique is the examination of superposition, commonly by use of matrices to determine a sequent
(e.g. Steyn 1995; Russell 2000).

2.6.3Dates and deates superpositioningnd sequences

Rock art sequences based on superpositioning have been considered since the early 1900s (Ma:
1933: 131). Following on the work of earlier writers around the world (e.g. Mason He&&r &
Baumhoff 1962 Cooke 1963Willcox 1963, sequences in southern African rock art were widely
investigated in the years between the 1970s and early 2000 éger. 1971: 35356; Lewis
Williams 1974; Steyn 1994, 1995; Mguni 1997; Russell 26@@rce 20022002 2006 Swart 2004).
Thisfourdecade era of rock art research is concu
0stylesd6 were considered to be markers of cl
now been abandoned; in contemporary southern Afacanc haeol ogy, O6styl i st

considered to be of much use, in preference for direct dating techniques.

But, dbtaining direct dates fosouthern Africarrock art has been a rather challenging ambition.
Where direct dating methods are apgble, they are often unreliable (although see Mazel &
Watchman 1997; Bonneat al.2011, 2013, b, ¢. With relative dating as a readily available option,
researchers have employed the Harris Matrix technique to build rock art sequences, equating laye
of paintings in a panel to strate.g. Russell 2000; Swart 2004)hembi Russell (2000, 2012) and
Joane Swart (2004, 2006), in particular, have advocated for the use of the Harris Matrix, wherea
Pearce2001,2002, 2006, 2010xontrary to these writereas warned against the application of this
technique to rock art s 20gl2602,2006,2010) dritqee haseébsen | t
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an importandebateabout rock art dating techniques (see Swart 2006; Russell 2012 in response to
Pearce 2006010). Of note in this debate Rse a r 208102602,2006: 1732010: 152) suggestion
that the Harris Matrixechniqueis only applicablefor inferring rock art chronology n A mu | t i
tradit i o(e.q@Chippndaie& Xaca 199Mguni 1997) Given the variability of the KLSA

rock art, this may be an available option for sequenitiad<LSA rock art (see Chapters 5 & 6)

2.6.4Associatedarchaeology as indication for relative chronology

A less common approach telativelydating rock aris inference by archaeological associati¢e.g).
Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971; Beaumont & Vogel 1988js approach is rarely explordsecause

not many painted sites have been excavated in southern A#&iideugh see Schoonraad &
Beaumont 1971; Korsman & PIU®92;Will et al.2015; Schmidt & Mackay 20)6as in the KLSA.

Also, there is little reliabilitym this approach to dating rock art (see Thackeray 198)easy to

deem chronology based on archaeological associations as purely speculativkeray1983)
because rock art imagery can hardly be argued to be directly associated to other archaeologic
evidence at a particular sitBirect association between rock art and excavated materials is difficult
to confirm; theanimals depicted on rock art p#elo not necessarily reflect faunal materials
identified in the depositéut see Korsman & Plug 1992onetheless, a tentative date range can be
assumed for rock art, based on the chronology of associated artefacts. One such date range exists
rock at at one site in the KLS@ Welgelegen Shelter, and for another site ificgmtly proximal to

the KLSAS Honingklip Shelte(see Chapter 3 for the archaeology recovered at these sites and their
chronology) In Chapter 31 consider dates from both these sitéor theoccupation sequence of
central Mpumalanganduse these dates in thetimation of a date range for theacticeof rock art

in the KLSA (Chapter 6).

2.6.5Subject matter as an indication of chronology

As an alter nat i vsandegrcavatsdtmgtérinls sevemldoclksad studiesrhave relied
on subject matter to infer rock art chronology (e.g. Campbe8 1883 ; Challis 2008; Mallen 2008).

This way of rock art dating is always done in conjunction with historical and archaedlegaence

and is hence more reliable than the other two metHousges of sheep (e.lanhireet al. 1986

Lander 2014 for instance, are largely considered to have been made within the last 2000 years
based on archaeological evidence (8ggply & Yates 1994Henshilwood 1996). Similarly, rock art
images of horses, guns and wagons (e.g. Camp®88,1987; Hall & Mazel 2005; Ouzman 2005;
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Challis 2008, 2012; Skinner 2017; Sincldinomson 20192020 are knownto have been made in

the ime of Europea colonisation (1th century onwards), as suggested by historical sources.
Chronology of rock art may also be indicated by clothing items which can be tied to a specific period
(e.g.Blundell & Eastwood 200IMallen 2008: 5557). Some of the rock art inglKLSA sitesdepict

such items which can be tied to a single timeframe (see Chapters 5Mo§) importantly, if
chronology can be inferred from the images themselves, hiseoauld also be used to detelsinges

in the artof the regionand ultimatelyin the so@l context of the KLSA. | discugbese possibilities

in Chapter Six These relative methods combined, at least some of the KLSA rock art can be

understood to have been made in certain periods.

2.7 Previous rock art research in the KLSA: varia i on, O0styl ed and chror
2. 7.1 6Stylesdéd and sequences

The question of rock art chronology is nothing new to the KLSA (see Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971
Steyn 1995). Previous research used site stratigraphy to relatively date rock art at some sites (e.
Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971), while other res
art and using these to come up with a chronological sequence (e.g. Steyn 1994, 1995). Being the fir
researcher to focus a study on more than one rocktainhghis region, Ann&teyn(1994, 1995)
identifiedasequencefs i style® i n t he KwhiShAincluding &ubcategories, add up to
31. Using these@stylistico categories, Stey(i1994, 1995kstablished a chronological sequence for
the siteshathadbeen identifiedAdd the time, though, only sites with fitiee art were known to
archaeologistsT 0 ¢ 0 mp a r esultsSatitkenyingadtisorough review of her analytical method is

prerequisite

The categories that Steyh994, 1995)dentifiedare:
A. Shaded polychrome

Shaded polychrome figures ar@stly paintings of antelope, of which most atand. This category
includes figures whose other detail (such as the,l@atiwhite outline on the stomach) has faded.

This is because white paint @®not preserve as well as other pigments.
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B. Bichrome

St eyno6s (HcBr@me catedody M&udes images witto colours, and withiwo colours as
well as sparing use of a third colour. These images are mosthbdark or charcoal black. Four

variations, or subcategories, exist within tbegegory:

b(i) white contrast is used to accentuate orange.

b(ii) use of perspective (e.g. back leg thinner than one closest to viewer).
b(iil) emphasis on mass and strength.

b(iv) white only on stomach; no outé.

C. Outside line drawings

00Outside |Iine drawingsod6 are paintings, usual

painted, without a fill. No particular features are paid attention to.

D. Monochrome

The monochrome category is a bigue. It includesix subcategories, based on subject matter:
d(i) two snakes and footprint.

d(ii) antelope’ rounded back and stomach; no detail on the body.

d(iii) antelope 107 in the middle of panel I\&stripped of all detail (e.qg. tdilbody bow shap# long

stretched neck).
d(iv) cluster of images in the same style and same size.
d(v) cluster; not 6ésetd6 of images; face in d

d(vi) loose brush strokes in crumbly paint.

E. Miniature figures
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The Omifrigaitriersé category includes stylised i
and include a meerkat; they seem to move, progress or face in one dirdti®ims more clearly a

cluster, as compared to other images on the panel; others clustacebunt various directions.
F. Unidentifiable/faded

The | ast 1994) catkgorey includes Il unidentifiable and/or faded imagery.

2.7.2Problematisingg s t y | e 6

As mentioned, Steyr1094) found these categories usefuldoognising temporal pbas. However,

I f i n d(1994) eategoisation inconsistent. While she makes an important observation that the
paintings were madasing different kinds of painsome paints being fenand others coarse and
crumbly, her categories are based on con&times, on colour at other times, while other categories
are based on technigque or a combination of colour and subject ,nma#teng the guidelines or
categories difficult to followFor instance, her 'miniature figuresuld be categorised into Catey

D (monochrome) asasubat egory. Additionally, the minia
(1994) sites, making 'miniature figures' both questionable and redundant as a category. The catego
'monochrome’ is also not helpful, particularly besmof its ambiguity. Ithe paintings at theites |

have documentesee Chapters 4 & Syere to be assigned to these categories;lifeehuman and
animal figures, rougirush and fingepainted human and animal figures, and 'geometoicall

kinds wauld all be clumped into this one category, masking the diversity of the paintings.

The issue here is that Steynds (1994) cat egc
thana priori. Pearce (2002: 13&mphasis in originghas warnedthat at egor i es HfAcanr
from the paintings; they are, instead, derived independently and based-exigpireg theoretical
posit alsosedanipsofetal 2002: 18)Whi | e St eynédés (1994)dfocat e
the fineline paintings be analysed, and possibly other sites with-fine paintingsthat | have
recordedthe categorisation does not accommodate all the new images | identified in the researct

area

The problem withcreatingcategoriedased on what we observe at particsiggs(as Steyn hasy

that suclanapproachmay lead to the creation of false categories, where we infahtss categories
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were to the painters, of significant distinction (Mallen 20@®; Mullen 2013. Unless we can
demonstrate that empiricallypish an approach is, in fact, etddore challenging to such categories

is the issue of chronologyn d a we a kethmograplt sotiréesltvisiwithithese reasons that

I discard Steyndés (19914, 1995) cat egyoanrthiss at i
dissertation (see Chapter 5).

| find the conceo f O6an g | @tdr adi t icanfusing and mideadingistaac df thkyng
subject matter, technique and pigment typatasbutesof a predeterminedcultural package into
which we @n pigeorhole, | suggest that they should be considered individually, as descriptive
attributes (see Chapt®y. If we do so, dividing lines become less rigid, allowing for a recognition of
the fluidity and dynamism that Morr[gomment in Smith & Ouzmaf2004): 518; also see Wallis
comments: 51Pwould ensurave are not blinded to. | acknowledge that we cannot fully understand
similarities and differences in the KLSA art, and with rock paintings of other regions, without
employing some sort of classifiea. But, similarities and differences should be approached from
within the worldview of the painters (e.g. Witelson 20%8e Joycest al. 2014 for this kind of
approach to pottery analysisWithout the direct testimony of the painters, we can only oaly
ethnography, a source which allows us better insight than our own commorissen&dapter 3 for

ethnographic accounts)

