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Introduction







'The archaeology of the Great Plains provides some of ~ What Do We Know
the clearest and most dramatic archaeological docu-  about Warfare on
mentation of warfare anywhere in the world: there has  zhe Great Plains?
been violence on the grasslands for millennia, and there

is no doubt that this affected many aspects of human

lives in the region. This volume brings together work  Doucras B. BamrorTH
on major aspects of Plains warfare that have important

implications for studies of warfare in general. The topics

we consider here include artistic evidence of the role of

war in the lives of indigenous hunter-gatherers on the

Plains prior to and during the period of Euroamerican

expansion, archaeological discussions of fortification

design and its implications, and archaeological and

other information on the larger implications of war in

human history on the Plains. My goal here is to offer a

bird’s-eye view of warfare on the Plains as a frame for

the chapters that follow.

WHAT IS WAR AND WHY DOES IT MATTER?

LeBlanc (2003) has argued that war is essentially a
constant in human history: it is always present in some
form. This is likely true, at least in the sense that human
groups always are, and always were, capable of choos-
ing to go to war. But it is also true that human groups
do not always make this choice, and seeing where in
human history they did and did not make it is impor-
tant. Anthropology in general, and archaeology in par-
ticular, has paid varying amounts of attention to social ~ DOTI: 10.5876/9781607326700.coor
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conflict. Keeley (1996), for example, argues that archaeologists have often paci-
fied the past, creating romanticized views of idyllic periods in human history;
widespread denials that war existed in Neolithic Europe and in North America
prior to European contact are particularly well known. As we have become
more willing to grapple with the reality of war, we also encounter the trap of
assuming that all societies are equally warlike and engage in war in more or
less the same ways. Should we worry about this? Or, more precisely, do either
of these equally false perspectives compromise our ability to see the past accu-
rately, in North America, Neolithic Europe, or elsewhere? It is difficult to argue
they do not. Archaeology’s value lies in its potential for telling human history
as it really happened, not as we wish it happened. As Keeley (1996) notes, “the
weight of the evidence” has a literal meaning in our field that requires us to
attend to that evidence, and war can leave dramatic traces that demand our
attention if we are to approach a truthful account of the human past.

In part, understanding human choices about war and peace depends on
what we mean by “war.” Formal war in the modern sense—organized violence
sanctioned by explicit government decisions and involving combat between
standing armies—reflects the organization of modern state societies and thus
does not necessarily help us to understand organized social violence in other
times and places. If we use a definition like this, we can simply define war
out of existence for many past societies, despite the fact that these societies
manifestly bore the immense costs of violence. Beyond an aversion to seeing
war in the past, the major issue underlying the problem of defining war is the
absence of formal decision-making hierarchies in many ancient and modern
social groups. Furthermore, a view of war focused on such hierarchies misrep-
resents the variety even of modern patterns of social violence, which increas-
ingly involve smaller-scale combat by non-state actors.

If we define war more broadly as community-level violence sanctioned by
whatever recognized social or political units exist in a particular time and place,
it is clear that it takes a variety of forms in non-state societies like those on the
indigenous Great Plains. This variety includes raids by small groups (seeking
captives or other specific targets, to avenge individual affronts, or in search of
glory and status), largely ceremonial and low-casualty confrontations between
more or less equally matched forces, and full-scale assaults by massed attack-
ers that can result in the total destruction of large communities. Used in this
way, the term “war” subsumes a continuum of violence and a range of relatively
distinct kinds of conflict with differing logistic, social, and other implications
and requirements. But it does not subsume all violence, and this is especially
important in an archaeological context (as I discuss in more detail below).

DOUGLAS B. BAMFORTH



All of these forms of war are and were important in the lives of people today
and in the past. Observations of war in a range of recent societies leave no
doubt that it shaped those lives in fundamental ways that we do not always
take account of in our discussions of the human past (Allen 2008; Arkush 2011
Cameron 2008, 2011; Keeley 1996; LeBlanc 1999; McCabe 2004; Roscoe 2008).
Conflicts that produce small numbers of deaths in any single engagement can
have serious aggregate demographic effects in small social groups; construc-
tion of even simple defenses takes time, resources, and labor that have signifi-
cant opportunity costs; and the natural and constructed features that prevent
attackers from entering settlements (and from escaping if they do enter and
are discovered) are also inconvenient for the people who live in those settle-
ments. Archaeologists typically consider human use of the landscape entirely
or almost entirely in terms of the distribution of favorable settlement loca-
tions and needed resources, but proximity to enemies can keep residential
groups from using even the best land that they might otherwise have access to.
Aggregating into larger groups for defense also requires access to larger food
supplies, demands longer travel to important locations (such as agricultural
fields), and depends on social mechanisms for maintaining order that small
social groups do not need. Such aggregations also often bring together previ-
ously geographically dispersed kin groups who, when dispersed, might have
been able to share geographically dispersed resources in hard times. Fortified
aggregations have larger social implications as well: independent defended
communities are often isolated from one another, potentially inhibiting the
formation of larger regional social groups, and effective fortifications make it
possible for such communities to resist the formation of such groups if they
choose to do so. Defeats in conflict, whether due to a series of cumulative
small losses or to a single massive loss, can also result in the loss of social iden-
tity, as survivors integrate into other communities or subservient social groups,
and the involuntary movement of captives among groups changes labor and
other relations and can introduce new ideas and skills.

But war also has benefits and creates opportunities. Groups who are vic-
torious in war can claim land, resources, and control of trade and labor; suc-
cessful individual warriors can raise their prestige and enhance their political,
economic, and reproductive success. War can also benefit groups who are not
themselves principals in a particular conflict. To take just one particularly rel-
evant example, LeBlanc (1999) argues that there was a shift around Ap 1300
in the Southwest from self-bows to more powerful compound recurved bows.
Arrows fired from such bows penetrate wicker shields easily, but cannot pen-
etrate bison-hide shields. Access to the Great Plains, and the bison on them,
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thus became much more important with increasing violence and new weap-
onry in the Southwest, offering a market for specific products to Plains groups
willing to invest in shield production.

Social violence—war—thus often has effects that can drive important
aspects of social, demographic, cultural, and economic change over time. Any
process that can do this is a process that has been important in human history.

HOW DO WE SEE WAR?

Despite this, though, archaeological evidence of war can be ambiguous, and
this is important: if telling truthful history means that we need to attend
to conflict, it also means that we need to know what conflict looks like in
the archaeological record. This is not always easy. The most direct evidence of
social violence takes the form of defensive features in settlements and battle
wounds visible on human skeletons, but we cannot always assume that we will
see either of these. It is unlikely that there were more warlike social groups
in native North America than the Lakota or the Comanche during the 1700s
and 1800s. However, evidence of this can be difficult to find: these tribes built
no fortified communities (although they destroyed them) and they disposed
of their dead in ways that are archaeologically largely invisible, making combat
wounds hard to see. Seeing combat wounds in cemeteries also requires that
victims of violence were buried, and we know in many cases that they were
not. This is because not all societies dispose of their dead in archaeologically
visible ways and because circumstances, particularly defeats, often result in the
bodies of combat victims being left behind on the battlefield (see Hollinger
[2005:118], Riley [1973], and Greer and Greer’s [chapter 2, this volume] quote
from Zenas Leonard’s observation of a battle between the Crow and the
Blackfoot for examples of this). This can leave evidence even of large-scale
attacks on permanent settlements difficult or impossible to detect (Hoffecker
et al. [2012] note an Inuit example of this).

Absence of evidence for war is thus not necessarily evidence of absence,
especially in the case of mobile hunter-gatherers. In contrast, settled farmers
create durable communities that are archaeologically visible today and that
would have been visible and immobile targets during times of conflict in the
past. Horticultural communities also often built fortifications to keep attack-
ers out, or located themselves on landforms that are difficult to get access to
(“defensible” locations). These communities also often interred their dead in
formal cemeteries, increasing the potential visibility of combat wounds. There
is thus an inherent difference in the archaeological visibility of social violence
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between farmers and hunter-gatherers that we need to keep in mind. This dif-
ference is not absolute, as we will see below and in subsequent chapters (also
see Allen and Jones 2014), but it is real. Other kinds of evidence, particularly
rock art, can help with this problem, but this evidence is not always available
and can be ambiguous when it is available.

As these issues might suggest, archaeologists generally focus on two kinds
of evidence for social violence: direct osteological evidence of attacks on indi-
vidual people and evidence for the construction of defenses against attack or
of construction of settlements in naturally defensible locations (e.g., Golitko
and Keeley 2007; Keeley et al. 2007; Lambert 2002; Milner 1999; Walker 2001).
We can infer war on other grounds in some cases—for example, houses aban-
doned and burned with their contents intact, unusual patterns in the age dis-
tribution of burials, or artistic depictions of warriors or of combat—but these
two indicators are both the most common basis for inferring war and the
strongest evidence that is usually available. But strong evidence and perfect
evidence are not the same: people damaged their skeletons in more than one
way and dug ditches for more than one reason.

As graphic as osteological evidence for violence can be, it is important to
distinguish three kinds of evidence. Hand-to-hand combat can result in bro-
ken bones and fractures to the skull, but other activities can produce these
injuries as well, and so can interpersonal violence outside of any context that
we might call war (Walker 2001). For example, victims of violence can break
their forearms warding oft a blow from above (“parry factures”), but any num-
ber of accidents can break a forearm as well. Similarly, both socially sanctioned
hand-to-hand combat and drunken Saturday night bar fights can result in
broken facial bones. Not all violence is war, under our definition or any other
reasonable definition, and making sense of ambiguous data of this kind often
depends on contextual evidence: unusually high frequencies of forearm frac-
tures among young men, for example, might imply organized combat.

In contrast, attacks with projectile weapons can leave undoubted marks on
skeletons, most spectacularly embedded points, and these are difficult to inter-
pret as anything except evidence of violence. Projectile points embedded in
the bone, though, are one thing; points associated with a bone are something
else. Milner (2005) discusses this on the basis of medical reports on projectile
injuries and notes that stone points often fragment within a victim’s body and
remain inside it even when the shaft of the projectile is removed; he argues
that discoveries of such fragments associated with a skeleton, particularly in
the abdominal area, are often good evidence for an attack. Milner also empha-
sizes a critical matter in addressing the implications of osteological evidence

WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT WARFARE ON THE GREAT PLAINS?
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of violence: many—in fact, most—victims of violence do not bear evidence of
the way they died on their skeletons. His data indicate that rates of embedded
projectile points are likely to underrepresent the number of projectile wounds
in a population by as much as two-thirds. As Keeley (1996) and Walker (2001)
also note, this indicates that even low levels of direct evidence for violent
death in archaeological data imply significant levels of conflict.

A third category of osteological evidence consists of marks on bones caused
not by the way a person died but by how their body was treated by their
attacker(s). These include cutmarks on the skull resulting from scalping and
cut or blow marks documenting mutilation of the head or body, often while
taking trophies. Deterioration of the surface of the skull due to infection when
individuals were scalped but not killed unambiguously indicates non-lethal
violence. Marks like these are evidence of war, but they often also imply an
ideological or ritual component to war that goes beyond the simple documen-
tation of organized and socially sanctioned combat.

And practical issues impact our ability to grapple with the ambiguity inherent
in even osteological data. For example, data gathered over many years in dif-
ferent research settings are often not perfectly comparable, and reexaminations
of collections have sometimes documented evidence of violence that earlier
examinations did not identify (e.g., compare Bass and Berryman [1976] with
Hollimon and Owsley [1994]). More specific to this volume, and more disturb-
ing, many important collections on the Plains remain unpublished decades after
they were excavated and, apparently, studied: the Plains literature refers infor-
mally to data from a number of important sites that are nowhere reported publi-
cally or systematically (e.g., Blakeslee 1999; Hollinger 2005; Pringle 1998). In an
era when archaeological objections to the reburial of human skeletal material
depend substantially on how much we can learn from that material, the volume
of analyzed but unpublished material from the Great Plains is shocking.

In addition to direct evidence of violence obtained from human skeletons,
archaeologists generally take the presence of fortifications as evidence for war,
often suggesting that the presence of defensive works implies active warfare
while its absence suggests peace. Most commonly, archaeologically visible for-
tifications include palisades and ditches, often (but not always) built to enclose
a residential area. Keeley et al. (2007) point out, though, that people build walls
and dig ditches for a variety of reasons other than defense and that even overtly
defensive features can serve a variety of other purposes. As in the case of many
osteological patterns, archaeologists need to make the case that ancient people
built particular potentially defensive features for protection. Keeley et al. (2007)
argue that the presence of bastions and baflle gates are unambiguous evidence
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of defensive architecture and that ditches with V-shaped cross-sections are
likely evidence as well, especially when they are backed by a palisade. All of
these are present on the Plains: for example, palisades, ditch forms, and bas-
tions are well documented for any number of sites in the Middle Missouri; Kay
(1995:figure 39) documents a simple baffle gate at the Helb site in northern
South Dakota, and Anderson (1985:figure 4) shows a more complex causeway
and controlled entrance at the Wittrock site in northwestern Iowa.

ANOTE ON CHRONOLOGY

My goal here is to present a broad-brush view of warfare in human his-
tory on the Plains, emphasizing the major kinds of evidence (combat wounds,
mutilation, and fortifications) that I have just discussed. I do this in terms of
a fairly small number of purely chronological periods: Paleoindian/Archaic
(from the peopling of the Plains to 500 Bc), Woodland (Early Woodland:
500 BCc—AD 1; Middle Woodland: Ap 1—400; Late Woodland: AD 400-1000),
Plains Village (oD 1000-1600), and Contact (AD 1600-1890). Plains archaeol-
ogists do not all organize the past using these periods; instead, local chronolo-
gies and research traditions have produced an array of regional chronological
frameworks. Furthermore, Plains archaeologists often synthesize our data in
terms of culture-historical constructs that combine time, space, and archaeo-
logical patterns into single taxonomic units. My discussion focuses on chro-
nology in the interests of simplicity and brevity, but also in order to highlight
large-scale regional patterns that other frameworks can obscure.

In general, the periods I use here are easy to accommodate to regional
chronological sequences. However, local chronologies in two areas of the
Plains (the Late Prehistoric I period, AD 500-1100/1200, On the southwest-
ern Plains [Boyd 1997] and the Woodland/Late Prehistoric interval on the
northwestern Plains [Scheiber 2008]) span the transition from what I am
calling Late Woodland to what I am calling early Plains Village times. For
sites in these intervals with radiocarbon dates there is no great difficulty with
my organization, but sites placed into this period on the basis of diagnostic
artifacts are inevitably chronologically slightly ambiguous. Presently available
data offer no solution to this.

WHAT IS THE GENERAL COURSE OF WAR ON THE PLAINS?

Caution in dealing with osteological evidence matters on the Plains because,
although there is possible evidence for violence fairly early on the Plains, it is
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not certain that we are looking at war. None of the very few individuals known
from Paleoindian burials on the Plains appears to have died violently, but one
adult woman from the Early Archaic Gore Pit site in southwestern Oklahoma
shows evidence of blunt-force trauma to the right side of her skull that likely
caused her death (ca. 60ooo—35000 Bc; Hammatt 1976; Keith and Snow 1976). It
is not clear, though, how this woman sustained her injury. With this possible
exception, there is close to no evidence for any form of war on the Plains prior
to about AD 1, during Middle Woodland times. Most areas of the Plains have
produced very small numbers of burials dated prior to this time, so the absence
of evidence for violence could be due to inadequate data. However, in the one
case where we can see a substantial number of individuals that are clearly
dated to this period—the Middle Archaic Gray Burial site in Saskatchewan—
evidence for violent death is also absent (Millar 1978), although one adult
male in a burial in southern Manitoba dated to approximately 1800 Bc bears a
point embedded in his femur, fired from behind (Hoppa et al. 2005). The early
occupants of North America certainly tried to kill each other at times—Tlike
the individual from Manitoba, Kennewick man carried a spear point embed-
ded in his hip when he died some 9,000 years ago (Chatters 2000)—but it is
difficult to argue for extensive conflict on the Plains from Paleoindian through
Early Woodland times.

This pattern changed over the last 2,000 years, though. Fortified sites are
unknown on the Plains until later, but Middle- and Late Woodland—period
osteological data suggest increasing conflict. Initially, this does not appear to
have been widespread: substantial samples of excavated Middle Woodland
burials from mounds and ossuaries on the central Plains and along the
Missouri River in the Dakotas show no unambiguous cases of battle trauma
(Neuman 1975; Phenice 1969). However, this may be misleading; there are
hints of violence in Sonota-complex mortuary samples along the Missouri
River. Bass and Phenice (1975; also see Olsen and Shipman 1994) note that
the vast majority of marks on this material relate to the preparation of bodies
for burial, but they also record at least two healed cranial wounds, an example
of apparent decapitation, and a green-bone ulna fracture (possibly a parry
fracture) on an adult male. One adult male in the Truman Mounds, asso-
ciated with pottery that is of either Middle or Late Woodland age, had a
broken projectile point in his rib cage (Neuman 1960). Neuman (1975) also
describes a series of worked human mandible and maxilla fragments from
Boundary Mound that are effectively identical to objects in Hopewell sites
to the east, and Seeman (1988) makes a strong case that these eastern objects
are trophies taken from defeated enemies. Scalping marks on crania from the
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Hanging Valley site in western Iowa indicate fairly unambiguously that the
Middle Woodland Great Plains were not universally peaceful (Tiffany et al.
1988). More dramatically, a Middle Woodland—age burial of three individuals
in a single pit at the Sullivan-Carpenter site in western Oklahoma includes
one individual who was decapitated and two others killed by dart points that
remained embedded in their bodies (Boyd 1997:255).

It is difficult to be sure that this represents a real change in patterns of con-
flict on the Plains: as just noted, samples of human skeletal material are rare
in most parts of the region prior to the Middle Woodland and persistent low
levels of violence might simply have become visible around AD 1 because of
a substantial increase in the number of known burials. But the available data
suggest, at least, that small-scale raiding occurred on the northeastern edge
and southern portion of the Plains by the Middle Woodland and that this
raiding involved trophy-taking, at least in the form of scalping and possibly
also in the taking of heads or portions of skulls.

If changes in warfare are sometimes ambiguous across the transition to
Middle Woodland times, though, they are not at the transition from Middle
to Late Woodland. This period has produced a smaller sample of buri-
als but dramatically higher frequencies of violent death: interpersonal vio-
lence became much more widespread and much more common after about
AD 400, during Late Woodland and transitional (or possibly early) Plains
Village times. In some areas, violence may have developed gradually. On the
northwestern Plains, burials dated to the earlier part of the interval (primarily
Scheiber’s [2008; Scheiber and Gill 1997] Woodland burials) bear few marks
of combat. Two adult male burials at the Benick Ranch site in Wyoming (with
calibrated radiocarbon ages between AD 400 and 700) show evidence of vio-
lence, including a V-shaped cut on the right frontal of one and two depressed
cranial fractures on the other (Davis and Miller 2008). However, 17 per-
cent of burials later in this period (the earlier group of Scheiber’s [2008] Late
Prehistoric burials) have embedded points, most spectacularly one burial in
Wyoming with 14. The only Avonlea burial known in Canada, the Bethune
burial (Dawson and Walker 1988), is an adult male who sustained and recov-
ered from a serious fracture to the area of his left eye, the area of the head most
often struck by right-handed attackers. On the northeastern Plains, the Bahm,
Blasky, and Fordville mounds produced evidence of scalping, and a woman in
the Jamestown mounds has a projectile point in her lower back (Owsley 1994;
Snortland 1994; Williams 1994).

Arrow wounds are very common in burials of this age in Texas and adjacent
areas (Boyd 1997), including in the Loeve-Fox site, an Austin-phase cemetery
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in central Texas where 6 of 24 individuals were killed by arrows, all of them shot
in the back (Prewitt 1974) and a mass burial at the McCutchan-McLaughlin
site in eastern Oklahoma (Powell and Rogers 1980). Chronologically ambigu-
ous burials that are likely, but not certainly, of this age in central Texas also
show removal of the hands and feet, embedded projectile points, and missing
mandibles, these last apparently taken as trophies and sometimes apparently
worn as pendants (Boyd 1997:280—281). Milner’s (2005) observation that the
frequencies of arrow wounds substantially underrepresent rates of combat
mortality implies that these data indicate extraordinarily high rates of vio-
lence in at least some parts of the Plains, and the McCutchan-McLaughlin
burial suggests that the scale of this violence may have increased from small-
scale raiding to somewhat larger-scale attacks, at least in the south.

The appearance of Ceremonial-tradition rock art in the region from west-
ern Kansas and eastern Colorado northward well into Alberta underscores
this shift. Ceremonial-tradition art is fairly diverse, but it commonly depicts
human beings holding large, decorated, circular shields and, often, weapons
(Keyser 2004a:58—-61, 81, 93—97; Keyser and Klassen 2001:191—221; Ray 2007).
Rock art is always difficult to date, but Ceremonial-tradition art includes at
least one depiction of an individual with a shield, atlatl, and darts. People on
the northern and northwestern Plains used dart points (e.g., Besant points)
well into Late Woodland times, and this image could be of that age or older.
Bows are far more common in this art, though, implying that most of it dates
from the Late Woodland through Euroamerican contact; the most recent
shield-bearing warriors depicted using the artistic canons of this tradition
carry flintlock muskets and ride horses. Most of the weapons that artists
depicted in this art—for example, spears, bows, and clubs—could have been
as useful in hunting as they were in war, leaving interpretations of them in
non-combat scenes potentially ambiguous. However, shields have no use other
than protection in combat, and Sahkomaupee’s account of pre-horse/pre-gun
warfare on the northern Plains documents this use unambiguously (Keyser
recounts his story [chapter 3,this volume; also see Keyser 2004a:9-10], which
Sahkomaupee originally told to David Thompson in 1787).

In the aggregate, images of shield-bearing warriors on the Plains document
offensive and defensive weaponry (bows and arrows, lances, clubs, and maces
for attack; body-sized shields for defense) and battle formations (lines of war-
riors protected by shields, for example), and they sometimes show warriors in
the midst of combat (see Greer and Greer, chapter 2, this volume; Keyser, chap-
ter 3,this volume). However, two aspects of this imagery take us beyond simple
description. The first is the undoubted evidence that warfare was socially and
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ideologically important to western and northwestern Plains hunter-gatherers.
Organized shield lines suggest some kind of organized approach to combat,
and recurrent associations among specific shield heraldry and other depictions
may imply the relatively ancient existence of warrior societies similar to those
known on the Plains during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Keyser
and Kaiser 2014; Keyser and Poetschat 2014; Ray 2007). Depictions of pre-
Contact warriors counting coup suggest that this component of male status
has pre-Contact roots as well. Similarly, Ceremonial-tradition art appears to
show warriors seeking spiritual power and calling on it through their shields
in combat, power that is likely symbolized in the images on their shields.

Second, though, Ceremonial-tradition art likely has its roots in Woodland
times, but it clearly persists throughout the subsequent Plains Village period
and into the earliest years of Euroamerican contact, and it changes over this
interval (especially see Keyser, chapter 3, this volume). Ceremonial-style art
appears to have become much more common after about AD 1000 or 1100,
at the same time that settled farming spread onto the Plains. Furthermore,
after the mid-1400s, when farmers along the Missouri River and elsewhere
aggregated into large and fairly heavily fortified towns (see below), the people
who created Ceremonial art began increasingly to show warriors armed with
shock weapons such as clubs and lances rather than bows, and increasingly
depicted these warriors in group battle formations. Scenes of actual combat
appear to date late in the period leading up to the appearance of Europeans
on the Plains.

These changes mirror shifts in evidence for social violence in other parts
of the Great Plains. The least ambiguous evidence for warfare on the Plains
appears in sedentary horticultural sites, as it does in many parts of the world.
'This may not mark a real increase in violence, for reasons of archaeological vis-
ibility that I noted earlier, and as the remarkable rate of arrow wounds in Late
Woodland contexts in some areas indicates. Nevertheless, settled horticultural
communities (Plains Village communities) appeared throughout the eastern
portions of the Plains and, in many cases, visible mortuary practices make it
possible to assess variation in levels of violence among Plains farmers more
accurately than among Plains hunter-gatherers.

Measured by fortifications and osteology, the earliest horticulturalists on
the Plains (Great Oasis groups in northwestern Iowa and adjacent areas;
Lensink and Tiffany 2005) were relatively peaceful: their communities were
open and unfortified and the burial samples studied to date show only a tiny
handful of individuals with evidence of violence (Schermer 2003; Tiffany and

Alex 2001). However, this changed dramatically along the Middle Missouri
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and the lower James River in South Dakota and along the Missouri and Little
Sioux Rivers in northwestern Iowa (Mill Creek sites), during the twelfth cen-
tury, with the appearance of large, compact, fortified communities. Between
roughly AD 1100 and AD 1300, farmers in these areas came together to form
much larger and more compact or densely packed communities than in earlier
times, and often fortified these communities with varying combinations of
palisades, ditches, and steep natural topographic features (archaeologists refer
to these communities collectively as “Initial Middle Missouri” and, after AD
1200 in more northern areas, “Extended Middle Missouri”; see Johnson 2007a;
Mitchell 2013). At least some of their Late Woodland neighbors who had not
yet taken up farming fortified themselves as well (Ahler 2007). Excavations at
one Initial Middle Missouri site—the Fay Tolton site in South Dakota—pro-
duced graphic and unambiguous evidence of a massacre that appears to have
terminated occupation at the site; certainly, the victims of this massacre were
never formally buried and occupation of the site seems to have been very short
(Hollimon and Owsley 1994; Wood 1976). There are reports of a similar pat-
tern at the thirteenth-century Tony Glas site (Howard 1959; Johnson 2007a;
Pringle 1998), but osteological evidence of this remains unpublished. Apparent
trophy skulls in at least one Mill Creek site (Hollinger 2005; Miller 1994) also
suggest violence.

In contrast, horticultural communities were small, scattered, open, and
unfortified on the central Plains of Kansas and Nebraska during the eleventh
through thirteenth centuries, and archaeologists have generally seen peace
in this area during this time. However, Blakeslee (1999) has compiled osteo-
logical data, much of it from excavations early in the twentieth century, that
suggest widespread violence, albeit probably low-level violence, most clearly
indicated by evidence of scalping. However, he also notes unpublished, and
unspecified, evidence that at least one structure near Omaha that was exca-
vated in the early twentieth century contained the cannibalized remains of an
uncertain number of individuals, as Gilder (1913) suggested long ago (also see
Hollinger 2005). There are few examples of curated human remains from the
Plains that highlight more clearly than this one the immense gap between the
argument that research on such remains offers important insights into human
history and the meager insights that have actually found their way into the
published literature. South of Kansas onto the southern Plains, horticultural
communities of this age show a pattern similar to that on the central Plains,
with occasional examples of violent death (Brooks 1994; Brues 1957), and some
of the Late Prehistoric I hunter-gatherer casualties on the southern Plains
noted earlier probably date to this period.
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After AD 1300, and especially after AD 1450, violence in at least some parts
of the Plains appears to intensify. In the Middle Missouri, many sites of this
age are large, compact, and heavily fortified. Bastioned defenses are common,
the Helb site (Kay 1995) shows an entry through overlapping wall segments
that appears to be a simple baffle gate like those at some Mississippian sites
(e.g., Birmingham and Goldstein 2005), and encircling ditches are typically
V-shaped (see, for example, Caldwell 1966; Kivett and Jensen 1976; Wood
1967). The people who built these features piled the fill from the fortifica-
tion ditches on the inside of the ditch, as expected in a fortification, and at
Arzberger (Spaulding 1956) and Huff (Wood 1967) also used the fill to raise
the level of the ground surface within the bastions, perhaps to make it easier to
fire from the bastion at attackers along the walls. Early in this interval, farmers
abandoned northwestern Iowa and much of southeastern South Dakota (e.g.,
the lower James River valley) and there is evidence of substantial movements
of people, including movements of central Plains groups into the Middle
Missouri (the Coalescent tradition in archaeological terms) and movements
of Oneota groups into western Iowa and southeastern Nebraska from adjacent
areas of the Midwest (Pugh 2010; Ritterbush 2007).

