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Abstract

This thesis presents data collected during the 2012 and 2013 recorgiaigtet]

sheep imagery from five painted rock shelters in the northern Drakensberg,
KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. Through studying the micemd macrecontext of

these paintings, | try to understand their presence in the rock art here. Paintings of
sheep a believed to have been made by San hugdérerers and thought to be
relatively old. Using multiple strands of evidence from the rock art, the excavated
record, ethnographies, and drawing on hwaaimal theory, | explore when the
sheep were painted, wb® sheep were painted and for what reason.
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Figure 5.15.The location of Junction Shelter in the Didima Gorge, Cathedral
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RIVEIS (B) -ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e 129
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Figure 5.17.Pager's (1971) reproduction of the right hand side ofatthigiled
sheep panel. Sheep continue fromBE2. Image courtesy of SARADAL32

Figure 5.18.Parts of the left hand side of Junction Sheltetddéd sheep panel
that have been rérawn in 2013. Many of the white images Pager (1971)
(Figure 5.17) recorded on this side of the panel are no longer visible today.
E1-E3 are remnants of white painhere sheep are located.................. 133

Figure 5.19.2013 recording and rérawing of the right hand side of Junction
Shelter fattail sheep panel. Note that many of the paintings are no longer
visible. For example the white baboon and possible sheep with two tails that
were recorded by Pager (1971) (FIgBI#8).........ccceeeeiieieieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee 134

Figure 5.20.Three sheepepicted at the edge of the right hand side of Junction
Shelter fattailed sheep panel. These were some of the most clearly visible
sheep at the site in 2013. Note the long pendulous ears, letaggand
slender legs, as well as long, oval shaped Isodit of these sheep are
depicted IN WHItE PAINL.........ooiiiiiiaieiiii e 135

Figure 5.21.Photograph and rdrawing of cattle recorded from Junction Shelter
24 0 PRSPPI 136

Figure 5. 22.The location of Battle Cave in the Injasuthi Park (A). This shelter
overlooks the Injasuthi RIVEr (B)u........cooviiiiiiiiieeee e 138

Figure 5.23.Section drawing of the left hand site of Battle Cave shelterFZE0
represents the distribution of paintings at the site..............cccccvveeee.. 139

Figure 5.24.Section drawing of the right hand side of Battle Cave shelteP281
represents the distribution and location of paintings at the.site......... 140

Figure 5.25.Photograph and rdrawing of fattailed sheep panel fromaitle

Figure 5. 26.Photograph and rdrawing of fattailed sheep (A) and animal B at
Battle Cave. The sheep (A) is marked with a chewarmits back, three
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has been marked with a chevron on its hindquarters and a rectangular shape
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are also two red faint lines by the animals noses................ccccevveeeen. 142

Figure 5.27.Re-drawing of part of the procession from the painteddaéed
sheep panel. Figure F has a cap with white dots whilst Figure D and E have
white dots painted across parts of the bady............ccccoeeviivieeen i, 143

Figure 5.28.Photograph and rdrawing of two bush pigs from Battle Cave. Note
the red lines across parts of its face +sgdttion, legs and hindquarters. These
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Introduction: Exploring painted sheep imageryha northern
uKhahlambaDrakensberg rock art.

In the northern part of the uKhahlambaakensberg, KwaZuliNatal, between

the Royal Natal National Park and the Injasuthi Park, closeets bt ho6s east e
highlands, liefive painted rock sheltersontainng depictions of sheeill except

one, are fatailed sheep (Figurel). This thesis explores what | believe are all the

sheep paintings that remain in the northern Drakensberg in 2013.

This project originated from a larger aim to record painted sheemary
throughout South Africa with the ultimate aim to understand who painted them,
when and for what reason? | was also interested to see whether they might lend
anything new to the debate surrounding the introduction of sheep into southern
Africa around2000 years ago (Sealy & Yates 1994). Currently, the rock art of
sheep receives little attention in this respect. However, sheep paintings provide a
unique type of archaeological evidence that might allow us to explore the impact

that these animals, andeihkeepers had on the southern African landscape.

Previously, the sheep paintings found in the northern Drakensberg have not been
systematically recorded nor have they been discussed in any detail. These images
are a unique phenomenon in the rock arhif tegion, as there are so few of them

and they occur in a different context to painted sheep imagery in the southern

Drakensberg.

The aim of this research therefore was to record, study and explore this imagery
through both a macro and miecontext analsis. The objective was to see when

these images might have been made, by whom, and what they might mean.
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Figure i.1: Location of the northern Drakensberg research area

The thesis begins in Chapter 1, with a consideration of their authorship and age.
This is followed in Chapter 2, by an overview of the dated evidence for sheep
bones in the archaeology here. Chapter 3 explores sheep rock art in southern
Africa and outlinegprevious hypotheses about their meaning. Twoergégrenced
radiocarbon databases from 3000 b.p. to the historic period were compiled to try
to understand the peopling of this area prior to, and during the time at which sheep
first appear in South AfricaThis forms the macroontext analysis of painted
sheep imagery that is presented in Chapter 4. It provides a particularly interesting
visual presentation of the painted sheep sites in relation to other types of
archaeological evidence. Chapter 5 presemtsa siteby-site basis, the sheep
imagery recorded during fieldwork between 2012 and 2013. Chapter 6 introduces
a new way of thinking about sheep imagery by exploring huamémal relations.



This is then applied to interpret the sheep paintings in Ch&pt&he thesis
concludes in Chapters 7 and 8 where | present my thoughts about what sheep
might have meant to those who encountered and painted them. | also discuss my
opinion of their age in the rock art



Chapter 1: The age and the authorship of the rock art of sheep in the
northern uKhahlamb®rakensberg

1.1. Introduction

This chapter explores the age and authorship of the sheep imagery that | recorded
in the northerrDrakensberg between 2012 and 2013. There are no direct dates for
the sheep rock art and so the challenge is how to go about approaching an undated
corpus of rock art, with the ultimate aim of understanding why the paintings were
made. Patterns in time asgace are used to build up an argument to address this.
As with much of the thesis, many strands of evidence, that do not hold much
weight alone, are brought together to try to build a convincing argument. In this
chapter, previous research on direct dp@md the sequengnof rock art in the
uKhahlambaDrakensberg iseviewedto see whether it can help to address these
two questions. In a similar vein, previous research opinions on the age of sheep
rock art in the larger context of southern Africa asmalonsideredviazel (1982;

2009a; 2013) has already suggested a San authorship to tfiadineck art, and

finger paintingsin the northern Drakensberg to a possible Khoe pastoralist
authorship (Figure 3.3b. pg 51). Here, evidence in support of aulizorship for

sheep paintings is presented

1.2.Who painted sheep in the northern uKhahlarblvakensberg?

Tackling the question of authorship in rock art is challenging. This is especially so
if we consider that within the last 2000 years, the assumed date range for sheep
paintings, the southern African landscape has undergone a complex series of
fusions andigsions between people who differed ideologically, economically and

socially (Kent 2002). The idea that ethnic identity is fluid and negotiable and that



it may be cross cut by other forms of identity such as gegiutisck 1981; Conkey

& Spector 1998; MeskkeR007)and statugSchrire 1980, 1992, 1994; Smith, A.
1986, 1993, 1995, 1998, Cronk & Dickson 2001; Cronk 2002; Lee 2082kell

2007), means that we must be aware of this in ascribing authorship to rock art.
Evidence may also indicate that whilst sogreups opted to form new alliances

and shared identities, other groups actively chose not to do so and this too must be
taken into consideration when ascribing authorship (Sadr 2808nther 2002;

Kent 2002).

The sheep paintings studieal this projectall share a similar appearance and
application (6styled) to other paintings
rock art surveyed within the vicinity of the painted sheep shelters, and so it is

likely that they were made by the same people. Althougle §as somewhat of a

notorious reputation, because it is often hard to define, it is nevertheless useful in

rock art. It has been used to understand authorshiputhern Africarrock art

(Smith, B. & Ouzman 2004; Blundell 200Aamono & Eastwood 200%3mith, B.

2006 Mallen 2008). Here it is used to describe the motifs, the manner of their
depiction, types of application of paint, colours, techniques and superpositional

characteristics of the rock art.