2806 Newd questions in Mpumalanga rock art res:
The debates touched on earlier in this chapter, with discussions of the damaihcomplex identities

of foragers and herders are pertinent to the discussion of KLSA rock art that is the topic of this
di ssertation. Whi | st a critique of Oculture
Morris 2002, 2012; Smith & Ouman 2004; Smith 2006; Berrocal & Garcia 208i6]lmann 2007,
Mallen 2008), it has not, until now, been a subject of discussion for Mpumalanga rock art. It is
particularly significant to talk about identity in opening dialogue about the rock paintinge of th
KLSA, because the heterogeneity of the images challenges the rigid and simplistic views tha
previously dominated academic discourse, propelled by the likes of Breuil (1948) and Potgieter
(1955). Previous anthropological research in the KLSA subscriédese simplistic views (e.g.
Toerien 19541958,1961; Potgieter 1955and this research was never problematized, even in later
archaeological worke/here it is citede.g. Schoonraad & Beaumont 1971; Korsman & Plug 1992;
Steyn 1994, 1995).
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With this dissertation, it is my goal to bring these questions of identity, change and continuity, and
diversity into the context of Mpumalanga archaeological research. Until now, conversations abou
this regionds ar chaeol oexsteng &d whesiespast doranweitiesbaeee n
acknowledged, it is usually with insight from recent, written history, which can only go as far back
in time, and is often taintedwithh e wr it er s6 own preconceptions:s
overemphasis owritten historical sources has many implications; for one, it may create a dislocation
between possible descendantsl @he archaeological materials turn, the notions of colonial
writings continue to prevail, where we would rather acknowledge invisible sutian present the

rock art as a heritage that could be accessible to descendant communities, who may find somn
connection with it. In this, a history that is written for indigenous communities takes precedence ovet
the history that they made for themsed(Dowson 1993, 1994).

These are points that were previously touched on in the works of Aron Mazel (1989a, b, 1992, 1993
and Thomas Dowson (1993, 1984 series of publications which sparked a debate between the two
authorg(see Smith 2010 for a summariazel adopted a contextual approach in his documentation
of a 10000-year history of the Thukela Basin in KwaZtMatal (1989a, b) and assessed changes in
the social relations of forager society, and with regards to their interaction with farmergpdnitiae
between 2000 BP and AD 1800. In doing so, he also critiques South African Later Stone Age
archaeology as lacking a social approach. To this work, Mazel &ldejing Fortunes a paper in

which he considerd50 years of changing viewsf forager conmunities in the uKhahlamba
Mountains(Mazel 1992) In this paper, Mazel (1992: 766) discusses millennia of forager history in
this region, drawing from his previous works (e.g. Mazel 1989a, b) and argues that forager history ir
thisregion has eitherbeeane g1 ect ed by professional archaeol
projects of otherso. The paper ends with a ¢
justicei s done t o t heongiaatly,tand catically analgsixd ichplications of the

approachesusedétho cument i ng a nMazel 1992.766p.r et i ng it O

Notable as these comments may seem, they were harshly rebuked by Dowson (I98®2)64Mho
accused Ma z el (1992) of presencthianrgacé& erhd s e
O6marginalisedd the rock paintings of the Dra

and fAresults of excavations by white archaec
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history in itself, one that shoudnf or m ar chaeol ogistsd and hi s
Mazel 6s (1 90D®Wwsonr(1®%3p880) was that a firm chronological framework for the
rock paintings of the Dr akens bmnmstguctifigham kise rr y o ]
and the paintings would only be fian i mportar
and when they have been datéthzel would go on to focus his work on the chronologies of the
Drakensberg rock art (Mazel & Watchman 1997; Mazel 20083p@Mowsone.g. 1994, 1998)pn

the other hand, would follow in the trenderhphasising the place aick art in (re)writing history,
without reliable dates for the rock adltimately, both these authors made notable contributions to

the advancementf oock art research.

Smith (2010 356 considers the role of rock art in reconstructing South African history, since these

publications. He suggests that:

eit is not Dowsonodés (1993) hope for an i
Maz el 6 s dicd @& 2oy anraechaeology of social justice built upon
responsible use of multiple sources, that seems most pertinent today. It is the mix

of local oral histories, local written histories, local archaeological evidence and

other sources that has proveost effective when used in combination with rock

art for reconstructing San histories in the MaBtakensberg Mountains.

Smith makes this point by overviewing the works of Blundeld@®0 Sam Challis (2008) aidallen

in the north Eastern Cape, whichbriefly touched on earlier in this chaptétris precisely this kind

of approach that is needed for rock art research in the KLSA. In the absence of a reliable chronolog
for the KLSA rock art, | intertwinethnographicorathistoric, inguisticand gneticdataand then
integrate it with the rock art datalthough these sourcesedifferent sets of data from the rock art,
they are capable oéveaing past social relations that rock art and other archaeological materials are
incapable of doing (e.dgsadr 2015Guillemard 2020see Wanget al 2020 for genetic data and
complex population trends). I highlight the insights which these sources add in the following chapter.

and in Chapter Six conjoin them to interpret the variability of the KLSA rock art.
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In this chapter | have highlightethe issues that must be taken into consideration before an
investigaton of the KLSA rock paintings getsxderway. Previous research shows a diversity in this
research area, which has not yet been fully acknowledgeaimprehendedrlhe lack of a localised,
contextual understanding of rock art stands in the way of making sense of similarities and difference
at a regional leveMorris 2016;see Hampsoat al.2002; Eastwooét al. 2010for example} If we
generalisethere is the danger of making fallacious interpretations. Another important point that is
highlighted by previous research is that archaeologists should make use of as many sources
available, to get as close to an accurate interpretation of the jpastséide Wylie 1989; Smith 2010;
Maseko 2017). This muigtrand approach contradicts colonial writings, which always present a one
sidedviewUn | i ke the early ant hr opol o8b9sli8&word&wih o c
their own distorted wag and viewed diversity in pseudoscientific and racist t@rensocial scientist

in the present era ought to view divergiiyough a postcolonial lerf&osden 2001Schmidt 2009)

One way tavards a postcolonial approaisito expectitto beanormfdri ver si t ywithim b e
g r o uMaské (2017: 52 (emphasis in originyJ citing Lewontin (1972] as much adetween
supposedl y dilsackmnowledge thawriting archaeelsyy from a decolonial position
(e.g. Shepherd 1998, 2002a, b, 2@0d®, 2019; Ndlovu 2009&orssman 2019Ndlovu & Smith
2019, which redresses centuries of colonialism and all its dirty laundry, is not an easyitask (
Forssman, pers. com@018) we sometimesave to resotiotermsl i ke oO6cul tura@ad al
0 Khoekhoen her de rdéspita whht we Sleady knawrabogtetheid connotations.
However, frock art researchakes no effort to avoimnposing ethni®r culturaldifferences on the
material culture we stugdgven when such differences are inberent thenhow far removed are we
from scientific racisnfDubow 1995, 1996, 201$hepherd 198, 2002a, b, 2003a, b, 2QXSosden

1999, 20012004 Marks 2017 Forssmann 2019
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Chapter Three
The KomatiLiGwa Study Area: place, people and history

3.1 Working from a fragmentary past

The history of th&KLSA has thus far beetold in fragmentary, oftertontrasting narratives; only a
few archaeologists have worked in this regio
understood Murray Schoonraad was one of the first writers to seek the KLSA's past from an
archaeological perspective (Schoonraad & Beaumont;18¢fioonraad & Schoonraad 19;7Ris

work with Peter Beaumont is of note. Likewise, Prins (1999) has written about the hisBaVwéa
peoples in this province, particularly their involvement in the South African War {1892)(also

see Forssman & Louw 201G)hese works are in contrast with predominant views of BaTwa peoples
as having played no significant part in the makin@oiith African historysee Dowson 1993, 1994

for a critique) and consequently are compatible with postcolonial discourse.

One particular community of BaTwa appears in literatara t he KIld$A dleutlep a st
(//Xegwi), who were viewed in the middle tfe twentieth century apeingn e aextincbord ( e . ¢
Lanham & Hallowes 1938 97). Having discarded such views in Chapiavo, it should be clear
thatmt her t han Orameé¢ a olna s the wentiefhmenildtTloutlewerein a
congant state ohybridity, and what it meant to heamuTwa (singular for BaTwa) ithe twentieth
century did not fit the stereotypical view of BaTwa as isolated people with a pristine way of life (see
Wilmsen 1989; Wilmsen & Denbow 1990 for a critique of lamgatherers as isolated peoples;
Solway & Lee 1990 for a countargument) Contrary to popular use of the terhybridity is not a
physical alteratiorthat happens instantly when diverse peoples intebattyather acontinuous
procesghat shapesangérs hapes t he social and cosmol ogi ca
1999: 181)Hybridity cannot be explained in the terms of physical anthropology, and certainly not
in racial termsThoughPotgieter (1955) himself us¢ he t er m 6 hoythertarnd darries h i s
the notion thafTlou-tle and Swati identities were in a static form throughout antiquity, and only
changed in historic times, through physical interact{@iso Toerien 1961)This is a great

mi sconception, whi c hhingfracupbé tdynmaenc eagni saendow

explanations of identity and the fl awed not.i
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Such misconceptions can no longer prevail if we are to recognisestbecal agency of the people

who made KLSA rock & and recognise thELSA rock paintingsas national heritage. So far,
heritage authorities have taken the impostanf the KLSA landscape, its history and its peagple
lightly. For example, tathe entrance of one of the rock art locadéscussed in thislissertations

fixed a placard from the South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA), claimaitige rock
paintings were made By T 6 Q w a(Fi& & 1), a pseudadentity, in fact.Theidl T 6 (Bnaan 0 a p p €
to be andentity made up by local heritageaztitioners who often manipulate BaTwa descendants
and their history to serve their own interests. Theneoievidence ofi T 6 Qw a ha@irey e\er
existed, in Mpumalanga or anywhere else in southern Aintale the National Heritage declaration

is commadable, the lack of research on the significance of this rock art and the historical context of

the landscape in which it is locatesldisconceting.