Away from the Middle Missouri, though, fortifications are absent, with war
implied by such evidence as scalping at the Sargent Ossuary and in Nebraska-
phase and St. Helena sites in northeastern Nebraska, embedded arrow points
in skeletons at Andrews Lake in western Texas, dismembered bodies and tro-
phy skulls at the Footprint site northwest of Amarillo, five beheaded and oth-
erwise dismembered bodies in a single grave at the Dillard site in Texas, and
arrow wounds in a handful of skeletons in Plains Village sites in Oklahoma
(Bovee and Owsley 1994; Collins 1968; Lintz 1986; Martin 1994; Miller 1994;
O’Shea and Bridges 1989; Owsley et al. 1994). Embedded points are partic-
ularly common in later Late Prehistoric burials on the northwestern Plains
(Scheiber 2008; Scheiber and Gill 1997). At least one Puebloan community
(Bloom Mound) near Roswell, New Mexico, which apparently served as a mid-
dle point in trade in bison between the Plains and the Southwest, was burned
at this time. Excavations there have revealed unburied bodies as well as delib-
erate interments of noncombatants (including infants) with clear evidence of
violent death and mutilation (Speth 2005; Speth and Newlander 2012).

The Crow Creek site in central South Dakota overshadows every other
site of this age on the Plains in this context. Farmers left a complex record
of occupation at Crow Creek spanning centuries (Bamforth and Nepstad-
Thornberry 2007a; Kivett and Jensenig76). Initial Middle Missouri farmers
tounded what was probably a large community at the site during the eleventh
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century, although we know relatively little about this early settlement because
subsequent occupation buried it under as much as 2 m of midden. By the
1300s, a Coalescent group occupied Crow Creek, initially founding an unfor-
tified town but later enclosing it with multiple bastioned fortification lines.
Excavation in one of these revealed the skeletons of roughly 500 men, women,
and children, apparently the victims of a massacre that took the lives of virtu-
ally everyone who lived at the site (Willey 1990). I return to this event below,
but for present purposes it highlights both the real danger of violence on the
Plains and the scale of the combat that could occur in at least some parts of
the Plains within the last millennium.

Where we have sufficiently fine-grained chronological evidence to look,
these data imply that the frequency of fortifications and combat victims varied
in space and in time: violence was widespread but not constant. By the mid-
1400s and later, though, horticultural communities in at least some regions
(particularly the Middle Missouri) were fortified extremely frequently, as were
some hunter-gatherer sites on the northeastern edge of the Plains (Michlovic
2008). On the central and northern Plains, this continued into the Contact
period, but most recent horticultural sites in the south were generally open and
unfortified until after Euroamerican contact. The principal exception to this is
in the westernmost group of Great Bend (ancestral Wichita) communities in
Kansas and in related communities south and west into the Texas Panhandle.
Features called “Council Circles” in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Great
Bend sites are identical to fortifications built by the colonial-period Wichita
(Drass et al., chapter 8, this volume) and likely served similar purposes (not
always successfully, as dismembered bodies in one of them suggests; Baugh
2007; Wedel 1967). To the south, large circular enclosures built at the same
time suggest a similar sense of danger (Baugh 2007). The geographic distri-
bution of these suggests danger from the west, most likely from Apachean
bison hunters on the western Plains. Coronado’s conversations with the occu-
pants of Pecos pueblo in 1540 indicate that Plains groups were quite willing
to attack their southwestern neighbors (Hammond and Rey 1940) and we
should assume they were equally willing to attack other Plains groups, but
archaeological evidence of this is not obvious. Pueblo groups, well organized
for conflict after some 300 years of intensive war (LeBlanc 1999), generally
repelled these attacks but remained wary of their Plains neighbors.

'The appearance on the Plains of Europeans like Coronado had two par-
ticular effects for our purposes. As the Pecos case illustrates, it provides writ-
ten documentation of direct observations of conflict that can underscore the
limitations on purely archaeological data. For example, Obregon’s Historia
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observed in 1584 that Pecos “is enclosed and surrounded by a palisade, large
houses, and by rows of walks which open out to the country. Here they keep
their offensive and defensive arms, bows, arrows, shields, lances, and clubs
(Hammond and Rey 1928: 18). This suggests that warriors at Pecos left their
weapons in a constant state of readiness and easy access, as if they might be
needed at any time. This habit is consistent with a more or less constant state
of danger but would almost certainly be invisible in the archaeological data.

Second, though, the appearance of Europeans (and, later, Americans)
changed the conditions of life on the Plains. Europeans brought war with
them—often, particularly in the case of the Spanish, utterly unprovoked and
spectacularly brutal war—and written histories from the sixteenth through
the nineteenth centuries offer a well-documented litany of conflict between
indigenous people and in-migrating whites. But whites also altered the rela-
tions among indigenous groups, by creating differential access to technology
that shifted previous military balances of power, by introducing new and val-
ued trade goods to the region and thus fostering competition for access to
these goods, and by actively recruiting particular groups to fight against those
groups’ traditional enemies (Lewis 1942; O’Shea and Ludwickson 1992; Secoy
1953). The slaughter in 1873 of some 70 Pawnees in a surprise attack by Brule
and Oglala warriors at Massacre Canyon in southwestern Nebraska is among
the best-known examples of interethnic violence linked to processes like this,
but it was simply one of many such attacks by many groups (Riley [1973]
recounts this event and the pervasive smaller-scale violence immediately pre-
ceding it). Movements of social groups from their traditional territories into
the territories of their neighbors as the American frontier moved west also
tostered conflict: many groups entered the Plains essentially as refugees flee-
ing attacks that have been recorded by both documentary and archaeological
evidence (e.g., Wood 1971).

Euroamerican contact also altered the role that warfare played in indig-
enous society on the Plains. Plains anthropologists have long recognized the
importance of small-scale raids to get horses once these were widely available
and the accompanying strengthened connections between valor in combat and
male status (Ewers 1975; Keyser 1979). Northern and northwestern Plains rock
art offers a particularly graphic record of this process of change (Greer and
Greer, chapter 2, this volume; Keyser 2004a, chapter 3 in this volume; Keyser
and Klassen 2001). Raids for horses often resulted in violence, although raid-
ers worked hard to take horses without being detected. However, direct links
to important aspects of the Euroamerican economy also drove violence on the
Plains, and in some cases did so directly and inevitably. Some of this violence

»
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involved competition for access to the fur trade, especially after traders moved
out of native communities and established their own trading centers (Fenn
[2014] discusses the effects of changes like these on the Mandan). This must
also have led to competition among tribes for beaver and for bison-hunting
territories, the latter important both because of the economic importance of
the trade in hide and meat and because of its direct subsistence importance, as
Newcomb (1950) argued long ago.

But if this component of postcontact economic activity contributed to war,
other components required it. Plains groups—especially, but not only, the
Comanche of the southern Plains—forged economic relations with their
white neighbors by the eighteenth century that moved large numbers of slaves
and stolen domesticated animals, the former captured both from Mexico and
from other native Plains communities. Furthermore, increased involvement in
trade with the Spanish, French, and Americans in meat and hides and greater
dependence on large horse herds greatly increased labor demands among
groups like the Comanche, demands that they met by taking slaves for them-
selves as well as for trade (Brooks 2002; Hamalainen 2009). And there may be
a much deeper history of this on the southern Plains and perhaps elsewhere.
Habicht-Mauche (2000, 2008) suggests that fifteenth- through seventeenth-
century pottery in west Texas and eastern Oklahoma that is made from local
clays but in styles linked to Pueblo groups in the Southwest and Caddoan
groups to the east was likely produced by captive women from those areas.
Perhaps more intriguingly, bone-chemistry data from women in thirteenth-
and fourteenth-century Antelope Creek sites in roughly the same region doc-
ument variation in diet consistent with the possibility that some individuals
were outsiders (Habicht-Mauche et al. 1994): slavery, or at least captive-taking,
may have a deep history on the Plains.

There is an archaeology of postcontact war, and it tells us both how much
archaeological data can show us even about well-known events and also how
often we lack those data. Fortifications around eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century towns on the Middle Missouri reflected the need for defense, and doc-
umentary evidence leaves little doubt that this need arose especially, although
not exclusively, from attacks by the Lakota. We know of one such attack in
stark detail: the Larson site, an Arikara town in South Dakota, appears to have
been overrun and its inhabitants killed and mutilated during the late 1700s
(Owsley et al. 1977; also see Sundstrom, chapter 4, this volume). An increase in
the frequency of evidence for scalping in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
Arikara skeletons relative to earlier periods also implies increased violence
against this group (Olsen and Shipman 1994; Owsley 1994). Archaeological
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work on known battlefields related to Indian/white conflict has brought inter-
pretations of specific events more in line with the reality of those events (Fox
1997; Scott et al. 1989, 2011; McDonald et al. 1991). Field investigations support
Cheyenne, not military, accounts of the route Dull Knife’s Cheyenne band
took in their escape from captivity at Fort Robinson in 1879 and suggest that
both Indians and cavalry distorted events in fighting along the North Platte
River in 1865. Most spectacularly, archaeological data strip away all vestiges of
a glorious or romantic “last stand” at the battle of the Little Big Horn, leaving
a story of terror and slaughter.

There is thus structured spatial and temporal variation in war on the Plains.
Data on very early periods of occupation are too few to say much, but, at least
within the last 2,000 years, the aggregate evidence for war concentrates first in
the southern and northwestern Plains and, slightly later and more spectacu-
larly, in the Middle Missouri area. Problems of archaeological visibility make
it difficult to compare mobile and sedentary groups, but the history of seden-
tary communities suggests that violence was most pervasive and destructive in
the north and that communities in many areas defended themselves more and
more frequently over time, particularly after the mid-1400s. Warrior imag-
ery in hunter-gatherer art likely shows a similar pattern of change, with its
post—fifteenth century emphasis on shock weapons and compact shield lines
suggesting fairly large-scale battles, perhaps with their horticultural neighbors,
perhaps with each other, and perhaps with both of these.

We can also see some of the organization and effects of war on the Plains.
The scattered evidence of combat injuries in hunter-gatherer graves suggests a
pattern of intermittent small-scale warfare, perhaps like the one that Lekson
(2002) refers to as “raiding and feuding” in the early Puebloan Southwest;
arrow wounds in the back particularly indicate this. Patterns of horticultural
site fortifications, though, imply larger scale combat. But these patterns also
imply variation in this among regions and over time. Definite fortifications
are relatively rare on the southern Plains until recent times, as are densely
nucleated communities. Instead, sites in the parts of the southern Plains with
the clearest evidence for violence—the Antelope Creek area and Puebloan
sites like Bloom Mound—are almost all fairly small, with some larger sites
located in difficult-to-access locations like Landergin Mesa, although Lintz
(2001) suggests that Landergin Mesa may have been a temporary refuge used
in times of danger rather than a real residential center. Antelope Creek popu-
lations, then, spent most of their time in very vulnerable settings, as did other
horticultural groups on the southern Plains, perhaps suggesting a relatively
low probability of being attacked at any given moment; Solometo (2004)
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argues that communities do not build defenses unless they expect more or less
annual attacks.

This stands in stark contrast to the Middle Missouri, where obviously per-
manent communities defended themselves with fortifications ranging from a
ditch and palisade across the neck of a steep promontory into the floodplain to
elaborate bastioned walls incorporating chevaux-defrise. The labor invested in
these defenses in some cases is astonishing: the bastioned ditch and palisade
at the Arzberger site are 2.5 km (1.5 mi.) long (Spaulding 1956). But the design
of these fortifications developed over time, with more elaborate defenses, par-
ticularly bastioned perimeters, more common after AD 1300, contemporary
with a substantial influx of migrant farmers from the central Plains. This pat-
tern of change in fortifications implies a change in the kind of warfare in that
region, perhaps particularly in the size of attacking groups: bastioned defenses
are designed to prevent massed attacks from breaking down or setting fire to
palisades (Keeley et al. 2007; Mitchell 2007), and the absence of such fortifi-
cations in earlier times suggests a different kind of attack, perhaps by smaller
groups. Sites like Fay Tolton (Wood 1976; Hollimon and Owsley 1994) tell us
that these were no less deadly than those in later periods, but this difference
in scale suggests a different organizational basis for combat: it is one thing to
mobilize 30 warriors, and quite another to mobilize 300.

WHY WAR?

Comanches embraced battle and built vast hinterlands for raiding because their
nation needed pasturelands, bufter zones, slaves, commodities, and commerce,
but they did so also because their young men needed to prove their worth as

providers and husbands. (Hamalainen 2009:269)

Understanding why people go to war is difficult even in recent conflicts,
let alone in conflicts where we do not have direct access to the thoughts and
motivations of the participants. This is particularly true because specific con-
flicts often arise out of specific local events, often personal events (insults, theft,
etc.; Diamond 2008; Keeley 1996) that are invisible in archaeological con-
texts and also because war interrelates so complexly with so many aspects of
human ways of life. Anthropologists specifically interested in Plains warfare
have argued for a wide range of causes for social violence there (e.g., Albers
1993; Biolsi 1984; Bamforth 2006; Ewers 1975; Hamalainen 2009; Jablow 19515
Lowie 1963; Mitchell 2007; Newcomb 1950; Secoy 1953), focusing on such fac-
tors as unpredictable access to important resources resulting from historical

DOUGLAS B. BAMFORTH



and environmental processes, the drive for male status, revenge, cultural atti-
tudes toward outsiders, and competition for control over trade.

Anthropological debates over many topics often have much in common

with the argument among the blind men who were each convinced that the
particular part of the elephant they encountered could stand for the whole
animal. Academic blindness in contexts like this tends not to distinguish
between the variety of factors essential to making sense of human affairs
and the particular research interests and experiences of individual scholars,
and often confuses explaining something about things with explaining things.
As this might suggest, the essential point is not that one or another of the
“explanations” of Plains warfare is right and the others are wrong; it is that
war is extraordinarily complex and that different explanations of it tend to
be partial and context dependent. Different perspectives examine different
parts of the elephant that is war, but none of them by itself accounts for the
elephant as a whole.

And the elephant likely was not a static creature: the causes, organiza-
tion, and consequences of social violence on the Plains shifted over time
and in space. For example, Euroamerican expansion onto the Plains severely
impacted bison herds, certainly exacerbating existing conflicts over access to
hunting grounds. Similarly, Mitchell (2007, chapter 11 in this volume) notes
that warfare in the Middle Missouri—the most spectacularly violent area of
the precontact Great Plains—likely resulted from different processes at dif-
ferent times, perhaps reflecting competition for control of economic networks
during the earlier and later periods of horticultural occupation and compe-
tition for land and other resources when new populations moved into the
region during the fourteenth century. Furthermore, as the Comanche example
above illustrates, specific material causes must constantly have interacted with
social issues, ideology, and status, and these latter forces may sometimes by
themselves have been enough to precipitate violence.

We can begin to grapple with this complexity by asking targeted questions
about warfare on the Plains instead of trying to “explain” it as a single phe-
nomenon. The strongest pattern in the data on Plains warfare is undoubtedly
its increase over time and its apparent spike in frequency and scale in the last
1,000 years. There was violence on the Plains for millennia, but it increased,
first, after AD 500 in the south and west and, second, after AD 1100 throughout
essentially the entire region, especially in the Dakotas. What might account
for this? This overall pattern parallels another long-term trend on the Plains:
intensification of subsistence production (Bamforth 2013, n.d.). Plains hunter-
gatherers first intensified subsistence production after 8ooo Bc in the south
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and southwest by turning to hot-rock cooking of plants and after 3000 Bc in
the northwest by increasing labor investments in bison hunting (Bamforth
2011; Thoms 2009). Limited horticulture appeared on the eastern edges of the
Plains after AD 100 and incorporated small amounts of maize in that area after
AD 500, with settled maize agriculture appearing adjacent to the Plains after
AD 1000 and spreading over large parts of the Plains after AD 1100.

The similarities in these trends suggest that they are related, and that one
underlying material cause for collective violence on the grasslands is competi-
tion for resources, perhaps driven by long-term increases in human population.
Population/resource imbalances are often manifest most clearly in bioarchae-
ological data on human health. However, as is true for osteological data on
warfare, despite years of collection and analysis, there has been virtually no
synthesis of bioarchaeological research on the Plains. However, the limited
published information hints at increasing material stresses among hunter-
gatherers in the south and west during the Late Woodland, consistent with a
link between population/resource imbalance and violence: skeletal indicators
of stress increased in the south at that time (M. Taylor 2001) and mean age at
death dropped precipitously in the northwest (Scheiber and Gill 1997).

If this is correct, it underscores the importance of material forces in more
specific conflicts on the Plains over shorter periods of time. Scholars have often
argued that access to either stores of food or potentially productive pieces of
the landscape controlled by other groups was important in Plains warfare as a
result of unpredictable local access to critical resources caused by drought or the
movements of bison herds. This argument fits well with Ember and Ember’s
(1992) classic analysis of cross-cultural data that linked warfare, at least in part,
to unpredictable resource shortages. The fairly detailed record from the Middle
Missouri over the last 1,000 years speaks most clearly to this. In this region,
there is evidence that violence can be linked to droughts on a decade-to-decade
scale: between AD 1000 and 1650, Middle Missouri sites appear to have been
fortified during large-scale or extended periods of drought and unfortified in
other times (Bamforth 2006). Stuart et al. (1981) make a similar argument for
conflict between southern Plains groups and Spanish and Pueblo communities
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, arraying written records of
attacks against droughts identified in tree-ring sequences.

The details of analyses like these are subject to the precision of our available
chronologies and the adequacy of our paleoenvironmental data, though, and
the Crow Creek example illustrates both of these issues. There are two radio-
carbon dates on the Coalescent levels at the site, one on charcoal associated
with the massacre victims (610 * 55) and one on a burned post from a house
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within the innermost fortification line (560 * 75). Bamforth and Nepstad-
Thornberry (2007a) incorrectly suggested that the charcoal from the first of
these could have come from burned debris that was older than the massacre;
in fact, it came from a hearth burned on the layer of clay that capped the bone
bed. Regardless, though, these dates are statistically indistinguishable, and the
standard errors for both of them fall directly on a plateau in the radiocarbon
calibration curve that runs from roughly AD 1300 to AD 1400. Even their cali-
brated one-sigma ranges thus span fairly long periods of time. The two dates
are statistically identical (# = 0.29, df = 2, p > 0.5), and their average spans a
similar time range. The individual dates calibrate to a one-sigma interval of
calendar years between AD 1305 and AD 1427 and a two-sigma interval from
AD 1280 to AD 1452; their mean calibrates to a one-sigma interval from AD 1305
to AD 1403 and a two-sigma interval from AD 1293 to AD 1417 (Bamforth and
Nepstad-Thornberry 2007a:table 1).

Osteological evidence for the nutritional status of the Crow Creek vic-
tims leaves no doubt that they had been malnourished for some time (Gregg
and Zimmerman 1987), suggesting that they were killed during a drought
(Bamforth and Nepstad-Thornberry 2007a:155). However, the paleoenviron-
mental data we relied on (Fritz et al.’s [2000] detailed analysis of lake sedi-
ments from North Dakota) showed evidence of major droughts in the late
1200s/early 1300s and the mid-1400s, within the two-sigma ranges of the indi-
vidual and average dates. The archaeology of the Coalescent levels at Crow
Creek is too complex to fit an attack in the first of these, and we suggested that
the massacre is more likely to have occurred in the later of them. More recent
work based on continent-wide data on tree rings (Stahle et al. 2007; Cook et
al. 2010), though, documents a severe drought in the Middle Missouri in the
late 1300s, comfortably within the one-sigma range of both dates, and this
may perhaps be a more likely date for the massacre. The inherent ambiguity
of radiocarbon dates that fall onto the fourteenth-century calibration plateau
means that we need other kinds of chronological information if we are ever
to obtain a precise estimate of the date of the Crow Creek massacre, although
improved paleoenvironmental information can at least help to plausibly nar-
row the window around its likely date. In a larger context, though, the chrono-
logical ambiguity of the Crow Creek case exemplifies a problem for all analyses
of Plains warfare that depend on precise control over chronology: in many
cases, radiocarbon by itself simply cannot provide such control, and we have
precious few well-developed alternative chronological tools at our disposal.

Changing settlement distributions in the Middle Missouri and adjacent
areas also suggest that war in the north may have been linked to competition
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for land: violence played a role in how communities gained and lost territory
in at least some times and places. In South Dakota, in-migration of population
from the central Plains after AD 1300 may have displaced indigenous horti-
cultural groups, although this is not certain. This migration may have resulted
from the combination of widespread regional drought during the late 1200s
and the movement of substantial Oneota populations into parts of the central
Plains from the adjacent Midwest at about the same time (Hollinger 2005,
chapter 10 in this volume; Pugh 2010; Ritterbush 2006, 2007). Most recently,
there is no doubt that hunter-gatherer groups on the Plains, most spectacu-
larly the Lakota and the Comanche, drove other groups out of their traditional
lands by force of arms during the Contact period and possibly earlier.

Furthermore, communities throughout the Plains relied on each other to
provide the material basis for their existence just as they relied on themselves;
especially in the Middle Missouri, but also elsewhere, settled communities
served as critical nodes in economic networks that moved large amounts of
goods over long distances (Brosowske 2005; Jablow 1951; Wood 1980). Mitchell
(2007, chapter 11 in this volume) argues that competition for control of trade
was important at several times in human history of the Plains, and there is little
doubt that it drove violence there in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

However, we know that material conditions are only one of the important
forces that drive collective violence: war has ideological as well as material
links. Ideology is difficult to see archaeologically, particularly in the archaeol-
ogy of a region like the Plains, where societies were small-scale and obvious
iconography is relatively rare outside of rock art. But there are telling hints of
what we might be able to see if we look. Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
Plains warriors took scalps and other body parts from combat victims both as
a way of achieving status and as a way of marking their victims in the after-
life. Mutilations at the Crow Creek site—scalping and removal of hands and
feet, for example (Willey 1990)—anticipate in detail the kinds of mutilations
known from more recent times, suggesting similar links between status, ideol-
ogy, and war as early as the 1300s or 1400s, and I have noted above that scalping
on the Plains extends at least as far back as the Middle Woodland. Keyser’s
(1979, 2004a; Keyser and Klassen 2001) analysis of rock art suggests that the
link between war and male status may have developed especially in the centu-
ries just prior to white contact and accelerated after that, although this art does
unambiguously depict precontact hunter-gatherer combat (also see Keyser
20044, chapter 3 in this volume; Greer and Greer, chapter 2, this volume).

But war and status may have been linked strongly among farmers before
they were similarly linked among hunter-gatherers (also suggested by trophy
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skulls at a Mill Creek village). It is interesting, though, that there is somewhat
less evidence of mutilation on the Fay Tolton victims than at Crow Creek:
the recent emphasis on taking these kinds of trophies and the quite formal
relations between such trophies and male status may have developed as war
became more common. With this in mind, the occasional recovery of isolated
human bones in Central Plains-tradition sites is suggestive. We know that
Plains warriors took body parts and displayed them in the short term (and, in
the case of scalps, in the longer term). But we do not know much about how
they disposed of those body parts when they were done with them (but see
Owsley et al. 2007).

The clearest ancient archaeological linkages among war and male status
that have implications for the Plains are evident in falcon-warrior imagery
at the Caddoan Mississipian site of Spiro in eastern Oklahoma. Like other
Mississippian elites, the elite at Spiro displayed symbols of warriorship promi-
nently, implying that they were themselves warriors, or wanted to be seen as
warriors. An engraved-shell depiction from Spiro of what looks very much
like a Morning Star sacrifice (Hall 1997) also suggests a motive for at least a
low level of raiding of neighbors. This makes it surprising that there is so little
evidence of violence in Spiroan sites: although virtually all other Mississippian
centers are fortified, Spiro is not, nor are other Caddoan Mississippian sites,
and combat victims are rare or unknown in Spiroan cemeteries, also in con-
trast to many other Mississippian cemeteries (see, for example, Brown 1996).

Climate, subsistence, and ideology, of course, do not by themselves cause
war or peace, although they often tip the scales in favor of one or the other of
these. Patterns of socialization are essential to creating a heritage or ideology
of war, and people go to war against someone. Violence can erupt in many
contexts, but war requires a socially defined enemy. As we turn to these topics,
we enter a domain where it is harder to say what we know and easier to say
what we are not sure of.

WHO WAS THE ENEMY?

'The Spiroan data raise any number of interesting questions, but they par-
ticularly turn us to the problem of “the Other.” If the Spiroan elite defined
themselves as warriors, who did they go to war with, and what groups else-
where were responsible for the mayhem that is so visible in so many other
times and places on the Plains?

Plains archaeologists have traditionally answered questions like this in
terms of conflicts between archaeologically defined culture-historical taxa:
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Antelope Creek people fought against Washita River people, Coalescent peo-
ple fought against Middle Missouri people, and Oneota people fought against
everyone. Like the widespread recognition of a link between Plains violence
and resource shortages, this answer fits well with Ember and Ember’s (1992)
analysis, which also highlighted the importance of socialization for mistrust
of outsiders. Violence across ethnic or cultural boundaries is well documented
in North America, perhaps most spectacularly, and sometimes horrifically,
between Inuit groups and their interior Athapaskan neighbors (e.g., Hoffecker
et al. 2012:147; Melbye and Fairgrieve 1994). But this kind of inference on the
Plains assumes a social reality to archaeological culture-historical units that
we know is often unwarranted. The unit designated “Post-Contact Coalescent”
in the Middle Missouri region, for example, certainly includes sites occupied
by multiple social or ethnic groups who were at least intermittently hostile
toward one another (Lehmer 1971) and the huge geographic extent and long
temporal span of the occupations we subsume under the term “Oneota” sug-
gest a similar pattern. Furthermore, inferring conflict between the kinds of
groups that may be represented by archaeological traditions implies decision-
making at a level somewhere above that of the individual community, suggest-
ing a kind of pan-tribal organization for which we have no evidence.

Despite this, though, there are at least some large-scale patterns on the
Plains that make sense in terms of well-known culture-historical units. Most
clearly, Boyd (1997) notes a general concentration of victims of violence dur-
ing Late Woodland and early Plains Village times along the area of contact
between groups in the southwestern Texas and their neighbors to the north and
east. These Texas groups show clear ceramic links to the Puebloan Southwest
and not to the Plains, while their neighbors show the opposite, and this area
may have been a border of some kind between mutually hostile groups. The
absence of skulls and mandibles in central Texas burials of about this age (see,
for example, Krieger 1946) also parallels the burial of isolated skulls and man-
dibles in some Caddoan centers in adjacent areas of the Southeast, perhaps
indicating a similar pattern (Barnes 1992; Dial and Creel 2012). Indeed, skulls
and mandibles at the Crenshaw site in Arkansas do appear to have been taken
from nonlocal individuals (Schambach 2014).