In the northern Drakensberg, Mazel (1981; 198®)p originally recorded the
majority of fineline sheep images studied here, identified sheep paintings as
belonging to the larger corpus of San hwgatherer paintings. Based on personal
observation of the style of sheep paintings and a limited survether painted

sites within the vicinity of sheep sites, there is no reason to suggest that these
paintings do not conform to the larger Saniime painting tradition.

1.2.1. Painting conventions as a clue to authorship

Upon initial investigation of te placement fosheep imagery in the shelters,

studied during this projectf became clear that superpositioning is rare and
complex layering of paintings is absent. There are jusi instances of
superpositioning in the sheep sample; at the sites dunShelter in théidima

Gorge (Figure 1.1 ) and Boschmandés KIlip



CathedralPeak State Forest (Figure 1.2 ). In two instansbgep are found
superpositioned over paintings of humans. The superpositioning of certgli mo
over others can be identified within the broader symbolic scheme of San rock art
production. These types of superpositions do not only reflect layers of time but
also layers of meaning and the rules that governed what the artists could and could
not paint. LewisWilliams (1972, 1974) observed, in his study in the Giants Castle
Game Reserve and Barkley East area that humans are almost always painted
underneath antelope and most commonly that animal is an eland. Drawing on this,
Lewis-Williams (1972, 194) suggests that rules governing superpositioning in
the form of antelope over human or eland over human, is used to express
relationships and a statement is made about the thoughts and of the artists who
painted them. These relationships were also doctadday Vinnicombe (1976) in

the southern Drakensberg and on its outskirts in East Griqualand, as well as by
Pager (1971) in the paintings of tbedima Gorge. Evidence for this convention

in the rock art of sheep in the northern Drakensberg further ssppdotal San

authorship.

Figure 1.1 Superpositioning of a white f#hiled sheep over a red monochrome
human figure at Junction Shelter in the Didima Gorge.






1.2.2. Huntergatherers painting sheep

A San authorship for sheep rock art is commonly suggested. Across southern
Africa, researchers have identified San as the authors of paintingariotis/
livestock in the form of sheep, cattle, ggategs and horses (Vinnicombe 1976;
Mazel 1981, 1982Huffman 1983;Van Rijssen 1984Manhireet al. 1986 Van

der Merwe 1990; Yatest al 1991; Loubser 1993;oubser& Laurens 1994,
Anderson 1996Masson 2011). Earlier work by Cooke (1965) proposed that the
makers of sheep rock art were quite distinct from the keepers of sheep and he

suggested that these paintings were made by local hyettezrers.

However not all San groups in southern Afrieanped livestock. For examplihe

Seacow River Valley, Van der Merwe (1990) noted that although sheep had been
mentioned numerous times by San informants in historical accounts, no paintings

of sheep were found in the geogtiasisra Van
areas such as the southwestern Cape, parts of the Northern Provinegtakeee

and the northern Drakensberg wheteeep are found paintedn the Northern

Cape and Lesotho, images of sheep are rarer than other areas in southern Africa.
This makes the northern Drakensberg sheep rock art particularly interesting in this

respect.

1.2.3. A word of caution: identifying ethnic identity in rock art research

Style does not always equate to ethnic identity in rock art. Recent research has
highlighted the difficulties in establishing a direct link between the style of a
particular rock art to broad categories of identity (J&®@4, 1995, 19962007
Ouzman 2005Hollmann 2007; Mallen 200&hallis 2009,2012; Russell 2013).

In the Caledon ValleyJolly (2007) proposes that fidme cattle paintings

otherwise associated with a hunggatherer tradition of rock art making could
have also been made by Baspueaking agriculturists whose lives were
intertwined with those of huet-gatherers through intenarriage and partnership.
Challis (2012), in his study of fiRkne horse paintings in Matatiele, identifies

horse and baboon motifs as the work of a creolized group consisting of runaway



slaves, huntegatherers, pastoralistariners and Europeans, known collectively

as the AmaTola. However both of these studies are set within a more recent
timeframe. Although the art itself has not been directly dated, evidence in the
form of colonial (i.e. 19" century)imagery, such as horsegrovides a tighter

chronological control to these studies.

In the context of undated pastoralist rock art in East Africa, Russell (2013) notes
the difficulties in linking particular groups to symbols painted or engraved on the
rock. In her review of thdifferent rock art making groups in the Horn of Africa,
Russell (2013) notes that it is possible that certain groups of hyattegrers may

have actively chosen to replicate paintings made by pastoralists as a way of

belonging to more dominant groups twe tandscape at a particular time.

1.3.Tackling the age of sheep paintings in the northern Drakensberg:

1.3.1 The spatial context of sheep rock art as a clue to their antiquity.

Mazel (1981, 1982) and Manhiret al. (1986) draw attention to the spatial
distribution of painted themes in the uKhahlarilrakensberg. Mazel (1981)

drew a boundary from the | atitude of 29
bet ween Royal Nat al Nati onal emRPathekn and Bl
and southern Drakensberg. This geographi

analysis of the distribution ofginted themes in the region. The contidsntified
betweenthe paintings was enough to warrant a spatial division of the northern
research area from the southern research area. The boundary between these two

regions is located in the Giants Castle Game Reserve.

I n Mazel s (19 81)668gairdingy & ibath aeds, assvikimg 2 0
pattern emerged not only in the spatial dmition of painted themes but also in

their frequencies. Part of this spatial pattern includes the painted sheep sites
studied in this project which are found clustered within the northern research area.

The patterns are as follows:

1) More sheep paintings e North.



Paintings of sheep occur more frequently in the northern Drakensberg research
area than in the southern Drakensberg. Eight paintings of sheep are listed from
Mazel 698D 7Recording, 40 are recorded
Shelte out of a total of 3909 paintings from the Didima Gormed a further one
painting outside of the Didima Gorge (Pager 1932)sheep paintings were also
recorded byboth Maggs (1974; Natal Museum Datahamed Page(1975) at the
site Boschmahisdssa totall of §L sh&ep paintings for the northern
Drakensberg. | recorded a total of ferijne sheep motifs during 2012 and 2013

in the same area (Table 1.1).

Table 1.1.Showing the number of painted livestock motifs recorded in the
northern andauthern Drakensberg by various researchers.

Type of painted | Mazel PagerDidima Vinnicombe Lander (2013)
livestock (1979 (1971) (1976) (recording of
1981) individual paintings
at the five painted
sheep sites)
Northern Drakensberg
Sheep 8 41 Not surveyed | 49
Cattle 5 34 Not surveyed |7
horses 0 0 Not surveyed | O
Southern Drakensberg
Sheep - Not surveyed | 7 Not surveyed
Cattle 97 Not surveyed | 242 Not surveyed
horses 135 Not surveyed | 558 Not surveyed
Total paintings recordedby various researchers
20668 | 3909 3606 Total of five rock
shelters

Although sheep paintings do occur in the southern Drakensberg research area,
there are fewer sites. Vinnicombe (1976: 157) recorded only two sites containing
seven sheeput of atotal of 3606 animals painted ihe southern Drakensberg.

2) Colonial imagery negligible in the North.

Paintings of sheep in the northern Drakensberg do not occur asitmial
imagery. This finding contrasts significantly with sheep paintings in the southern

Drakensberg where they are esft found associated with horses. Mazel (1982)
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notes that, with the exception of a painting at Sigubudu 1 in the Royal Natal
National Park, depicting men with guns, there are no ablenial scenes in the

northern Drakensberg.
3) Style of cattlgpaintings is different in the North.

Cattle paintings are recorded from both regions, however, these paintings are
considered to be stylistically different both in terms of their form and colour. In
the northern Drakensberg, Mazel (1981) recorfieel catle paintingsfrom the

Didima Gorge. Pager (1971) recorded up to 14 cattle in Didima Gorge and a
further 20 from the surrounding research area in Cathedral Peak State Forest and
Cathkin State Forest. In the 2012 and 2013 survey | found that two of thedoain
sheep sites, Junction Shelter and Zuncl
contained paintings of cattle. According to Manheteal. (1986: 27) there are an
additional 12 paintings of cattle near the Royal Natal National Park. This totals
forty six catte paintings recorded for this region. Mazel (1981) and Margtigd.

(1986) note that in the northern Drakensberg, paintings of cattle are predominately
in monochrome black but white, grey and sometimes bichrome white and grey are
also recorded. The hasrof these cattle are depicted in a twisted perspective as if

viewed from aboveilfid).