W
I"Qwa San Rock Art

The San Rock Art found in this caye Is an an
paintings.

cient form of san cave

This site is a regist
gistered heritage site an
'd as such js
NS vaizi i ::laeu’nna! Heritage Act (Act 25 ;I;ﬁhg:g;;loleﬂled Fite
+ emove or deface any opi
infrastructure o his p(yui';’xl’ L
Offenders il be prosecuteg
By Order. i
2017«

This site jg part of the

Highvelqy Heritage Route
of Mpumalanga

Figue3.1: 6 T6 Qwa San Rock Art & pl acspidroclaart sitesh Rhote dehna a n
Hansen.

The historical and archaeological data presented in this chapter stands as a contrast to imagina
preconceptionsdaf he KL SA®Gs past. Ultimately, this <c¢h
revolve araind the interplay betweeanultiple, independent strands of evidence which, individually,
only present a fragmentary past, but conjointly allow a reconstruction of the past that is not based o
onesi ded, out si dwylie6l989 Sraith 2040 Icnportantyy,swe are in a fortunate
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position to have these multiple (though scattered) sources from which to reimagine the history of thi
region; for much of South Africa, It 'S not
describing the ladscape, which, as we shall see, is an integral part of the worldview of its past
communities (see Ouzman 1998 on landscapes and worlddelvgta 2014with respect to rock

art and sacred landscapes).

3.2 The KLSA landscape

TheKLSA is a small region it spans abow 500 kn3 of central Mpumalangdt includesparts of

the moderrday towns of Hendrina, Breytebake Chrissie, Carolina, and their immediate environs.
Despitea high elevation (600m to 1800m),the landscapis mostly flat, with moderatglundulating
grasslands. ThELSA landscapes also taracterisedy pans (lakes), mostly in the eastern parts,
surrounding Lake Chrissiéhe lake, not town)These pans might have been one of the main
attractions for huntegatherers, and indeed someltdm were considered sacreshd feature in the

oral and written history of this regigiPotgieter 195530, 31; Prins 1999; Amos Simelane, pers.
comm.202D.Ther e has been a clai mthyedasmecopalbperet b
wa t éthd Stark, cited in Davie011). There is no evidence of such a claim, but, as we shall see

throughout this dissertation, this may not be toefdached.

Other hndscape features that stand out in the KL&g#art from thepans,are river cuttings and
interspersed sandstone rock outcr@gg. 3.2). These outcropsof the Vryheid and Madzaringwe
formations, which are equivalent tioe Ecca Groupn the Karoo Supergroup of the Cape Provinces
(Haughton 1969Brandl & McCourt 1980; McCarthgt al. 201306 wereexposed through erosional
processegPartridge & Maud 1987) that occurred between 20 million and 10 million years ago. The
antiquity of these landscape featunezke the KLSAan ancient landscafgRussell 2008McCarthy

et al. 2013. Indeed, the geologisierence McCarthy and his colleagues (2013) have described the
KLSAasia unique geambhphBSouéeht Af yi c aenhal 2043nalks c a p
see Russell 20080nthe surfaces of these outcrops, variftwager communitie@nd possibly dter
peoples) mael rock paintings which, like this uniquandscape, echo a sacredfidssyond the

crippling effects of colonialism.

5 Contrary to imposed Western notiondaidscapes as sacr@lg. Mandt 1995: 27&ited inSmith & Blundell 2(04),
I use t hreedwio rtdhréosuagchout this dissertation tadthemghasi s
art made in itSuch spiritual connections are implied by ethnographic sources (see below).



40

RN

Figure 3.2: The KomatiLiGwa landscape; photo taken from the top of a diife, where rockart was

recorded. Photo: Jenna Hansen.

Forager communitiesuch aghe historicTlou-tle and their ancestorshared this landscape with
farming communitiegseeSchoonraad & Beaumont 197Horsman & Plug 1992)Based on some

of the rock art, the landape was also possibly shared with herdérkat is of certainty is that, by

the middle of the nineteenth century, the KLSA was home to multiplé# somamunities of BaTwa,

who apparently had diverse origins (Potgieter 1955; Lanham & Hallowes 1956a, §;1P680;
Schlebuscletal.2 01 6 ) . It is not expressed clearly i1
have encomgssed various communities in the KLSA who were considered by anthropologists to be
60BushmenothBamd udBydr i dsi®l;(Potgieter 1985R ende irbtike, KLSA,

t he ter m OnBapplystidy tafaages peoples, but may include othdrisis was at least

the case in the twentte century. By this timesome BaTwa languages in the KLSA (collectively
called by Lanhan& Hal | owes 1956a, b as OEastern(orBust
6 1 o a n vwbSiSdatj §6Soth@nd XiTsongapossibly owing to a long history of interactiomgh

these farming communitiedanham & Hallowes 1956aeeSchlebusclet al 2016 for genetic

admixture see Chapter 6 for a discussion
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Although we have as yet little insight into the nature of relations between {gatterers and
farmers incentralMpumalanga, the linguistic literature (Lanham & Hallowes 1956a, b) leaves little
doubt that interactions did happen. For how long these communities interacted is a question for futur:
researchbut the earliest available evidence for farfogager interactions in this region (Schoonraad

& Beaumont 1971) dates to the early second millemaiThe KLSA alsooverlaps with the Bokoni
region (north and northeast of Mpumalanga aswlthernmostLimpopo, between the towns of
Carolina and Orighstadwhich is dominated by darming communitypresence(see Delius &
Schoeman 2008Nright 201Q Deliuset al. 2012 also see Schoeman 201Bpkoni is weltknown

to archaeologists and historians alike, for its terraces and-wsialie®l settlements remnants of
precolonial farming communities (Delius & Schoeman 2008; Wright 2010; Detiws. 2012;
Widgrenet al. 2016). Little known are thedxck engravingsin Bokoni which arewidely considered

to beschematic representations of farmer settlem@vitgygs 1995; Mbewe 2006y he engravings
depict idealised layoutsf thestonewalled homesteads fouadrosghe Bokoni region (Maggs 1995;
Mbewe 2006), but they may have been made in an initiation context (Alex Schoeman 2018, pers
comm.).Although Bokoni also has rock paintings.g. Pearcet al. 2019), little research has been
done so farand sites with rockgntings are not weknown (but, see Fig. 3.3Hence despite the

vast amount of research done in the past decadeally nothing is known abouhe pre-farming

communities that lived in Bokoiibut, see Badest al. 2020)

3.3 Towards rewriting the history of the KLSA

While the KLSA past is as yétagmentary especially in precolonial times, the known history of the
KLSA, accompanied by archaeologicihguistic, genetic, ethnographic and rock art evidence,
allows us to link specific people speific parts of this regiorfsee Fig. 3.3)These independent
standsof evidence offer insight into the KLSAOG:S
twentieth century. Unlike most parts of southern Afriagging past communities to specifitages

is less difficult in theKLSA,; so far, rock art studies linking past communities to specific geographic
places have only been done wikamart, in northwestern South Africa (e.g. Deacon 1988; Skinner
2017) and, to a lesser extefutr, rock art resarch insoutheastern South Africa (e.g. Blundell 2004;
Challis 2008, 2012).
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Figure 3.3: The mindscape and memesgape of the Tlotle. Thi s map i dentifies pl
(1955) participants mentioned as haviogng significance to their history; in most cases, these places have
rock art.Map: Kate Croll anddlex Schoeman.
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Insight into the early times of the KLSA comes from the Honingklip Shelteldsaton inFig. 3.3),

near eManzana, about 30 km to the neat of Carolina and Lake Chrissie (Korsman & Plug 1992;
Lombard 2003). Significantly, Shirley Korsman and Ina Plug (19@Prpret some of the
archaeological materials recovered from this bigedrawing analogy fronTlou-tle ethnogaphy

(they incorrecy use t he p hrtarefer to th8 Elokie).aAccading to these authors
archaeological evidence, in the form of stone implements, pottery fragments and fauna, excavate
from two shelter sitéds HKLP | and HKLP \0 indicates that the sites were malically occupied by
huntergatherers since the midolocene(4800 + 70 years BPuntil approximagly two centuries

ago. Korsman an@lug (1992 123) argue thathis material evidenceyhich includes samples of
fauna that are fArepfesentesd {1 ooclpaiingensg thddgitds,a a c
shows aspects of ritual and social behaviourich appear to have been continued into the last fe
centuriesat the HKLP sitesmportantly, this archaeological evidence indicates that hgatreres

usedsomerock shelters in Mpumalanga for ritualistic purposes, since at least tHdatidene and
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possibly earlier. #Edence from Iron Pig Shelter, near Carolina, dating >1600 cal. BP to <9000 cal.
BP, has not found clear indications of such rituetldviour in the excavated sequence (Badexl

2020. Therefore, it should be noted that these interpretations cannot be assumed to apply to a
periods in the pagiMitchell 2003; Pargeteet al 2016 ; Cc 0 et talr2812) Wihad this r i C
archaeologal evidence indicatesnonethelessis that the presence of huntatherers (not
necessarily the Tlotle or their direct ancestors) in this region extends way beyond the written

historical record.