However, the history of warfare in the Middle Missouri illustrates how com-
plicated this issue can be. Defenses appear there by the eleventh or twelfth
century and are scattered throughout the distribution of horticultural sites. In
addition, sites just north of these early farmers, like Menoken (Ahler 2007;
Krause 2007), occupied by hunters and gatherers, but with pottery clearly influ-
enced by farmers, were also fortified. If the distribution of fortifications tells us
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something about who was in danger, this suggests that anyone could be in dan-
ger anywhere along the river, possibly implying that these communities may
sometimes have gone to war against each other. During the 1300s, though, out-
siders moved into the Middle Missouri, and at least some sites shifted toward
larger sizes and more complex fortifications. This is widely taken as evidence
for conflict between indigenous groups and newcomers. However, the Oneota
were also newly arrived on the eastern Plains at about this time, and Oneota
sites show no known evidence of fortification, although some of them were
very large and other evidence suggests that the western Oneota were as war
prone as other Oneota groups (Hollinger 2005; Pugh 2010; Ritterbush 2006).

By the early 1400s, newly established horticultural sites in the Middle
Missouri were open and unfortified, and patterns of ceramic variation sug-
gest that there was substantial interaction among neighboring communities
regardless of their ethnic identification (Ahler 1993; Bamforth and Nepstad-
Thornberry 2007b). This changed again during the mid- to late 1400s, when
many communities in the region aggregated into large, fortified towns, and
some elements of ceramic design imply a significant reduction in interaction
(Bamforth and Nepstad-Thornberry 2007b). At this time, along the Missouri
itself, a cluster of sites in South Dakota corresponds to the distribution of
the Caddoan-speaking Arikara observed by Europeans a century or two later.
An empty area—perhaps a buffer zone—separates this cluster from a second
cluster that corresponds to the Contact-period distribution of the Siouan-
speaking Mandan and, later, the Hidatsa (Johnson 2007a; Mitchell 2013). This
kind of site distribution and postcontact records of Siouan/Caddoan hostilities
have suggested ethnic warfare between these two tribes. However, at exactly
the same time, fortified hunter-gatherer sites like the Shea site appear on the
northeastern edge of the Plains, possibly marking occupations by the ances-
tors of the Lakota (Michlovic 2008). We know that there were other hunter-
gatherer groups to the west and north, in and around the Black Hills and
northward into Canada, and it seems likely that these groups were intimately
involved with the hostilities we can see to the east, as they certainly were dur-
ing the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. As I discuss above, Ceremonial
art leaves no doubt that northwestern Plains hunter-gatherer groups went
to war, and Walde (2006) argues that military resistance by northern Plains
hunter-gatherers limited the northward expansion of Middle Missouri farm-
ers, although there is little direct evidence for this.

But we might also wonder about alliances among social or residential groups
including mobile hunters and gatherers. There is no doubt that cultural, adap-
tive, and linguistic differences did not prevent groups from joining together
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to attack other groups on the Plains: to take only one example, European
observers reported an assault on a Mandan town in 1796 by a combined force
of Lakota and Arikara warriors; Hidatsa fighters came to the town’s rescue
(Lehmer 1971:177). Changes in the organization of violence over time would
also have altered the social basis for constituting combat units: small-scale
raiding and feuding, which may have been common over much of the Plains
and which may have been more prevalent in earlier periods in the Middle
Missouri, does not require the same number of attackers as massed attacks on
strongly fortified towns with large populations.

Going beyond these possibilities can be difficult, but there are concrete lines
of evidence that can be useful. To take only one, projectile-point styles and
raw materials might provide some insights into who attacked whom in some
cases. For example, the projectiles found in bodies in a mass grave at the Late
Woodland—period McCutchan-McLaughlin site in southeastern Oklahoma
were made from material that outcrops north and east of the site, material
that is otherwise not present in the stone-tool assemblage there, suggesting
that the victims were killed by attackers from that area (Powell and Rogers
1980). Similarly, projectile-point style and material suggest that the people who
killed some of the Puebloan victims at Bloom Mound came from central Texas
(Speth and Newlander 2012) and a scalped male at the thirteenth-century
Nagle site in Oklahoma, apparently a member of a group from the east, had
four arrow points in his abdomen, all made from Alibates agate, found to the
west, in styles that are common to the west (Brooks 1994:319—320; Brues 1957).

THE PRESENT VOLUME

There are thus strong patterns in evidence for warfare on the Plains in time
and space and much still to learn about the ways it developed and impacted
human societies there. The chapters here help with this second effort at the
same time that they often force us to look more closely at what we already
know, or hope that we know. These essays fall into three general categories.
'The first examines records of warfare made by the people engaged in it, includ-
ing nineteenth-century ledger art and pecked and painted rock art. The sec-
ond examines fortifications, and the third considers the place of war in the
larger social history of people on the Plains.

Triggers of specific attacks, particularly personal/emic triggers, are rarely
evident in archaeological data, although active malnutrition of the victims at
Crow Creek suggests that conflict at that site was linked to subsistence prob-
lems. However, the chapters here by the Greers (chapter 2), Keyser (chapter
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3), and Sundstrom (chapter 4) on rock art and on records kept by northern
Plains people in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries offer insights into
some of these issues. Continuity in the conventions and meaning of art on
the northern Plains into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries makes it pos-
sible to interpret much of this art very specifically, as Sundstrom discusses,
although these authors do not all agree with one another in all aspects of their
interpretations. Regardless of these disagreements, these chapters document
important temporal changes in patterns of violence (including weaponry, tac-
tics, and the size of fighting units, all topics that Bleed and Scott [chapter 14,
this volume] help to understand) at the same time that they give us critical
insights into the reasons why Plains groups chose conflict over peace.

However, patterns in the emic evidence also highlight the difficulties of
using self-representation to understand real human actions. The Greers address
this specifically, pointing out that some aspects of war—capturing women, for
example—are much less frequent in rock art than the events depicted in that
art likely were in the past, and this kind of observation is probably true for
more ancient patterns of conflict as well. For example, Ceremonial-tradition
rock art (Keyser 2004a:58—61; Keyser and Klassen 2001:191—223) does not
appear to focus on actual events—specific battles, for example, or captive-
taking—despite the fact that such events must have taken place. In this case,
warfare entered into the domain of life in which people produced rock art, but
its depiction in that art reflects something other than, or in addition to, efforts
to celebrate or record particular actions.

The distinction between what people did from day to day and what they
chose to represent in ideologically charged art also implies that we need to
temper inferences about preferred weapons and typical combat formations
that depend on those artistic or ideological choices. Chapters here note that
northwestern Plains rock art often emphasizes shock weapons like clubs
and lances and, particularly in earlier periods, often depicts combat between
massed warriors. We can see the outcome of combat like this at the Crow
Creek site, where the majority of the massacre victims were killed by blows to
the head (sometimes many more blows than would have been necessary to kill
them). As I discuss above, though, archaeological data from the northwestern
Plains, presumably linked to the same societies that produced this art, tell us
that remarkable numbers of people died violently from arrow wounds, often
wounds that were likely received in ambush. Locations where communities
fought in large, massed groups may be poorly preserved in the archaeological
record, but mortuary data leave no doubt that people died from other kinds of
violence at rates that must have had serious demographic implications. Public,
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presumably ritual, art does not celebrate this kind of violence, but osteologi-
cal data leave no doubt that it must have been a major factor in people’s lives.

Fortifications loom large in the essays in this volume, which raise central
issues about how archaeologists have used this line of evidence in the past and
what we can learn from it in the future. Most fundamentally, as LeBeau (chap-
ter 6) discusses, we cannot assume that every ditch people dug on the Plains
(or anywhere else) was a fortification. The long-standing debate over “council
circles” (Wedel 1967) on the southern Plains illustrates this unambiguously (as
Drass et al., chapter 8, point out here), but this is true in all times and places.
'This is particularly important here because both Drass et al. and Schroeder
(chapter 9) document variation in fortification design that goes beyond the
range that most archaeologists expect to see. The strong cross-cultural simi-
larities that Keeley et al. (2007) document for defensive architecture suggest
that there ought to be a limited array of ways to build effective fortifications,
but the data from these chapters challenge this in some ways. It is not clear
whether this variation reflects the time or materials available, specific defen-
sive tactics, experimentation with defensive architecture, or some other factors,
but the simple fact that it exists underscores LeBeau’s basic point.

Dye (chapter s, this volume) and Vehik (chapter 7, this volume) also push
our approaches to fortified sites in important new directions. We often note
that fortifications are costly to build, but we rarely focus on the ongoing costs
of maintaining them. Dye’s discussion of this has obvious implications for
resource use on the wood-poor Great Plains, and the need for ongoing main-
tenance of ditches and palisades has social implications as well. Assessing
the condition of palisades and other defensive works and organizing labor to
repair them offer opportunities to aspiring leaders and help to make concrete
the links we often hypothesize between warfare and the development of social
differentiation. Perhaps most important, though, Dye’s contribution should
focus us on the implications of the enduring presence of fortifications once
they are built. We should remember that the simple existence of defensive
architecture provides a constant reminder of the possibility of future violence.
This, in turn, underscores the experiences and memories of individuals who
participated in past violence at the same time that it requires a continuing
labor investment. In long-lived communities, walls may stand for decades
even in the absence of attacks, with people refurbishing them when needed. At
Cahokia, people refurbished their defenses during drought intervals (Benson
et al. 2009), apparently taking care to be sure that they remained effective
while repairs were in progress, as Dye discusses. In contrast, the occupants
of the Crow Creek site allowed their ditch to fill with trash and may have
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substantially dismantled their palisade in the course of building new defenses,
and this may have played a role in their defeat.

In this context, Vehik’s chapter challenges us most of all. Most fundamen-
tally, her arguments from the literature on military theory make it clear that
the absence of archaeologically visible fortifications, often taken as evidence
for peace (e.g., Bamforth 2006), does not by itself tell us that communities felt
no danger of attack. In some cases it certainly does mean this, but, as Vehik
shows, in others it simply means that these communities did not believe that
they were in danger of an attack by overwhelming numbers, with “overwhelm-
ing” perhaps implying a ratio of attackers to defenders of 3 to 1 or higher. But
this is not a simple cautionary tale about problems with the way we see war:
when we have other evidence for collective violence, the absence of fortifica-
tions tells us about the scale of combat. To take a single example, we see clear
fortifications in horticultural sites on the southern Plains very late in time,
but there is undoubted evidence of combat in burials centuries earlier, and
some sites (e.g., Landergin Mesa) may have served as local refuges. Overall,
this pattern suggests a real risk of attack, but not necessarily of an attack by a
large force. As Mitchell (2007, chapter 11 in this volume) notes in reference to
fortification design, arguments like Vehik’s help us to delve more deeply into
the organization and logistics of collective violence.

The final group of chapters shifts focus from the details of studying war
to larger issues of how and why Plains groups and their neighbors fought
and how fighting affected people’s lives. Both Hollinger’s (chapter 10) and
Clark’s (chapter 12) essays emphasize regional rather than site-specific analy-
ses, conceiving the “region” at very different scales but showing at both scales
how war was woven into both the distributions of human settlements and the
social relations among them. Clark’s analysis requires contemporaneity among
sites in his time periods that, as he notes, may not always be exact. However,
his results suggest alliances both within and between linguistic groups, and
his data on the shifting locations of fortifications within his study area have
important implications for understanding patterns of conflict and coopera-
tion. Hollinger’s history of Oneota expansion and contraction documents how
central warfare can be in the long-term history of a social group. We need to
remember the blind men and the elephant—a variety of social, ideological,
and material factors conditioned the choices that Oneota communities made
(Theler and Boszhardt 2006). However, Hollinger’s argument that collective
violence was an integral part of the long-term development of Oneota society
emphasizes again why our analyses of the human past need to attend to war as
often as they attend to subsistence, political development, and religion.

WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT WARFARE ON THE GREAT PLAINS?

31



32

Mitchell’s arguments in chapter 11 about the underlying causes of war in the
Middle Missouri area have similar implications. On one hand, they focus us on
the diversity of these causes: as alluring as explanations for violence that focus
specifically on subsistence factors are to many of us, we all know that the world
is too complex to suppose that such factors offer a “complete” explanation. But
the elephant matters here as well. Mitchell’s discussion focuses on the general
cultural context within which we see evidence for war in the Middle Missouri,
and there is little doubt that, at the chronological level of his analysis, it is
closely associated with the development of large-scale trade networks. In fact,
the evidence for this may be stronger than he asserts. He notes the strong link
between trade and evidence of war in Initial Middle Missouri communities
in northwestern Iowa and adjacent areas of South Dakota. However, exactly
contemporary communities in eastern Nebraska, southwestern Iowa, and the
Kansas City area (Central Plains—tradition Glenwood, Nebraska phase, and
Steed-Kisker sites) show undoubted eastern (Cahokian) ceramic links but
little other evidence of exchange, and these sites are small, dispersed, and
unfortified. Vehik’s chapter implies that this does not guarantee that these
groups never fought and I note osteological evidence of violence in these
sites above. However, this pattern indicates at least that Central Plains—tradi-
tion communities did not worry about the kind of massed attacks by large
numbers of warriors indicated by Initial Middle Missouri—tradition defenses.
But I noted earlier that fortifications stand whether a community is under
attack or not; being prepared for war is not the same as actually going to war.
Intercommunity violence linked to control of trade networks may always be
imminent, but the timing of actual attacks was likely triggered by some com-
bination of personal factors (see Diamond 2008) and/or material forces like
subsistence stress. And Kendall’s chapter (chapter 13) on scalping patterns at
the Crow Creek site offers an important reminder of the complexity of human
motivations and actions in the context of war. We often note the presence of
osteological evidence for post- or peri-mortem mutilation, but we do not often
consider in detail what it tells us. Kendall’s careful analysis documents subtle
age- and gender-linked patterns of scalping that force us to consider in more
detail issues of status and belief, albeit issues that are difficult to address in detail.

Understanding how communities went to war has important implica-
tions for the integration of warfare into Plains history and society, although
archaeologists rarely discuss combat tactics and strategies in detail (Scott
and McFeaters 2011). However, like Vehik, Bleed and Scott (chapter 14) turn
to military theorists to show how the systematic analysis of the practice of
war illuminates two closely related battles between the Cheyenne and the
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US Cavalry for which we have both written and archaeological documenta-
tion. Their focus is specifically on battlefield archacology and they use mili-
tary perspectives to make sense of patterns visible in that particular context.
Identifying battlefields that we cannot document in the written record is dif-
ficult, and many battles in the Plains past (although certainly not all of them)
appear to have been fought in and around settled communities. The evidence
from these fights that we might make sense of in Bleed and Scott’s framework
in many cases therefore will be commingled with the remains of everyday life
and may thus be difficult to see. But the conceptual basis of their analysis is
widely relevant nevertheless. To take just one example, they note that differ-
ent kinds of weapons select for different kinds of battle formations, implying
that we can better understand the organizational implications of persistent
warfare by considering both the kinds of defenses people built, as archaeolo-
gists have observed, and also the kinds of weaponry used by combatants. This
has important implications for understanding the implications of the kinds
of evidence documented by the chapters in sections 2 and 3 of this volume.
Finally, studying war on the Plains, or anywhere else, matters because of what
it tells us about war and peace in human societies in general. The chapters here
have implications for this larger discussion and for the practice of archaeology
on the Plains. Chapter 15 closes the volume by considering these larger issues.

CONCLUSIONS

What, then, do we know? Warfare has deep roots on the Plains, although it
is not clear exactly how deep. But, if it was always possible for Plains people
to go to war, we know that they did not always do so, and we know that, when
they did, they did so in different ways in different times and places. Issues of
archaeological visibility put limits on some of what we can say, but, even so,
combat victims appear to be more common in the southern and northwestern
Plains than elsewhere during Woodland times and evidence for large-scale vio-
lence is clearest and most pervasive in the northeast during Plains Village times.
Furthermore, there may have been variable links among social standing, ideol-
ogy, and violence over time and space, but there is evidence that, whatever these
links might have been, violence often erupted during times of material stress.

Archaeological attention to warfare is trendy. For decades, archaeologists
substantially ignored and downplayed the existence of organized violence in
all but the most obvious cases. However, since the publication of Keeley’s
War before Civilization in 1996, we have discussed it more and more. Plains
archaeology, though, is notoriously resistant to ephemeral intellectual trends;

WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT WARFARE ON THE GREAT PLAINS?

33



34

our tribe has always understood that war was important. Plains warfare cost
lives, sometimes many, many lives, and it cost effort, sometimes immense
effort, to try to keep from paying that cost. We know that in very recent times
Plains warfare was bound up with society in many ways. Although we need
to be careful of assuming the social reality of our culture-historical taxa, it is
true that there is evidence that conflict may be linked to in-migration of new
groups and to patterns of extraregional economics and other interactions, as
well as to fluctuations in material conditions. Many of the socially distinct
horticultural groups recognized on the Plains at Contact, including those
along the Middle Missouri and groups like the Pawnee, appear to have taken
on something like their Contact-period form in the late 1400s, at the same
time that fortifications became most elaborate and particularly widespread.
War thus appears to have been part, and perhaps a very important part, of the
process of ethnogenesis that helped to define these groups. War, and the pos-
sibility of war, mattered in the lives of the people we study, and looking at it in
detail ought to matter to us as well.

DOUGLAS B. BAMFORTH



PArT 2

Emic Views

Warfare in Plains Rock Art






2

Plains rock art has long been recognized as a record  Northwestern Plains
of warfare, especially in the northwestern part of the  Contact-Era Warfare as
region (e.g., Keyser 1977a; Keyser et al. 2006; Keyser  Reflected in Ethnobistory
and Klassen 2001; Sundstrom 2004). Numerous images  and Rock Art Studies
of shields, weapons, armor, and fighting postures sup-

port the perception that warfare was ubiquitous across

the region, at least in later times. Previous studies have =~ Mavis Greer

tocused on how to read rock art panels based on iden-  anD Joun Greer

tified images in historic art, which has led to interpre-

tations of battles and skirmishes as well as attempts

at ethnic identity of the scenes’ participants based on

such elements as shield designs and horse accoutre-

ments (Greene 1985; Keyser 1975, 1987a, 1996; Keyser

and Poetschat 2009; Loendorf 2012; McCleary 2008a;

Sundstrom and Keyser 1998). The role of women

in warfare has gained attention also, and evidence

has been examined in the use of the supernatural to

obtain victory in war based on the power of images

(e.g., Greer and Keyser 2008; Keyser et al. 2006; Keyser

and Cowdrey 2008). Ethnographic information has

been critical to previous rock art studies in the region

to help understand Contact-period rock art scenes,

and these documents include early anthropological

studies; drawings on hides, clothing, ledgers, and tipis

that have associated collector explanations; and some

historical first-person accounts by early visitors, such

as the painter Karl Bodmer and the explorer Prince

Maximilian. Our interest focuses on ethnohistori-

cal interpretations based on documents provided by DO 10.5876/9781607326700.co02

37



non-Native people who lived with Indians long term, who were not just visi-
tors but traded and traveled with the natives, and who witnessed and/or par-
ticipated in their battles. Using these records we consider whether rock art is
a good indicator of which groups are involved in warfare and what these early
traders and trappers offer to identify warfare imagery beyond what can be
gained from other sources, recognizing that these records do not always con-
cur with Native accounts (Medicine Crow 1992; Stands in Timber and Liberty
1967). We also consider whether Contact-period warfare as seen in rock art is a
reflection of warfare as seen in historical documents or if these sources provide
different views of these conflict interactions. Although we use examples from
rock art throughout the region, most of our attention is on the Musselshell
River of central Montana (figure 2.1). This central portion of the northwestern
Plains was chosen because, through historical documents, we know it was an
area for warfare at least from the time of initial European contact to the time
of settlement on reservations by the tribes of this region, and there is abundant
rock art here from the Contact period.

Contact-period rock art for this area can date as early as the 1700s, although
there are only a few documented cases of Euroamericans in the region dur-
ing this century. By the 1800s the area is being infused with trappers, traders,
hunters, the United States military, and even tourists. By the 1860s, written
diaries, narratives by adventurers, and newspaper articles are available for the
area. Contact- or Historic-period rock art is readily identifiable from the con-
text of figures or icons shown in the art. The presence of horses is one of the
most common Contact-period indicators: excavated horse remains from the
late 1600s in southwestern Wyoming are the earliest evidence for horses in the
region (Eckles et al. 1994:64—65). However, the horse did not become widely
used throughout the northwestern Plains until about 1730, when it was first
reported in use by the Blackfeet, Flathead, and Crow (Ewers 1955a:17). In the
1760s fur traders were increasing across the region and with them came many
guns (Secoy 1953:4). Horse and body armor and other forms of European dress
(especially hats) also date rock art images and panels to after contact. Likewise,
the presence of the bow and arrow indicates a date after AD 500 when the
onset of the Late Prehistoric period was marked by the coming of the bow for
this region. In addition to context, the kind of paint used can also help with
dating pictographs to the Contact period since aboriginal crayon drawings do
not occur until this period, as shown by seriation studies (Greer 1995:227—-290).
Aboriginal crayon paint can be a stick of unmodified charcoal, but it is more
commonly a stick or ball of prepared paint mixture containing a red ochre
pigment and binder (presumably mainly animal fat).
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DEFINITION OF WARFARE AND ITS SYMBOLISM

Within this volume warfare is broadly considered as a complex mix of rit-
ual warfare, territorial disputes, plunder, and captive-taking for trade and for
rebuilding local populations following epidemics (Clark and Sundstrom 2010).
'The dictionary considers a wide range of definitions for “warfare,” but the
common denominator is intergroup conflict or struggle of any kind. Nowhere
do dictionary definitions specify the number of people involved, kinds of
weapons, kinds of captives, or length or intensity of the conflict.

Anthropological studies of warfare focus on why people go to war, benefits
to the group, how the group is organized, and what weapons and military
tactics are employed (Otterbein 2009:4). Warfare is viewed as group action
rather than as individual action, with the target being group members rather
than particular individuals. Otterbein identifies the goals for uncentralized
political systems engaging in war as “defense-revenge, plunder, and prestige”
(Otterbein 2009:4). Thus, the wide variety of physical conflicts recorded in
historical documents for the northwestern Plains, most of which involve small
groups attacking other small groups, all fall within the generalized “warfare’
classification. The goals of such skirmishes during the Contact period include
all of those identified by Otterbein, although not all for any one battle.

Wiarfare images in rock art are assumed to be representational and eas-
ily recognizable, so we complacently believe we know which images portray
warfare and can consider individual figures and scenes within variable cul-
tural contexts. But this is not always the case. It has been pointed out by
Chippendale (2009) that before deciding if rock art portrays warfare we must
separate warfare from other kinds of physical or spiritual conflict, especially
on a personal or interpersonal level. Examples are ritual reenactment (espe-
cially in dance), copying conflict postures in social dance or exercise (such as
karate or capoeira), competitive games, and even hunting. All functions can
be portrayed in similar ways, so the researcher must look for indirect evi-
dence of warfare since physical posture alone may be misleading. Chippendale
advocates identifying defensive weapons (e.g., shields, fending sticks) rather
than offensive weapons (such as bows, arrows, spears, lances, clubs, hatchets,
swords, and guns) as important in deciding whether warfare is being portrayed.
Candace Greene’s (1985) recognition that there are rules for reading a warfare
scene provides another contextual evidence check. Although not every draw-
ing follows the rule that a conflict scene is read right to left (subject-action-
object or in warfare terms—hero, what he did with what weapon, enemy),
starting with this concept can help determine whether or not the function of
the panel is to relate warfare activity.

»
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When discussing warfare on the northwestern Plains, the distinction
between actual fighting and rituals associated with fighting is blurred because
of the cultural context of these activities; and since the distinction was not
made in the lives of those people, warfare on the Plains usually considers
actual fighting and ritual portrayal as the same, as they are viewed here. Rituals,
whether portrayed as occurring before or after a fight or as associated with
fighting, such as the Sun Dance, are not the same as fighting, although they
can sometimes substitute. Likewise, portraying activities such as counting
coup (striking an enemy either living or dead with a stick, quirt, bow, or simi-
lar object during battle), preparing for a battle by drawing a shield image on
a rock wall for power, or drawing one on the wall after the battle to record
one’s success, may not be a distinction that is needed by the people in societ-
ies where warfare and ritual are intertwined or by researchers attempting to
understand how warfare changed through time. However, we do not know
for certain that actual and ritual warfare were closely related through time, so
separating the two concepts should be attempted whenever possible for the
best understanding of how warfare was portrayed in rock art and by whom.
On the northwestern Plains there are a few examples of rock art that previ-
ous researchers have identified as showing fighting postures and portraying
social dance, and in some cases these social dances are directly associated with
warfare. The most obvious example of a scene with this function is at the Joliet
site (24CB402), with a portrayal of the Grass or Hot Dance conducted by
the Hidatsa and their northwestern Plains relatives, the Crow (Keyser and
Cowdrey 2008; McCleary 2008a:44—45). At this panel three dancing warriors
are carrying a gun, a bow and arrow, and a feather-decorated coup stick as
part of a ritual battle (figure 2.2). On this same panel is a woman interpreted
recently by Crow informants as having been stolen from another tribe and
then thrown away as part of this dance ceremony, representing another aspect
of warfare (McCleary 2008a:43).

On the southwestern periphery of the northwestern Plains, at the La Barge
Bluffs site (48LN1640) in southwestern Wyoming, two scenes have been inter-
preted as rituals associated with warfare. Keyser and Poetschat (2005:67-68)
hypothesize, based on ethnographic accounts of Northern Shoshone by Lowie,
that one scene portrays coup on a captured woman in front of a line of people
as she is adopted into the capturing group, thus portraying a war-related activ-
ity but not actually showing warfare (figure 2.3a). A second scene at that site
shows a warrior brandishing a pistol and riding in front of a group of people in
what the authors consider a celebration of warfare, but again not actually por-
traying war (figure 2.3b). The audience in both rituals is interpreted either as
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F1GURE 2.2. Warfare dance and capture scene at the Joliet Site (24CBy402) in Montana.
Drawing by James D. Keyser, from Keyser and Cowdrey 2008:26 [figure 7].

participants (dancers, celebrants) or simply as observers. These cases support
the fact that the context of a single image, including details of its depiction,
or the context of a complete scene is critical in determining whether warfare
is the theme.

Common symbols that depict warfare are weapons (figure 2.4a-b), shields
(figure 2.4¢), armor, fighting posture(figure 2.4¢), and people in dominant posi-
tions facing opponents in subservient positions. Nothing is more conclusive
than scenes showing attacks (figure 2.5a-b) or other warrior activities, such as
horse stealing. However, although often considered characteristic of regional
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F1GURE 2.3. Ritual warfare at the La Barge Bluffs site (48LN1640) in Wyoming. (a)
Counting coup on a captured woman (bottom right) in front of a group. (b) Mounted
warrior riding with a pistol in front of a group.
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F1GURE 2.4. Common rock art depictions of warfare: (a) shield-bearing warrior
(Carboni site, 24CB404); (b) person stuck with arrow (Recognition Rock, 24RB165);
and (c) battle scene (No Water Petroglyphs, 48WA2066).

rock art, the occurrence of action-showing battle scenes is limited relative to
static portraits of humans that represent warriors. When shields are portrayed
with weapons, they are usually considered conclusively warfare related, but
when a person (usually male) is shown with a weapon and no shield, unless he
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F1GURE 2.5. General rock art battle scenes with horse-mounted warriors fighting
pedestrians: (a) at White Mountain Petroglyphs (488W302), and () at the Gumby site
(24GV139). Some images highlighted with Adobe Illustrator.

is portrayed in a battle scene, there is no reason to prefer warfare over hunting,
indication of status, or some other message. Shields in non-combat scenes, or
even static poses without weapons, are usually assumed to be warfare related,
such as those at Bear Gulch discussed by Keyser (chapter 3, this volume). But
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there are examples in northwestern Plains rock art in which the shield appears
to have no association with warfare and may instead portray medicine shields,
as symbolic weaponry. We have previously suggested, based on panel context,
that the shield may be a personal identifier or have a spiritual connotation,
such as assisting in safe passage into the next world (Greer and Greer 2003).
Other indicators of warfare include warriors holding severed heads, mounted
warriors taking pedestrian captives, and armored people and horses. We also
believe that people pierced with spears and arrows, usually interpreted as rep-
resenting personal injuries through fighting, especially in earlier pre-Contact
cases, may not represent fighting but instead may be stylized representations
of a different but as-yet unidentified function. Thus, when spears and arrows
(from Archaic to Historic) are shown recurringly penetrating specific parts of
the body, such as the neck (at an angle), waist (figure 2.4b), knees, and ankles,
or even lining the torso, they may not be referring to actual wounding by
another individual.