I n Vinnicombeds (1976) sout hern Drakensb
also found predominantly painted in monochrome black although white and the

addition of oange is recorded for these images. Vinnicombe (1976) also noted

that cattle paintings are often seen to show a patterned hide and horns similar to

Sango cattle. Vinnicombe (1976) recorded 242 cattle from her research area,

whilst Mazel (1981) recorded atéd of 97 for the southern Drakensberg, of which
includes part of Vinnicombebs (1976) sur:
these cattle paintings within a more recent phase of paintings as they generally

occur with horse imagery and are depicted mt&y black or orange pigments that

are Atypical of the more recent arto.

4) No painted horse motifs in the northern Drakensberg.

11



Horse imagery is absent from the northern Drakensberg with their most northerly

extent reaching to the area in the southern paiants Castle Game Reserve

(Mazel 1982). To the south there are many horse motifs. A total of 558 images
wererecorded by Vinnicombe and 135 images recorded by Ma8&1)in the

southern Drakensberylo st of Mazel 6s (198 Irgckartecor di n

i ncluded Vinnicombeds research area.

Besidesthe patterns in the distribution of painted domestic animals between the
northern and southern Drakensberg, patterns in other subject matter were also
observed. The occurrence of bees and rhehuekiominate in the northern
Drakensberg. Depictions of rhebuck (91) outnumber eland (75) in tyed Ratal
National ParkWright & Mazel 2007). Bee paintings are only found in the north

and occur more frequently in Cathedral Peak and specificallitfiena Gorge

where Pager recorded up to 32 images of bees and related bee imagery in the rock
art (Pager 1971; Mazel 1982). Trance buck or flying buck also predominate in the
northern research ar@slazel 1981, 1982)

1.3.2. Sheep paintings in the northerrakensberg are older than those in the
southern Drakensberg

Data collectedn surveys by Mazel (1981) and by Vinnicombe (1976) suggest that
paintings of sheep in the northern Drakensberg are older than paintings in the
southern Drakensberg. This is becausehe South, sheep and other domestic
livestock are painted with more recent historical imagery, this association is
absent from sheep paintings in the Northfollows, that attle paintings may also

be older in the northern Drakensberg for the sarasom®e The near absence of
historical scenes in the northern Drakensberg suggests that the larger corpus of
rock art was made before historical times. This still leaves a wide breadth of time
in which sheep were painted, for we know that sheep first arfivesshuthern

Africa around 2000 yeai®go (Sealy & Yates 1994

Whitelaw (2009) has suggested that the sheep paintings and cattle paintings in the
northern Drakensberg poate the 1800sWhitelaw 2009:143)He interprets

these paintings as reflecting thelations between the San aadropastoralist
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communities in the northern Drakensberg region where he suggests that the San
were often situated on the marginsagfropastoralistcommunities, where they

were acting as ritual specialists for thgropasbralists Whitelaw (2009: 143)

thus sees the spatial distribution of sheep and cattle paintings in the northern
Drakensberg as a response to their relations \aghopastoralistson the

landscape.

1.4.How old is other rock art in this area?

Datingrock art is one of the more challenging tasks in rock art research. Attempts
to do so use the content of the rock art, relattw®nologies and direct dates.

1.4.1. Direct dating of southern African rock art

In recent years progress has been made in e¢lelapment of different dating
techniques and methods which have been applied tdifi@gaintings in the
Drakensberg. Radiocarbon dates obtained from carbon containing minerals
associated with paintings have provided some direct dates for rock ai [I3bl
(Mazel & Watchman 1997, 2003/azel 2009, 2009b;Bonneauet al 2011).
However, only a few sites have been dated and dated paintings represent only a

fraction of the total number of paintings for this region.

There are only handful of direct dates from paintings in southern Africa, most of
which come from the DrakensbefBable 1.2 (Van der Merweet al 1987; Mazel

& Watchman 1997, 2003Bonneauet al. 2011). Radiocarbon dates can be
obtained from dating: (1) Carbon mag&trfound in association with rock art on
slabs that have been found in archaeological deposits, though this only provides a
terminus ante querfor the paintings (Deacoet al. 1976 Vinnicombe 1976
Thackerayet al 1981; Thackeray 1983, Matel992a, 1994 Jerardino &
Swanepoel 1999)(2) Carbon containing material found in the oxalated crusts
formed underneath or over paintings, also providirtgreninus post/ante quem
(Mazel & Watchmari997,2003); and (3) dating carbon containpigment (Van

der Merwel987;Mazel & Watchman 1997Bonneauet al. 2011; Bonneawet al.
2012).
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Table 1.2.Radiocarbon dates taken from paintings in the northern & central Drakensberg as well as Biggarsberg. After Van d¢raME9&7), Mazel &

Watchman (1997, 2003) and Bweauet al. (2011).

Northern and Central uKhahlamba Drakensberg,

fine line

KwaZulu -Natal Results
. . . Radiocarbon Comments made by Mazel &
N A le No. A | h M I D Y .p.
Site Name rea Sample No ssociated Iconography aterial Dated ears b.p D Watchman (1997: 2003)
This is a radiocarbon determination
i i . . ) The fibre h t th
Esikolweni CathedraPeak ANDRA3 white and orange eland, fine lin plant fibre 330 +90 0zB 127 U © |br§ as bgen d.a ed bUt. not
Shelter actual pigment in which the fibre ha
been found.
* Clarke's hedral Peakl  ANDRA andine I o ] . . 81 * Not reliable due to possible
Shelter Cathedral Peal 9 cream elandfiine line calcite paint 420 £+ 340 O 30U presence of contaminants.
crust covering Radiocarbon determination
Barne's Shelter| Giant's Castle ANDRA12 red paint indeterminate painting 1060 * 65 OZD 446 representginimumage.
. ) Radiocarbon determination
White Elephant ) h h fi . - .
ISeheIteeF: an Giant's Castle ANDRA25 monoc rorfr;;eerige uman figure crust covering painting 1930 + 65 OZD 452 representsninimum age.
. ) . Radiocarbon determination
. . red and white hartebeest, fine| crustunderlying red
Highmoor 1 Highmoor ANDRA19 e rom of p;’infi’ng 2310 £ 70 OZD 450 | representsnaximum age.
. ) . Radiocarbon determination
Main Cave Giant's Castle ANDRA17 shaded polychrome rhebuck, fin crust underlying 2360 + 70 0zD 449 representsnaximum age.
North line polychrome rhebuck
Main Cave red and white bichrome eland crust underlying white Radiocarbon Qetermination
Giant's Castle | ANDRA16 [same eland as ANDRA15], fine ying 2760 + 75 OzD 448 | fepresentsnaximumage.
North . area of painting
line
e hi ; Radiocarbon determination
. . red and white bichrome eland,| crust underlying red
+ .
HIghmOOI’ 1 HIghmOOI’ ANDRA21 fine line area of painting 2770 £ 75 0OZD 451 representmaxn‘num age.
Main Cave red and white bichrome eland crust underlving red Radiocarbon determination
Giant's Castle ANDRA15 [*sameeland as ANDRAL16], y g 2900 + 80 OzD 447 representgnaximum age.
North area of painting
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Table 1.2continued: Radiocarbon dates obtained from rock paintings in southern Africa. The dates from the northern and centbrDrakef&ggarsberg region,
KwaZulu-Natal represents minimum and maximum age determinations. After Mazel & Watchman (1997 B20®@auet al. (2011), and Van der Merwet al.

(1987).

Biggarsberg, KwaZulu-Natal

Radiocarbon determination
represents maximum age. It is mos
likely that this paintingpostdates

3720 years b.p

crust underlying
surface of painting

Magongo 0ZD 453

Cave

3720 + 100

easterrBiggarsberg ANDRA28 indeterminate painted figure

Southern Drakensberg, Eastern Cape

ainted rock spalls not found Direct radiocarbon datef black
RSA TYN2 Eastern Cape RP/2003/003/13 p. - P ) black pigment 2072 + 28 OxA X 237029 | pigment after contaminants were
with the original iconography
removed.
RP/2003/003/29 ainted rock spalls not found Direct radiocarbon dataf black
RSA TYN2 Eastern Cape pal ck spa u black pigment 2083 + 32 OxA X 2370 31 | pigment after contaminants were
RP/2003/003/34 with the original iconography
removed.
inted rock I + found Direct radiocarbon datef black
RSA TYN2 Eastern Cape RP/2003/003/14 | Paniedrock spals notioun black pigment 2100 + 40 OXA X 237030 | Pigment after contaminants were
with the original iconography removed.