Forthe KLSAtoberegad e d a 6 h a v e rh@enturyit istlikely that it wase d landsoape
which sustained lorgerm networks with huntegatherer communities from other parts of southern
Africa (Prins 1999 citing Filter 1925 see also Lanham & Hallowes 1%p6What the nature and
extent of suchetworks was, is yet uncleatiting Lynn Wadley(1989 49;also se&VNiessner 1982:

661 84), Korsman and Plug (1992: 122), assert that social and economic networks kxalogst
exchange existed between various bands of hgatiéerers, during whatthe cal | t he 0 a
p h a, past@000 BP. They state:

The locality of the Honingklip sites, the rock art panels, and the formality and
nature of the material remains, suggest that these sites formed part of an aggregation
centre. At such a centre itowld have been possible to reinforce social alliances
with other groups by means of a shared subsistence economy, ritual activities, and
hxaro gift exchange, and possibly also by marriage alliances with other bands of
huntergatherergKorsman & Plug 1992122).

If these site features are to be considered an indication for aggregation, then it is peasgaleh
networks happenedh other parts of Mpumalanga, such as at Kleinbuffelspruit, where sites are
densely painted, have abundant lithic and potteagerials recognisable on the ground, and are
located in proximity to each other (see Chapters 3 &Hbwever, this kind of speculation and

ethnographic generalisation warrants caution (see ParkingtonB@8v¥am 1992Mitchell 2003.
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Similar to the 300 years prior, the last two millennia of Mpumalanga history are as yet unclear,
particularly with regards to the social and economic life of hugéginerersAlthougharchaeological
investigations have been able to pin the settlement of Early Farmingh@uitres in northeastern

South Africa to the first millenniur@AD 2507 450), indicated by Silver Leaves (previously Matola)
pottery(Klapwijk 1974), dates for this O6styled of potter
Kor smanaos anandMa rulgibdzse (Llo9nSibRastightirss atth2 Bodidgklip Shelter,
the only dated presence of 6l ron Agomespgr@m p | ¢
Schoonraadds and i68iravestigationofdhe Welgel®g@nlSheltehyGatednear

the banks of the LiGwabetween Ermelo and Lake Chrissie (see Fig.. B8jtery from this site has
been dated to the period between AD 1100 and 1400.

Significantly, the date rangeAD 1100 and 140Gits well with theappearance d¥loloko potteryin
northreastern South Africawhich is linked to Later Farming CommunitieBluffman 2007
Schoeman 2023 According to Schonraad and Beaumont (1971:168), the occupationof
Welgelegen Sheltdb yIr @ n A g e, inphe agedne nillennium AD, wa®ncurrent withii a
band of dependent |Llinditaed by thd cprasence¥ gtane tholspotieey arns 0

iron materials These dates suggest that farming communitiey have occupied the KLSA
concurrently with huntegathererssince the early second teihnium AD. Linguistic data suggest

6ol der contactdé with VaTsonga people from so
groupo (Lanham :abh).dWHanah and/[2.R Halotvefi856a, hrecordedioan
wordgin the vocabulary of clicklanguage speakers in this region to support this suggestion. They
note that the BaTwa wuse similar words for
Mozambique, although the more dominant languages in the region (isiZulu and SiSwati) use ¢
different word for these itemsHistorical writings also mention contact with people (seemingly
foragers) in Mozambique (Filter 1925: 190, cited in Prins 1999: 53). Perhaps this may be an indicatiot
of old trade networks between foragers in this region and peopleedviozambican coast, but this

is difficult to discern.

If such networksdid in fact exist,however, thent may explain the cowrie shells recovered by
Schoonraad and Beaumont (1971:68 from the Welgelegen Shelter, which they suggest may have
come fom the Indian Ocea.hat these cowrie shells came from a layer dated at AD 1100 to 1400,

suggests that such networks would have beenlmsigg, having begun in precoloniaimes. This
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archaeological evidence is mute, however, on what the last 500wea@ dike for huntegatherers

in the KLSA; we only know that they occupied this landscape in large numbers, until colonial times
(Opperman 1948, cited Potgieter 1955: Fee als®rins 1999). Potgieter (1955: 3, citi@gpperman

1948 maintains that th first Europeans in this region encountered BaTwa in great numbers.
Additional ly, acc o ordliradion suggeskthatthere niay ftag Heen se\erpl,
hundred of them[huntergatherersjn the Lake Chrissie area when thestfiEuropeas entered the
regiono. These wogatherers hwhov lad Heenem Mpimalangee prior to the
documented encounters of European settlers in the late nineteenth century (e.g. Filteitd®#b

Prins 1999.

European colonists first settled imet KLSA towards the middle oli¢ nineteenth centuryftgieter
1955: 3, citing Opperman 1948Parts of Mpumalanga were settled by Scottish farmers before the
Boers (Afrikaner farmers of Dutch, German and French descent); hence, some parts of the KLSA
paticularly Lake Chrissi e, (Briexl@98ehisgtatustontmdied 6 N
until the deathof Scot Alexander McCorkindal® 1871 (Bonner 1983; Prins 1999). There is no
evidence that Scottish settlers took in any BaTwa peoplesasnss or farm labourers; but, BaTwa
people in this region did certainly take on farm labour when Afrikaner farmers started dominating,
in competition with emaSwati (Potgieter 1955: 4; Prins 1999). Historical sources suggest that there
were quarrels betvem BaTwa and emaSwati during the latter half of the nineteenth century, leaving
BaTwa to choose between being dédemployedd as
1999: 5556). One of the painted rock shelters in the KLSA, Murder Rock (Musthi®ock in Fig.

3.3 below), gets its name from such violent encounters (Schoonraad & Schoonraad 1972; Prins 199¢
At another painted site (not located during syjv&nown as Magageng (Prins 2Q0&evin Davie,

pers. comm. 2020), BaTwa were protected leyBbers, from being killed by emaSwati.

The amicable relationship between BaTwa and people of European descent in the last few decad
of the nineteenth century speaks to the complexities of interactions between diverse peoples in th
region. The colonigperiod was a time of alliances at times, and resistance at other times. Friendly
encounters between BaTwa and people of Eur o
entries. He encountered, on multiple occasions, BaTwa who were mouhgKLSA in the early
1880s published by H. Rer in 1925asDie Buschmannecited in Prins 1999 Filter is said to have

transported his BaTwa acquaintances from Piet Retief in southern Mpumalanga, on his ox wagol
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(Prins 1999: 52). Amongst the BaTwa thdtef met, were Kibit and Adons, who had previously
been leaders of a stockiding group in Natal before moving to the KLSA; ironically, they, along
with their followers, later became farm labourers (Prins 1999: 55 #4) . Li ke Kibit

labourwas, by the end of the nineteenth century, the fate of many BaTwa communities in the KLSA.

In contrast to their amicable relationship with individuals such as Filter, BaTwa often took on farm
labour under hostile circumstances. Shortly after 1880, a BaTavadetained by a certain Mr. van

Zyl on the farm Klipfontein, said that he and his brother [who bore the family name !Olo (pronounced
Qolo)] had run from the farm of a man named
using them ®otfgarcmenand®sd:( 5). De Kockbds far
people took their wagons across a big river
use of wagons at the Botshabelo Mission in western Mpumalang@asdeman 1880aud 2000;

Booth 2017; Swanepoel 2018aving escaped from there, the two BaTwa men ran towards the Lake
Chrissie area, following traces left by their people, and eventually found them days later, on the farn
Gemsbokheuvel 282; it seems that circumstamesre less unfavourable here. These last few decades
of the nineteenth century mark a significant loss of independence for mamaR@mmunities in

this region.

Much later in the nineteenth century, many BaTwa farm labourers in Mpumalanga assisted thei
masters and landlords in the South African War (Prins 1999; Forssman & Louw 2016). The Telperior
Shelter, near Middelburg in western Mpumalanga, stands as a witness to-spehnatmn (Forssman

& Louw 2016). In the KLSA, Kibit (and possibly others) attas anagterryer (military servant)

during the war (Prins 1999: 56). few decades after the warcammunity of BaTwdived on the

farm Florence(see location on map in Fig. 3.8¢ar Lake ChrissiéBleek 1927 also see Sanders
2013. Another three decad laterPotgieter (1955) andanham and Hallowes (19&6b collecied
ethnographic and linguistic data frdBaTwa communities in the Lakehrissie area (also Toerien
1954 1958,1961, for physical anthropology).

It is unclear how many communities or miduals of BaTwa were still present in the KLSA at this
time, or if they held the same ethnolinguistic identities, but the community Potgieter (1955)

documented, the Tlatle, who lived on the farm Bloemkrans 18kbimbered t@bout 32 individuals
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andwere according to Potgieter (CGtherS bed o®the farnit h
Goedehoop 181, but their number is uncléanham and Hallowes (196697) collected linguistic

data from 20 to 30 individuals who resided on the farm Florence,tgeto (1955: 2, 9) might have
underestimated numbers. On these farms, BaTwa communities were able to continue some of the
ritual practices, though they did not entirely live in the way their ancestors did (e.g. Potgieter 1955:
11, 16, 21). Some aspedstheir history and belief system, which point to the significance of the
KLSA landscape were, by this time, kept only in their oral traditi®asgieter 1955: 11, 16, 2%ee
discussion and references in 3.4.1 beldSwynificantly, these sources suggehat the ancestors of

the Tloutle descendants that Potgieter (1955) recorded were indigenous to the KeBétic
research in the KLSA confirms thiSarina Schlebusch and colleagues (20870 find that BaTwa
descendants in the Lake Chrissie dieary mtDNA haplogroups likely autochthonous to the region

(LOd and LOa haplogroups)

It should be notedhough that the Tlodtle werenot the onlyhuntergatherers in the KLSA, nor did

they live in isolation, even in historic times (see Prins 1999ntéhgatherer communities who
certainly arrived in the Lake Chrissie area in the late nineteenth ceseemingly from the
uKhahlambaMaloti-Drakensbergregios uch as Ki bités and Adonsoés
documentedand the extent to whidhey were in contact with the Tletle and other autochthonous
huntergatherers in the KLSA is uncleaignificantly, the people from whom Lanham & Hallowes
(1956a, b) obtained their |linguistic dand ar
it is unclear how closely related they were to those recorded by Potgieter (1955) and Toerien (1954
1958, 1961)What wererelations like between incoming huntgatherer communities and hunter
gatherers who were already present in the KLSA beforedlomial period? There is a knowledge
gap hereNonetheless, what is certainttgat allpreviously indepesient huntergatherer peoples

the KLSA werecolonial subjects by the end of the nineteenth cenfmg shift in social structure
meant there wodl be signifcantc hanges i n the 6ways of doing
Whereas the Tlotle were able tonaintain contact with BaTwa on other farms (Potgieter 1955: 12
many of their ritualssuch as initiation ritekad ceased. Oral accounts refma by Potgieter (1955)

detail some of the lost practices (see below).