Handprints are found throughout world rock art and are especially com-
mon in central Montana (Greer and Greer 1999). There are many explana-
tions for their existence, but the prints (whether positive stamps or negative
stencils) generally are not considered directly associated with warfare on the
northern Plains. Historical documents, however, suggest that single hands or
hands associated with warfare scenes may have a different meaning:

[Diary of C. W. Lee, February 22, 1870] Some of the Crow Indians brought in
some scalps and a hand of some Indians they had killed this morning on Crooked
Creek. Seven of them, Flatheads and Ponderays [Pend d’Oreilles] undertook to
steal a lot of horses from the Crows this morning a little before day. The Crows
turned out and followed them. Aided by the snow, they soon overhauled them
and made short work of them, killing all of them. (Hampton 2011:66)

In all cases, it is again context that indicates whether warfare is the theme
associated with the images. Associated dress, accoutrements, and posture are
important to the warfare function interpretation, especially on non-scene,
static figures. We have the added benefit that Contact-period warfare on the
northwestern Plains has a rich historical record written by people living in the
midst of that cultural change.

WEAPONS IN ROCK ART

Weapons are important in evaluating depictions of warfare, and we have
previously quantified weapons recorded in Montana and Wyoming rock art
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for types of weaponry relative to function (Greer and Greer 2008a, 2008b).
Our analysis (updated in 2013) focused first on weapons in Montana, dis-
tribution of weapon types, and likely function relative to the overall scene.
Unexpectedly, the rock art mostly suggested changing use of environmental
settings through time by different populations. We then expanded analysis to
Wyoming, focusing on the northern and eastern parts of the state, that is, the
northwestern Plains and Rocky Mountain geographical areas, and exclud-
ing the southwestern area with stronger Great Basin cultural associations and
Great Basin environment. Based on a sample of nearly 1,000 sites (654 in
Montana and 337 in Wyoming) it was found that recorders more frequently
recognized—or focused their attention on—weapons than on distinctions in
other images, at least to the level of general class, such as bow and arrow, lance,
or gun (table 2.1). During our review of these sites we were able to identify 511
weapons (382 in Montana and 129 in Wyoming, or 75% and 25%, respectively).

Shields are usually easily identified, and shield-bearing warriors are often
portrayed with active weapons such as oblong rounded-end clubs, pointed elk-
tine clubs, and lances (figure 2.6). Bows are shown alone and with arrows, and
arrows are depicted with triangular arrowheads and feather fletching, or with
fletching only and no point. Arrows are sometimes in the hands of humans and
not accompanied by a bow, some are in quivers on people’s backs, some are in
flight, and others are shown sticking into shields, animals, or humans. Other
weapons include hatchets, guns, lances or spears, and the extremely rare atlatl.

In Montana and Wyoming bows are most frequently shown in hunting and
warfare scenes, thus indicating what we recognize as a progressive increase
in weapon images and probably a gradual change in importance from hunt-
ing portrayal to interpersonal conflict from the Late Prehistoric (ca. AD 500)
to the Historic (ca. AD 1700) periods. The bow and arrow usually are not in
ceremonial rock art scenes, which may be both a temporal and functional dis-
tinction. However, Francis and Loendorf (2002:117) discuss ceremonial uses of
the bow as portrayed in some Dinwoody sites in western Wyoming to indicate
power and association with evil activities, such as shooting people with invis-
ible arrows to cause illness. Thus, like the shield, weapons may not be depicting
warfare and instead may have a completely different referent.

Armored horses occur in rock art across both states, with the greatest con-
centration along the Musselshell River in central Montana (figure 2.7). Of
three recorded armored horses on the Wyoming plains, two are pierced with
arrows or lances. Of nine recorded in Montana, only one (at the Nordstrom
Bowen site, 24YL419) is pierced, and it is the most attacked armored horse
on the Northern Plains from Alberta to Colorado. Five of the 12 armored
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TaBLE 2.1. Weapons in Montana and Wyoming rock art. These reflect sites in the State
Historic Preservation Records as of 2013.

Number of Images of  Number of Images of

Kinds of Weapons Weapon in Montana ~ Weapon in Wyoming  Total
Armored horses (no arrows or lances) 4 I 5
Armored horses (with arrows or lances) 5 2 7
Armored pedestrian with shield I o 1
Arrows (human holding) 6 I 7
Arrows (inserted into human) 21 4 25
Arrows (no attached bow or human) 83 47 130
Arrows or Spear (inserted into animal) 30 8 38
Atlatl I 2 3
Bow (human holding) 28 18 46
Bow (no attached human) 2 I 3
Gun 76 14 90
Hatchet 9 o 9
Lance/Spear 14 2 16
Shield with associated elk-tine club 19 o 19
Shield with associated rounded-end

club 28 o 28
Shield with inserted arrows 3 8 I1
Shield with lance 52 21 73
ToraLs 382 129 5II

horsemen have associated lances or spears. Even though horse armor may have
been designed principally for battle protection, only just over half the images
are associated with weapons, suggesting armor may have had other functions
on the Plains, such as environmental protection from brush (or thorny plants
in the south) but more likely from cold temperatures by allowing retention of
body heat. Only one known figure—a pedestrian—is in full body armor (fig-
ure 2.8), and he is engaged in conflict with a person on an armored horse, on a

site along the Musselshell River.

MUSSELSHELL ROCK ART

The Musselshell River in central Montana was one of the last places tribes
could continue their cultural practices of hunting and warfare. The valley lies
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F1GURE 2.6. Shicld warriors
with weapons at the Bear Gulch
site (24FR2): (a) oblong rounded-
end club, (b) elk-tine club, and

(c) lance.

between the Missouri River to the north and the Yellowstone River to the
south (figure 2.1). In 1875, Yellowstone Kelly described the area as “a veritable
hunters’ paradise for game of all kinds, including elk, deer, and mountain
sheep, and cinnamon, black, and brown bear ... [and] a good country to run
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24GV191, West Ryegate AH2

24GV191, West Ryegate AH4

F1GURE 2.7. Five of seven
armored horses reported from the
Mousselshell River area. Sketches ‘
by John and Mavis Greer UL TUELE

and James D. Keyser.

into war parties of the Sioux, Crow, and Blackfeet tribes” (Quaife 1973:117).
However, these three cultural groups were not alone. At the mouth of the
Musselshell, C. W. Lee, a young man trained in gun repair who lived at
the confluence of the Musselshell and Missouri rivers, observed the fol-
lowing tribes between 1868 and 1872 (Hampton 2011): Arapaho, Assiniboine,
Blackfeet, Crow, Flathead, Gros Ventre, Pend d’Oreille, Piegan, and Sioux
(Santee, Teton, and Yankton). Of these tribes, those most mentioned were
Arapaho, Crow, Gros Ventre, and Sioux. In 1878 and 1879 Andrew Garcia
reports encountering Assiniboine, Blackfeet (mainly Piegan, but also Blood
and Blackfoot), Cree, Crow, Gros Ventre, Nez Perce, Pend d’Oreille, Sioux,
and Spokane (Garcia 1967). He wrote that the Musselshell country drew
western as well as northern tribes because bad weather in Alberta drove the
buffalo south to winter there and provided an ample supply of food for the
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F1GURE 2.8. Pedestrian warrior and armored horse with rider (Goffena site, 24ML408).

many visiting groups. This popular wintering location provided opportuni-
ties for intertribal conflict but also complicates assigning cultural afliliation
to rock art in the valley.

Sites along the Musselshell mostly contain Contact-period rock art, but
only about a third appear to be associated with warfare. There has been little
archaeological survey here, but 16 rock art sites have been recorded overlook-
ing the Musselshell River, and 31 for the entire drainage, undoubtedly a small
percentage of sites actually along the sandstone-rimmed valley. Of the 16,
eight have scenes that portray warfare.

The Gumby Site (24GV139) is one of the smallest with a battle scene. A
single rider on a horse appears to be leading two riderless horses and shooting
a gun toward a pedestrian shown only from the torso up and carrying a bow
(figure 2.5b). Other images at the site are of red paint, and based on our prior
studies of central Montana chronology (Greer 1995) probably date much ear-
lier than the Contact period but are too deteriorated to be identified.

The Five Guys Petroglyph (24M1L394) has two horseback riders carrying
long lances, possibly coup sticks, following five humans. One rider has flow-
ing long hair, which differs from the round heads of the rectangular-bodied
pedestrians, who have no arms. No other figures have been noted here.
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The Rockshelter Shield site (24MLso7), the Horned Headgear site
(24MLs08), and the Musselshell site (24ML1049) have recently been recorded
in detail and found to have warfare imagery (Loendorf 2012). The Rockshelter
Shield site has several static-pose, shield-bearing warriors, although only one
has a clear weapon. The Horned Headgear site has an action battle scene, which
is typical of those found at Writing-on-Stone in Alberta. The Musselshell site
has several shield-bearing warriors but no active battle scenes.

The other three sites with battle scenes all have armored horses (figure 2.7),
although not all are within conflict compositions. The Goffena site (24ML408)
has a painted armored horse confronting an armored pedestrian (figure 2.8).
The scene is not only unique among armored-horse depictions along the
Musselshell, it is also unlike any others on the northern and central Plains and
not just because it is a painting rather than a petroglyph. The Goffena horse
has a scalplock hanging from the bridle bit, and a rayed headdress, which
is referred to as a horse bonnet (Keyser 2012), and neither of these occurs
on other known armored horses. The shielded warrior riding the horse has a
horned headdress, carries a flagged lance, and has what appears to be a thrust-
ing spear pointed at the pedestrian warrior. The body-armored pedestrian has
a horned headdress, carries what may be a flagged coup stick with an attached
scalp, and is protected by a large shield in addition to the armor.

The West Ryegate (24GV191) armored horses are all easily recognizable, but
no two are exactly alike (figure 2.7). They are spaced along a quarter-mile of
bluff, with no two images together, suggesting they were drawn by different
people. Horse 1 (AHi) is flanked by a shield bearer to the right and another
to the left. The horse armor is a typical triangular skirt with a curved bottom,
and a collar to cover the horse’s neck. The horse’s head has been lost to cal-
cium carbonate deposits, but a group of lines just out from the collar suggests
a decorative bridle. The shield-covered rider at the top opening of the armor
is not detailed. However, there is a deliberate slash across the face (the recur-
ring scar-face motif), one arm and hand, and a suggestion of reins. In front of
the rider is a long, vertical lance with a tassel extending from the top, perhaps
representing a scalp. Far to the right (not shown in figure 2.7) is a pedestrian
warrior, and closer to the left is another warrior facing left away from the
horse. This scene does not clearly depict the armored horse interacting with
the pedestrians as it does at other sites.

The second armored horse (AH2) at West Ryegate is very large relative to
others of this kind. Although dense carbonate deposits surround the incised
figure and cover part of the rider, it is still possible to see that the horse armor
has broad slightly expanding stripes that form a pattern similar to those at
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Goffena. There is a tassel off the end of the nose, perhaps a scalp or ring bit
chains (or coscojos). Reins end at a lance extending frontward from the shield-
bearing rider. Attached near the front of the lance are what may be feathers or
a scalp. The warrior has a wide neck and what appears to be a single feather or
ponytail extending from the oval head. Protruding from his shield, above the
lance, is a plain arrow or another lance.

Horse 3 (AH3) at West Ryegate has typical triangular-shaped armor with
an opening in the top for the rider and a collar to protect the horse’s neck.
Triangular designs on the armor body may be highly stylized feathers or a
pattern in the leather indicating construction. A column of five large dots
decorates the front of the armor. This decoration is not on any other recorded
armored horse. The pointed-head rider is mostly outside the horse armor
but is protected by a personal shield. Lines extending out from the shield
on the edge opposite the reins may be from a weapon now not discernible.
Superpositioning of the scratches shows that the large shield to the right of
the rider and at the top of the armor was engraved before the horse; so pre-
sumably the order of engraving was the shield first, followed by the horse
armor and horse, and finally the human rider.

Armored horse 4 (AH4) at West Ryegate is on a busy panel also contain-
ing at least one horse without armor and rider. Based on superpositioning, the
armored horse was not the first of the figures to be incised. The armor is with-
out decoration, apparently to allow the underlying unarmored horse and rider
to show through—that is, the engraving order is the unarmored horse and rider,
and then the armored horse and rider. The armored rider lacks detail, but the
generally rounded body suggests a shield, while a distinctive lance with dan-
gling feathers or scalp protrudes from the back of the armor. The rider of an
underlying armorless horse also carries a lance with a possible scalp or feathers.

Although none of the West Ryegate horses is in a definite battle scene, all
are associated with weapons or war trophies (i.e., scalps) suggesting they all
represent warfare-associated activities. This long bluff also has two other small
scenes possibly associated with conflict. One may depict a horse-stealing
event—a horse with a down-turned head is partially superimposed onto a
conical tipi, and the two are covered with horse prints. The other panel has a
well-executed horse with a shielded rider holding a lance or coup stick and
being bombarded with arrows from an unseen source.

Two armored horses have been identified at the Twenty-one Guns site
(24ML398). Like West Ryegate, this is a large site with several weapons
depicted, mostly guns. Also here are several unarmored horses and some
shield-bearing humans (one with guns). Neither horse has associated figures,
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weapons, or rider. There are no indications that the two horses were made by
the same person or by any of the artists of the other five armored horses along
the Musselshell.

'The Musselshell sites contain several hundred elements of Contact-period
rock art, and about a third may be associated with warfare. Ethnographies
show that tribes in this area had a social structure with status dependent on
military achievement (Lowie 1963:114-123), but historical documents often
provide a different view of conflict. In the 1800s horse stealing was still the
main way to increase status within most northwestern Plains tribes, and his-
torical documents cite this as the main reason for warfare in the Musselshell
area (e.g., Garcia 1967; Hampton 2011; Quaife 1973). However, squeezing so
many tribes into the small valley because of diminishing buffalo herds, increas-
ing Euroamerican settlements in surrounding areas, and constant pressure
from the US military was causing increased skirmishes between small parties
(McGinnis 1990). These conflicts arose from too many people using a more
constricted space for activities that previously encompassed massive areas.

ETHNOHISTORIC WARFARE: WHAT WILL WE SEE IN ROCK ART?

By the mid- to late 1800s, traders and trappers, such as Andrew Garcia, a
trader from the border area of Texas in the late 1870s, were living with and
marrying into tribes that lived in the valley,and some, like Garcia, were writing
extensively and in detail about their time on the Musselshell. The Musselshell
valley was not only a place for many tribes to winter, hunt bison, and inter-
act, both in conflict situations and at social events that centered on gambling
(Garcia 1967:170, 185), but also for white traders and trappers to intermingle
with the Indians or to enter the area as part of the US military, and in some
cases both (Quaife 1973). From Garcia we see the same tribes that often skir-
mished would get together for social parties that lasted for days. While liv-
ing in a camp of Pend d’Oreille and planning to marry a Nez Perce woman
living among them, he witnessed such a party in 1878. Tribes came to gamble
at the Pend d’Oreille camp: “Assiniboines and Crees, Bloods, Gros Ventres
and Piegans” (Garcia 1967:185). However, peaceful interactions are not com-
mon topics in historical documents for the Musselshell area, whereas warfare
between the tribes, and later between the tribes and the US military, are much
more popular subjects. We also learn from individuals who integrated them-
selves into the tribes, that Indian groups, even when there was no formal social
event, were generally composites from different tribes. Although they recog-
nized tribal distinction among themselves, affiliation would not be obvious to

54 MAVIS GREER AND JOHN GREER



a casual outside observer. For example, Garcia wrote about one camp, “some
Spokanes were with them, but most of the band were Pend d’Oreilles from
the Kalispell Valley [over 200 mi to the west]. They were camped about three
miles from where I was ... They had come over the year before and had hunted
buftalo in the Musselshell country the previous winter” (Garcia 1967:113). He
also noted that Indians from west of the mountains generally stayed two or
three years before returning home.

Among the conflicts described, those associated with horse stealing are most
common. By the late 1870s, stealing horses not only brought prestige within the
tribe but increased tribal assets for trade. Horse stealing between tribes and from
Euroamericans in the area was a constant in the region (Hampton 2011; Robison
2013). Garcia speaks particularly of Crow and Piegan war parties stealing horses
back and forth (Garcia 1967:31, 49, 66). Because of the abundance of horses,
Garcia was usually not interested in trading for horses, but he noted that other
whites in the area were. Those in the small settlement of Fort Musselshell at the
confluence of the Musselshell River with the Missouri fueled horse stealing by
offering whiskey in trade: [December 27, 1869] “The Grovents are still here and
doing considerable trading: horses and robes for whiskey, although there is a
heavy penalty against it, there are plenty that will trade it to them” (Hampton
2011:63). Horse stealing is portrayed in rock art throughout the northern Plains,
so to find only one horse stealing scene in the rock art of the Musselshell is sur-
prising, considering its numerous references in the historical record. If cases of
horse stealing have the same proportions in rock art elsewhere in the northern
Plains, it seems that this was not a war exploit that was commemorated with a
frequency relative to how much it was occurring.

Capturing or stealing women during conflict was widespread across the
region, but historical references to this for the Musselshell area are few. Keyser,
Sundstrom, and Poetschat (2006) reported on the occurrence of women in
war and noted only 24 rock art scenes at 16 sites on the entire northwestern
Plains that depicted women being captured (figure 2.9). Subsequently, at the
Bear Gulch site (24FR2) in central Montana, at least five women were found
to be in coup-count scenes and tallies (Greer and Keyser 2008:97—98; Keyser,
chapter 3, this volume). In 2009, a woman-capture scene was recorded at the
No Water site (48WA2066) in northwestern Wyoming (Keyser and Poetschat
2009:13, 83-91). However, even with the addition of the new panels, capturing
or stealing women does not appear to be a popular topic for rock art.

No woman-capture scenes have been found in the Musselshell drainage,
but there also are almost no indicators of gender. Even historical references
to stealing woman for the Musselshell are few. There is a general comment
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F1GURE 2.9. Woman-capture scene (with armored horse) at 38HNz10, South Dakota.

that the Blackfeet steal robes in raids, like they do horses and women (Garcia
1967:163), and a specific instance regarding a Blackfeet raid states that

We could see that they [Blackfeet warriors] had gotten quite a bunch of horses
from their raid on the Crows. They also had eight or nine young Crow squaws
that they picked up in the raid. The Crows did not seem any too sorry. They
knew that they would be traded back soon to their people for the Blackfeet
women the Crows had. (Garcia 1967:66)

Full-time residents of Fort Musselshell at the mouth of the river were few
in number (in April 1870 there were 13 men, 4 women, and 2 children), but
there were always many visitors, among them captive women.

[C. W. Lee’s Diary, September 7, 1870] A large party of Indians came in to
Musselshell today: Grosvents and Rappahoes [Arapahos] .. . They arrived a
little after noon and toward evening they moved in among the Col.’s building
timber below his house and made themselves some barricades for themselves
and horses. They have a Piegan squaw among [them] that the Grovents took
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prisoner a short time ago killing 7 bucks and taking 3 squaws prisoner at the

time. (Hampton 2011:102)

Seldom are women specifically identifiable in rock art battle scenes. Even if
drawn genderless, figures in a warfare scene are assumed by most researchers
to be men. However, Garcia reflected on women fighting: “There was also a
hatred between the women of one tribe and the women of a different tribe.
Many times a despised Indian squaw was known to stand and fight to the
death by the side of her man, sometimes even against her own people” (Garcia
1967:56). In 1841, near present-day Baggs, Wyoming, in the south-central part
of the state near the Colorado state line, Jim Baker observed a battle that
involved a woman in a prominent position,

'The trappers were no doubt startled as they looked out upon a horde of about
700 redskins, comprising the Sioux, Cheyenne, and Arapahoe tribes. The Indians
were covered with war paint, armed both with bows and arrows and with flint-
lock muskets. The attack was led by an Arapahoe princess who was decked in
her war dress, which was embellished with the barbarous emblems of her tribe.
She made a heroic figure leading the Indians in their murderous design; chant-
ing a weird war song, with gestures she urged them on. The Indians demanded
that the trappers give them their horses, which numbered fifty. The white men,
relying upon their advantageous position, after holding council, decided not to

accede to their wishes without a fight. (Mumey 1972: 24, 28)

C. W. Lee reported Crow women acting as lookouts for possible attacking
Sioux in 1868 (Hampton 2011:40), and Healy told about a Gros Ventre war
party along the Missouri River between Fort Benton and Fort Musselshell (ca.
1862) where the male “Chief, followed by his squaw mounted on a war horse,
was in the lead and a long distance ahead of his nearest followers” (Robison
2013:117). Thus, in rock art, women may be among the men in those genderless
scenes, and it may not necessarily be the case that they are of the same tribe.

Zenas Leonard (Quaife 1978) observed warfare throughout the northwest-
ern Plains and beyond in the 1830s and understood that it was important for
people to retain their social status within the tribe. He commented on tribal
competiveness that

each one [was] trying to excel the other in merit, whilst engaged in some dan-

gerous adventure.—Their predatory wars afford them every opportunity for this,
as they are at liberty and sometimes compelled to engage in the battle’s strife as
soon as they are able to bend the bow or wield the tomahawk. (Quaife 1978:232)
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This need to be successful for status in one’s society is behind McClintocK’s
observation that “the painted War Tipi of Running Rabbit was of an entirely
different character, being covered with picture records of tribal victories.” He
notes that “it is an interesting fact that Indians never make records of their
defeats” (McClintock 1992:220—221), and today almost no rock art panels are
interpreted as showing defeats. Keyser and Klassen (2001:255) provide an
example from a battle scene at Writing-on-Stone that has been interpreted as
the record of “Retreat up the Hill” based on 1924 information from Bird Rattle,
a Piegan elder. However, there are no indications of recorded battles lost so far
in Musselshell rock art.

While in the Musselshell area, Kelly spent much time staying in and
describing conical wickiup war lodges. In 1869 he wrote:

When we arrived at the Musselshell River we found that the snow had fallen
during our absence and there were many old footprints made by Indians around
our camp. On looking around we found a newly constructed war house in the
pines, a great green tepee covered very cleverly with pine boughs. We were
certainly fortunate to have missed the party that built it, for it was a large one.

(Quaife 1973:134)

He discussed another war lodge in the Bear Paw Mountains, northwest of
the Musselshell and north of the Missouri River:

War houses in that region were built according to the material at hand. If slabs
and poles were available the structure was made in the shape of a conical tepee,
thick enough for shelter and protection, with the open entrance overlapping
and the loose top affording an exit for smoke. A similar shelter was sometimes
built in the shape of an unfinished Mandan wigwam. The one we had come
upon was conical and shapely, and showed signs of having been occupied
recently by Indians. (Quaife 1973:110)

Yellowstone Kelly, while in the Musselshell area in 1875, wrote that “we came
upon a substantial war house and concluded to camp for the night. This war
house was well put up, roomy and comfortable, and had probably held twenty-
five” (Quaife 1973:110). Lee also reported on pole lodges in the Musselshell area:
[February s, 1871] “up Squaw Creek about 3 miles and found where the Indians
[Crow] camped ... [They] built alodge of dry poles ... From the size of the lodge
there could not have been over 25 Indians at the most” (Hampton 2011:1260).

Rock art representations of tipis and conical lodges occur throughout the
northwestern Plains. Some rock art drawings of a single conical lodge, or
occasionally multiple lodges, are made of several converging lines or many
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F1GURE 2.10. Conical pole lodge petroglyph at Deer Medicine
Rocks (24RByor).

poles making up the body (figure 2.10). Such pole lodge figures do not have
smoke flaps, doorways, exterior decoration, or details present on other tipi
representations. Also pole lodges are usually not associated with other figures,
while eagle-catching lodges are (Sundstrom 2004:124). Although structural
difference may reflect individual artistic style, it is likely that isolated pole
lodges shown without other interior detail or associated images depict expe-
dient pole war lodges and not a skin-covered family residence or lodge of
another function. The lack of associated context becomes the important ele-
ment in functional identification of these depictions.

Long, feathered staffs in rock art are often thought to be coup sticks, and
counting coup is considered a non-invasive part of warfare (e.g., Keyser 1977a,
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1987a; Keyser and Cowdrey 2008; McCleary 2008a). In Musselshell rock art
we identify several people shown with coup sticks. Coup sticks were often
decorated with scalps (Garcia 1967:121), indicators of violence in warfare on
a tool supposedly used for nonviolent contact. Yellowstone Kelly discussed a
coup-counting situation in which

twenty-three Crows had started on a horse-stealing raid against the Sioux on
the Yellowstone. They discovered two large camps of the enemy in the bad lands
before reaching the Yellowstone, and succeeded in rounding up and driving off,
unperceived, a number of horses . .. The Sioux discovered their presence and pur-
sued them ... [and] harassed them with fire from every rock, bush, and hollow in
the vicinity, and when the Crows were reduced to five or six in number a charge
was made by the young and untrained warriors of the camp, to whom was pre-
sented a grand opportunity of winning the aboriginal spurs and counting a first
coup under the eyes and encouragement of their own people. (Quaife 1973:89)

However, coup sticks could do damage. A Blackfoot warrior hit a Nez Perce
woman on the side of her face with “his coup stick with such force as to
bulge the eye from its socket, leaving it completely exposed on her cheek”
(Garcia 1967:363).

Scalping was a major part of northwestern Plains warfare and is often men-
tioned in ethnohistorical studies. Dangling multiple lines from horse bridle
bits and lances in rock art are often identified as scalps (figure 2.8). All fight-
ers in the region, including Euroamericans, scalped their enemies. Scalping
is generally thought of as being done on dead bodies only, but it occasionally
occurred on someone who lived. The only Euroamerican woman living at Fort
Musselshell was scalped while out with two Crow women when they were
attached by a party of Sioux warriors. One of the Crow women was shot
through the leg, and the white woman was shot through the neck. Thinking
she was dead, the Sioux warrior scalped her, but she survived (Hampton
2011:50—51). She subsequently covered her scalped head with a wig made from
red rope, suggesting another option for unusual head dresses shown in rock art.