Western Cape

*The pigmentmay have contained
black pigment *500 + 140 OxA 515 contaminants

Boontjieskloof,
Clanwilliam
District

black human figure finger
painted

*Sonia's
Cave Upper
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Many of the radiocarbon dates associated with paintings or engravingsdmge

from archaeological deposits. These include mobiliary (portable) art found in
deposits from Apollo 11 (2600 b.p-250000b.p.) (Wendt 1976 Blombos Cave

(6400 b.p) (Deacoret al. 1976) and Klasies River Mouth Cave 59 b.p.)
(Thackerayet al. 1981). The oldest dated parietal art comes from the site
Steenbokfontein Cave in the Western Cape, where Jerardino and Swanepoel
(1999)obtained three radiocarbon dates (3510 k.pQPta 6805); 3635 + 30 b.p.

(Pta 7020), an@640 + 60 b.p. (Pta 6794yom secure deposits surrounding the
painted slabs. Interestingly, the slabs found within the deposits contain depictions
of seven human figures mostly in monochrome red that do not correspond with
the subject matter depicting domestic sheep thatisd¢udfrem on t he shel t e
Thus Jerardino and Swanepoel (1999) observe that the art found painted on these
slabs relate to an earlier time before the introduction of sheep in the rock art at
Steenbokfontein Cave.

More recent dates come from Collingham I&e situated on the outskirts of the
northern Drakensberg, and are associated with a fallen piece of painted ceiling
found in deposits dated to 63050 b.p. (Pta 5098; charcoalnd contains a
painted white rhebuck, the neck and head of shaded poiyehetand andome

red human figures. Another broken sandstone slab containing paint smudges in
black a human figure, parts of an indeterminate animal and another possible
seated human figure was recovered from lower levels at Collingham Shelter.
Although not directly dated, it occurs between two securely dated layers ¢.800
50 b.p.; Pta 5096; charcoal & 1830 b.p.; Pta 5098; charcoal) (Mazel 1992a,
1994, 2009).

It has been argued that magtnot all, of the paintings found in the Drakensberg

region were made relgely recently (Vinnicombe 1976Campbell1987; Lewis
Williams & Dowson 1992)Most of Vinni combe6d98)1976) a
research was situated in the southern Drakensberg where there is a large corpus of

rock art containing colonial imagery. This may have influenced their argument for

a more recent timing in rock art maki ng

! In this thesis, radiocarbon dates provided in the text are prdsaritee order of: uncalibrated
year b.p., lab number, and matettzt has beedated.
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direct dats for the paintings in the northern and central Drakensberg corrathorate
Vinnicombeds (1976) hypothesis that they
Thackeay (198 3) has noted the problems in

these dates are now considenedeliable and are no longer used.

In 1996, Mazel and Watchman (2003) collected 25 samples from a number of
sites situated in the uKhahlamba Drakensberg and Biggarsberg region. Only a few
dates could be extrapolated from these samples as some conten#itient
carbon for datingTable 1.2. One of theradiocarbon datewas obtained from a
plant fibre part of thepaint pigment belonging to a fifime white and orange
eland from the site Esikolweni Shelter in the northern Drakensberg. The plant
fibre produced a direct date of 330 £ B. (ANDRA 3) Table 1.2. Mazel and
Watchman (1997) interpret this date as coinciding with contact between San
huntergatherers and farmers as observed from deposits from the site Mhlwazini
Cave, situated 15km away, witontact deposits dated to around the same time
(320 40 b.p; Pta 4850 charcoal (Mazel 1990). This suggests that some of the
rock art in the northern uKhahlamba Drakensberg was made relatively recently
and could be dated to the time period where abftatween huntegatherers and

farmers occurred (Mazel & Watchman 1997).

At Main Caves North, in the central Drakensberg, Mazel and Watchman (2003)
obtainedthreeradiocarbon dates (2360 + 70 b.p.; ANBR7; 2760 = 75 b.p;
ANDRA 16; 2900 = 80 b.p.; ANDR 15) from oxalated crusts overlying and
underlying the paintings. It is suggested that the formation of a crust found
underneath and on top of these paintings would have developed over hundreds of
years rather than thousands of years (Mazel & WatchmaB)20be sample
ANDRA 17 taken from crust underlying a shaded polychrome rhebuck produced
a date of 2360.p. and has become one of the key dates for the emergence of the
shaded polychrome technique in the northern and central Drakensberg around
2000 yearsago (Mazel 2003, 2009a, 2009b, 2011).

Other radiocarbon dates obtained from the uKhahlamba Drakensberg and

Biggarsberg are representedTiable 1.2 These dates provide robust evidence for
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the antiquity of San hunter gatherer paigs in this region (Maa 1994;Mazel &
Watchman 2003).

A project to directly date black paint pigments is underway by Boneéal

(2011, 2012) in the southern Drakensberg. Carbomtainingblack pigments
found on rock spalls frona surface collection at the site RSA TYNiR the
Eastern Cape, produced three radiondeterminations (Table 1.2The rock

spalls could not be linked to paintings found on the shelter wall (Borgtealu
2011).

Direct dating is still in its infancy and the vast majority of rock art remains
undated. One direct date does not provide a clear cut temporal resolution for the
entire painted site. This is especially the case if the shelter has had different
painting episodes through time. One painting may have a very different date to
another paintig within the same vicinity on a panel (Mazel & Watchman 2003).

These considerations must be taken into account for the sheep paintings in the
northern Drakensberg. Although, none have been directly ,détee is still the
guestion of when different imag may have been made on a panel and whether or

not these images were made before, after or at the same time as the sheep images.
1.4.2. Dating by content

A common relative dating technique is based on the appearance of new and
datable iconography in rock art (Thackeray 198R)is iconographyincludes

domestic animals, such akeep, attle, goats, horses, and dogs, and their keepers

for example farmers, héers, Europeansas well as the associated material

culture includingguns, hatsspears, shields, knobkerriebhis isreferred to as
6contact period rock arté which encompas
and their animals moved and settled om ldndscape and formed varied and often

complex relationships with indigenous hunggtherergibid).

In the southern Drakensberg, horse paintings provide a tighter chronological

control based on the fact that horses were introduced into the regioouad ar

1830, when large numbers of them are historically recorded with the arrival and
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settlement of Europeans (Wright 1971: 16). Forlea#ind sheep paintings,
howeverthe temporal gap is wide stretching from around 2000 yearsocatiee t
more recent pastnd because of this sjdrt matter alone is not a good
chronological indicatofor the art (Loubser 1993: 101)

1.4.3. The colour of sheep paintings and their age

Someof the sheep imageryhat was recorded in 2012 and 21i63he northern
Drakensberg are made in white paint. Pearce (2006) has argued that the
appearance of white paint may indicate that paintings were made relatively
recently. This is based on the assumption that white pigment does not have a
lasting presencen the rock face, due to its poor rate of preservation (Pearce
2006). HowevermMazel (2009b) challenges this argument and observeshbat t
presence of white paint does not always indicate the recermf @gpainting. For
example, a radiocarbon determioat of a shaded polychrome rhebuck suggests
that the white paint has survived relativelylvMierough time (Mazel & Watchnmma

2003). A single rhebuck made in white paint identified by Russell (2000) at Main
Caveds North suggest 2rthelealiest paihtingwmade atn o t
the site. This is based on Russell 6s
superpositioning to determine where the paintings fit within temporal episodes of
image making at the site. Wardnd Maggs(1994) also identifydiffering
preservation states of images and suggest that older paintings may have a higher
preservéon rate than more recent ong$ius, t would seenthat white paint may
preserve for longer than assumydPearce (200&nd this is taken into account

when trying to agéhe white painted sheep images in the northern Drakensberg.

None of the sheep paintings in the Northern Drakensberg show bright vermillion
colours as identified in the most recent painting phases as recognised by Pager
(1971), Vinnicomle (1976) and later by Russell (1997, 2000). Nor do these
paintings appear bloelikke or powdery as identified by Loubser and Laurens
(1994) for the more recent paintings of domestic animals in the rock art of the

Caledon Valley.
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Some of the sheep paintsmg@re found close to shaded polychrome paintings
Although, there is the problem of establishing when each of these images were
made through time. However if they are made at the same time then they may be
as old as 2000 b.p. (Mazel 2009a, 2009b).