48

3.4 Tlou-tle ethnography

Oral accounts fronTlou-tle and European descendants in the middle of the nineteenth century
(Potgieter 1955) offer insight into how the Tida lived and pereived their surroundings prior to
and immediately after European colonisation of the KLBAese accountsiggest that th&lou-tle
(usually associated with the Lake Chrissie ahea) previously lived on othgarts othe region, and

that they gave sigificant regard to some features of tlhadscape, particularly rock shelters and
water pods (see below)The Tloutle built their huts near watand sometimes lived in rock shelters
(Potgieter 195519 20). It seemstherefore that these landscape feaé® rocks and watéy had

some significance tde life and thought of BaTwa peoples in the KLS¥hereas these associations
possibly relate to a regional set of beliefs, they correlate well withrtbeder worldviewo f  6-K h 0 €
Sand peopl es r&xa(e.@ Basnard 19831 1892a; Morria 2002, 2012; Smith & Ouzman
2004;Eastwood & Smith 2009ollmann 2007, 2013, 2014)hich also overlaps, to an extent, with
the beliefs of isiNtespeaking communities (see Hollmann 2007 for similarities between -Sotho
Tswana and Khe&an beliefsHammondTooke 19551998 Prins & Lewis 1992; Ogana & Ojong
2015; Mlisa 2019or similarities between Nguni and Ba@ divinatior). | discuss the implications

of thesesimilar worldviews in Chapter Six

These landscape percepts have great potential to aid in the interpretation of the rock art from this
region. The KLSA, in this sense, is not only a landscape butraddes part of the mindscape
(Ouzman 1998) and memesgape (Yoffe 2007; Meskell 2008) of the historic Fi@iwho, like

other BaTwa in this region, came to be restricted to farms in colonial times (Potgieter 1955; Lanhan
& Hallowes 19564, b; see Fig. 3.3 for locations associated with BaPwajt from being stripped

of an indigenous identity, the colonial exarce was, for the Tletle, particularly damaging to their
belief system and ritual life. With much of the land seized and controlled by colonists, the sacrednes
of the landscape soon became a thing of the past (see 3.4.1 below). Other BaTwa in Wesearea

possibly affected in the same way.

3.4.1 The secret fountain

An old secret told to Potgieter (1955: 31) by the Hilethe interviewed, is one example of such lost
sacredness the story of a secret fountain from which ancestors of the-fldoobtainel cattle (vith
respect to waterholesnd access to the spirit worlsee Orpen 1874: 7; Bleek 1924: 17; Lewis
Williams & Pearce 2004: 214). The story is relayed by Potgieter (1955: 31) as follows:
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Long-long ago, near the farm Goedehoop 131, there usdx ta clear strong
fountain. This f ount adodoftheaTdotilehavdoeuitby / a o a
it for the benefit of the Batwa. To this fountain the ancient Batwa used to go when

they were in need. The people would simply stand at the fountain hmitaaéhe

clear waters, calling out whether they wanted cattle, goats or sheep.

After a short while the desired animals would appear from the clear water. Those
who asked for stock from the fountain first had to rub their bodies with a certain
medicine the name of which has been forgotten. Those who asked for cattle always
saw a big fine bull come out first, followed by a number of cows. Every beast, on
coming out of the water, would come up to the caller, lick the medicine on his body,
rub his horns agast the man and would then start grazing. If the man did not give
the animals the chance to lick him they would turn wild and run away. All the cattle

were fine animals with long straight horns.

The people who really knew the art of procuring stock is thanner were those
who drilled the holes through the big round stones, sometimes found in the pans.

Therefore, they had many cattle.

One day a stranger came to the fountain. He saw a big bull down in the clear water.
He called his friends and they startkd g gi ng after the bull . T
he caused the spring to dry up suddenly, thus taking away from the Batwa this

resource.

Many details of this story are of significant interest. Apart from telling us about the belief system of
the Tloutle,and t he god t h eanythe breall Serse thedstory iagbdut aarbiamg ma
which was used twaydo fitoh et aamec frdewthe sd@rfoumtain (Pagieter
1955: 31; see Bleek & Lloyd 1911 for ethnograpMcGranaghan & Chés 2016for 6t a mi n g
magi cb6, with r es pe etakenhsbergiSach tamirayisegemsitcahavie been aMkilll o
possessed byertain individuals within the communityit hose who dr il |l ed t h
round st ones 0 .thede big, fosnd stones With drilled twoles were, but the description
matches that obored stones used atigging sticks In the Shashéimpopo Confluence Area

(SLCA) in northern South Africa, digging sticks appear to have been linked tcaoatrol rituds
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(Schoeman 2019); in the /Xam ethnographic record, the pounding of a digging stick weight on the

ground was a way to communicate with the spirits (Hollmann 20042563

Thist ami ng of animals with medi ci n dutn,iscalsasimitas , S
to accounts inthe /Xamethnograpayn d t o Qi n gvd $(sBdd@en li8TBleaky: Ligyd

1911 for ethnographysee alsaMicGranaghan & Challis 2016: 588r links to rock art Although

much of the literature o h u nt i n das ibeey presénted atternative to shamanistic
explanatios of rock art (e.g. Thackeray 1983, 1986, 1993, 2005atddl in McGranaghan & Challis
2016, Mark McGranaghan and Sam Challis (2016) haverecentlyshoh ow i deas of &
are consignt with the ontology of southern African hungatherers, and can be viewed frasthin

the shamanistic paradigm. The story detailed above seems to speak to a similar worldview. Hence,
i's possible that the people@edwksboddsdl | addhot
of procuring stock from a fountain without

were ritual specialists, or, in the language of the flewnyakazi

3.4.2Ritual and divinity

The ancestors of the hisic Tlou-tle had their own diviners and ritual specialists; a person with the
skill of divinity or curing was called ayakazi(Potgieter 1955: 30). Initiation into beingngtakazi
included diving into a deep pool in one of the pans, and catching (tgnairigfe snake; because
the person who had caught it was a futwyakazj the snake would not struggle (Potgieter 1955: 30).
Thenyakaziinitiate would then take this snake to his hut, where he killed it, skinned it and performed
a public dance with thekin (Potgieter 1955: 30). This dance was essential for the completion of
initiation into being accepted by the community ayakazi Thereon, the initiatenyakazipossessed

the power of divinity and curing disease. In the middle of the twentieth gettiere were no longer
anynyakaz(s) living amongst the Tlodle; Potgieter (1955) was told that the BaNtu had taken all the
nyakazi(s}o work for them. Indeed, a certain BaTwa rdoctor, whose burial place is on the farm
Klipfontein (see Chapter 4)s said to have worked for a Nggamane (Ngcamane?) chief (Dewald
Steynsnr, cited by Potgieter 1955: 4). Importantly, the initiation ceremonyrofakaziis identical

to ukuthwasa the initiation of a Nguni divinefe.g. HammondTooke 19551998 Prins & Lewis

1992; Ogana & Ojong 2015; Mlisa 2019
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The story of the secret fountain and the details of how one becamekaziare few of many
indications of how the KLSA landscape played a significant part in the belief system of thigeTlou
One other ritallandscape association suggests this landscape significaéineeitualistic treatment

of a newly born child.

3.4.3 The supreme being, /adban, and the 1|ligh
Newly born children were smeared on the head with a certain medicine, to ensurestifaipaltts

of the infant skull closed up properly (Potgieter 1955: 9). During this time, the mother and child were
secluded for a few days, and no man was allowed to visit her. These few days of seclusion were the
followed by a ceremony, which was preceédby the cleaning of the hut. The details of the ceremony
were as follows: first, the infant would be taken by its mother, in the company of other women, to a
place where | ightning has struck the gmdotind.
t he hédawerkd Pogtagbiaet er 1955 10) . Second, t he
navel until blood drops on the spot where the lightning bird has struck. Third, the child would be
taken back home and treated witto z i KO neiwiionne of the birddé. T
that fAthe bird be driven outo (Potgieter 195
totheTlout | e, but i n pr es e ntumuhawenyonid isidgdni) & sold e re@if t |
pharmaees in South Africa (Fig. 3.4).
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Thel i ghtning bird is closeltyo aas sdanidtaed twi tim
seems to be similar to /Kaggen (Cagn), the cretord and trickster deity
creator of heaven and earth; as with the fountain from which thetElabtained cattle, he is a giver
ofmanyged t hings (Potgieter 1955: 29). [adands
plays with the lightningo i r d 0; a danger ouibid)gSametimes, a tessevdesty, t |
[ aban 6e |l a tleni (/ adan tigetr 19568129).1 S)gnifieastly,ithe t s
place where newly born children are taken c:¢
such parts of the landscape carried on the ritual life and cosmology of th#€elleuen in colonial

times.

3.4.4 @mingof-age rites

There are some similarities and differences betweemtiterty rites of Tou-tle boys and thosef
girls, as told to Potgieter (1955pne obvious difference is that the boy comes of age when he has
his first nocturnal emission, whereth®e girl comes of age when she menstruates for the first time

(Potgieter 1955: 1011). The similarity between the two occasions is that, following this first
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experience, both sexes have to go wash in the nearest water before dawn, and then inforemtiseir pa

when they return.