Depictions of severed heads are not common in northern Plains rock art
sites (Greer and Greer 2002). A life-sized warrior at the Daly Petroglyphs
(48CA38) in northeastern Wyoming is the only one we know of on the north-
ern Plains actually to hold a severed human head (figure 2.11). In his bent right
arm he holds a bow, while his bent left arm holds the head, and he has at least
one arrow entering his lower leg. The head may be held at the neck, with a
teather coming out of a headdress hanging down, or the warrior is holding

the top of the head by the hair with blood trickling out of the wide neck. The
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F1GURE 2.11. Warrior panel at Daly Petroglyphs (48CA58). Person on far right holds a
severed head. Images highlighted with Adobe Illustrator.

severed head is different from those of the warrior and other large humans
next to him, presumably indicating membership of a different group. Two
life-sized humans next to the warrior also hold bows and arrows, and one has
a breastplate. These attributes suggest that this integrated panel portrays the
results of a conflict situation.

At least two inverted heads, seemingly severed and suspended as tro-
phies, are at the Hewlett South site (48CKi544) in extreme northeastern
Wyoming, and at least two others are at Medicine Creek Cave (48CK48),
also in extreme northeastern Wyoming. These are alternatively interpreted
as representing Spring Boy and Lodge Boy in Hidatsa-Crow and Kiowa
mythology (discussion in Sundstrom et al. 2001:18—24, figure 11), but the
heads are clearly detached.

Another possible decapitation panel is at the Manuel Lisa site (24YL82)
in southeastern Montana near the mouth of the Bighorn River, where it
enters the Yellowstone. Here at least five non-inverted heads are attached
to a generally horizontal line by secondary cords (or perhaps weapons) to
the tops of the heads (figure 2.12). Like the heads at the Daly Petroglyphs,
these have distinctive hairstyles. Three have a single braid coming out of
the top of the head, while two have several tassels coming out of the head.
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F1GURE 2.12. Heads (previously chalked) at the Manuel Lisa Site (24YL82). The 1905 date
is engraved over the image.

In 2002 we suggested these multiple heads may be trophies, and instead
of literal decapitation may represent coup counts (Greer and Greer 2002;
Keyser 2006a:62-63). Later, in 2008, McCleary, working with modern Crow
and their interpretive system, suggests that the panel may be a Crow draw-
ing of “a series of heads of enemy men and women he [the warrior on the
horse above the heads] dispatched throughout his career. The first four he
killed with a diamond-shaped French trade axe known as a spontoon which
was favored by the Crow, and the last he speared” (McCleary 2008a:37—38).
McCleary’s modern informant prefers that these are heads of dead peo-
ple and not people on whom coup was counted and lived to tell about it.
Although the heads at the Daly Petroglyphs and Manuel Lisa site do not
have lines from the severed neck that represent blood dripping down, nei-
ther do they have attached bodies, which indicates that the person mak-
ing the drawing deliberately wanted to show that the head was separated.
Although we do not know if the artist was simply indicating that the people
are dead, or if their heads were actually removed from their bodies at the
time of death, in a battle between Crow and Blackfeet in the Big Horn
Basin of western Wyoming in 1834, Zenas Leonard, who was traveling with
the Crow, witnessed a decapitation associated with a battle:

After they had finished tormenting the living, which was not done until there
was no more to kill, they commenced cutting off the heads of the mangled bod-
ies, which were hoisted on the ends of poles and carried about, and afterwards
dashed them against trees, rock, &c. leaving them on the plain to be devoured
by wild beasts. (Quaife 1978:246)
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CONCLUSIONS

Ethnohistorical interpretations for the northwestern Plains show groups
were composed of people from difterent tribes who would party together and
then battle one another. At the time of contact many groups were using the
Musselshell River drainage area, and it is highly probable that all these differ-
ent groups were making rock art in the area. Ethnographies, histories written
by short-term visitors, and drawings in later robe and ledger art provide infor-
mation useful for image identification and inventory lists of tribes present in
the area. But due to the changing cultural complexity of the region and the
intensive cultural mixing, which is best described for the Musselshell country,
confidence wanes when trying to link the majority of images, panels, or recur-
ring artistic attributes with specific tribes. For instance, the seven armored
horses along the Musselshell show seven different styles and are separated
on the landscape, suggesting all were made by different people. Although we
know the Shoshoni used horse armor as late as 1803, as observed by Lewis
and Clark (Coues 1987:561), they were not the only tribe to use it (Secoy 1953).
‘The Musselshell horses could have been put on the wall anytime from the
late 1600s to the early 180os and could have been placed there by people who
owned the armor or people who observed others using it. When people of this
region began drawing on robes and ledgers, it was easier to depict more detail
so drawings found on these portable objects could clearly portray their tribe’s
particular item of clothing (leggings, moccasins, breechcloth, or necklace) or
hairstyle (hair extensions, braids, roach, etc.), but that was more difficult to
do on rock and often was not included, although there are exceptions. At the
Horned Headgear site on the Musselshell, a horse and rider were drawn in
such detail that when Loendorf compared them with a Catlin painting he felt
confident in assigning a Crow affiliation to the image, although he suggests
the artist was an Assiniboine based on the detailed headdress and clothing
of the person counting coup on the horse and rider, whom he believes is the
artist’s self-portrait (Loendorf 2012:11-13). Thus, in order to determine tribal
affiliation, style differences of costume, hair, accoutrements, and other details
are needed (Keyser and Klassen 2003; Loendorf 2012). Without these clues,
either because the author never included them (as such information was per-
ceived to be artistically unnecessary), or (less likely) because details have not
survived weathering of the panel, it is difficult to assign images an ethnic
identity in an area where there is so much interaction and mixing of groups, as
there was along the Musselshell from contact to reservation times.

Rock art evidence indicates that prior to the introduction of the bow about
AD 500, weapons are scarce in northwestern Plains rock art. Before that date
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just as much rock art was being made (based on the number of sites recorded),
but weapons portrayal was not important—atlatl figures (and even clubs) were

not a topic of interest, although common in the Southwest and Great Basin.
In addition, there are no identified portrayals of Archaic warfare, and the lack
of intensive warfare during that time period is generally supported by skeletal
evidence. After the introduction of the bow, burial sites show increased vio-
lent deaths, and weapons become prevalent in rock art. After the widespread

dissemination of horses and guns in the 1700s, there is an obvious increase

in warfare reflected in rock art in Wyoming and Montana, with such images

as warfare scenes, interpersonal conflict, armored horses, shield-bearing war-
riors with weapons, and people pierced with spears and arrows. By the 1800s

when traders, trappers, and the military begin recording everyday Indian life

in the region, warfare was popular and familiar. However, counts of weap-
ons and warfare images in rock art, and supported by direct observation by
people living on a daily basis together with Indians (such as Andrew Garcia,
Zenas Leonard, C. W. Lee, and Jim Baker), show that conflict occurred here

mainly in Plains settings and in pine and juniper parklands. Warfare imagery
and by extension native warfare seldom occur in mountain settings of high

elevations, limestone caves, deep snow, and denser forests (Greer and Greer
20082, 2008b). The main impetus for change was almost certainly the infusion

of new groups with different practices and beliefs, and the introduction of
deadlier weapons most efficient in open environments. Limestone mountains

did not lose their emotional appeal as ceremonial or story-telling centers, but

the sandstone-dominated plains became the main focus for rock art and its

portrayal of the growing cultural importance of weapons aimed at other peo-
ple. Warfare was fought by several tribes in this area to defend their territory
(especially from the large groups of incoming Sioux), as revenge for killing

and mutilating their fellow tribal members, to obtain goods they could not

afford through trade, and for prestige, which for these groups meant eleva-
tion of status mainly through horse acquisition and coup counting. Although

most battles involved small war parties of fewer than 50 people, and there was

a quest for individual status, the overall view of the group being attacked was

that of defending their people and preserving the honor of their tribe. Thus,
the skirmishes, although small, reflected on the group as a whole, and victory

benefited them all.

In conclusion, although tribal differences become harder to discern in rock
art after European contact, historical documents by those living their daily
life year after year with the Indians and marrying into their families provide
insight into rock art interpretation different from documents produced by
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tormal ethnographers and visitors, both of which by the 1800s viewed Indians
as living museums and curiosities. Historical documents written by long-term
residents come closer to providing an emic view of tribal societies making
the rock art, and their reports on what was actually happening keep us from
becoming too confident in assigning an explanation to a rock art panel with-
out considering other alternatives. The diaries and narratives of area residents
show that most warfare-themed rock art of Montana and Wyoming cannot
be identified to a particular tribe involved in the activity because (1) there are
far too many tribes in the area at the time of contact, and (2) most of the rock
art dealing with warfare is too generic in how it portrays individuals, horses,
and war-related activities. However, for rock art images with more detail, the
descriptions and drawings by visitors and ethnographers that noted the par-
ticulars of hair, clothing, and accoutrements of the people they encountered
are invaluable when attempting to make a tribal identification of these pic-
tographs and petroglyphs. Likewise, records of early traders and trappers can
offer suggestions for more broad-spectrum explanations for warfare imagery,
such as that the person leading warriors into battle may not necessarily be
a man when no gender is shown for the people depicted on the panel. Our
consideration of whether Contact-period warfare as inferred from rock art is
a reflection of warfare as portrayed in historical documents shows that these
sources provide different views of conflict interactions and taken together can
provide a more complete understanding of life at that time. Thus, we must
continue to reevaluate our field observations of rock art panels of warfare rela-
tive to eyewitness accounts by people who lived during those times because
the combined record increases our knowledge about how and why warfare was
conducted in this area during that time.
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Until recently, our knowledge of pre-1750 northern
Plains Indian warriors’ armaments, accoutrements,
and tactics was limited to the recollections of Sahko-
maupee, the journals of Verendrye, and bits of data
from fortified Middle Missouri villages and a few
northern Plains burials (Burpee 1927; Kendell, chap-
ter 13, this volume; Lehmer 1971:107-128; McGinnis
1990; Owsley et al. 1977; Scheiber 2008; Thompson
1962; Wood 1976; Zimmerman and Bradley 1993;
Zimmerman and Whitten 1980). Yet, spanning a
period of about 300 years, from AD 1450 to 1750, the
northern Plains rock art record is replete with illus-
trations of warriors, their equipment, and their battles
(Greer and Greer, chapter 2, this volume), and it is
from these that we are beginning to understand much
more about how and why these warriors fought one
another and with what they were armed.
Northwestern Plains rock art scholars have been
interested in the shield-bearing and V-neck warrior
motifs (figure 3.1), as hallmarks of northwestern Plains
warrior art, for more than 50 years (Conner 1962a,
1962b, 1984; Conner and Conner 1971; Dewdney 1964;
Ewers 1975:399; Gebhard 1966; Keyser 1975,1977a,1984,
2004a; Keyser and Klassen 2001:191—221; Loendorf
1990, 2009; Loendorf and White 2010; Magne and
Klassen 1991; Mulloy 1958; Ray 2008). Frequently
shown with weapons, headdresses, heraldic shield
designs, and other battle accoutrements, these are the
two most common motifs in the Ceremonial-tradition
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F1GURE 3.1. Shield-bearing and V-neck warriors from various northern Plains sites.
Note weaponry, accoutrements, and heraldic shield designs. (a) Hilej; (b) Decker; (c—d,
k) Writing-on-Stone; (e~h, m—o) Bear Gulch (n and o are composed in a combat scene);
(i) Castle Gardens; (j) Bighorn County. (See figure 3.2 for site locations.) Scales are § cm.

art that dominated the Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period northwestern
Plains rock art record (Keyser 2004a:58—66; Keyser and Klassen 2001:190—256).
Surprisingly, however, as of yet only a few studies (Greer and Greer, chapter
2, this volume; Greer et al. 2010; Keyser 1979; Keyser et al. 2006; Loendorf
and Porsche 1985:78—85) have been oriented primarily toward elucidating what
rock art motifs and compositions are actually trying to tell us about how the
artists viewed warfare and why they participated in it.
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Fortunately, recent recording of the Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon rock
art sites in central Montana has allowed our research team to expand an initial
interest in this subject, and we find ourselves in the enviable position of having
sufficient quantity and detail of data about this particular period to provide
fodder for many such discussions. Although these have just recently begun (e.g.,
Kaiser et al. 2010; Keyser 2004b, 2006a, 20072, 20084, 2008b, 2010; Keyser and
Kaiser 2010; Keyser et al. 2012) additional research will likely continue for decades.
Coupled with renewed interest in the indications of warfare evidenced in Plains
skeletal populations (e.g., Gill and Weathermon 2008; Owsley and Bruwelheide
2008; Scheiber 2008) and the focus on warfare provided by the chapters in this
volume, these newly acquired Plains rock art data offer an unparalleled oppor-
tunity to increase our understanding of the genesis and evolution of the Plains
warfare complex and many of its various components. This would come as wel-
come news to those pioneering anthropologists who laid the groundwork for
the topic in the years before and just after World War II (Ewers 1975; Grinnell
1910; Lewis 1942; Mishkin 1940; Newcomb 1950; Secoy 1953; Smith 1938, 1951).

THE SITES

Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon (figure 3.2) are the two most extensive
Plains rock art site complexes yet discovered and recorded, containing, respec-
tively, more than 5,000 and 1,000 distinct elements (Keyser et al. 2012). In
number of images and complexity both Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon
are larger than any other single northwestern Plains rock art site and both
are nearly equal to or larger than rock art site complexes at Writing-on-Stone,
Verdigris Coulee, and the North Cave Hills, each of which contain from 10 to
50 individual sites (Keyser 1977b, 1984; Klassen 1995; Sundstrom 2004).!

The primary motif at both sites is the shield-bearing warrior, with 856
at Bear Gulch and 168 at Atherton Canyon. This total of 1,024 is more
than three times greater than all other known shield-bearing warriors so
far recorded on the northwestern Plains (Keyser 2006b).? Of these 1,024
images, more than g6o are part of the formally defined Bear Gulch-style
shield-bearing warrior that represents a recognizable cultural type (Kaiser
et al. 2010). A handful of armed, rectilinear, or stick-figure humans without
shields are directly associated with these Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing
warriors and are included in this research.

In addition to the Bear Gulch—style shield figures and associated humans,
nearly 30 V-neck humans and five unique shield-bearing warriors belonging to
an identifiable Blackfoot style (Keyser 2011; Keyser et al. 2012) are also drawn
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F1GURE 3.2. Northwestern Plains showing locations of sites referred to
in text. (1) Williams Coulee; (2) Verdigris Coulee; (3) Writing-on-Stone;
(4) Bear Gulch; (5) Atherton Canyon; (6) Nordstrom-Bowen; (7) Castle
Butte; (8) Hilej; (9) Recognition Rock; (10), Ellison’s Rock; (11) Bighorn
County; (12) Decker; (13) North Cave Hills; (14) No Water; (15) Castle
Gardens; (16) Red Canyon; (17) La Barge Bluffs; (18) South Piney; (19)
Names Hill; (20) Gateway; (21) Pine Canyon; (22) McKee Spring.

at Bear Gulch. These are frequently armed and often depicted as engaged in
various war-related activities.

Both sites also contain many freestanding weapons and shields, and when it
can reasonably be inferred that these war-related items are associated with the
other Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric imagery at the site, they are included
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in this discussion. The few scenes of horse-and-gun-period combat® that occur
at both sites have been described and discussed in considerable detail else-
where (Keyser 2006a; Keyser et al. 2011, 2012) and are included here only as
comparative material.

All Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing warriors and the few associated
humans and most V-neck humans at these sites are relatively securely dated
to the last two centuries of the Late Prehistoric period (AD 1450-1650) and
the century-long Protohistoric period, which spans AD 1650 to 1750 (Keyser
et al. 2011, 2012). Dating evidence at these sites includes radiocarbon dates on
charcoal pictographs and a wooden stake associated with other rock art, radio-
carbon-dated occupation levels at Bear Gulch, and information in the rock
art subject matter itself, such as the size of shields and the presence of metal
projectile points illustrated in the absence of horses and guns (Keyser 2010,
2011; Keyser and Kaiser 2010; Keyser et al. 2011). In addition, detailed superim-
position sequences allow us to relatively date both particular styles and many
individual images within this 300-year span (Kaiser et al. 2010; Keyser et al.
2011, 2012). Essentially the evidence from these sites provides an almost ideal
data set for discussing warfare in the period immediately before the introduc-
tion of the horse and gun into the northwestern Plains.

WARRIOR ART AND WARFARE: BEAR
GULCH AND ATHERTON CANYON

Warriors represented by shield bearers and V-neck humans at Bear Gulch
and Atherton Canyon provide a rich record for the study of arms and accou-
trements, battle tactics, and the motives for warfare in the Late Prehistoric and
Protohistoric periods in Central Montana. In order to describe such a wealth
of information this discussion is divided into two major sections: “Arms and
Accoutrements” and “Battle Compositions and Tactics.” Then, using the clas-
sic “direct historical approach” (e.g., Deetz 1965; Strong 1935; Wedel 1938, 1961;
Wood 1967, 1969) components of each of these are compared to the rich Plains
Indian ethnographic record of the horse-and-gun period to help construct a
summary of what warfare was like during the 300 years immediately preced-
ing European contact with Plains Indian cultures.

ARMS AND ACCOUTREMENTS

Warriors at these sites are well armed with detailed representations of five
basic weapons, and they wear a variety of headdresses, hairstyles, and face
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F1GURE 3.3. Bowmen at Bear Gulch (a, b, d—f) and Atherton Canyon (¢, g). (a) is a
phalanx of 13 similarly armed, solid-variety warriors. Note that parts of warriors at left

are reconstructed. Scale bars are 5 cm except for a, which is 20 cm.

paint. In addition to weaponry and headgear, their shields are decorated with a
limited suite of heraldic designs and many are further elaborated with feather
bustles or medicine bundles. Several men wear animal tails attached to their
moccasins or animal pelts slung over their shoulder. In addition to these
accoutrements of dress, warriors’ weapons are often elaborately decorated—
much more than can be explained by simple function as killing tools. Each of
these categories is discussed below.

Offensive Weaponry

Not surprisingly offensive weapons characteristic of our period of inter-
est at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon are those typical of close combat,
shock-troop warfare. The bow and arrow is the only long-range weapon por-
trayed, and bows are relatively much more common in the earliest subset of
Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing warriors—solidly-colored, Solid variety war-
riors (figure 3.3a)—most of whom are arranged in ranks of men portrayed as
marching off to war (Keyser et al. 2012). These bows are long, single-curve
weapons, and most bowmen are equipped with several arrows. Combined with
their large, full-body-size shields we can readily assume that these bowmen’s
role would likely have been analogous to that of medieval archers who rained
arrows down on enemy troops massed in an opposing phalanx formation.

This sort of battle formation and such tactics are clearly described by
Sahkomaupee for some of the latest battles in pre-horse/pre-gun times
(Lewis 1942:47—48; Secoy 1992:34—37). However, the paucity of bowmen in
Bear Gulch—style compositions, where bows account for only 38 of the nearly
660 shield-bearing warriors’ weapons (6%), suggests that archers were some-
what specialized soldiers.* Furthermore, their much greater occurrence in the
earliest Bear Gulch—style imagery suggests that, contrary to Sahkomaupee’s
recollections, this weapon was falling out of favor in the latest decades of the
Late Prehistoric period and the Protohistoric period, at least for the tribal
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groups responsible for drawing Bear Gulch—style imagery. Interestingly, only
occasional shield-bearing warriors armed with clubs and lances accompany
the early groups of archers, but these weapons become much more popular
for later warriors.

'The primary Bear Gulch-style weapons, accounting for more than 9o per-
cent of the armed shield-bearing warriors, are lances, maces, and clubs, in
that order of popularity. Lances or spears (figure 3.4) are by far the most com-
mon offensive weapon for Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric combatants at
these two sites, with 441 warriors so armed. An additional 87 lances, all por-
trayed with a characteristic point and often a weapon flag identical to those on
shield-bearing warriors’ weapons, are drawn as freestanding examples. About
30 percent of spears have a large triangular or lanceolate point, 34 of which
(figure 3.4d, ¢, j, k, o, p, r) are identified as metal blades (Keyser and Kaiser
2010). Nearly 100 other lances have tips indicated by a simple crosspiece drawn
perpendicular to the spear shaft or a small “brush-like” attachment at the tip
composed of three to a dozen forward-pointing lines. Exactly what type of
killing tip was meant by these latter two depictions is not clear, but some of
the brush-like tips could have been a multiple-pointed leister type weapon
(though there are neither archaeological nor ethnographic examples of such
weapons on the Plains). Some lances are the most detailed, finely drawn
examples in Plains rock art, complete with carefully drawn points and attach-
ments of exquisitely detailed feather flags and fluffs (figures 3.1h, 3.4j).

Other than guns, which were obviously a Historic-period introduction,
lances are the most common weapon in both Late Prehistoric— and Historic-
period rock art (Keyser 1977a:40—41, 1984:16; Keyser and Klassen 2001; Keyser
and Poetschat 2005:26) and also in robe and ledger art from the Historic
period (Afton et al. 1997; Bates et al. 2003). In Protohistoric-period rock art,
lances are by far the most common weapons depicted (Keyser 2010:91-92),
and they are the weapon of choice for more than 40 percent of all armed
shield-bearing warriors from other Plains sites (Keyser 2006b). The general
observation that lances were more common than bows and arrows for both
Late Prehistoric— and Protohistoric-period warriors, as evidenced in rock art
all across the northwestern Plains, is likewise at variance with the empha-
sis given the bow and arrow in Sahkomaupee’s account, suggesting that his
experiences were either slightly anomalous compared to a broader regional
pattern, or that the emphasis was more a factor of Thompson’s reporting than
the actual situation.

The second-most-common weapon at these sites is the spike mace—a
club-like halberd-type implement whose shaft is studded near its upper,
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F1GURE 3.4. Shield-bearing warriors armed with lances: (a—f, i, j, n, p—r) Bear
Gulch; (g, b, k, m, o) Atherton Canyon. Scale bars are § cm. Note bundles worn by
a, 0; bustles by ¢, e, i, j, k, n, p; and wolf hats by a, ¢, f; j, m, n, q, 7.

occasionally slightly bulbous, end with one or two long curved spikes, pre-
sumably elk- or deer-antler tines (figure 3.5). Ninety such weapons are split
evenly between single- and double-spike varieties, and 84 of these are carried
by shield-bearing warriors or other associated humans. Often the spike or
spikes show a marked downward curve, but others project nearly straight out
from the shaft. Some maces are drawn about the length of the clubs com-
monly carried by other shield-bearing warriors at these sites, but others are
significantly longer, approaching almost 2 m in length (as estimated relative
to the anatomical height of the warrior), similar to the size of a lance. Six
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F1GURE 3.5. Spike maces are a common Late Prebistoric- and Protohistoric-period
weapon. (a-g) Bear Guich; (h—i) North Cave Hills; (j) Red Canyon. Note tabs or

tassels on e and f; while g shows a floating weapon counting coup by striking the
head of a warrior armed with spear and bow. Scale bars are 5 cm except e.

examples have a tassel or fringed tab pendant from their bottom (figure 3.se,
f), and one has a clearly drawn knob on its lower end (figure 3.1¢).

Most maces are brandished by shield-bearing warriors, but one of the most
carefully drawn examples is embedded in the head of a vanquished enemy
(figure 3.5g). In one phalanx of 14 warriors (12 of whom carry shields), eight
men brandish such maces, while the only other armed members of the party
are two lancers and a third man with a club (figure 3.6b).
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F1GURE 3.6. Ranks of warriors grouped and ready for battle are common in

the Late Prebistoric and Protobistoric-period rock art at Bear Gulch. Note the
variety of weapons and headdresses. Labels a and b show single phalanxes, while
c—e show warriors more in a cluster. Note that each phalanx has at least three
different weapons. Warriors indicated by capital letters (A=E in c and A in ¢) are
combination figures consisting of the original warrior and a second warrior drawn

as a direct conjoined overlay. Scale bars are 10 cm.

Spike maces are occasionally illustrated in other Late Prehistoric— and
Protohistoric-period rock art, usually wielded by shield-bearing warriors
(e.g., Francis and Loendorf 2002:149; Fredlund 1993:43; Keyser 1977a:figure
13b, d, 14a; 1984:figure 3a,c; 2004a:21; 2006b; Keyser and Klassen 2001:196,
199, 246; Keyser and Poetschat 2008:46, 59; Mulloy 1958:figure 42, numbers 1,
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5, 7). Most are single-spike weapons, but several are clearly two-spike maces
(figures 3.5a-b, 3.6b). They are not illustrated in ledger drawings or on buf-
falo robes, but they do occur in ethnographic and archaeological collections.
The best-documented example is a club (figure 3.7¢) illustrated by Bodmer
that has a decorated wooden handle and an elk-antler spike carved in the
form of a bird’s head (Hunt et al. 1984:334).> An archaeological specimen,
a 7o-cm-long proximal end of an elk-antler main beam with a sharpened
bez tine (the second tine above the skull), was found in the vicinity of sev-
eral high-altitude bighorn-sheep traps and was likely a mountain sheep—
killing club (Frison 2004:161; Kornfeld et al. 2010:309). Prince Maximilian
also noted elk-antler war clubs used by the Gros Ventre Indians (Hunt et al.
1984:334) and somewhat similarly shaped war clubs with metal spikes were
made and used later in the historic period (Taylor 1994:163). Although it is
possible that some of those illustrated at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon
had metal spikes, the curvature of most spikes suggests that they were deer-
or elk-antler tines.

Clubs, carried by 71 shield-bearing warriors and another associated human
occur as two primary types. Most common are baseball bat-shaped weapons,
which account for nearly half of the illustrated examples (figure 3.6a, 3.8c—f).
These are shown either projecting out at an angle from behind the warrior’s
shield or held vertically in his hand just outside the shield perimeter. Some are
quite elaborate, with a knob on the handle (figures 3.6a, 3.8f), a tassel or feath-
ers at the top, and decorative lines drawn along the weapon’s barrel. Broad,
blade-like, triangular clubs (figures 3.6a, 3.8a) are also quite common. These
show a distinct triangular shape, sometimes with a round knob at the bottom
and lines decorating the club’s blade (figure 3.8a). A few other clubs—primar-
ily the pogamoggan type with a small stone head bound at the end of a flexible
shaft—are carried by fewer than 10 shield-bearing warriors (figure 3.8b).

War clubs of various sizes and shapes were common among Historic-period
Plains Indians (Catlin 1973 [1844]:V.::figures 99, 1o1; Hunt et al. 1984:334—338;
Penney 1992:228—229; C. Taylor 2001:14—23; Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:20).
Those drawn at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon indicate clearly that their
origins extend back into the Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric periods. The
clearly illustrated baseball bat—type is much more common among these rock
art warriors than in later Historic-period paintings or ethnographic collec-
tions, but at least three archaeological specimens (e.g., figure 3.9) found near
bighorn sheep traps in Wyoming and identified as a mountain sheep—killing
clubs (Frison 2004:161; Kornfeld et al. 2010:309) are a nearly perfect match for
several illustrated rock art clubs (cf. Figures 3.6a, 3.8f).
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F1GURE 3.7. Shields and clubs from
the Upper Missouri River region
drawn by Karl Bodmer (a, c) and
George Catlin (b). Note: (a) erected
buffalo bull’s tail bustle (light gray-
colored rectangular objects around
margin of shield are flaps of red cloth
or red-stained hide); (b) feather bustle
pendant from a shield; and (c) one-
spike mace made of wooden handle
with an elk-antler tine spike. Images

redrawn from Bodmer (Hunt et al.
1984) and Catlin (1973 [1844]).