1.4.4. @quencing rock art through time: Zimbabwe, Southwestern Cape and the
Caledon River Valley

With only a few individual paintings datednd no firm chronological framework
based on direct dates, the sequencing of rock art to build a chronology has become
a major component in research (LoubsE¥93 1997 Anderson 1996; Mguni
1997;Russell2000, 2010; Pearce 2002, 2006, 20%@art 2004, 2006Smith, B.

& Ouzman 2004). Results from the Drakieagy are summarised frable 1.3.

In southern Africa, the technique sequencing rock art through the analysis of
superpositioning is frequently practiced, although the application of the Harris
Matrix has not always been used (Willcox 19%Booke 1969; Pager 1971;
Vinnicombe 1976;Loubser& Laurens 1994)In some of thisresearch, it was
evident that multiple artistic traditions or styles which could be elucidated from
the art (Yate®t al. 1994).

Cooke (1965, 1969places the occurrence of domestic animals in Style 3 and in

Style 4. Thisisbasedn Cookeds anal ysiencepihwhglhuper pos
he identifies five §/les of paintings in the rock art. Cooke suggests that Style 3

consists of naturalistic paintings, including polychromes and shaded polychromes
andhecharacterises thisphaseo pai nting as fAan artistic
manner of e x p Edoken¥6nd7)aStyle W i3 aldo char@cterisiey

the occurrence of shaded polychrome paintifgg in this phase Cooke (1969

notes that other groups are representedhénrock art along with their material

culture and domestic livestock. He associates this phase to reflect the nature of
contact bet ween the artists where he sta
changes [in the rock art] which presages the finakatesn by some alien

i nv a dbedr49)0 Copke (1969) identifies his Style 3 argll& 4 as beig very

different to the later {gle 5 in the sequence and this is generally associated with

black and white schematic paintings associated wéropastoralkts.
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Table 1.3 Sequences of rock paintings in the Drakensberg. Adapted after Russell (2000: Table 6). *Only part of Swart's (2(
sequence is provided here.

Pager (1971)
Ndedema Gorge, Northern
Drakensberg

Vinnicombe (1976)
Southern Drakensberg & East
Griqualand

Russell (1997; 2000)
Main Cave North, central Drakensberg

*Swart (2004)Eland Cave & Ngwongwane 8

Style 1: Earliest Style
Monochrome red

Phase 1: Earliest Phase
Monochrome maroon, paintings
appear fragmentary and lack of det|
may be due to the dissapearance
fugitive colours (white)? Paint
appears as a stain on the rock
surface.

Layer 1: Earliest Layer

Monochrome purple bovids and human
figures. Bichrome dark purple and white
bovids.

Style 2:
Unshaded bichromes red and wh

Style 3:
Shaded bichromes with black
introduced for details

Style 4:Mid sequence
Shaded polychromes red, white a
black

No equivalent

Style 5: Mid sequence
Shaded polychromes continue wi
addition of yellow and orange

Style 6:

Unshaded polychrome elands in
bright yellow, orange, and vermilio
colours with black and white.

Style 7: Final Style

Unshaded monochromes and
bichromes in white, vermilion,
yellow or orange and black. Few
shaded bichromes.

Phase 2:
Bichromes red and white (detail)
human figures and animals

Layer 2:

Bichromes red and white (detail) human
figures. Early polychrome maroon, white
and black eland

No equivalent

Phase 3: Mid sequence

Shaded polychromes eland and
rhebuck. Perspective is used for
antelope. Unshaded monochromes
bichromes and polychromes
continue. Black used for detail. Pain
is thick and brushstokes are
distinguishable.

Phase 4: Final Phase
Shaded polychromes decrease w
greater use of black, yellow and

Layer 3: Mid sequence
Shaded polychromes (pink, orange, pur
brown, black and white) eland and
rhebuck. Bichrome human figures with
orange or brown. Black is used for detai
Paint is thick and brushstrokes are visih

Layer 4: Mid sequence
monochrome white rhebuck

Mid sequence
Ngwongane 8
introduction of
hartebeest, reedbuck ar
rhebuck.

Mid sequence Hand
Cawe

introduction of bushpig
feline, reedbuck,
"winged creature", and
rhebuck.

Layer 5: Mid sequence
shaded polychromes

bright vermilion or orange. Paint
appears powdery in often block-liK
representations. Bichrome and
polychrome elands become morg

Layer 6:
Monochrome pink rhebuck and
monochrome red brown therianthropes.

stylised with white heads and yell
or orange bodies.

(The final phase has also been

marked with the introduction of
european imagery).

Layer 7: Final Layer
Bichrome yellow and white eland and
polygﬁfome yellow, white, and black elaf




Anderson (1996) and Mguni (1997) applied the Harris Magohnique to rock
paintings in the Western Cape. In both cases, these researchers were dealing with
multiple traditions and styles of art. Anderson (1996) identified clear stratigraphic
patterns in style between fili@e paintings, handprints and fingeaiptings, and
colonial imagery in the Bokkeveldnd Sandveld area of the sou#tstern Cape.
These patterns showed that 1) fine line paintings were the oldest group of images,
2) that fineline images were followed by medium and small handprints and finger
paintings as well as colonial imagery and 3) the more recent images comprising of

larger handprints, specific colonial imagery and black charcoal drawings.

Earlier research conducted by Mguni (1997) showed clear stratigrsiytes in

the paintings of Depkloof Kraal Shelteralso in the Western Cape. This
chronological sequence of paintings include: 1) -fine paintings being the
oldest, 2) followed by handprints, 3) a layer of finger markings, 4) colonial
imagery and geometric designs and 4) the mecent graffiti. Both researchers
identified a similar pattern in the sequence of rock paintings for the Western Cape.
Sheep paintings are believed to fit somewhere within the latest ofirfene

paintings and the occurrence of handpr{Atsderson 1996).

In the Caledon Valleyl.oubser (1993) observethrough superpositioninghat
shaded polychrome paintings are often found painted over other shaded
polychrome paintingsbut that domestic livestock were not found painted in
superpositions. Instead, lis®ck arepainted in a powdery pigment with a bleck

like appearancand thatoften these paintings are found over a large surface area.
In shaded polychrome paintings the pigment appears to bond well with the rock
face. On the other hdn Loubser (1993) daervethat depictions of domestic
livestock and associated eland have poor binding properties on the rock face. Thus
Loubser (1993: 102) states:

AThe Ostratigraphicdé relationship betwe
blocked ones, together with the catent link between subject matter, pigment

use, mode of depiction and motif layout, imply that blocked paintings of domestic

animals and occasionally associated contact motifs can be systematically

di stinguished from earlier shaded pol ychi
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Of interest is that none of the sheep paintings in the northern Drakensberg contain
a similar description of powdery pigment or blddte appearances. Insteadtiey

are depicted in similar colours to other paintings on the rock face including red
and whte. This suggest that these sheep do not conform to the recent paintings
identified by Loubser (1993) for the Caledon VaJlaypd therefore may be older

The pigment used in the depiction of the northern Drakensberg sheep sisges
appear to bond weWith the rock face. All of which appear to be thiagplied

onto therock face.This may also support these paintings to be older, than those
described by Loubser (1993).

1.4.5. Sequencing paintings in the Drakensberg

In the 1950s (Willcox 1956) and dugnthe 1970s (Pager 1971, Vinnicombe
1976), attempts were made at sequen@nakensberg rock atty using the fact

that San rock art is often painted on top of other paintings and so a relative
chronology can be discerned where older paintings are thosestlto the rock
surface. Vinnicombe (1976) found that patterns in the use and application of
different colours could be used as a chronological marker in the Drakensberg, but

that subject matter was not such a reliable marker.