When the boy returns and tells his father, he is giveiozi ki linkwez{medicine of puberty)which

is prepared on an old potsherdaor ahollow stone (Potgieter 1955: 10)he medicine is prepared

i n the boyo0 swherairishaated @n a fré &Histmedicine is considered to be essential

in protecting the boy fiagainst dangerous r e

(Potgieter 1955: 10). In the presence of adult men of the community, the boy mh& figers

into the hot medicine and then lick it off (Potgieter 1955: 10). After he has finished doing this, the
boy must rush outside to complete the transition to manhood. From this moment on, he is considere

an adult man and is allowed to marry (fleter 1955: 10).

For the girl at puberty, she must inform her mother upon returning from the water; the mother ther
informs the father (Potgieter 1955: 1A)f t er t hi s, the gi r |l i's Acov
in the mot her 65:1HhAt ot fiPDtmoienter tlhe mot her &s
the ngungedrum; if the mother does not have a sister or she is away, then another woman takes he
place (Potgieter 1955: 11). At dusk, the women and daisce, clap their hands drsing the
following words: imjlake e n !inkwe, which translate to
11). As from the next day, the girl is now regarded an adult woman and is allowed to marry (Potgiete
1955: 11)

Potgieter (1955: 11) notes that,the twentieth century, these comiaiage ritials wereno longer
practised among the Tletle, becase of the absence of young people. Nevertheldisgygether,

these oratraditionaccounts point to the significance of the landsdapdtual activties that were
practised in the past, and some that were retained in the twentieth cémtadigition tothis, the
similarities between Tlotle and /Xam cosmologyand between Tlotle beliefs and the broader
belief sysSaennd opfe odpduibese AicasuppsrDavidlLewisWi | | i ams & (
observation that there are ideological similarities and continuities between -batiterer
communities in southern Afridea dpan Sand c o s niwmtsorgved thoasandshoe
years(alsosee Silberbauer 1963; Barnard 1988, 1992a; Morris 2002, 201#ahm 2007, 2013,
2014 okhoeSpan beTogethdr,gh@ge beliefs provide informed sources with which to
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interpret rock art.lt is important, thereforethat these informed source® prioritised in the

reconstruction of BaTwa history in the KLg8ee Chapter 6)

3.5 Reconstructing the KLSA past

Having assembled the fragments of the KLSA past, three implicationsdofctsnented historgre

of interest first, theKLSA wasoccupiedoy multiple communities of hunteyatherers, who occupied
the region for millennia, and more intensively towardsehd of thenineteenth centuryPotgieter
1955;Schoonraad & Beaumont 19Morsman & Plug 1992; Prins 19p%econd, huntegatherers
share the landscape with BaNtu farming communities and, in certain cases, intermarried with them
(Potgieter 1955; Lanham & Hallowes 1956a, b; Toerien 18&hoonraad & Beaumont 1971;
Korsman & Plug 1992; Schlebusehal. 2016).Another way in which huntegaherers and farmers
in the KLSAKkept close contact is by huntgatherers performing rituals such as divination and rain
making for their farmer neighbours (Potgieter 1955:fdljJowing a similar pattern as in the rest of
southern Africa (e.gPrins & Lewis 1992 Hall & Smith 2000.

Due to these close interactions, by the middle of the nineteenth century, theimmak@aTwa
communities no | onger fit t h e -skenhee peoplet of phorc a |
s t a t Tinird @r@ last from the middle of the nineteenth century onwards, the life of the KLSA
autochthones changed dramaticéiptgieter 1955Prins 1999)yet, despite this, BaTwa from other
regions in South Africa regarded the KLSA gdace of retreat (Prins 1999)hese incoming gnaps

of BaTwa from the MalotiDrakensberd possibly multiethnic, because of the social context of that
region in the late nineteenth century (Wright 1971; Vinnicombe 1976; Prins 1999; Blundell 2004;
Challis 2008; Mallen 2008; Henry 201Maseko 201)® addedto an already dynamic and diverse
soci al | andscape, and possi bl Kerebtheppossibly blemded h
with existing communities, before subsequently being colonial subjects, along with the KLSA
autochthones (Prins 1999).

It is in thecontextof these implicationthatl present anéhterpret the rock paintingsom the KLSA,

in the remainder of this dissertation. | acknowledge the pnubigith tying historical and linguistic
sourceswith rock art; the chronology of the rocktas often disregarded and/or underestimated in
the process (see Mazel 192807, 2009, 2013Mazel & Watchman 1997; Mullen 2018}.is also
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in recognising these problems that | attempt, as best as possible, to put seen®d paintings in
a timefame (see Chapter 6). Before thisputline the documentation method followed fbis
research (Chapter 4), and then descitiieeKLSA rock paintings (Chapter.5)
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Chapter Four
Identifying and recording rock art on tieSA landscape

Certainly, the comiexity of Sanrock art itself has
not yet been fully plumbed: many sites remain to
be discovered and hitherto unsuspected types of

images and interrelationships will come to light

- David LewisWilliams (2006: 369)

A first step in moving towardareconstrgtion of the KLSA past was surveying the region for rock

art sites. In this chapter, | outline the field and g@st protocols followed for this research, as well

as the results of the field protocdlaffer an overview of the method used, and taeoutline of the
techniques used, in the order that they were uselfbwingHo | | ma n n 633 definifiod ©f8 b :
O0met hfictdhée: systemati c procedur e sart tlatal dooumenting, i n
recording, mapping, sehmpml6i rmge,r eanmdcefamal Wi ntgh
developed forthise s ear ch, wher eas 6t ec hnipwtleenethod Wwasr s
(systematically)applied Techniques then, include the tools aglipmentused in the field to
document site, and also theomputer programs later used to map site distribution and enhance the

rock art imagesEach technique used was aimed at achieving the objectitkis research.

4.1 Archaeological potentialand rationale for survey

Research done for thikssertation began in January 2018, with the aim of obtaining a more complete
documentation of rock art in central Mpumaladga somewhaterra incogniad and finding ways

to make as much sense of it as possible, at a preliminary level. In addition taibhexd sites (here
SKB1 and SKB2) identified and fully documented in 2016 by the Rock Art Research Institute (RARI)
(see Pearcet al.2019), and a further two that | documented in January 2018 (BOS1 and BOS2), a
10-day survey of this region resulted iretdocumentation of 23 painted sites, between the end of
June and beginning of July 2018. This brought the total number of painted sites considered for thi
research to 27. This number includes sites where the paintings are no longer easily recognisable, k
distinguished by remnants of pigment. Some of these sites had already been recorded (Schoonraac
Schoonraad 1975teyn 1994, 1995; Ouzman 2009, cited auifie 2010 du Piesanie & Nel 2013
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Sanders 2013; Pearetal.2019) but only less than ten hebeen aademically publishedloreover,

some of these survey locations appear in historical and ethnographic texts as having been significa
places in the ritual life and cosmology of the Fhbey their ancestors, and other BaTwa peoples who
lived on theKLSA landscapediscussed itChapter3).

4.2 Survey and documentationmethod
4.2.1ldentifying sites

Archaeologists use various kinds of survaysdentify sites depending on the area to be surveyed

the purpose of the survey, and the kind of archagzdbgnaterial expected to be founBanning
2002;Banninget al 2009. The protocol followed to locate, and document rock art sites depends on
the nature of the landscape (geology, topography, vegetation), accessibility, and historical knowledg
(Whitley 2011, Smith 2017a, o Normally, rock art researchers use purposive, extensive surveys to
identify rock art(e.g.Pugin 2016 Skinner 2017)In this way, the survey requires more than two
people to be on the survey teésee Fig. 4.1);ilgger survey teamare usually more convenient. In

the case of rock art surveyingpecifically for paintingspne has to walk long distances i tield

and inspect every rockithe landscape that looks like it might have some shelter. A challenge in
identifying KLSA rock art sites is that they are not always in rock shelters, unlike in the Cape

provinces, for instance



Figure 4.1: The author, with field assistants Katlego Moitlhwe, Nokusho Ngobeni and Tshegofatso
Mangwedi, surveying Kleinlffelspruit. Photo: Jenna Hansen.

Rock artin the KLSAis sometimegpaintedon vertical cliffs, andat timeshigh up on the cliff, and
hence easy to mige.g. Steyn 1994; Peare¢ al. 2019) To carry out an effectiveystematic field
walking surveyand identify the rock art sites | examine in this workll these challenges were
considered|l mentionedearlierthat the most commonly occurring rock type that forms outcirops
theKLSA is sandstone. Accordingly, the survey targeted rock outcrops and kaokvart sites. The
survey team comprised of five students (myself included) and two field/lab technicians. A 4x4
vehicle, driven by one of the technicians, was used to move the team from one survey area to anoth
This required communication with the @owners of the areas targeted for suname of whom

may have known other potential survey localEse known sites within those areas were then used

as reference points to locate more sites in the vicinity.

Research for this project started with a depksurvey(Smith 2017a: 98)in which published
literature andCultural Resource Management (CRNBritage Impact Assessment (HIAgports that
mention rock art sites in theesearcharea were consulte(e.g. Potgieter 1955; Schoonraad &
Beaumont 1971; kaie 2010; duPiesanie & NeRk013; Sanders 2013Frior to CRM work and
mining activity in this part of the KLSA, Ouzman (2009, cited in Fourie 2010) reported on the rock
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art at De Wittekrans; a further survey of this farm by Wouter Fourie (2010) of tMe cORpany

PGS Heritage reecorded the two sites (here DWK1 & DWK2) and found no other painted sites.
Another survey was done Bystin du Piesanie and Johan K&f13)of the company Digby Wells

at Bosmanskransnear De Wittekrans, and identified six bétsites documented for this research
These CRM reports were selected from reports written for proposed mining activity in this area. Othe
sites discussed in this dissertation were previously identified and published by Schoonraad &
Schoonraad (1972), 8tn (1994, 1995) and Sanders (2013j)sited ©me of theesitesin January

2018, anccompletedd f i r st  viarnssfor thie RAREdatabaed The aim of this first visit was

to develop an idea of what rock art in the KLSA looks like and in what kihtdeations it is found.