'The only other notable weapons used by these Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—
period warriors are the bow-spear (figure 3.10a, b) and crook-neck coup-
stick (figure 3.10c-¢). Held by two shield bearers and shown four times in
one detailed Protohistoric-period tally of a warrior’s coups, bow-spears are
long, elaborately decorated, single-curve weapons with large triangular points
affixed to one end and a feathered tab or trailer pendant from the other. Four
examples of a single bow-spear drawn touching three shield-bearing warriors
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F1GURE 3.8. Clubs are also

a common weapon far Late

Prebistoric—period warriors

at Bear Guich (b—f) and

Atherton Canyon (a). Note three % ‘%

types of club: triangular (a), e e =
pogamoggan (b), and baseball
bat—shaped (c—f).

and floating over the heads of two V-neck women in the coup-count tally
(Keyser 2008b:68; 2011) each have fluffs of feathers and additional streamers
attached to the bow stave above and below the handgrip. A distinct quillon
barb at one basal corner of the illustrated lance point demonstrates it was
a metal blade (Keyser and Kaiser 2010). The bow-spear portrayal is a clas-
sic example of the floating weapon convention in the Biographic art lexicon
(Keyser 1987a; 2006a; 2008b:69—71).
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F1GURE 3.9. Wooden club from Wyoming found associated with a mountain sheep trap.
Note shape and knob on handle that resemble clubs used by Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing
warriors. Photograph courtesy of George Frison.

Rock art bow-spears are illustrated at only six other Plains sites from
Writing-on-Stone, Alberta, to the Texas Panhandle (Keyser 2008b). The
floating bow-spears in the Bear Gulch coup-count tally are nearly iden-
tical to three at Writing-on-Stone; and all have been identified as part of
a Protohistoric-period Blackfoot tribal style (Brownstone 2001a:260—261;
Keyser 2006a:71; 2008b:71; 2011; Keyser and Cowdrey 2008:21—23). In Historic
times the bow-spear was thought to have potent supernatural power, and ver-
sions of the weapon served as emblems of leadership in various military societ-
ies of several Plains tribes (Keyser 2008b).

Four “crooked lance” coup sticks (figure 3.10c—¢) are associated with Bear
Gulch-style shield bearers—three carried by warriors and a fourth drawn as
a floating weapon counting coup on another warrior. All are clearly depicted
crook-neck staffs, commonly shown in Historic-period northwestern Plains
robe and ledger art (Afton et al. 1997:219; Berlo 1996:103, 166, 201; Horse
Capture et al. 1993:105; Maurer 1992:189, 223, 226, 235, 241, 253) and occasionally
in rock art (Keyser and Cowdrey 2008:28; Keyser and Mitchell 2000:27, 30).
Contrary to most of those drawn in Historic-period art, none of these four is
decorated in any fashion.

Defensive Weaponry: The Shield

The only defensive weapon shown in the rock art under consideration at
these sites is the full-body-size shield, carried by 1,024 shield-bearing warriors
(figures 3.1, 3.3, 3.4-3.6, 3.8, 3.11a—f) and drawn as another 146 freestanding
images. When the size of these round shields can be assessed against the
height of the warriors carrying them, they measure between 8o and 140 cm
(3055 in) in diameter (Keyser 2010). More than 750 of these show heraldic
designs, including both geometric and representational images. Simple counts
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FiGURE 3.10. Bow-spears and coup sticks, although uncommon, do occur as Late
Prehistoric/Protobistoric—period weaponry. Note that a is a coup-count tally with four
examples of the same bow-spear counting coup on enemy warriors and capturing two
enemy women (at far right). The male warrior between the last shield figure and the two
women is coup-struck on his upper arm by a large, very detailed arrow or spear with

outsized fletching. Scale bars are 5 cm except a and e.

of basic meaningful units (cf. Nagy 1994) show that shield heraldry among
the group(s) that drew these figures was based primarily on geometric forms
(Keyser and Kaiser 2014). Sometimes this is simply a division of the shield’s
circular field, but more often it is a distinctive geometric element drawn to
span the face of the shield. The cross is the most common such element, com-
prising 30 percent of all geometric designs, and has the most variations.
Representational images comprise only about 17 percent of heraldic designs
and occur as five basic meaningful units, including various animals or birds,
eyes, teeth, and the Hand of God motif. Bears are the most common recog-
nizable animal design and occur in two forms—the Bear Coming Out and
the Standing Bear motifs (figures 3.3d, 3.5d)—both of which are common in
Historic-period shield heraldry (Keyser 2004b; Keyser and Kaiser 2014). The
Hand of God motif (figure 3.5f) shows a human-like arm and hand reaching
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F1GURE 3.11. Face paint is a common accoutrement for Bear Gulch (a—,
e—f) and Atherton Canyon (d) shield-bearing warriors. Tear streaks on
shield-bearing warrior in North Cave Hills (g) is the only type of facial
marking drawn on shield-bearing warriors elsewhere in Plains rock

art. All types of face paint at Atherton Canyon and Bear Gulch can be
duplicated in robe art (h) and ledger art (i-n). Scale bars are 5 cm.

out from the darker half of the shield into its lighter half to symbolize the
intervention of a being reaching out from the supernatural realm to influ-
ence the secular world and assist the shield owner in vanquishing his enemies
(Keyser and Kaiser 2014).”
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These full-body shields are rarely fringed, but 190 examples have a feather
bustle extending out horizontally or drooping downward from one lower
quadrant of the shield (figure 3.1¢, g, h). An additional 15 shields have a small
weasel- to fox-sized animal-skin medicine bundle attached in lieu of a bustle

(figure 3.4a, 0).

Accoutrements of Dress

Five categories of ritual dress characterize Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon
shield-bearing warriors (table 3.1), but only one of these—headdresses and
hair styles—is shared with V-neck humans. In addition to head gear, other
items include—in order of their relative frequency—feather bustles, face paint,
animal-skin medicine bundles, and animal tails attached to the heels of moc-
casins or to garters worn at the knees.

HEADDRESSES AND HAIRSTYLES

More than 635 human figures, including both women and men and V-neck
humans and shield-bearing warriors, wear headdresses or hairstyles. Multiple
examples of six distinctive headdresses are recorded and eight different hair-
styles can be distinguished. Headdresses illustrated multiple times include
feathers in many different configurations, bison-horn war bonnet, wolf hat,
sheep horns,” and a tall bishop’s mitre—type hat. Recognizable hairstyles
include roach, scalplock, bear’s ears, hair extensions, pompadour, long hair,
mullet, and a sun-ray hairdo that appears to represent “disheveled hair” used
to indicate women. In fact, some of these, such as the roach or bear’s ears could
represent either a headdress or a hairstyle, depending on whether the headgear
was a separate attachment or simply a way of cutting or wearing the hair. Of
these, the roach, wolf hat, scalplock, and feather headdress of various types are
worn by more than 5o warriors each.

Most common at these sites is the roach, worn in three different ways by
nearly 225 warriors (figures 3.4h—i; 3.11a-b); usually as a series of short, similar
length, evenly spaced, curved lines crowning the top of the warrior’s head and
often arching down over one side nearly to the neck as if illustrated in side pro-
file. Other roaches consist of either short, straight, evenly spaced rays atop the
head and arching down around one quadrant, or a “flat top” hairstyle shown as
a series of relatively evenly spaced, short, straight, vertical lines standing only
atop the head. This roach motif could represent either a “Mohawk” hairstyle
where the shaved sides of the head leave only a crest of hair standing from
the forehead back to the neck, or a roach headdress in the form of a crest
made of stiff animal hair worn as a cap or hair attachment. Both the hairstyle

«
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TaBLE 3.1. Accoutrements of Dress and Weapon Decorations.

Accoutrements of Dress Bear Gulch Atherton Canyon
HeapprESsEs/HAIRSTYLES
Hair roach 192 32
Wolf hat 124 24
Feathers 92 12
Scalplock 39 8
Scalplock with tassel 15
Roach & scalplock 5 I
Bear’s ears/Scalplock 2
Bear’s ears 20 2
Disheveled/Sun-ray 4
Bison-horn bonnet I1 I
Mountain-sheep horns 4 I
Bishop’s mitre 5
Pompadour I
Pompadour/Long hair 2
Long hair 3
Hair extensions 2
Mullet 4
Other 21 3
BusTLE 161 29
Face PaintT 86 17

BunbpLES AND PELTS

Animal bundle 13 4
Bird bundle 2
Animal pelt 5
Moccasin TaiLs 14 I
KneEe TaiLs 5 I

WearoN DEcoOrATIONS
Weapon flag 316 58
Weapon fluff 65 6
Weapon tab 23 4
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and headdress were common in Historic times (Bates et al. 2003:157; Keyser
2004a:103; Mails 1973:300; Maurer 1992:144).

The roach is occasionally illustrated in Plains rock art; most often worn
by shield-bearing warriors (Keyser 2006b; Keyser and Klassen 2001:233, 240;
Keyser and Poetschat 2009:11, 34). At Writing-on-Stone it is worn by two
shield-bearing horsemen that date—like much Bear Gulch and Atherton
Canyon imagery—to the early Protohistoric period (Keyser 2010:91).

Nearly 150 warriors at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon wear a distinc-
tive wolf-hat headdress (figures 3.1e-f, 3.4, 3.5), so far positively identified
only at these two sites (Keyser 2007a). This characteristic headdress shows a
prominent long, thin nose in combination with two ears and a cluster of lines
extending behind the head that represents the wolf-skin cape hanging down
the warrior’s back (Keyser 2007a; Keyser et al. 2012). On 66 examples a short
crosspiece is painted or scratched near the end of the nose essentially per-
pendicular to its long axis. Although there is a good ethnographic reference
for the wolf-hat headdress (e.g., Blish and Bad Heart Bull 1967:172, 174, 177;
Densmore 1918:380—381, Plates 57, 58, 66b; Ewers 1997:198; Keyser 2007a), there
is no clue as to what this crosspiece might actually represent.

Just more than 100 warriors wear feather headdresses of various sorts (figures
3.1h,3.3¢, 3.4d-¢), ranging from “stand-up”eagle-feather bonnets, much like those
typically worn by Historic-period Blackfeet warriors (Keyser 2004a:6), to single
or double feathers worn upright in their hair, to a feather worn horizontally in
the hair atop the warrior’s head. This wide variety of arrangements corresponds
to other Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period rock art imagery (Keyser and
Klassen 2001) and closely mimics the almost limitless ways in which Historic
Plains warriors wore feathers, either as formal headdresses or simply tied into
various places in their hair (e.g., Mails 1973; Taylor 1975; Thomas and Ronnefeldt
1976). Interestingly, the stereotypical Plains feathered war bonnet with feathered
trailer is not present in the precontact rock art at either site.

A scalplock, shown as a single line extending up and back from the top of the
warrior’s head and then drooping down toward the ground, is worn by 64 shield-
bearing warriors and 5 other humans at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon (fig-
ures 3.3a, f—g, 3.6b). This almost certainly represents a braid, and one special-
ized variety terminates in a tassel of short lines that represents either unbraided
hair or feathers or streamers attached at the braid’s end. The scalplock hairstyle
shows a statistically significant association with the earliest, solidly painted Bear
Gulch-style shield figures and serves, in part, to identify one particular cluster
of these figures (Young 2010). Elsewhere on the Plains, fewer than half a dozen
scalplocks are drawn in Late Prehistoric—period rock art (Keyser and Klassen
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2001; Keyser 2006b), but they are much more frequent in Historic-period rock
art and robe and ledger art, where they are one of the most common hairstyles
(Afton et al. 1997; Bates et al. 2003; Berlo 1996; Conner and Conner 1971:figures
14, 18; Keyser 1977a:68, 71; 1996:36, 42; 2000; Keyser and Klassen 2001:197, 220,
240, 248, 252, 259, 266, 275; Keyser and Poetschat 2005:41, 98, 107, 2009:36).

At least seven other kinds of headgear are worn by multiple humans. The

two most important are the bear’s ears headdress and a distinctive “sun-ray”

hairstyle composed of short lines coming out all around the head.

The bear’s ears headdress (figures 3.1g, 3.4k), which is represented as a pair
of short, round or squared ear-like knobs arising singly from each side at the
top of a warrior’s head, could represent either a pair of real bear’s ears tied
into the warrior’s hair, or his own hair knotted and tied up on each side of
the head to mimic this shape. In several Plains tribes, warriors who possessed
bear power wore either real bear’s ears or this knotted hair style (Ewers 1955b;
Mails 1973:352—354; Rockwell 1991:101), and this headdress is worn in rock art
by shield-bearing warriors and a few other humans across the northwestern
Plains (Francis 2007:219; Keyser 2004a:112; Mulloy 1958:126, 130).

The sun-ray hairstyle (figures 3.10, 3.12d) at Bear Gulch represents dishev-
eled hair used frequently in later Plains Indian art to represent women (Greer
and Keyser 2008; Horse Capture et al. 1993:85; McCleary 2008b:141-142, 248).
In every Bear Gulch example it is associated with a human figure identifiable
as female by the depiction of breasts and hips and/or a vulva.

Several other hairstyles drawn much less frequently at these sites are similar
to later Historic-period examples. These include very long hair (sometimes
combined with an upswept forehead pompadour), and hair extensions shown
either as a hairnet-like attachment or dots painted along the length of a war-
rior’s flowing tresses.

FEATHER BUSTLES

Feather bustles are drawn as a central line with multiple short lines branch-
ing from it, representing a cord or leather strip to which multiple feathers
are attached. Such bustles embellish five freestanding shields and 185 shield-
bearing warriors (figures 3.1, 3.3-3.5). Bustles are drawn either as single-sided
examples with feathers attached only to the lower side of the main stem, or
double-sided bustles that have feathers extending from both sides. One par-
ticular single-sided example (figure 3.13¢) obviously represents a stiffened,
erected buffalo bull’s tail with feathers suspended below it, since it has exactly
the same configuration as the erected tail (e.g., figure 3.8a) seen on early

Historic-period Mandan shields (Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:212, 217).
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F1GURE 3.12. The disembodied capture hand is a specialized convention used
to show the taking of war trophies and war captives in Biographic art. Note

women in a, b, and d. Scale bars are § cm.

Feather bustles were a common accoutrement among Historic Indian tribes
from the Southwest to the upper Missouri (Flint and Flint 2005:191; Thomas
and Ronnefeldt 1976:212, 217) and were often illustrated on decorated robes and
war shirts (Keyser and Brady 1993:figure 1; Maurer 1992:186; Taylor 1998:63).
Rock art examples are much less common, occurring at only two other sites
(Gebhard et al. 1987:figure 20; Keyser and Poetschat 2009:14, 37), but the Castle
Gardens example (figure 3.11) also appears to be an erected buffalo-bull’s tail.
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F1GURE 3.13. Streamers, probably made from animal tails or other
parts, are worn by these Bear Gulch shield-bearing warriors at the heels
of their moccasins (a, b, d) and at their knees (c). Note erect buffalo-bull
tail bustle on ¢ and Hand of God shield design on b. Scale bars are § cm.

Although sometimes illustrated as hanging from near a man’s waist (Catlin
1973 [1844]:figures 223, 289; Keyser and Poetschat 2009:14), all Bear Gulch
and Atherton Canyon examples are attached directly to a shield, as was more
frequently illustrated (figure 3.8a, b) by Catlin (1973 [1844]:figures 172, 287;
C. Taylor 2001:10) and Bodmer (Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:217).
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FACE PAINT

Just more than 100 humans (including 88 shield-bearing warriors) at these
two sites wear nine repeated face paint or tattoo designs (figure 3.11). All are
simple geometric line patterns carefully drawn across the head, or sections
of the head filled in solidly with pigment or scratches. The most common
show the warrior’s head decorated with a series of deliberately spaced vertical
lines or bisected by a vertical line, but other warriors wear a cross centered on
the head (figure 3.11a) or have half their head (either vertical or horizontal)
solidly colored (figure 3.11 d—f). All of these patterns are duplicated in both
ledger and robe art (Berlo 1996; Taylor 1994:191; 1998:13, 48—49, 62; Maurer
1992:191, 195), but face paint is not commonly illustrated elsewhere in rock art.
Among other known Plains shield-bearing warriors only 16 have facial lines
that might be paint or tattoos and only the tear-streak motif (figure 3.11g)—
repeated on seven different warriors—is found multiple times (Keyser 2006b).

ANIMAL-SKIN MEDICINE BUNDLES

There are 24 personal medicine bundles (figures 3.3d; 3.4a, 0; 3.14a, d)
illustrated at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon, including the skins of 17
small weasel- to fox-sized animals, five fox or wolf pelts slung over a war-
rior’s shoulder, and two bird bundles, one tied in a warrior’s hair and another
attached to a spear. Most small-animal-skin bundles are attached to a war-
rior’s shield, but one is suspended from the waist of a rectangular-body
human and another is freestanding.

Pelts worn by shield-bearing warriors sometimes obscure the warrior’s head,
and one clearly arches up overhead and extends behind (figure 3.14a). But
given the well-documented and characteristic lack of Western perspective in
Plains-warrior art (Ewers 1968:8-13), these were clearly intended to show ani-
mal skins slung over the shoulder as they were worn in Historic times (Keyser
20072:65; 20082:67—68). One bird bundle (figure 3.14d) tied in a shield-bearer’s
hair is an elongated, cigar shape with short stubby wings and a short line
extending further back with small “knots” tied in it. This bundle is paired with
the warrior’s hawk-beak mask and face paint indicated by a solidly scratched
lower half of his face.

Medicine bundles and animal pelts are only rarely illustrated in other
rock art (Keyser 2008a:64; Keyser and Klassen 2001:71; 2003; Keyser and
Poetschat 2008:43, 62), but bird bundles worn in a warrior’s hair and fox or
wolf pelts are quite common in robe art and ledger art (Barbeau 1960:147,
figure 99; Bates et al. 2003:290—295, 301; Berlo 1996:93, 103, 114, 166, 208—209,
215; Brownstone 1993:19; Horse Capture et al. 1993:103; Keyser 2004a:69—71,
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F1GURE 3.14. Medicine bundles and animal-skin pelts are worn by more than a dozen
Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing warriors. Note pelt overhead on a, animal bundle attached
to shield of d, and bird bundle tied in hair and bird-beak mask on head of d. Both b and

¢ are ledger drawings showing wolf pelts worn over a warrior’s shoulder. Scale bars are § cm.

117; Keyser and Klassen 2003:13-15; Maurer 1992:194-195; Miles and Lovett
1994:51-52; Taylor 1998:62-63).

MOCCASIN TAILS

Fifteen shield-bearing warriors wear streamers attached to the heel of
both moccasins. Extending out to the side or straight down from the heel,
these range from simple straight lines, to fan-like groups of two or three
straight lines, to long lines with a knot tied near each end (figure 3.13a, b, d).
Similar but unelaborated pendant streamers are also illustrated hanging at
an oblique angle from one or both knees of six other shield-bearing warriors
(figure 3.13¢). Such streamers attached to a warrior’s moccasins or to garter
belts at his knees are commonly portrayed in robe and ledger art (Afton et al.

1997:66—67; Berlo 1996:78—79, 85, 98, 149, 153, 155, 169, 175, 183, 197, 221; Stirling
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1938:27—33; Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:221) and they are shown in rock art
at Writing-on-Stone and Joliet (Keyser 2004a:100; 2008b:63, 68; Keyser and
Klassen 2001:22, 230).

Weapon Decorations

Rock art weapons at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon are often elabo-
rately decorated (table 3.1), primarily with feather flags, but also with smaller
feather or hair “fluffs” and elaborate tabs or tassels.

FEATHER FLAGS AND FLUFFS

Almost 370 lances and a single bow-spear are embellished with a distinc-
tive feather flag in one of four basic patterns: oval, maple leaf, spade, and split
spade in order of frequency (Fossati et al. 2010). Attached to the forward third
of a spear’s wooden shaft between the point and handgrip, these flags (figures
3.1, 3.4, 3.11, 3.13) are often augmented with a small “fluff” drawn as a more-or-
less matched set of short, upward-pointing, oblique lines placed on each side
of the spear shaft in a “point down” chevron design. Many fluffs are found just
below the feather flag, but others occur just behind the spear point. They could
represent the downy barbs commonly found on the quill at the base of the
teather’s vane, smaller eagle plumes like those attached at the base or tips of
eagle feathers that were used in Historic-period headdresses and other ritual
items, or decorations of stiffened animal hair.

Frequently the flag itself is further decorated with various combinations of
vertical or horizontal lines and solid colored areas drawn within its outline. A
limited set of decorative patterns common to all types of flags suggests that
these symbolically indicated the performance of different sorts of brave deeds
and/or the attainment of special status or position within a military hierarchy
(Fossati et al. 2010).

Oval flags are far more common than any other, making up just more than
70 percent of all recorded examples (Fossati et al. 2010). All flag types decorate
the weapons of shield-bearing warriors and other humans, and a few also
elaborate freestanding spears. Elsewhere in Plains rock art similar weapon
flags are uncommon, though more than half a dozen oval and spade flags are
drawn at Writing-on-Stone (Keyser 1977a:figure 14b; 1977b:31, 44, 49; Keyser
and Klassen 2001:199, 229, 247) and single examples are carved at other sites
in Montana and Wyoming (Fredlund 1991:4; Fossati et al. 2010; Keyser and
Klassen 2001:246).

Bodmer illustrated somewhat similar feather flags and hair fluffs attached
to the butt end of Mandan warriors’ spears (Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:172,

JAMES D. KEYSER



212, 217), but nothing similar is drawn in robe or ledger art. Feather or hair
fluffs also adorn each of the four drawings of a single bow-spear in the elabo-
rate Bear Gulch coup-count tally (figure 3.10). Positioned on the bow stave
both above and below the handgrip, these fluffs are paired with longer stream-
ers in two instances. Similar decorative elements are common on most robe
and ledger art bow-spears (Keyser 2008b).

TABS

Roughly triangular tabs or tassels, drawn most commonly as a cluster of
two to six short lines, but also shown as a clearly triangular attachment, adorn
the ends of 27 weapons, including maces, clubs, a knife, a lance, and three
bow-spears (figures 3.5¢, f; 3.10a, b). One distinctly triangular tab on the lower
end of a bow-spear also has a pendant feather. These items represent either
clusters of feathers, streamer tassels, or quilled or beaded pennants hang-
ing from the bottoms of these weapons. Similar decorative elements (figure
3.15) are commonly illustrated on various rock art weapons (Keyser 1977a:76;
2008b:66; 2008¢:3—4; 2010:89; Keyser and Cowdrey 2008:28—30; Keyser and
Klassen 2001:225, 229, 236; McCleary 2008b:265—266; Parsons 1987:260) and
frequently adorn hatchets (figure 3.16) and bow-spears in robe and ledger
drawings (Barbeau 1960:148, 170, 171; Brownstone 2001b:80; Greene 2006:83;
Keyser 2008b:64; Keyser and Cowdrey 2008:29). Beaded tabs are common on
ethnographic specimens and in Historic photographs where they hang from
hatchets and pipe stems (C. Taylor 1994:77, 200; 2001:8).

BaTTLE ComMmpPosIiTIONS AND TAcTICS

In several cases Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric warriors at Bear Gulch
and Atherton Canyon are arranged in compositions that tell us a great deal
about how pre-horse/pre-gun warfare was conducted and how it was viewed
by participants. Foremost among these compositions are at least 19 instances
where groups of 5 to 14 warriors occur in a horizontally oriented row or pha-
lanx of men posed as if marching off to war or standing ready for battle (figures
3.3,3.6). Most ranks are exclusively shield-bearing warriors, but four rows also
include one or more other combatants. Likewise each phalanx contains several
individuals who appear to have been drawn by the same hand, suggesting that
most of these compositions are the work of single artists. Individual warriors
in rank often wear quite elaborate headdresses and other regalia, including
moccasin tails and bustles, and carry highly detailed weapons and decorated
shields. A few ranks, identified by superimposition sequences as the earliest
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F1GURE 3.15. Tabs and tassels are commonly drawn in Historic-
period rock art, especially decorating tomahawks. (a, d) Writing-on-
Stone; (b) McKee Spring; (c) Nordstrom-Bowen.

examples of the Bear Gulch style, are composed exclusively of warriors with
solid-colored shields and almost identical arms and accoutrements, but most
ranks are composed of warriors whose shields have elaborate heraldic designs
and who carry various weapons. In one rank of 12 shield bearers and two other
men, nine warriors carry plain shields, two men have decorated shields, and
one carries a solid shield.

Despite the fact that many of these compositions appear to be drawings by
single artists, in nine instances obvious ranks of warriors have been modified
by later artists who superimposed from one to seven of the original figures
with a second shield-bearing warrior drawn directly over the original image,
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F1GURE 3.16. This extremely complex tab decorating the handle of a tomahawk shown

counting coup is illustrated on a bison robe in the Deutsches Ledermuseum, Offenbach,

Germany. Photograph by the author.

using the existing figure as a template (figure 3.17). Such carefully crafted
superimpositions are termed “direct conjoined overlays” (Kaiser and Keyser
2008). The most complex of these shows an original rank of nine painted solid
and decorated variety shield-bearing warriors that was later modified by an
artist(s) who scratched directly conjoined shield figures on at least seven of
the original warriors (figure 3.6¢). Another complex composition shows a later
rank of warriors superimposed on an original phalanx and clearly related to
it by a three-part conjoined overlay (Keyser et al. 2012). In some cases (e.g.,
figure 3.6d, e) it appears that a later artist also added warriors to the original
composition (sometimes to accompany the direct conjoined overlay). Often
these are smaller warriors placed on the periphery of the original group.

Thus, the Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon artists obviously intended to
show groups of men prepared for—or actually marching oft to—war; and such
depictions were drawn during both the Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric
periods. That these ranks of warriors were a crucially important motif is docu-
mented by the careful effort often expended to reuse them through the means
of direct conjoined overlays and added warriors.

Notably rare among these shield-bearing warriors, however, are scenes of
combat showing two or more warriors actually fighting one another. Among
the more than 1,000 shield-bearing warriors, only 17 pairs of opposing figures

WARRIORS AND WEAPONS

93



94

F1GURE 3.17. Ranks of shield-bearing warriors often show multiple examples of direct
conjoined overlays, indicating reuse of the specific imagery. At Bear Gulch (), two
warriors (middle) are conjoined on an original group of six (bottom row); top row shows
rank of warriors as it appears today. At Atherton Canyon (b), two warriors (middle) are
conjoined on original group of four warriors (bottom row); top row shows rank of warriors
as it appears today. Note that the light gray lines in b indicate parts of the original figure

incorporated into the overlaid figure. Scale bars are 1o cm.

and one pair of warriors fighting a third enemy are engaged in what might

represent hand-to-hand combat (figure 3.18). This is less than 4 percent of the

total shield bearers at the site. Furthermore, several of these combat “scenes”
are drawn in such an extremely sketchy manner (e.g., warriors lacking shield

heraldry and using the simplest of weapons) that they appear almost as an

afterthought, unlike the carefully detailed ranks of standing warriors that

characterize these sites (e.g., figure 3.18d, f, g).

In contrast to the relative paucity of shield-bearing warriors fighting each
other, however, Bear Gulch V-neck warriors show at least five identifiable
combat compositions (four of which are quite detailed), involving 10 of the 33
humans. Thus, more than 30 percent of V-neck figures are illustrated in the
act of fighting.