Later, Russell (19972000 appliedthe Harris Matrix technique to foyranels at

Main Caves North in the Giants Castle area of the central uKhahlamba
Drakensberg. Her analysis was based on the superpositioning of various
individual motifs within the single San rock art traditidshe identified seven
different layers of paintedt@@es (Table 1.3. These §les were based on criteria
which included the colour of paint, its application and mixing (monochrome,
bichrome, and polychrome), and its appearance on the rock surface (R088ell

61). Russell (2000) subsequently compared her sequence with the earlier
sequences by Pager {9 (Table 1.3 who identified sevent$les for theDidima
Gorge, northern Drakensberg and Vinnicombe (197&ble 1.3 who had

identified fourphases fothe southern Drakensberg.
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Although there were differences, there weakso similarities thatcould be

identified within all three rock art sequences. Pager (1971) identified shaded
bichrome elands within histyle 3 but both Russell (1992000) and Vinnicombe

(1976) did not identify this sty in their sequences.uting midsequence, Pager

(1971), Vinnicombe (1976) and Russell (1997, 2000) identified the first
appearance of shadedlychrome paintingsT@ble 1.3)I n Russel lod6s | aye
in mid-sequence, she identified the appearance of monochrome white rhebuck, a
distinctive phase identified in her analys@sis was not identified by Pager

(1971) or by Vinnicombe (1976).

Swart (2004) (Table 1.4) also produced a detailed sequencaiftings found at
Eland Cave in the Cathedral Peak area of the northern Drakensberg and
Ngongwane 8 in the southern Drakensberg, using the Harris Matrix method.
Swart (2004) identified the introduction of new subject matter including
polychrome felines, htebeest, reedbuck, and bushpig during-sgduences at
these two sites. Swart (2004) also identified the appearance of rhebuck during
mid-sequence but also again at the end of the sequence.

1.4.6. Dating sheep imagery with reference to the occupatgariiof the
Northern Drakensberg.

The archaeological evidence for the occupation of the Drakem&ly different

groupsthrough time is reviewed in detail in Chapter 4. However brief mention

wi | | be made here of Mazel Gasthefeiv@8&&9 a , 199
hiatus in the occupation of the northerrakensberg between 1600 and 600 b.p.

and this is supported by the radiocarbon patterning at sites for the last 2000 years

in this area. This limits the time period in which sheep might have bedeg&in

either the period from their first introduction to southern Africa, atrad @000

b.p. to 1600 b.p.or to afer the hiatus, from 600 b.p. onwards.

1.5.Suggestions made for the age of sheep rock art in southern Africa:

It is often suggestethat where sheep paintings occwithout other images of

livestock in southern Africahat these paintings pdate cattle paintings (Cooke
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1965; Hall 1986 1994 Manhire et al. 1986). This is because archaeological
evidence indicates that it was sheep that appeared first on the landscape, followed

shortly afterwards by cattle.

Cooke (1969 has placed domestic animalshis Style 3 and Style 4 in the rock

art of Zimbabwe, wherée suggests that shaded polychrome paintings are also

found within the same phases domestic animals. Cooke (196%ted that

through interviews wittagropastoralistgresently living in the aredhat theydo

not recollect paintings of this kind beimgade by their forefathers. Instead, they

are referred to as fAmadzisnuidrziatnggao fa ol oving
(Cooke 196951).

Cooke (1965, 1969 proposed that sheep paintings found in Mashonaland,
Zimbabwe, could also be aged by the absesfceattle in the rock art. Cooke
(1965) noted that cattle paintings were absent from Zimbabwean rock art and
assumed that the painters would have seen sheep first rather than cattle. Thus
sheep must have arrived into the region before cattleillit).(Today however,

cattle paintings are documented at five sites in Mashonaland (Izzet 1980) of which
none have been dated.

Hall (1986 1999 tentatively proposed two different temporal phases for the
paintings of sheep and of cattle in the Eastern Cape. Hgesisg based on the
distribution, that sheep paintings may relate to an earlier phase of painting during
a time when huntegatherers and pastoralists were present. On the other hand,
cattle paintings may relate to a later second phase of painting whéer-hun
gatherers,agropastoralistsand pastoralists were present on the landscape.
Manhireet al. (1986 have also postulated an earlier time frame for the occurrence
of sheep paintings in the southern and western Cape. This is based in part on their
distribution in the mountainous regions, although Jerardino (1999) documented
sheep paintings frorBteenbokfonteirshelter situated in the coastal region of the

Western Cape where they had previously thought not to have occurred.
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1.6.Summary:

| believe thatthe paintings of sheep are preolonial and were madeybocal San
communities in the arthern Drakensberg. The question as to whether these San
were hunteigatherers or hunters herding sheep will be discussed in Chapter 7.
They may have beemade after 60 b.p.at the end othe hiatus period. \Bdence

for dated shep remains (Chapter 2) seem to show that this time frame might
indicate this. It is also possible tithey were madearlier, possibly aroung000

i 1600 bp, with the proposed date for shadpdlychrome paintings in the
northern Drakensberg (Mazel 2009b). This will be further explored in Chapter 4.

In the next chapter | look at the breeds of sheep that were first introduced into
South Africa and compare these to the types of painted sheeprcHaeological

evidence of sheep remains is also reviewed.
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Chapter 2: The introduction of the first domestic livestock and their keepers
in southern Africa: with a focus on the earliest dated
archaeological evidender sheep in the northern uKhahlamba
Drakensberg, KwaZuhiNatal region.

2.1.Introduction

The first domestic sheep arrived in southern Africa circa 2000 years ago b.p.
(Sealy & Yates 1994; Henshilwood 1996). Their appearance in the rock art and
their remains in the excavated archaeology testify to their presence on the
landscape and the age of their remains constrain the time breadth of sheep
paintings to not older than 2000 years ago. Although of course they may have
been painted much more recentharththis, thus the question remains: Where

within this timeframe do the paintings of sheep fit?

In this chapter the ways in which archaeological evidence for the first arrival of
sheep Qvis arieg and of other livestock, have been interpreted in southern
African archaeology is explored. It beginsdatlining the leading hypothesdor

the first introduction of sheep and then considers the earliest dated archaeological
evidence for sheep in the northern Drakensberg. It follows by looking at the
historical ecords and the rock art record for the types of sheep that may have been
initially encountered in the past. Together, this evidence is explored to gain a

better understanding for why and when sheep were painted.

The emergence of pastoralism in southerricafis by no means a neat pictaie

there arecompeting viewsas tohow it should be identified in the archaeology.
The remains of sheep are at the centre of these debates. It is their antiquity and
their status as the first livestock to appearthelandscape that makehem an
interesting yet challenging subject to explore. Sheep paintings have received little

attention in this respect.
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2.2.The arrival of livestock in southern Africa

The pattern for the spread of domestic livestock into southfdrica is
characterised by temporally filtered movements with sheep tfiest, followed by

cattle (Ehret182, 2008; CluttorBrock 200Q Gifford-Gonzalez2000). These
movements occurred relatively rapidly, as soon after 2000 years ago sheep appear
for thefirst time in the faunal assemblages at widely distributed sites in southern
Africa (Sealy & Yates 1996).

Sheep remains dating to about 2000 b.p. provide the earliest evidence for the
appearance of livestock in southern Africa (Sealy & Yates 1994, ;1996
Henshilwood 1996 Webley 2001; Robbinst al 2008; Pleurdeaet al. 2012).
Cattle Bos tauru} seem to have arrived a couple of hundred years later, between
1600 and1500 .b.p. (Klein 1986) in the western Cape. On the eastern side of
southern Africa, cattlearrived around the early to midirst millennium AD
(Huffman 1990). Little is known about the exact timing for the first arrival of
goats and dogs. ClutteBrock (1994/1995) and Mitchell (2002, 2008) as well as
Plug (1996) believe that dog€dnis familaris) may have accompanied the
earliest arrival of livestock (sheep) into southern African around 2000 years ago.
One of the problems associated with the identification of dogs in the
archaeological record is that it is difficult to distinguish them fréwirt wild
counterpart the wild-dog (Klein & CruzUribe 1989). It is possible that goats
(Capra hircug may also have arrived during this time, although they seem to only
occur in archaeological deposits dated to more recent times ABQOin the
westernpart of southern Africa (Webley 1984; Klein 1986; Badenhorst 2006). On
the eastern side of the subcontinent goats most likely arrived with eady ag
pastoralist people arour860 AD (Voigt 1984;Voigt & Von den Driesch 1984
Clutton-Brock 1994/1995; Badenhorst 2006). Although, once again, there is the
problem of distinguishing between sheep and goat remains in the archa¢odogy
species ar®ften lumped together &3vis/Caprain faunal analyses (Badenhorst
2006).
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Gifford-Gonzalez (2000) offers different reasons for why there seems to be a
discrepancy between dates for sheep and those associated with cattle. She
suggests that factors including climatic, environmental and epizootic disease may
have hampered the movement oftleamore so than sheep south of Sdharan

Africa. She focuses on the barriers for this movement including diseases such as
Wildebeest derived malignant catarrhal fever, East Coast Feveraikobtouth

disease, Rift Valley Fever, and trypanosomiasisrevicattle are more susceptible

to these diseases than are sheep. This may explain why sheep appear earlier in the

archaeological recordhb(d).