The landscape observations made during this first visit would later assist with the de@giog

that went behind designing a survey plan.

Having gatheredhe photographs taken ahe first visit, the geographical data and storical
background of theesearcharea aresearch question wasenformulatedfrom these source®©ne
advantage of having suethistoricalrecord and with the data gathered from previous research and
CRM work,was having a geographical databasedocrk art Ohot spoH®td svp d
were judged by the presence of known sites in the area, as recorded in CRBloepmhtioned in

the literature as places previously inhabited by BaTWMaving some knowledge of where best to
look for pairted sitesallowed for a clear, detailed plan for the field survey in June and July 2018.
Accordingly, consideration of the available soureess later folleved by afield survey, tadentify
moresites.With the help of a field team, | lecharchaeologicesurveyto identify more rock art sites

in this study aredsee Smith 2017a for rock art surveRuring the survey, wee-recordedin greater
detall, the sites earlier identified by the CRM companies and by RARLIme with a clear research
goal. Keeping in mind the objectives of this researclmrenpurposeful recording techniques were
employed(seeSmith 2017h. Recording all the sites includay detailed written descriptianof
content ii) photographyand i) GPS recordingAll archaeologicalites(painted or notyvere named;

in cases where sites had already been named by previous recordats REaganie & Ne2013),

using a different naming system than by farm name, nearest river or local name and then by numbe
(e.g. Mpuluzi 11/MPL11), s&s were renamed.o avoid confusion, old and new site names are here

crossreferenced.
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4.2.2Site recording
Different researchers def i.Gjerdet20il@Di Leraian&Galpnaro o f
2017). Il n this di seérspadthabcantaind tangitdefevideree obheimatn activity.

Sites can be indicated by the presence of an abundant number of archaeological materials such
pottery,stone tools or rock art. Inthe KLSA, sites can be foumdadk sheltes, overhangandcliff s

(e.g. Pearcet al 2019) Although this study focuses on the rock art, there are also multiple sites that

contain other archaeological materials, but no rock art. These were also recorded during the surve

Sites in the KLSAendto be geogrdpi cal |y cl ust er ed (sae Clinpter6)al e s

The following procedure was taken to record the rock art:

4.2.2.1lmage and site description

Standard RARI site record sheets were used to record some of the known sites, on &rgt visit
January 2018Fig. 4.2) However, the standard record sheets were not adequate on the second visi
in June 2018, because some of the newly identified sites had more than a hundred images in ol
panel. Record sheets that facilitate more comprehensive regaveie required. New recostheets,

which allowed for more thorough recording, such as noting every detail ofieacfe, weredrawn

up and printed during thigeld trip.

The criteria for recording each individual image on a panel was pigment colodmgaéthnique,
content, and placement on the panel in relation to other images. The painting technique was recordt
as eittheéme ® fFbirdueschidbg hoprai ot iem@der of which were
Obichromed or O6pol y catemenmwad manmlg targeted at gesordingl casasgoé
superpositioning, and any other clear associations between individual images. Content for all the
i mages was categorised into O6human figurebo,
6o0bjeicndet er mi mreaetpa e semd adpresematidnad imagéhy mostly included
finger paintinggshatwer e t oo abstract to be categorised
t he other hand, i mages r ecor dedontans couddi notdbe t e |
discerned, due ttading Recording these 6indeterminated

additional description, such as O6possible a
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variation of that.Some of these inderminate figures were later confirmed by enhancement (see
below).

Figure 4.2: Field assistants Stephen van den Heever, Nokusho Ngobeni and Jenna Hansen, documentir
DWK?2. Photo taken by author.

Recording the sites was Ihothallenging and timeonsuming. In certain cases, it took multiple days

to record a single site. To counteract this, we divided the panels into sections, allowing one or twc
people to record a smaller portion of the panel at a time. Panels were digidgdan alphabetic

order (e.g. Forssmaat al 2016), starting from left to right and from top to bottom. The position of
each image in relation to others on the panel was recorded, as to ensure that the imaginary boundar
we had drawn to simplify the cerding process did not allow for a possibility to overlook interactions
between the individual images. This meant we were able to split the panels for the sole purpose ¢
recording, without consideri ng t hecerdingétstegy,t i o
however, was not always feasible, as some sites are densely painted, with naupptémposed
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layers ofimages In such cases, then, three of the field recorders worked on the same panel at a time

each recording paintings of only artain coloud red, orange, or yellow.

In addition to the rock paintingsll artefacts found on the surface of the sites wetedon the
record sheets. Presence of pottery and stone
or 06 ab u nwahertthéy resemibled artefacts of the Later Stone Age, Iron Age or the colonial
period. Thisformedpart of the site descriptiodamags to the art were also noteithjs included
animal damage, flaking, water damage, vegetation and Isoparticular,water damage anithick

vegetatiorsuch as trees and thorinsfront of the rock facéindered the recording process.

4.2.2.2Digital Photography

Photographs, GPS awdinates and written records were taken not only for the rock art, but also for
artefacs associated with the rock art sites. Such artefacts made part of the site description
Photographing thelentified sites was not as simple as | had anticipated. Lighting is one of the major
challenges in photographing rock a@infith 2017b: 139Hollmann2018b: 10; the visibility of the
paintings is dependent on the time of dagnsequently,ite process of photographing required a lot

of time and planning. The positiaf the art in the sheltegnd therefore exposure of some of the
sites to sunlight n@e this an even more complex proc&ecause some of the sites are vertical cliffs
with no shelter, they ardirectly exposed to sunlightmaking recording a tedious procegsyas
difficult getting a photo of the art withouicluding ashadow inthe stot. A few times we had to
leave site and come back the following day, at a different time of Aagrt from this, thick
vegetation (trees and thorns) around the sitgeitalifficult to get close enough to get a clear photo
One further challenge with ¢hphotography was that some of the rock shelters were either too wide

or had an uneven rock face, making it difficult to take photographs of the wholeapanek

Site photography was integrated into the site record sheetBis, onesection of thepanel was
photographed at a time, and the photograph numbersnoted on the record shdfet that section

of the panel. In addition, photayhsof individual imagesvere takenAll sites were photographed
using a Nikon D5100camera with an I&%5 mm VR lens. One camera was used, and one
photographer worked at a séea time, to minimise errdiFig. 4.3) This included photographing the

site, individual images, and the physical features of the landscape where the sites are locate
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Artefacts seeminglgssociated with the sites were also photographitid ascale. Photographs were
taken in Nikon RAW (.NEF) format and later converted to .JPEG format, because image
enhancement software like DStretch is not compatible with higher resolution formats siFa
(Hollmann 20183 In spite of thesehallenges, photography was the quickest and most convenient

recording technique for tHeLSA rock art.

Figure 4.3: The author, with David Pearce, taking photographs akRVPhoto: Alex Schoeman

Before digital photography was more widely used than it is today, tracintheasly reliable rock
art recordingtechnigue(Lewis-Williams 1990Q. Rock art could be traced directly, in the field,
eliminating the need to worry abbremembering exactly what the rock art looked like. Although
photographic recording is the easier option now, tracing is still@dt&Rl, for instance, still relies
on this technique to produce copies of rock art imagery. Tracing, however, 4sdireening, and
consequently not always possible if one has limited time in the Reldpurposes of this research

photography was theore convenienbption, and was followed bgnhancement
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4.2.2.3GPS and mapping

Site description and photography record attig contentmore techniques are required to reciel

precise locationf a site For this, we used handheld Global Positioning System (GPS) davsteg,

the WGS (World Geodetic System) 84 dafand recorded the eardinates for each documented
site, including the archaeological sites with no rock paintings. These GPS records were part of the
site information added on the record sheetkidg GPS coordinatesisureshat the geographic data
correlate with other documented data (Smith 2017b), anst &sselocating sites. GPS-codinates

were also recordefbr archaeologal remains found near painted sidiestone tools, potsherds and
stone walls This was doneso as to later consider any possible associations between these
archaeological material$id the painted sites.

4.3 Survey results

Documenting the sites in close detail was especially important because many of the rock paintings i
the KLSA areunderthreat. Due to the wet climate of central Mpumalanga, the sandstone in which
the rock art is ginted absorbs a lot of water, which damages the paintings. Apart from water damage,
graffiti and mining activity are the biggest threats to rpakitingsin this region Moreover, despite
recent rock art studies in the Mpumalanga Prov{htampsonret al. 2002; Smith & Zubieta 2007
Forssmaret al 2016; Forssman & Louw 2016, 2018; Peagtal. 2019), not many (academic or
otherwise) know of the rock paintings in the central parts of Mpumalanga. This lack of knowledge is
perhaps owing to the location obst of the sites, which are in private properties and only accessible

to aprivileged few (Ndlovu 2009kfor a review of rock art site accessibility in South Africa).

Apart from rock art, there are stone tools, pottery fragments and stoneobssivableat and near

most of the painted site¥hesesurface findsvere recorded, along with the rock arhere are also
shelters with stone tools and potteegognisable on the grourtaljt no rock petings. Although the
precolonial pasbf this region is too cant to know specific communities that lived here, these
archaeological remains suggest that a blend of cultures and economies livexd KhSA for
thousands of yeardmportantly, the number of archaeological sites with no paintings led to a
consideratio of whether painted sites were purposefully chosen, and what the deuesiimy
behind this would have been. Close consideration of this site selection is what led me to notice .

pattern in the placement of painted sites in the KLSA. It is the recagoitihis pattern from whence
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the notion of 0sacred spacesd6 came (see De

observation in the Upper Karoo).