Likewise, among all Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing warriors only two
are shown with floating weapons counting coup on them, and 25 more are
wounded by an arrow. In contrast, there are more than a dozen examples of
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F1GURE 3.18. Evidence of conflict in Late Prehistoric—period rock art includes occasional
combat scenes (a—g) and warriors wounded with arrows (e, h—j). (a) Writing-on-Stone;

(b, d—f, h—j) Bear Gulch; (¢, g) Atherton Canyon. Note how sketchy appearance of scenes d, f;
and g, and the floating bow counting coup on the larger shield-bearing warrior in e. Scale
bars represent § cm except f
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this convention involving other types of Protohistoric-period warriors at these
sites. These include three unique shield-bearing warriors and three V-neck
humans in a coup-count lineup. In addition, capture hands® touch three other
V-neck figures. In all, more than 6o percent of V-neck humans are engaged in
individual fighting actions, while fewer than 5 percent of shield-bearing war-
riors give any indication of individual combat.

Instead, shield-bearing warriors are illustrated as corporate groups, and
when the artists wanted to show their destruction they sometimes defaced
these figures using “rub outs” created by scratching so heavily across the origi-
nal figure that it is all but obliterated. More than two dozen shield-bearing
warriors and a row of several other Late Prehistoric—period humans are
rubbed out in this manner. While some rub outs may have been scratched
by later Historic-period artists not responsible for the original Bear Gulch—
style figures, others almost certainly were done by Bear Gulch—style artists.
Whether this signified victory over enemies or the loss of one’s own military
comrades cannot be determined.

STRATEGY, TAacTICcS, AND MOTIVES

Given the weaponry and battle compositions documented in the Late
Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period rock art imagery at Bear Gulch and Atherton
Canyon, what does this imagery tell us about strategy and tactics used by these
warriors and the possible motives that caused them to fight? In fact, we can
infer some specific details about the use of certain weapons and the function of
particular examples, and also the warriors’ psychological motivation for warfare.

THE EFFICACY OF PRECONTACT WEAPONRY

From the types of weapons that dominate Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon
rock art and those carried by shield-bearing warriors at other northwestern
Plains sites (see Keyser 2006b), it is clear that precontact warfare was fought
primarily at close quarters with “brute force” implements. Bows and arrows,
which strike an enemy from a relatively safe distance, were used by fewer than
6 percent of the armed Bear Gulch-style shield-bearing warriors; and only an
additional 25 examples (fewer than 3% of the more than 1,000 individuals) have
enemy arrows sticking in them. Interestingly, these percentages are about the
same for shield-bearing warriors at all other published northwestern Plains sites,
where 8 of 180 (4.4%) of the armed, Late Prehistoric shield-bearers use bows
and arrows (Keyser 2006b), and only 7 (2%) of all shield bearers are shot with
arrows. Instead, throughout the northern Plains, armed shield-bearing warriors
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TaBLE 3.2. Weaponry for Plains Shield-Bearing Warriors

Weapon Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon Other Northwestern Plains Sites*
Bow/Arrow 38 4% 8 3%
Spear 441 43% 79 26%
Bow-spear 2 <1% 5 2%
Spike mace 82 8% 29 10%
Club 71 7% 20 7%
Other 9 1% 44 15%
None 385 38% 113 38%
ToraL wARRIORS' 1,024 100% 300 100%

*

Data taken from Keyser (20065).
* Columns numbers do not total warriors because a few individuals are armed with multiple

weapons.

overwhelmingly favored lances, clubs, and spike maces (table 3.2) for warfare;’
all weapons that required killing and combat to be at no more than arm’s length.

Furthermore, two of these weapons—clubs and maces—would have been
truly effective only when used to disarm an opponent and beat him to death
with multiple blows. Imagine the mayhem caused by wielding the equivalent
of a baseball bat or an axe handle studded with one or two ro-15 cm (4-6
in) long antler spikes. But spike maces may have had an even broader func-
tion. Larry Loendorf (2009) has suggested that these weapons could also have
served to hook an opponent’s shield and pull it away from his body so that
other warriors would have had a better opportunity for a close-quarters kill. In
either case, killing like this would have been face to face; up close and personal.

The fact that so many Bear Gulch-style lances are tipped with what appear
to be some of the earliest metal blades in Plains rock art (Keyser and Kaiser
2010) is also suggestive of close-quarters combat. Given the hand-to-hand war-
tare suggested by clubs and maces, a lancer armed only with a spear tipped
with a several-inch-long, very fragile chipped-stone point would have been at
a distinct disadvantage against a club-wielding opponent who could parry a
thrust and shatter the killing point with one well-placed blow. Conversely, metal
points are certainly less fragile and are more likely to have remained intact even
after multiple thrusts and parries. Hence, they must have been seen as extremely
more potent and more valuable weapons, and thus were quickly adopted.

Some limited evidence suggests that bow-spears may be an exception
to the brute force nature of these battles. Carried by one Bear Gulch—style
shield-bearing warrior and shown in use counting coup in the Blackfoot-style
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coup-count tally, these weapons are decorated very similarly to the most elab-
orate of their Historic-period counterparts (Keyser 2008b), and tipped with
long lethal metal points. However, of the four bow-spears shown counting
coup, only one strikes a blow (touching the enemy’s headdress) that could
possibly have been immediately fatal, and even this may not have caused a
fatal wound. Others hit the shield of one warrior and the legs of another, and
a third bow-spear arches above two female captives.

Such non-lethal blows, and the symbolism showing captives under control
of this powerful weapon, are exactly the same for bow-spears depicted in led-
ger art, where they rarely strike a fatal blow but instead record a counted coup
or are shown being brandished to exercise their power. This is also consistent
with ethnographic reports where special “thunder bow” bow-spears were not
used to kill enemies, but rather to count coup by striking the foe with the
flat of the lance point and to magically strike at or control enemies from a
distance (Grinnell 1972:Vol. 2:83-84; Keyser 2008b:62; Powell 2002a:63-68;
2002b:56—57). In short, it appears that the bow-spear in the coup-count tally
was portrayed more as a magically imbued weapon used to count coup and
control enemies than a close-quarters killing tool.

Finally, many warrior artists obviously took great care to elaborate their
weapon, far beyond any functional necessity. Lances and bow-spears are
adorned with a feather flag and/or eagle plume or animal-hair fluffs; bow-
spears have a tab or tassel at the proximal end; and clubs and maces sometimes
have a tab or streamers attached to their handle end, and the barrel is carved
or painted with lines and geometric elements. The only purposes such things
could have served were as decoration, personal aggrandizement, or possibly
the infusion of the weapon with supernatural power. In none of these cases do
these elements improve the weapon’s function, but they do show a high value
placed on such elaborations by their owners.

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF PRECONTACT WARFARE

V-neck warriors at Bear Gulch, which are dated within the same Late
Prehistoric and Protohistoric timespan as the Bear Gulch—style shield-bearing
warriors (Keyser et al. 2011, 2012), provide even more detailed information
about how at least one precontact group viewed warfare. Apparently drawn by
early Blackfeet intruders into this area of central Montana (Keyser 2006a:7r;
2011; Keyser et al. 2012),' these particular V-neck warriors are in compositions
that typically show direct hand-to-hand combat and emphasize counting of
several different coups. Involving the fewer than 30 Blackfoot-style V-neck
warriors at the site are at least 16 different coup-count episodes, including
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multiple instances of hand-to-hand combat, braving an opponent’s fusillade
of fire, touching (but not killing) an enemy, revenge killing, and capturing
enemy women and children (Greer and Keyser 2008:94—95; Keyser 2006a,
2011; Keyser et al. 2012). Another shield taken by a capture hand documents
the capture of war booty in the same part of the site as most of these combat
scenes, but unfortunately this image cannot be securely associated with nearby
Protohistoric-period Blackfoot-style petroglyphs, and may instead be a later
Historic-period coup count.

Likewise, six V-neck war captives, including four women, a prepubescent
female, and one child, indicate that women and children were “fair game”
in the Protohistoric period, exactly as they were in Historic-period warfare.
Possibly more important, however, these figures suggest that even at such an
early date women and children were a commodity worth capturing, either for
the slave trade or to bear children that would replace warriors fallen in battle.
While these practices are well documented in the Historic record (Keyser et al.
2006) and inferred for Protohistoric times (Lewis 1942:49), this is the first rock
art demonstration that they commonly existed in precontact warfare.

Finally, one coup-count tally, identified as a Blackfoot artist’s drawing (Keyser
2006a:71; 2008a:71; 2011), shows several obvious coups, including touching of
enemies, revenge killing, and capture of women (figure 3.10). Dated to the
pre-horse/pre-gun Protohistoric period, the image is a striking demonstration
that the concept of coup counting and advertisement of such honors at sacred
sites existed in pre-horse Plains warfare.

With this marked emphasis on coup counting by V-neck warriors, we
can infer that deeds of bravery similar to those central to Historic Plains
warfare (Grinnell 1910) were also a key element of Late Prehistoric and/or
Protohistoric-period warfare—at least to the Montana Blackfeet. Similarly,
other evidence also suggests that war honors were the basis for warfare actions
undertaken by the artists responsible for drawing Bear Gulch—style imagery.
In Historic-period Plains cultures, moccasin tails are so strongly associated
with the performance of specific deeds of bravery (Lowie 1956:217; Mallery
1972:436; Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:251) that it seems almost certain that
those illustrated at Bear Gulch are similarly honorific. But not just moccasin
tails support the assertion that a system of ranked war honors was in place on
the central Montana plains prior to the horse. Elsewhere, Keyser (Fossati et
al. 2010:119—-121) has argued that the various forms and relative proportions of
different weapon flags “represent various earned honors such as the accom-
plishment of specific deeds of bravery in warfare or the attainment of ‘officer’
positions within a pan-tribal military organization” (Fossati et al. 2010:120).
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In addition, a strong case has been made that wolf-hat headdresses and ani-
mal pelts worn by several warriors likely represent attainment of the honor-
ific “scout” position, as did similar wolf symbolism in Historic times (Keyser
20072:67—68; 20082:67-68).

In addition to counting coup (as evidenced by the above-described imagery
and insignia), precontact Plains warfare also apparently had a strong super-
natural component. Several heraldic designs common on Bear Gulch—style
shields suggest that in addition to their defensive utility, shields also played an
important psychological role in offensive warfare. Two repeated Bear Gulch
shield designs show a bear painted so that it appears to be coming out of the
shield to directly confront the owner’s enemy (Keyser 2004b; Kaiser et al. 2010;
Keyser and Kaiser 2014). These designs are quite similar to Historic-period
heraldry used by several tribes for exactly such psychological “shock” value
(Keyser 2004b). Likewise, designs incorporating eyes and teeth, and another
with a human arm and hand reaching out from a darkened half of the shield,
have also been interpreted as representing supernatural power in a way that
was intended to frighten or confuse an attacking enemy (Keyser and Kaiser
2014; Schaafsma 2000:113).

Other items, such as medicine bundles and bustles also provide an indica-
tion of the supernatural basis for precontact Plains warfare. In Historic times,
medicine bundles were derived from visionary imagery in which a spirit helper
instructed the supplicant to acquire protective amulets. The presence of such
bundles at both Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon is strong indication that
one major premise of precontact warfare was that a man was better oft with
supernatural assistance. Likewise, Prince Maximilian noted that many war-
riors wore “an appendage of feathers, intended to represent the [buffalo] bull’s
tail, hanging down their backs” (Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:202). These
bustles, along with the erected buffalo-bull tail bustles incorporated as part
of the shield were widely understood to symbolize a buffalo bull’s aggres-
sive behavior (Maurer 1992:125)," something that a warrior would be only too

happy to embody and advertise.

A TRANSITION FROM CORPORATE COMBAT TO INDIVIDUAL HONORS
Viewing the phalanxes at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon as fighting
units, a few observations can be made about the structure of combat-ready
groups in the Late Prehistoric—period culture responsible for drawing Bear
Gulch-style shield-bearing warriors. Chronologically, the earliest phalanxes
(and related single warriors) favored the bow and arrow as the weapon of
choice and a solidly colored, otherwise undecorated, shield for protection. A
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warrior’s headdress was uniformly a tasseled scalplock or a roach. Another
phalanx of similar size and age, shows a slight change in preferred weaponry
to very long spike maces and lances, but the warriors’ shields remain undeco-
rated, shown as plain circles without either pigment or scratches for infilling.
Headdresses are tasseled scalplocks, roaches, or bison-horn bonnets.

'Then, very rapidly over the course of a few generations (150—200 years), pha-
lanxes diversified markedly. In this period, each phalanx is typified by a variety
of shield designs, several different weapons (often with unique weapon flags
for decoration), and multiple types of headdresses. Among the warriors com-
posing these groups bows are very rarely the preferred weapon.

What this tentatively suggests for the ethnic group drawing these figures is
a transition from a fighting unit with a more corporate identity (limited shield
designs, weapon types, and headdress styles) in which individuals intentionally
did not stand out, to a fighting unit more obviously composed of individuals,
where many (if not all) of the participants were readily identifiable. This change,
combined with the more close-up and personal nature of combat (as indicated
by shortened spike maces and clubs, and lances with large killing points), implies
an increased emphasis on personal deeds and individual self-aggrandizement.
What we appear to be seeing in this transition is the beginning of the Historic-
period focus on the accomplishment of individual war honors.

CHANGING WARFARE PATTERNS ON
THE NORTHWESTERN PLAINS

So what do Plains rock art warfare compositions indicate about the origin
and evolution of the Plains warfare complex? To address this, one must first
summarize the model of Plains warfare as reconstructed from ethnohistoric,
ethnographic, and historic sources and then compare and contrast that to
the first-person rock art record of Plains warfare to evaluate how closely the
two correspond.

Fortunately, we have one good ethnohistoric account that provides a rea-
sonable sketch of Protohistoric-period warfare (and even a glimpse of precon-
tact warfare actions), at least through the eyes of one man, Sahkomaupee, an
aged Cree living with the Blackfeet in 1787 (Lewis 1942:46—52; Secoy 1992:34—
37). Several other early accounts provide additional sketchy data about war-
fare immediately after the earliest contacts with Euroamericans (e.g., Lewis
1942:45, 50, 54—55; Loendorf and Porsche 1985:80—85). Then the later Historic-
period warfare complex is so widely described and well known (e.g., Grinnell
1910; McGinnis 1990; Mishkin 1940; Smith 1938) that it became a cultural icon
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by the turn of the twentieth century with “Wild West” shows, “dime novels,”
and paintings by Russell and Remington, and it has been celebrated ever since
in books, art, movies, and television.

The only detailed account of how northwestern Plains war was fought
before the widespread use of horses and guns is the one Sahkomaupee pro-
vided when he told David Thompson in 1787 about how and why warfare was
conducted during his young adulthood (Lewis 1942; Secoy 1992; Thompson
1962). Summarizing Sahkomaupee’s lengthy account, Secoy described pre-
horse/pre-gun warfare as:

taking two forms. Both put a premium on numerical strength. The first one,
usually preferred, was for a large war party [sometimes as large as several hun-
dred warriors] to locate a small, isolated enemy camp . .. and make a surprise
attack at dawn, slaughtering the inhabitants. The second was used when the
enemy was too vigilant to allow a successful surprise attack [because their
scouts were out patrolling], or when both sides were nearly equal in num-
bers. ... Under these conditions the battle was drawn between two opposing
lines of infantry, armed with bows, spears, clubs, and very large leather shields,
the men separated by about three-foot intervals [but not all warriors had
shields and sometimes two men sheltered behind a single shield]. The battle
began when the lines had advanced to a point within archery range of each
other, at which time the warriors, protecting themselves with their shields, sat
on the ground and subjected the opposing line to archery fire for a varying
period. The next stage of the battle arrived when one side decided to substitute
shock for fire. A chief would then lead the ... charge. . . . The ensuing hand-to-
hand struggle would usually be brief and bloody, and the issue quickly decided.
The defeated side would either flee in a complete rout and be hotly pursued

by the enemy warriors until the latter halted to struggle among themselves for
loot, trophies, and scalps, or, if the defeat were not so severe they [the defeated
party] would retreat in a fair state of organization, maintaining the line forma-
tion and carrying off their dead and wounded. (Secoy 1992:34, summarizing
Sahkomaupee’s account in Tyrell 1916)

Hidatsa oral history shows the corporate nature of such warfare. Describing
a battle that took place about AD 1740, when there were a few horses but no
guns, Bear’s Arm told of separate ranks of shield bearers and bowmen working
together to assault an enemy group taking refuge atop a butte:

The men with shields were told to go ahead and all the others would follow
closely behind them in a compact group. Each man, using his bow and arrows,
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was supported by a shield carrier who walked in front to deflect the [enemy]
arrows with his shield, thus protecting the man in back of him. (Bowers 1965:351,
as summarized by Loendorf and Porsche 1985:81)

As author of one of the most specific discussions of Plains warfare history,
Lewis has combined Sahkomaupee’s account with other historic sources to
provide a slightly more in-depth model. Lewis argues that pre-horse-period
warfare was largely a corporate action involving hierarchically organized mili-
tary forces fighting to expand and/or defend hunting territory and capture
women, whose importance was “to strengthen the tribe, both by their own
numbers and as child bearers” (Lewis 1942:49). Various bits of ethnohistoric
evidence from several sources further suggest that truly effective fighting dur-
ing pre-horse times was at close quarters with shock troopers’ weapons, and
effort was focused primarily on amassing superior forces to overrun and anni-
hilate small, band-level enemy villages (Lewis 1942:52; McGinnis 1990:4, 6;
Secoy 1992:34). Otherwise, battles between relatively equally matched groups
were apparently hours-long “standoff-type” conflicts where few were wounded
and warriors were rarely killed. Nevertheless, in this system, coups were, in fact,
counted, women were captured, and multiple casualties occasionally occurred.
However, usually this happened only when the victorious force was able to
rout the other, due either to their numerical superiority, or—as these new,
game-changing “weapons” arrived in the region—the presence of the horse or
gun (Lewis 1942:47-48; Secoy 1992:36—37).

Following the initial introduction of horses, when a few became available
to warriors, these animals afforded equestrian groups a distinct advantage.
Combined with leather armor and military tactics diffused from the Spanish
Southwest, horses were first heavily armored and typically used somewhat like
“tanks” to crash through enemy defenses and rout opposing pedestrian forces
(Secoy 1992:36—37). Sahkomaupee reported that “the Snake Indians . . . had
Misstutim (Big Dogs, that is Horses) on which they rode, swift as the Deer,
on which they dashed at the [Piegans], and with their stone Pukamoggan
knocked them on the head, and they [the Piegans] had thus lost several of
their best men” (Secoy 1992:36).

In a few years, however, the arrival of guns obviated the horse’s advantage
as a tank, but the rapidly expanding horse herds increased the animals’ value
for nearly every aspect of everyday life, from baggage hauling to hunting and
warfare, and the increased supply of horses changed warfare into a series of
quick-hitting surprise attacks and horse raids that relied primarily on stealth
and light cavalry tactics. This sort of warfare was undertaken not by a large
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force led by a war chief and his various officers, whose intent was to smash an
enemy village or opposing military force, but instead by a highly motivated
individual who handpicked a small cadre of accomplished warriors and kins-
men to accompany him in his personal quest to steal horses and acquire war
honors; for it was these horses and coups that embodied a man’s wealth and
gave him status (Lewis 1942:53—59; McGinnis 1990). This horse-and-gun war-
fare has been described in intimate historical detail (McGinnis 1990; Mishkin
1940; Smith 1938), often including first-person recollections of famous war-
riors who fought both in well-documented battles and in hundreds of other,
nearly anonymous, horse raids (Ewers 1985:171-215; Linderman 1962; Miles
and Lovett 1994, 1995).

So, how does the rock art record correspond to this ethnohistoric/ethno-
graphic reconstruction? The topic has been previously addressed, albeit with
a much more limited data set that included only the then newly recorded
imagery from Writing-on-Stone and Verdigris Coulee (Keyser 1979). Keyser
(1979:44—48) originally suggested that Plains rock art compositions illustrated
a notable change in both strategy and tactics from Prehistoric- to Historic-
period Plains Indian warfare. He contrasted the paucity of individual combat
scenes in Late Prehistoric—period rock art to the commonly depicted scenes
of individual actions that characterize Historic-period rock art, and suggested
that the rock art showed that prehistoric warfare was primarily a large group
activity conducted by shock troops whose motives were essentially economic
(the acquisition and protection of hunting territory), while Historic Plains
warfare focused instead on the individual and his actions—termed coups—
which were done primarily for purposes of self-aggrandizement and subse-
quently recorded as rock art to validate a warrior’s status.”” As part of his
argument Keyser (1979:45) asserted that “no example of a Prehistoric period
combat or battle scene explicitly depicts a warrior counting coup or acquiring
any war honor,” and in the next paragraph he indicated that the same was true
in Writing-on-Stone’s few Protohistoric-period scenes.

More than three decades later we have considerably more information, and
we can modify parts of those conclusions, confirm some, and augment others.
Initially, recording and study of dozens more rock art sites from Canada to Texas
(e.g., Conner 1980; Keyser 1984, 2006a, 2010; Keyser and Klassen 2001; Klassen
1995; Parsons 1987) has identified many more Protohistoric-period images so
that we now have large samples from all three periods for comparison to one
another and to the ethnohistoric record. Furthermore, comparison of these and
other rock art images to Biographic art drawn on robes, war shirts, and in ledger
books (e.g., Brownstone 1993, 2001a, 2001b; Keyser 1987a, 1996, 2000; Keyser
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F1GURE 3.19. Prebistoric- (¢) and Protohistoric-period (a—d) coup counts
occur occasionally in Plains rock art: (a—d) weapon capture; (e) capture of
woman. (a) Ellison’s Rock; (b) Red Canyon; (c, d) Verdigris Coulee; (¢) No
Water. Note tear streaks decorating faces in a and b.

and Brady 1993; Keyser and Klassen 2001, 2003; Petersen 1971) has led to the
recognition of readily identifiable coup counts in Protohistoric-period rock art
(Keyser 2006a; 2010:92, 96—98; Keyser and Klassen 2001:224—253; Keyser and
Poetschat 2005:137-155; 2009:83—84; Klassen 1998:55—57) and also even a few in
Late Prehistoric—period imagery (Keyser 2006a; Keyser and Poetschat 2009:84).
Though illustrated in a typically more static, less fluid style than later Historic-
period images, these Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period coup counts (e.g.,
figure 3.19) show a variety of Biographic conventions, including weapon cap-
ture, loser’s posture, the capture hand, floating weapons, capture of women, and
the fusillade of fire that are among the most common in the Biographic art
lexicon (Keyser 1987a, 2006a, 2010; Keyser and Poetschat 2005:153; 2009:84).
'These scenes prove unequivocally that coups were counted and documented in
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precontact warfare, even though fighting was primarily conducted with shock
troops who fought in close-quarters combat with clubs and maces and pro-
tected themselves with oversized buffalo-hide shields and, later, their mounts
with leather horse armor. This evidence for coup counting corresponds well to
Sahkomaupee’s description of the aftermath of one such rout:

The War Chief . .. rushed on their line and in an instant the whole of us fol-
lowed him, the greater part of the enemy took to flight. . .. Part of us pursued
and killed a few, but the chase had soon to be given over, for at the body of every
Snake Indian killed, there were five or six of us trying to get his scalp, or part of
his clothing, his weapons, or something as a trophy of the battle. (Secoy 1992:37)

What do rock art warfare compositions indicate about the size of precon-
tact war parties and whether these actually became smaller through time?
Late Prehistoric—period rock art warfare compositions are usually war parties
portrayed as ranks of five to more than a dozen warriors (table 3.3). In several
examples these men are shown fighting as interacting groups of four to seven
combatants (figure 3.20). Certainly there are instances where two men square
off one-on-one (e.g., figure 3.18), but these individual combat scenes are pro-
portionately far less common in both Late Prehistoric— and Protohistoric-
period imagery than they are in Historic-period rock art (table 3.4).

But do illustrated rock art forces document the actual sizes of the fighting
forces in these battles? This seems unlikely since Plains Biographic rock art
is renowned for its use of synecdoche, where a drawing of a single weapon
or person or a part of a person or horse can stand for multiple actual persons
or animals. Thus, a hoofprint may stand for a horse, a human footprint for a
warrior, a tipi for a village, or a group of stacked freestanding weapons for a
force of combatants (Fredlund 1990; Keyser 1977a:70; 2000:38, 50—52; 2005:35).
Likewise, in such a system, a group of horses, weapons, or even humans often
indicates the relative size of the force in a fight rather than an actual count of
participants. Essentially, then, a structured group of things often simply indi-
cates the concept of “many.”

However, given the continuity of structure, context, and content demon-
strated for Plains Indian warrior art from the Late Prehistoric, Protohistoric,
and Historic periods (Keyser 1987a, 1996, 2000; Keyser and Klassen 200r;
Keyser and Poetschat 2005:137-169; Klassen 1995, 1998; Magne and Klassen
1991), we can compare the relative size of forces depicted at various times
as an indicator of relative war party size (table 3.3). Across the northwest-
ern Plains, almost exactly one-third of Late Prehistoric—period warfare
compositions include five or more warriors. Nearly half of the ranks of Late
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F1GURE 3.20. Shield-bearing warriors are more often shown fighting in larger groups

with an apparent corporate structure, in contrast to Historic-period combat compositions:

(a) Writing-on-Stone; (b) Williams Coulee; (c) Gateway.

Prehistoric—period warriors obviously prepared for battle at Bear Gulch
and Atherton Canyon include five to 14 men (table 3.3); all equipped more
or less the same. Several other northwestern Plains sites show similar size
forces (Keyser 1977a:69; 1979:43; Keyser and Klassen 2001:238—240; Keyser and
Poetschat 2005:115, 147; Schuster 1987:32). In addition, when actually shown
fighting, these larger forces are bunched together and appear to be interacting
as organized opposing groups (figure 3.20). Direct combat between two Late
Prehistoric—period individuals (figure 3.18; see also Keyser 1977a:68, figure 13a)
is shown far less frequently than in Historic-period rock art.