2.3.Three diffusion models for the spread of sheep and their keepers in
southern Africa 2000 years b.p.:

Since there is no evidence to suggest that domestic animals have wild progenitors
in southern Africa, their introducth must have come from the north in sub
Saharan AfricalRobertshaw 1978; Sealy & Yates 1998adr 1998 Smith, A.

1998, 2008

2.3.1. Mol 1: Bantuspeakingagro-pastoralists

It is widely accepted that a demic diffusion adjro-pastoralistpopulations with
livestock including sheep, cattle, goats and possibly dogs, into southern Africa
occurred at the beginning of the@st millennium AD @Huffman 1990. This
movement is restricted to the eastern side of the subcontinent where high summer
rainfall often exceeding 800mm per annum allowed for the cultivation of cereal
crops including sorghum and millet (Whitelaw & Mitchell 2005). To the waasd

no further than approximately 33 degrees south, where there are only smaller
pockets of winter rainfall such as in the southwestern Cageypastoralist
groups are absent (Hall & Smith, A. 1986). In central South Africa these
communities are believeid have arrived more recently, and in Lesotho there is
little evidence for the occupation of these groups in the archaeology until around
the nineteenth century (Mitchedt al.2008.
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The time period for earlyagropastoralistnorth to soutkeasterly spead and
settlement is termed the Early Irorgé (EIA) beginning at around50 AD in

South Africa Huffman 1990, 1993, 2007; Maggs 1994/1998nsina 1994/1995;
Phillipson 2005). The term (Early) Iron Age (IA) however is now considered
largely inadequateof identifying and labelling these communities and their
modes of economic, subsistence and technological innovations in southern Africa
(Mitchell 2002). SadrZ0080 has also suggested that the term does not reflect a
time of interaction between ingknous huntegatherers and agioastoralistsof

which the two time periods overlap. In this thesis, | use the term Iron Age
sparingly.

In KwaZulu-Natal, settlement began around the third and fourth centuries known
as the Mzonjani Phase. This was followeyl three other phases of occupation
identified through ceramic style, they are: 1) Msuluzi (seventh century); 2)
Ndondondwane (eighth and ninth centuries) and 3) Ntshekane (tenth century)
(Maggs 1980a, 1980b; Maggs & Michael 1976; Maggs & Whitelaw 1991
Whitelaw 1994/1995).

Early agrepastoral communities are fairly well documented through South
African archaeology (Davies 1974; Maggs 1980a, 1980b, 1982; Hall 1980, 1986
Huffman 1990, 2007; Whitelaw 199&eely & BellCross 2011). They have been
identified with metallurgy, pottery, and an agricultural and pastoral way of life
with a relatively permanent village type settlement (Huffri8080, 1993 2007;
Maggs 1984; Voigt 1986; Arnold 2008; Russell & Steele 2009; Feely & Bell
Cross 2011). During the Mzonjaphase in KwaZultNatal, thér settlements are
found in close proximity to the coastline and up to 8km further inland. During
later periods farmers moved away from this coastal corridor, inland where they
chose to settle on flat valley floors near majoers. Finally, during a much later
period after 1000 AD, farmers moved to higher altitude zones close to the
foothills of the Drakensberg (Maggs 1994/5; Whitelaw 2009).
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2.3.2. Model 2: Demic diffusion of Khoe speaking pastoralists

Proponats for the deme diffusion of pastoralists incde the work of Cooke
(1965), Elphick (1985)Ehret (1982, 2008 arkington (1984)Smith, A. (1986,

199Q 1998 2005, 2005b, 2008)and Smith, B. and Ouzmg@004). Smith, A.

(1986 200, 2005b identifies the appearaacof a cultural package including
sheep, a ceramic technology, aad ideology oriented around the keeping of
domestic livestock as marking the arrival of a new group of people onto the
landscape, Khaspeaking pastoralists. Unlikegropastoralists Khoelkhoen did

not practice agriculture (Smith, A. 2085 Smith, B. and Ouzman (2004) have
added geometric rock artncluding handprints and finger painting® the
proposed pastoralist package. At the core of this argument is that pastoralists
leave very litle archaeological trace on the landscape, and their presence may be
masked by more dominant signatures of settlement suchgespastoralist
settlement (Smith, A. 2000However, rock art may provide a permanent marker
for these groups in southern Afai¢Smith, B. & Ouzman 2004).

Earlier works by Westphal (1963 ooke (1965, 1968) ané&lphick (1B5)
presented two different migration models for the movement of early Khoe
herders. At the time, evidence was supplied by linguistics (Westphal; 1963
Elphick 19895 and sheep paintings (Cooke 1965). Presently both models have
neither been confirmed nor have they been entirely refuted by evidence (Russell
2004).

2.3.3. The Routes: Sheep paintings and linguistics

Earlier work by Elphick (185), who was heavily influenced by the work of
Westphal 6s (1963) cKhweslaaguage fanily, iproposetdban t h e
route initially originating in northern Botswana. This spread proceeded
southwards towards the Orange and Vaal Rivers where it dplitvilo branches.

One branch proceeded westwards to Namibia via the Orange River where it
further split north and south along the coast, whilst the other branch moved down
central South Africa into the western and eastern parts of the Cape.
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Paintings of skep were hypothesised by Cooke (1965) to document the route for

the movement of pastoralists into southe
route, Khoe pastoralists moved southwards towards Zimbabwe and then
westwards to Namibia followed by a southwardbvement down the western

coast of South Africa. Although Cooke (1965) noted a few exceptions in the
distribution of sheep paintings where some occur further inland away from the

coast in South Africa, it seems anomalous why he concentrated on the western

coast as today paintings of sheep have been found widely distributed across the
country. It I S of I nterest t hat i tt] e
hypothesis for sheep paintings in southern Africa.

2.3.4. Model 3: An indigenous development ekgkeeping by the San

Others strongly disagree with a migration hypothesis and favoundgenous
development of sheegeeping in southern Africa (Deacat al. 1978; Kinahan
1986,200% Sadr 1998; 208, 2004a, 2004b, 2008a; Sadr & Plug 20Bauvelle
Aymar & Sadr 2008, Fauvelaymar 2008. In Namibia, Kinahan (1986, 2001)
favours an interpretation that sees local hugtherers adopting and herding
sheep. Sadr (1998, 2003, 2@0200&) proposes that sheep were passed on from
one hunteigatherergroup to another through a gift giving systettmat included
some sought after prestige itemssich as sheejn the southwestern Cape. Sadr
(2003) traces this cultural diffusion somewhere north in ZambiaABota to the
south in the southestern Cape whe San huntegatherers eventually became
herders. Sadr (2003) terms this the Neolithic of southern Afribareby food
production in the form of herding practices was a local independent development

amongst indigenous huntgatherers.

Sadr (2008) does recognise a late migration of Khoe pastoralists into southern
Africa during the later part of the first millennium AD. He argues that the
appearance of a stylistic chain in ceramic technqleggh as lugged pottergnd

other changes in the archaeol@jicecord marks their arrival. Sadr (2@)8
proposes that a later Khoe migration most probably can be attested with the

historically doamented KhoeKhoen of the soutlstern Cape who were recorded
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owning large flocks of fatailed sheep and large herds aittle at the time
(RavenHart 1967).

2.3.5. Cultural versus demic diffusion for sheep: theoretical positions

Theoretically, thee two positions representdifferent ways of viewing how
prehistoric livestock herdingppearedon the southern Africa landsa&a®000
years ago. Sadr (2003, 2@p4and others (Deacoet al. 1978; Mitchell 2002;
Mitchell et al. 2008) suggesihat a transition from foraging to herding was made
indigenously and that thigd to casual changegsot necessarily a complete shift

in theideology and social structure of indigenous San hugaénerers. However,
Smith, A. (1998, 2004 2008) following the work of Ingoldl©80,1986) opposes
their view He (Smith, A. 1998) stresses that such a transition would not be an
easy one and that iorder to makat would have to be a shift in ideological,
economical, and social practices amongst local htgatirerers (Smith, A. 1990).