The KLSA painted sites that | analyse in this dissertation are located in eight geographic locations
or o6compl exeso, t hat were surveyed, namely
Wittekrans, Klipfontein, and three separate sections of Bosmanskrans (including White Valley, as |
call it here) (Fig. 4.4)Unlike most regions, KLSA rock arsinot found only in shelters and
overhangs; vertical cliffs and small open sgagih no ceiling are also painted. Btitere seems to

have been some preference for certain spaces; while others have multiple layers of paintings, othe
are unpainted but ay contain some archaeological materials. Still, other spaces have no tangible
evidence, despite having shelter and in proximity of the painted sites. This is especially true for
shelters orthe Klipfontein farm in the BaTwa Valley. Here, rock art is ogpdynted at two sites, in

the mushroom rock shelter and on a vertical rock surface near a waterfall, although there are multipl
other sheltersThese site preferences are significant, and | consider them in detail in later chapters
The designated nameg foainted sites documented for this research are: FLR1, FLR2, FLR3, FLRA4,
FLRS5, FLR6,LRC], LRC2, LRC3, LRC4, LRC5, LRC6, BOS1, BOS2, BOS3, BOS4, BOS5, BOS6,
BOS7, BOS8, WVL2, WVL3, DWK1, DWK2, MSR1 and MSR6.

In addition to thes@5 sites Suikerboschforin 1 and 2 (here SKB1 and SKB2), below the Komati
River, near Carolina, were fully recorded in 2016, and are described in detail by &edr(2019).
| visitedthese two siteduring my first field tripto the KLSA,in January 201,8and worked from

data collected by Pearce and others.
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Figure 4.4: Distribution of locations with painted and archaeological sites in the KLSA. Map: Kate Croll and
Alex Schoeman.

4.4 Postfield techniques
Postfieldwork:
(i) All GPS records ere exported tthe Google Earth PrandArcGIScomputer programsnd
usedto mapthe geographical distribution of tisges.

(i) The photographs were enhanced using impg®ftware with a Decorrelatiestretch
(DStretch)plugin;

All these techniques workeas par of the documentation process.

4.4.1GPS data extraction

Apart from keeping records of the geographic locations of sites, GPS data also aid in the productio
of accurate maps of the sites in the research area. The spatial distribution ofgsiteégg&.3 & 4.4)

can be analysed from these data. Accordingig, GPS recordsf the KLSA sitesvere exported to
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Google Earth Prsoftware, inorder to map out the geographical location of 2@aock art sites

described in this dissertatiofihis was me of the postield protocols followed for this research.

4.4.2lmage enhancement

Most of theKLSA rock paintings are faded, and it is difficult to identify some images with the naked
eye.Consequentlythe images had to be enhanced, so they could pydpeanalysed. Researchers
have, in the last decade, relied oBti2tch(Mark & Billo 2002; Harman 2005Le Quellecet al

2015; see alsdsunn et al. 2010 for superimposed motfd a plugin of the imag¢ software
progran® for a quick and reliable techniguo enhance images (e.g. Br&d@unn2012; Le Quellec

et al 2015; seddlangani 2017 Hollmann 2018dor DStretch case stuelsin southern African rock

art). DStretch is a coloubased plugin that enhances certain colours of motifs while suppressing
othes; it is especially useful in cases where rock art is fddegl Fig. 4.5)r in cases of unclear
superimpositionAccordingly, having converted all photographs to .JPEG format, | used DStretch

for faded and superimposed paintings.

The challengewith image enhancementas that each site and each image needed a different
decorrelation, because of the differences in pigment coloused the colour spaces €BRGB
(Colour BalanceColour space Red, Green, Blue), @RE (Colour Balancé.ight Red), CBRGO
(Colour BalanceRed, Green) and GBRE (Colour Balancerellow, Red) for darkred paintings,
andCB-YBG (Colour Balancerellow, Black, Green) and GB'BK (Colour BalanceYellow, Black)

for black paintings (Mark & Billo 2002: 1226). The colour space GBABI (Colour Balance
Lightness, channels a and b) turns dark red to white, ardYEBturns black paintings white (Brady

& Gunn 2012: 632)The outline of eacimagecomes out much clearer when th&ageappeas in
white (e.g.Fig. 4.5 and this helps with digitaracirg, if needed.CB-LAB, on the other hand,
separates dark red from bright red. These decorrelations worked best forGBesit® of which

some of itsmages would not have been visible witheahancement.



Figure 4.5. DStretchenhanced imagéwith colour space CEYYE) of two baboons facing each other.
Original photo above.
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Chapter Five:
Order from chaos: making sense of rock art variability in the KLS/

Rock art provides us with insights into the mind of its erakand as such, the way we order the art

impacts on the way we consider the people who made it

- Lara Mallen 2008: 46

At this point in the dissertation it should be clear that etic perspectives are not favourable if we are t
understandKLSA rock art forwhat it meant to its painters.highlighted in Chapter Twothe
theoretical and practical issues that should be kept in mind, in approaching the variability of KLSA
rock art and understanding the decisioraking behind site rasefor image makingTo describe

the KLSA rock arsites in this chapterl, focus ortechnique, pigment colour, pigment texture, subject
matter,site features such as surface finds, and then the placement of mmaiipespanein relation

to other imagesThese attributesffer an emic perspective to the KLSA rock anvhat Rosemary
Joyceetal (2014: 413) <calll At he crafterds per spe
(also see Rye 1981).

5.1 Site descriptions

The first complex of sités FLR1i 60 is on the farm Brence, near the town of Lake Chriséftégs

5.1, 5.2 & 5.3) Thesesix painted sites are located along the same cliff line, and face a pan at a short
walking distance. Most of tlse sites have overhangsd could been used fehelter. The height of
theoverhangs is varied, ranging from 1 mto 2.5 m. Thick vegetation grows around the shelters. Ther
are algae on the rock surfac&gnificantly, in the literature the farm Florence appears to have been
home to multiple groups of BaTwa in the nineteenthtwsy, and it is where some of the linguistic
datathat | consider in this dissertatiocomes from (e.gL,anham & Hallowes 1938 97 also see
Sanders 20120).

The images at these sites are mostly of antdlepgeFig. 5.3) and one recognisable humiggure. They
paintings are very faded and difficult to make out in natural lighTihgre ae also some graffiti markings

in the sites, but fortunately none over the art. These paintings are known to the property owner, wh
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conveniently hands out a pridtguide to site visitors, but the number of images present at these sites
seems to have been underestimated. This is possibly because of the fadedness of the paintings, which «
easily be missed by the eyes of a1specialist. Apart from the rock paingjs, some potsherds and a few

chert micro tools are recognisable on the ground.

Figure 5.1: View of pan at Florence, from one of the painted sPémto: Stephen van den Heever



Figure 5.3: Animal figure at site FLR6mage enhancedith DStretch Photo: Stephen van den Heever.



72

The second survey location was on the farm Kleinbuffelspruit, between Carddinalke Chrissie,
close to one of the Komati River catchmemtsre we identified and recordetd paintedsites all
about 250 m apart, and an additional archaeologicaskast a kilometre away from LRGBhich
may have been used to make paint (dbeed below). The names for these sites were derived from
that of LRC1(Fig. 5.4) known tosome othe locals as La Rochelle (Sanders 2013: 8@yn (1994,
1995) recorded some of these sit@kparticular interest are the sites LRC1, LRC3 and LR@¥ch

are densely painted with a variety of images

Figure 5.4: Site LRC1. The shelter is about 30 m widendthe opening is between 2.0 akdédb min height
from the cement flooiPhoto: Jenna Hansen.

LRC1 is one of the bigest rock shelters in the KLSA. The first aspect of this site, as one approaches
from a short distance, are rows of wooden benches, arranged as if an event or a class is soon
commence inside the sheltdfid. 5.4. LRC1 also has a cemented floor, andoanmemoration

plague on the backwall of the shelter, with a hidden message to be revealed on December 16th of t
year 2038. The benches, cement floor and the plague were put in the shelter by the local Afrikane
community, for their yearlyGeloftedagi @ay of the Covenantd (Sand
shelter has been given a newtaral meaning from that which it had the time the paintings in it

were made. Fortunately, though, most of the paintings at LRC1 are still in relatively good condition.
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Although subjects in earlier layéramostly elan@ are more faded than superimposing imagery, they
are easily recognisable by their distinctive features.

The other sites at Kleinbuffelspruit differ significantly from LRC1. LRC2, whsclocatedess than
100 m from LRC1has an overhang.nly aprogressiorof red elands paintedat this sitgFig. 5.5)
The floor of the LRC2 shelter is solid bedrock, and hence there is no deposit.

Figure 5.5: LRC2. Photo: Stephen van deleever.

Also recorded was the site LRQBig. 5.6) Although located on the same farm &Q1 and LRC2
thedistancebetween the location of these two sites and LRC3 is almost a kilgraetr¢he imagery

at this site is uniquérom the imagery painted aRC1 and LRC 2LRC3 has by far the most
archaeology of all the KLSA sites. Pottery, faunal and lithic materials are easily recognisable on the
ground. Stonavalled structures are also recognisable nedvtore importanto  t h i sfocast udy
however, ighe rock art in the shelter. The most densely paintedopéne shelteralthoughalsothe

most weathered, is the middle section



Figure 5.6: Site LRC3. Potcs: Stephen van den Heever.

The LRC 4 shelter (Fig. 5.7), whigh about 20 m in length and about 1.2 m in height at its opening,
has a large scatter of lithics; there are also pottery fragments of different desane with
decorations and some with thick waéllsecognisable near and inside the shglleg. 5.8) Also

found on the surface ahe shelte are faunal remains and ochre fragmeitse microlithics made

with chert and quartz material. Unmodified lithic material seems to also have been brought up to thi:
site. The surface scatter of pottery and lithics rdsefor nearly 30 noutside the sheltefrom the
shelter.This is likely because the site is located on a slope, and artefacts in the deposit get washe

down.The sediment around this shelter is of high potential for successful excavation.
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Figure 5.7: La Rochelle 4, from a distance. Paintings in the shelter cover a space of about 15 m in width.
Photo: Jenna Hansen

Figure 5.8: Pottery and lithic material from LRCA4.





















































































































































































