A change that he believes is not casual but rather revolutionary. Barnard (2008)
agrees thathis transition would b difficult. However he questions not how
difficult this transition would be, but rather how different groups with diverse
ideologies surrounding their animals and modes of production would have
impacted on one another during periods of interaction amukitron (Barnard
2008: 64).

These debates however are not exclusive to the first millennium AD archaeology
of the western side of southern Afridghey alsoextend to the eastern side of the
subcontinent where it has been presented that local hgetferers more recently
adopted livestock from theargropastoralisneighbourslobart 2003, 2004; Jolly
2007;Mitchell et al. 2008) and by Mazel (2009b; 2013), who suggests that there
may have been a Khoe pastoralist presence in the northern Drakensberg just after

2000 years ago.

The distinction between the identities of the Khoe and the &ahtracing these
identities (cultual, economic and socialand theirboundaries in the past is
tricky. Researchers have questioned the type of boundaries that may have existed
between these groups. Some researchers argue that Khoe and San were two
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completely different groups of people whot only spoke mutually unintelligible
languages but alseho weredifferentin economic, ideological and soci@rms
(Ehret 1982, 2008; Smith, A. 1986,99Q0 1999. Others suggest that this
distinction is based on those who had livestock and those weh® without and

that these boundaries may have been more fluid (Barnard 2008). Without knowing
who the Khoe were it becomes difficult to identify thewmciety, culture and
ideology (Barnard 2008).

There is also an issue of terminology used to identig gractices surrounding

livestock. Here, pastoralism may be defined as the ways in which people orientate
themselves around their livestock (economically, socially, and ideologically)
regardless of mode of subsistence (Robertshaw & Collett 1983; SmiB0Ba).

Sadr (200 3: 198) however-heodmg (®r hérdem), a il e
which he believes better suits the archaeological data for the presence of domestic
remains in faunal assemblages, the presence of livestock in paintings, and stock
enclosures. | use both terms as they provide equally important, but also different

kinds of information concerning the groups who practice the keeping of livestock.

In this dissertation | refer to San who adopted livestock as San herders whilst

maintaining théerm pastoralists for Khoekhoen.

2.4.1dentifying the keeping of livestock in archaeology:

Some of the proxies used to identify the emergence of pastoralism in southern
Africa, and the groups who may have been connected with these praotboese
pottery and livestock remains, particularly in the fornstoéep

2.4.1 Livestock remains

It is often thought that the remains of domestic livestock found in dated
archaeological deposits provide strong evidence for herding practices. In some
instances they do, for exampBantuspeakingagropastoralistssites (Huffman
1990. However, in some instances they do not. Difficulties in establishing who
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occupied Late Stone Age (LSA) sites containing livestock remains include
whether or not huntegatherers may have had access to livestock through theft or
exchangeor whether or not these remains reflect herding practiced by hunter
gatherers. In southern Africa, LSA deposits containing livestock remains have

either been interpreted:as

1. reflecting te presence of Khoe pastoralists, in the case of the
southwestern Cape (Smith, A. 1993),

2. huntergatherers with access to livestock through theft or exchange and
were used predominantly as an immediate form of subsistence (meat)
(Smith, A. 1993),

3. huntergatherers who adopted and herded their own livestock (Sadr 2003)
or

4. sites may have been ephemeral occupations by groups such as agro
pastoralistsonthe eastern side of the subcontinent (Mazel 1998).

The challenges in establishing how livestock remaargered the LSA
archaeological record and the groups they may belong to have long played a
critical role in the debate concerning the origins of pastoralism in southern Africa.

2.4.2 Early Pottery

Pottery provides the next best proxy for the appearangasibralism. Often it

was thought that where domestic livestock remains are missing, pottery could be
used as a proxy for their presence at a site (Kinahan 2001; Lindholm 2009).
However evidence suggests that this is not always the case with some pottery
predating sheep in parts of southern Afriddagel 1992b; Mitchell 1996a;
Kinahan 2001).The origin of this early pottery is debated.

In the case of the western side of southern Africa, Sadr (1998) a@uédse
presence of regional diversity as reflectedtylistic variations in decorated, thin
walled pottery He suggests that although there are similarities in the

technological production of ceramics, regional diversity in decorative style could
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be better explained through cultural diffusion rather thagration of Khoe

pastoralists. Smith, A. (2008) raises cautiorSta dr 6 s ( 1998) stylis

towards early pottery and argues that decorative style may not indicate its
importance to people, but rather he suggests that the function of the vegsel ma
serve as a better indicator for homogené&tyearly pottery in southern Africa
Smith, A. (2008) contends that decorative motifs would have a limited
geographical distribution and that one would not expect to find a stylistic chain

across the entire buoontinent.

2.5.What evidence is there for sheep remains in the northern uKhahlamba
Drakensberg?

The first dated evidence for domestic livestock remains in KwaKalial comes
from early farming community sitesSome of these sites include Wiszi
Confluence (131@ 40 b.p.; Pta 2195; charcoalylaggs, 1980 Mhlopeni (1400

+ 50 b.p.; Pta 2878; charcoal) (Maggs & Ward 1984); Wosi (1480 b.p.; Pta
4104; charcoal) (Van Schalkwyk994), and KwaGandaganda (1395 + 60 b.p.;
Wits 1918; charcoal) (Whataw 199).

Figure 2.1 shows that there is a relatively large spatial gap between early sheep
remains and the 2012 and 2013 recorded paintings of sheep in the northern
Drakensberg.These large spatial distances between painted sheep sites and those
with early sheep remains include a proximity of 72km, as the crow flies, from the
nearest sheep painted site, Boschmanos
State Forest, to the nearest dated sheep remEdi® £ 40 b.p) at the site of

Msuluzi Confluence. Other painted sheep sites occur between 100km to about
200km away from dated sheep remain sites. This includes a distance of 213km
from the painted sheep site, Sigubudu 4 in the Royal Natal National park to an
early ago-pastoralist site, KwaGandaganda where sheep remains are found in

association with a 1395 * 60 b.p. radiocarbon date.
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Figure 2.1.: The spatial distribution of the earliest dated sheep remains with the
dates in years b.p., and their proximity to thinfeal sheep sites in the northern
Drakensberg, KwaZuhiNatal.

This contrasts with huntegatherer sites containing livestock remains where they
are dated by association to more recent tiriéss is generally after 1000 AD
(Mazel 1998) (Figure 2.2). Thigould seem to correspond with the arrival of later
farming communities into the higher grassland areas surrounding the
Drakensberg. Figure 2.3 demonstrates that the sheep remains found in hunter
gatherer contexts occur in close spatial proximity to laening community sites

in the northern Drakensbergor example, the painted sheep sites Junction Shelter
and Zunckel 6s Cave situated in Cathedr al
kilometres away from the site Mhlwazini Cave which contains shesains. The

four other painted sheep sites occur within a radius of 100km to 120km from later
agropastoralist sites. Based on these faunal assemblages, it may suggest that
sheep were painted within the last 1000 years. This is further explored in Chapter
4.
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Figure 2.2 The spatial and temporal distribution of hurgetherer sites
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some of these sites are questioned marked as the age of the remains is unclear.
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2.6.What were the first breeds of sheep encountered in southern Africa?

There are four common morploegical types of African sheefat-tailed with hair,
fat-rumped, thirtailed with hair, and thutailed with wool (Epstein1971;

Hor sburgh & Rhines 2010) . T o daanyd, btrheee dmaj
have been cross bredth more recent European breeds and many of the older
breeds have now disappeared (Epstein 1971; Du ToitaO@7archaeology it is

often difficult to identify the breeds of livestock based on faunal assemblages.
However, recent research conducted atochondrial DNA of Die Kelders sheep
remains in the southwestern Cape, suggests that they were part of the worldwide
expansion of haplogroup B from the Asiatic Mouflon of western Iran and Turkey
(Horsburgh & Rhines 2010). Further DNA studies on sheepiresmmay be able

to separate out the different breeds present at sites in southern Africa and p