As depicted in rock art, Protohistoric-period warfare is very similar to that
from the Late Prehistoric period (table 3.3). Across the northwestern Plains
about one-third of Protohistoric-period warfare scenes involve five or more
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men, and at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon these are often ranks of war-
riors drawn as if awaiting combat. Protohistoric-period combat at other sites
includes smaller fights involving only two or three men (Keyser 1977a:69,
1984:49; Keyser and Poetschat 2005:126-127) and larger ones showing groups
with as many as three or four combatants on each side (figure 3.21). In the
post-horse Protohistoric period these fights often include horsemen, and there
seem to be more examples of hand-to-hand combat between pairs of warriors
(e.g., Keyser 1977a:64, 68; 2010:89, 92; Keyser and Poetschat 2005:141-151).
Historic-period warfare is markedly different. By far the great majority of
warriors—>o percent of the 7o warfare scenes—show a single warrior either
fighting a single enemy, stealing horses, taking a weapon, or counting coup on a
structure (figure 3.22, table 3.3). Considering the size of specific fighting forces,
the trend is even more notable, with more than 93 percent of Historic-period
imagery showing single warriors or war parties of two to four combatants, com-
pared to only 77 percent of Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period forces with
that few people (table 3.4). Thus, while the two biggest battle scenes—one
involving more than 100 people at DgOv—81 at Writing-on-Stone (Keyser
1977a:70; 20042:84—85) and the other showing 26 combatants at La Barge Bluffs
(Keyser and Poetschat 2005:36)—are far larger than any other rock art compo-
sitions, they are a distinct anomaly in all Plains rock art combat images.” But
synecdoche rules even these large scenes, since the fight reportedly portrayed by
DgOv-8r actually involved hundreds of warriors and resulted in more than 300
reported casualties (Dempsey 2007:29; Keyser and Klassen 2001:254—256).
‘Therefore, acknowledging the significantly synecdochical character of Plains
warrior art we can understand that many if not most of these warfare images
represent more warriors than are portrayed. But the fact that there is such a
greater proportion of Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period scenes composed
of relatively large groups of warriors (table 3.4) indicates that war parties in
Prehistoric times were, in fact, actually significantly larger than those common
in Historic times, at least as portrayed in rock art. This fits well with what we
know from Sahkomaupee’s report and the many other sources for late Historic-
period warfare. This is also consistent with the existence of bastioned fortifica-
tions designed to withstand massed attacks that dominate the Late Prehistoric/
Protohistoric—period Missouri River villages (Bamforth, chapter 1, this volume).
The earliest northwestern Plains rock art horses, usually drawn as boat-
form animals (Dewdney 1964; Keyser 1977a:34; Keyser and Poetschat 2009;
Keyser and Klassen 2001:19; Keyser et al. 2005), also tell us quite a bit about
Protohistoric-period warfare and enable us to evaluate how well it corresponds
to the ethnohistoric model. Found in very limited numbers throughout the
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TaBLE 3.4. Relative Size of Individual Forces in Rock Art Warfare Scenes®

Period

Late Prehistoric Period Protobistoric Period Historic Period
Warriors I 2—4 §-10 I+ I 2~y §-10 II+ I 24 S§-10 I+
Wiriting- 4 5 5 2 I 39 8 2 2
on-Stone
Verdigris 2 3 3 8 I
No Water 2 7 I
North 4 I 2 8
Cave Hills
Williams 2
Coulee
Green 3 I 4 6 2 10 5 3 I
River Basin
Turner 11 8 I
Rockshelter
Bear Gulch 35 17 12 3 I 9 4 I I
Atherton 4 6 4 2 I 3 I
Canyon
ToraL 51 33 23 3 10 23 7 I 87 24 6 3

PERCENTAGE 47% 30% 21% 3% 24% 56% 17% 2% 73% 20% 5% 3%

*  Nin table heading = number of warriors per combat force; IV in table columns = number of

opposing forces illustrated. Each opposing force entered separately.

region (Greer et al. 2010; Keyser 1977a; 1984:49; Keyser et al. 2005), these early
rock art horses frequently wear protective leather armor and are often shown
in combat with pedestrian shield-bearing warriors (Greer et al. 2010; Keyser
19772:69; 1984:49; Keyser and Poetschat 2005:126—127; Keyser et al. 2005). These
animals are illustrated, however, not racing into or out of combat—with rider
leaning forward, quirting his mount, and reaching out to strike an enemy, as
is typical of Historic-period horse-warfare scenes (figure 3.22h)—but instead
typically as one to three animals with their riders often carrying shields (or
sometimes wearing their own body armor), and somewhat ponderously engag-
ing pedestrian opponents. The visual effect of these compositions is to show the
horse as a sort of armored tank whose superiority in such shock-troop warfare
is evident in several compositions by the ineffectual spears or arrows attacking
but not killing the animal (occasionally arrows are stuck in the armor), the
relatively exaggerated size of the horses themselves, or the clearly illustrated
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F1GURE 3.21. Protohistoric-period combat includes both corporate group type
compositions (a, d, ¢) and individual fights (b, c): (a) Verdigris Coulee; (b)
Writing-on-Stone; (¢, d) South Piney; (¢) North Cave Hills. Note armored horses
in a and e, and boat-form horses in a, ¢, and d.

loser’s posture of several pedestrian opponents (Greer et al. 2010). In fact, in
the nine known Protohistoric-period equestrian combat scenes only three
show the pedestrian warrior(s) as winning or even holding their own, and two
of these also feature the armor or rider’s shield warding off an otherwise fatal
wound (Greer et al. 2010; McCleary 2008b:266). Likewise, there is no example
that clearly shows a man having dismounted from one of these early horses
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F1GURE 3.22. Historic-period combat primarily focuses on individual’s actions,
especially (a—c) stealing horses, (f~k, n—r) counting coup, and (d, e, m, n) capturing
weapons. a—, ¢, f, b, i, g, Writing-on-Stone; d, g, v, Verdigris Coulee; j, Castle Butte;
&, La Barge Bll_lﬁ:f; m, Pine Canyon; n, No Water; o, Recognition Rock; p, Names Hill.

to forfeit his advantage specifically to increase the daring associated with the
coup count, yet such images are quite common in Historic-period Biographic
art (figure 3.23; see also Afton et al. 1997:124-125, 142143, 188—189, 278—270;
Keyser 19872:68; 2004a:97)."* In summary, Protohistoric-period warfare rock
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F1GURE 3.23. This Historic-period combat scene at Castle Butte shows that the winning
warrior at right has dismounted (note quirt and footsteps leading to fight) to forfeit the
advantage provided by his horse.

art adds significantly to our understanding of northwestern Plains warfare in
the transitional period from pedestrian to fully equestrian conflict.

Finally, Historic-period rock art is replete with images showing individu-
als fighting, stealing horses, capturing war booty, and counting coup (Keyser
19772:68, 73, 19872, 2007b; Keyser and Poetschat 2005, 2009). Although the
largest known rock art battle compositions occur in Historic-period imagery
(Keyser 1977a:70; 2004a:84-85; Keyser and Klassen 2001:254—255; Keyser and
Poetschat 2005:36, 90), the art is overwhelmingly dominated by illustrations
of individual actions oriented toward earning war honors, with more than 93
percent of warfare scenes involving four or fewer combatants (table 3.4). This
rock art correlates almost exactly with the warfare strategy and tactics so well
documented in historic and ethnographic records.

CONCLUSIONS
Comparisons among Late Prehistoric—, Protohistoric-, and Historic-period
rock art warfare illustrations show that these correspond quite closely to the
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changing pattern of northern Plains warfare posited from the ethnohistoric
and ethnographic record (Lewis 1942:46—59; McGinnis 1990:1—48; Secoy
1992:33—77). But rock art images also add significant information not avail-
able from ethnohistory. Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon provide the richest
record yet available for arms, accoutrements, and battle tactics from precontact
times, and even highlight major psychological motives for how and why war
was fought on the northern Plains of central Montana during the pre-horse/
pre-gun Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric periods. With these incredibly
detailed images as a basis, we finally have a first-person account of how and
why war was fought during that time.

Data from Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon, when combined with evi-
dence from other sites across the region, provide both strong support and
some corrections and elaborations for Sahkomaupee’s account. In terms of
weaponry, Sahkomaupee’s and Bear’s Arm’s experiences reflect more bow-
men—at least in Protohistoric-period conflict—than we see in rock art, and
thus more archery action than is apparent from the data for all Plains shield-
bearing warriors. This may reflect a real difference, or it may simply be due to
rock art artists’ desire to portray themselves with the weapons that put them
in close contact with the enemy. It must be noted, however, that of the four
known battle scenes in Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period rock art (fig-
ures 3.20b, 3.21¢), only two show a single bowman each (Keyser and Klassen
2001:229, 240, 247). Correspondingly, we have no battle formations that show
different ranks of shield carriers and bowmen without shields bringing up
the rear, as was reported by Bear’s Arm. The only indication we have of sig-
nificant bow-and-arrow warfare is the one shield bearer in the Protohistoric-
period coup-count tally who is facing 22 arrows. Whether this is an enemy
killed by overwhelming firepower or the artist/author of this tally braving an
enemy fusillade of fire, it clearly shows that some battles featured intensive
bow-and-arrow fire.

Likewise, Sahkomaupee does not specifically mention spike maces even
though they are quite common in the Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period
imagery at many northwestern Plains sites, including Bear Gulch, Atherton
Canyon, Writing-on-Stone, Verdigris Coulee, Pictograph Cave, the North
Cave Hills, and Red Canyon (Francis and Loendorf 2002:149; Keyser 1977a:68,
69; 1984:32; 2004a:21; Keyser and Klassen 2001:196, 199, 246; Mulloy 1958:126).
For this weapon it seems likely that Sahkomaupee simply included them in
his reported “clubs.”

Sahkomaupee’s account also mentions scouts, taking scalps, capturing war
trophies, and the fact that forces lined up in ranks often with some warriors
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who fought without shields. If we consider the taking of scalps and war tro-
phies in precontact warfare as equivalent to how these same acts were treated
as coups in Historic times, it suggests that other coups were almost certainly
also counted by Prehistoric/Protohistoric—period combatants. Hence, exam-
ples of all of Sahkomaupee’s observations can be found in the rock art data.

Butwhat of taking women and children as captives? Although Sahkomaupee
was apparently silent on this subject, Secoy (1992:38) notes that at least as early
as Protohistoric times, war captives quickly became a valuable trade com-
modity in the effort to obtain Euroamerican trade goods, and he cites several
examples of large-scale capture of women and children on the eastern margins
of the Plains in the 1600s (Secoy 1992:41). The occurrence of several capture
scenes at Bear Gulch, coupled with the fact that by the late 1700s north-
western Plains tribes were regularly capturing women and children to replace
fallen warriors and to augment groups hard hit by early smallpox epidemics
(Ewers 1997:194; Keyser et al. 2006:65), strongly suggests that war captives
must also have been important in precontact warfare.

Rock art data also provide significant information about the spiritual
aspects of warfare that was not reported by Sahkomaupee. By reference to
Historic Plains Indian cultural practices, we can make some particularly
detailed conclusions about Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric-period warfare. For
instance, shield heraldry includes both anthropomorphic and zoomorphic
symbolism and compositional structures like those prevalent on Historic-
period shields. By using analogy, we discover that these indicate that warriors
routinely obtained strong supernatural power to assist them in their warfare
actions. Furthermore, the structure of several heraldic designs suggests that in
part they were emblazoned on their shields specifically for the shock value of
frightening enemies. Finally, supernatural power was also embodied in medi-
cine bundles, various headdresses, and even feather bustles that symbolized
aggressive behavior as a warrior’s desired quality. These are all directly analo-
gous to similar items used in Historic times.

Thus, the rock art record confirms and expands Sahkomaupee’s observations
of many aspects of Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric-period warfare. Finally, if one
carefully considers rock art warfare compositions and their structure in light of
the synecdoche characteristic of Plains Indian warrior art, it is clear that the rock
art data do, indeed, indicate larger military forces in Late Prehistoric times, fol-
lowed by a transition to smaller war parties in the Historic period.

So what light does this shed on the likely motivations for warriors in various
periods of Plains warfare? Historic-period Biographic art images are primar-
ily concerned with recording an individual’s actual personal honors—achieved
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in horse raids and combat defending one’s own herds from enemies. One-on-
one fights where the protagonist touches or kills his enemy or takes his weapon
or another war trophy are more than half again as common in Historic-period
rock art as in the combined Late Prehistoric/Protohistoric-period imagery
(tables 3.3, 3.4). In contrast, Late Prehistoric and many Protohistoric-period
warfare-related scenes are better characterized as corporate images, where
cooperating groups of warriors are shown in a battle-ready state, and when
they are fighting it is as a more or less organized group. This is exactly the
difference illustrated between Sahkomaupee’s report of Protohistoric-period
fighting and the fighting that is so well documented in most Historic-period
warfare. Of course Sahkomaupee reports that group cohesion broke down on
both sides during a routed enemy’s disorganized retreat, and ultimately—as
the Protohistoric-period scenes of V-neck humans at Bear Gulch so strongly
attest—warriors were out to earn honors by taking scalps and war trophies.
However, it was not until the horse provided a ready source of a relatively eas-
ily captured commodity, and a mechanism for increasing the fluidity of war
parties and their effective range of influence, that small-scale, personal actions
became paramount in Plains warfare illustrations.
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NOTES

1. See Keyser et al. (2012) for a discussion of how elements, motifs, and images differ
and how this affects comparison of tabulated imagery between sites. In this regard, the
same relative size ranking would be true if we tallied images or motifs for Bear Gulch
and Atherton Canyon versus other large Plains sites or site complexes. It should also

be noted that Bear Gulch is spatially smaller—and Atherton Canyon only modestly
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larger—than DgOv-2, by far the largest individual site in the Writing-on-Stone site
complex. In summary, by any measure both Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon are as
large and complex as any other concentration of northwestern Plains rock art.

2. For imagery to compare to the Bear Gulch/Atherton Canyon shield-bearing
warriors, I originally used a database of shield-bearing warriors that (as of 2006)
included all known published shield-bearing warrior images. Throughout the chap-
ter, when making comparative statements, it is this sample of warriors to which I
am referring. Certainly, there are many other shield bearers known at rock art sites
across the region that were not yet published when this chapter was written, but these
could not be considered here because they were unavailable to me. A shield-bearing
warrior compendium, completed long after this chapter was finalized, has since been
published (Keyser and Poetschat 2014) and contains data on more than 600 northern
Plains shield-bearing warriors at sites other than Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon.
This was the entire sample of this motif—published and unpublished—known at the
time of publication. Superficial comparison of the results reported here with the data
in that compendium shows no significant discrepancies between the sample used from
the 2006 database and that in the compendium.

3. Throughout this discussion I use Secoy’s (1992) warfare patterns since his is still
the best summary of how the expanding frontiers of European firearms and horses
influenced Plains warfare.

4. Elsewhere on the northern Plains, bows are also rarely depicted as the shield-
bearing warrior’s weapon of choice. Possibly this is due to the difficulty of using a bow
while burdened with the large shield, but the number of early Bear Gulch—style bow-
men at Bear Gulch indicates that for some engagements it predominated. The number
of bowmen at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon who do not carry shields is also quite
small (15 of the 208 humans other than shield bearers). While this percentage is not
quite double the number of shield bearers who are bowmen, 6 of the 15 other humans
with bows are shown in hunting scenes. Hence, the number of bowmen who are shown
as warriors is almost exactly the same among both shield bearers and other humans.

5. 'The same drawing of this weapon is erroneously identified as a goad in another
publication on Bodmer’s art (Thomas and Ronnefeldt 1976:60), but that identification
was not made with access to the actual artifact in Bodmer’s collection. The form of this
piece unequivocally indicates that it was a war club.

6. Since publication of that 2008 article the bow-spear painted at the sixth site in
Big Coulee, Montana, has been called to my attention (Keyser et al. 2012:123).

7. “Hand of God”is used here not to imply that Plains Indians had a monotheistic
view of a single personified God. However, this depiction is undeniably a human arm
and hand. Elsewhere, Keyser and Kaiser (2014) suggest that the being whose hand and
arm is represented may be something similar to Long Arm, a popular mythological
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being who “lives in the sky, where you cannot get at him; but he can hurt you, for his
arm is so long that it reaches from the heavens to the earth” (Matthews 1877:69). Ver-
sions of Long Arm are found among the Mandan, Hidatsa, Lakota, and Crow, and
long arms, apparently interceding from the heavens to the world of mortals are drawn
at several northern Plains rock art sites.

8. The capture hand is a Plains Biographic art convention used to show several
things including touching an enemy to count coup and capturing an enemy woman or
a war trophy (Keyser and Poetschat 2012:40—44).

9. See note 2.

10. 'The V-neck warriors at Bear Gulch and Atherton Canyon have been identified
as belonging to a Blackfoot style of this image based on extensive analysis of both rock
art and early painted bison robes and war shirts (Brownstone 2001a; Keyser 2006a, 2011,
Keyser et al. 2012:233-237, 349—350). Characteristic size and shape (including the occa-
sional V-neck hourglass body shape), features such as heartlines and kidneys, types of
associated figures, and characteristic accoutrements (such as weapons and ceremonial
feather fans) are the basis on which such an identification is made. Certainly there are
other V-neck figures in Plains rock art that are the product of other tribal artists.

11. Maurer (1992:125) actually notes that the buffalo bull’s urination, which is
shown on several Crow shields, is “an observed detail of natural behavior that is
associated with mating, aggression, and the marking of territory.” It must be noted,
however, that the posture of an aggressive buftalo bull also always shows a raised tail
(Maurer 1992:125-126, 248), and thus, this attribute is equally indicative of the bull’s
aggressive attitude.

12. Certainly some of the motive was economic (e.g., the capture of horses), but the
point made in the 1979 article is worth making again—that is, if the primary motive
for Historic-period Plains warfare were economic, it would make no sense to rank
stealing a picketed horse from in front of an enemy’s tipi higher than running off his
entire herd, nor would touching an enemy be ranked higher than killing him.

13. It should be noted that this analysis does not consider Biographic tally com-
positions from any period. Such tallies found in both the Protohistoric and Historic
periods contain from 10 to more than 100 human figures and/or weapons.

14. Keyser (2010:96) has suggested, based on the relative sizes of the shields, that
one Writing-on-Stone scene shows such a pedestrian fight between one warrior
equipped with a large, pedestrian-sized shield and a second unmounted equestrian
combatant, who carries a smaller shield, but unlike many Historic-period art scenes
there is no indication (e.g., quirt, footprints leading to the fight, a horse standing by)
that the motivation of the warrior with the smaller, post-horse-period shield was to
forfeit his equestrian advantage. Very likely, he simply was engaged in this combat in
the absence of his horse.
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Plains Indian records such as rock art, winter counts,
ledger-book drawings, and hide paintings document
a wide range of motives, tactics, and outcomes for
intergroup fighting. Plains Indians made such records
generally for their own use to supplement oral histo-
ries. These records thus provide an emic view of armed
conflict on the Great Plains from the last few centu-
ries before European weaponry and horses reached
the area up until the end of the Indian Wars. These
native records chronicle different kinds of conflict:
large-scale attacks on horticultural villages; small-
scale raids for horses, captives, and scalps; sustained
campaigns to keep enemies (including non-Indians)
out of hunting territories; defensive actions; and at
least one captive-rescue operation.

Sometimes these documents reinforce archaeologi-
cal findings; for example, the battle locations known
as the Larson and Leavenworth archaeological sites
appear in the Lakota winter counts (Sundstrom 1996).
Both sites were Arikara earthlodge villages: one
raided by a Lakota war party and the other attacked
by a US military force that included a large contin-
gent of Lakota warriors. In other cases, the indigenous
documents record or detail conflicts not visible in the
archaeological record, such as skirmishes between
small war parties or battles fought far from settle-
ments. While the archaeological record highlights
the larger battles and attacks on villages, the picto-
graphic records and associated oral narratives suggest



that sites like Crow Creek are more anomalous than representative of Plains
Indian lifeways in the precontact era.

EMIC VERSUS ETIC RECORDS

Euroamerican documents such as newspapers, military reports, and his-
tory books frequently misrepresent armed conflicts. Because of the high
stakes involved, each side tends to demonize the enemy, minimize its own
failures, and exaggerate its own successes. The saying “the first casualty of war
is truth” is often repeated in journalism schools; its more general version is
that the winners get to write the history books.! Today, many people won-
der why 23 Congressional Medals of Honor were awarded to US soldiers for
the Wounded Knee massacre, but at the time many people viewed the event
as a hard-won victory against a fierce enemy. In an article for the Nebraska
State Journal about the burial of US soldiers killed at Wounded Knee, reporter
William Fitch Kelley (1971:206) wrote: “Gallant soldiers, you fought the foe
most nobly; you wavered not in the hour of danger, when the treacherous
Indian, without warning, shot you down upon Wounded Knee.” Kelley’s sto-
ries omitted the fact that these noble men had mostly died from their own
side’s “circular firing squad” at a conflict in which they took the lives of an
estimated 200 unarmed women, children, and infants. That might still be the
story in the history books, had not photographs such as that in figure 4.1 and
the accounts of Lakota survivors collected by Charles and Mary Eastman
(1945) and James Mooney (1896) eventually come to light.

This is just one example of why it is important to seek out multiple accounts.
The winners might write history, but they typically do not write the whole,
unvarnished truth.

KINDS OF PLAINS INDIAN RECORDS

Warriors created painted hides and ledger-book drawings to publicize indi-
vidual deeds or coups. These Contact-era works have been a key to interpreting
late-period Indian rock art throughout the Great Plains (Keyser 1979, 1987b,
1996, 2000; McCleary 2008b; Rodee 1965; Sundstrom 1990:316—321; 2004:99—
113; Sundstrom and Keyser 1998). Because ledger-book drawings, hide paint-
ings, and Biographic rock art together form a single narrative art tradition,
interpretations from art in one medium can be applied to another. In the words
of Father Pierre-Jean DeSmet, “They have . . . still more remarkable modes of
communicating thought. The large figures displayed on their buffalo robes are
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F1GURE 4.1. Wounded Knee battlefield: Big Foot’s camp three weeks after the Wounded
Knee Massacre. (Digital file from original item. Digital ID: ppmsca 15849 Library of
Congress Prints and Photographs Division Washington, DC 20540 USA http.//www.loc
.gov/rr/print/.)

hieroglyphics, as easily understood by an intelligent Indian as written words
are by ourselves; and they often contain the narrative of some important event”
(Chittendon and Richardson 1905:681). Those creating these records retained
the same or similar pictographic conventions for showing the protagonist,
enemy/victim, capture of weapons or horses, and the like as the media shifted
from painted hides to pencil drawings on paper (Greene 198s) (figure 4.2).
Like the ledger-book drawings and hide paintings (Afton et al.1997; Berlo

1996; Greene 1985; Keyser 2000; Mallery 1972; Maurer 1992; Szabo 1994), the
vast majority of the narrative rock art in the northern Plains depicts battle
scenes, horse raids, or other warrior activities. The art tradition includes few
scenes of everyday activities or ceremonies, although some artists created
such drawings on paper to sell to non-Indians during the early reserva-
tion period (Berlo 1996:18, 35; Ewers et al. 1985:8—10; Maurer 1992; Szabo
1994:27). Many petroglyphs can be interpreted within the larger narrative
warrior-art tradition of the northern Plains, including hide paintings and
ledger-book drawings, which are in turn interpreted based on the recorded
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F1GURE 4.2. Pre-horse-era hide painting from Musée del Homme, Paris, (left) and two
pages from Running Antelope’s pictographic autobiography (right).

statements of the people who created them (Keyser 1996, 2000; Mallery 1886,
1972; McCleary 2008b).

Winter counts are lists of year-names representing the most significant
events in the life of the individual or band for each of the years included in the
count (Calloway 1996:31—33; Greene and Thornton 2007; Howard 1960, 1976;
Mallery 1886,1972; McCoy 1983; Sundstrom 1997, 2003,2006). Originally, these
lists comprised pictographs, but later many were recorded as Lakota, Dakota,
or English text. The vast majority of winter counts available for study are
from the Lakota, but a few Yanktonai Dakota, Mandan, Kiowa, and Blackfoot
winter counts also exist. Each year’s name was something like a headline for
a specific event, the details of which the winter count keeper had committed
to memory, and that event in turn evoked everything else important that had
happened that year (figure 4.3).

Most of the scholarly literature on winter counts treats them as items of
material culture, rather than sources of historical data (e.g., Maurer 1992). Few
scholars have brought winter counts and other indigenous documents to bear
as primary sources on historic research. One exception is George Hyde, who
used Lakota winter counts in his accounts of Oglala history (Hyde 1957, 1961).
James Howard’s study of Yankton ethnohistory also treats winter counts as
historical documents (Howard 1976). Ron McCoy analyzed winter counts as a

COUP COUNTS AND CORN CACHES

123



F1GURE 4.3. The Thin Elk-Steamboat Winter Count, Buechel Lakota Museum, St.
Francis Mission, St. Francis, South Dakota. Drawing by author.

source for pre-18oo Lakota history (McCoy 1983). Other studies using winter
counts have focused not on history per se, but on epidemics, migrations, and
astronomy (Chamberlain 1984; Henning 1982; Sundstrom 1997).

The neglect of these sources has several explanations. The first is either
a lack of awareness that they exist or a lack of understanding of how to
interpret them. As mnemonics for more detailed oral narratives, the pictures
themselves provide limited information. With winter counts, the picture
refers to an event, which in turn refers to all the important events of that
year; thus, the picture itself is only a tag for the historical events linked to it.
Drawings on hide or paper provide a more complete narrative of a war event
or deed, but the researcher must learn how to interpret the narrative from the
pictures (e.g., Greene 1985).
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A second problem is distrust of the accuracy of the indigenous accounts.
'This springs from Western culture’s privileging of the written word and from
an ethnocentric view that oral history is necessarily less accurate than writ-
ten history (Lowie 1915). Because our culture does not train us to hear and
memorize narratives with accuracy, we assume that this skill is either difficult
to acquire or not present in other cultures. But even literate cultures use rote
memorization to implant information such as the Koran, Bible verses, addi-
tion and multiplication tables, nursery rhymes, and poems. Clearly, people
can learn to recite long narratives with near-perfect accuracy. A related, third
problem is researchers’ assumption that such records are too biased to be of
value. While it is true that the system of recording and publicizing war deeds
so central to Plains Indian life was likely to omit or minimize unsuccessful
expeditions, it also demanded detail and accuracy in the records and their
interpretation. A warrior who falsely claimed credit for a coup faced ridicule
and punishment. The omission of defeats is less a problem in the winter counts,
in which unsuccessful military actions are as likely to be recorded as success-
ful ones. A fourth impediment to use of indigenous documents is simply one
of cultural chauvinism, whereby researchers privilege the familiar forms of
European documents over the less familiar and more esoteric non-European
forms or lump together all forms of oral tradition as mythological (DeMallie
and Parks 2001:1062; Goldenweiser 1915, Wolf 1997).

While indigenous records have limitations, pictographic narratives from the
contact and late precontact era on the Great Plains, properly interpreted, can fill
in the blanks left by archaeological data and can help to correct the biases inher-
ent in the history that archaeological studies produce for this time and place.

WEAPONRY AND TACTICS

Scenes of conflict are rare in early Plains Indian rock art. Although rock art
is notoriously difficult to date, best current data indicate that so-called warrior
art is limited to the last 1,500 or so years before European contact. The earli-
est conflict-related Plains rock art consists of pictures of shields and shield-
bearing warriors. The weapons complex here consists of large body-shields
and bows, spears, antler-tine pikes, and clubs (Greer and Greer, chapter 2, this
volume; Keyser, chapter 3, this volume). Most of this early warrior art focuses
on showing the details of shields, weapons, and other accoutrements, includ-
ing items indicating membership in warrior societies, such as the bow-spear.
Early warrior art that shows action often depicts the shield-bearing warrior
spearing or counting coup on a hapless individual lacking shield or weapons.
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The observation that women as well as men are depicted as such unarmed
victims suggests that, as in later times, warriors could gain status by slaying
any enemy, not just men or other warriors (Keyser et al. 2006). Some women
did go to war in later times (Ewers 1994; Greer and Greer, chapter 2, this
volume; Keyser et al. 2006), but the extent to which this happened before the
contact era is unknown. It is frequently impossible to tell the sex of warriors
in the early warrior art, because the warrior’s body is concealed behind the
large shield; those that do show sex are male. An exception is a rock art panel
depicting a woman—or a person in a dress, at least—engaged in combat with
a warrior on horseback (McCleary 2008b:266, figure 78).

Some early warrior art includes depictions of severed heads or scalps, indi-
cating that scalp-taking was practiced at this time; however, whether the prac-
tice had a religious function as in later times cannot be construed from either
the rock art or other archaeological remains (figure 4.4). The first definite ref-
erence to scalp-taking in the winter counts is for the year 1749, although one
can speculate that reports of small, wide-ranging war parties first mentioned
in 1711 also refer to scalp-taking expeditions.

The early days of equestrian warfare are poorly recorded in the winter
counts. This is because most winter counts available for study today do not
extend back before the early 1800s: too late to record initial encounters with
horses, which must have taken place before 1700. A few winter counts are
older (McCoy 1983), but it appears that the extent of any given winter count
was limited, as the earliest years were forgotten or generalized and dropped oft
the winter counts over time. For example, the winter count of Battiste Good
generalizes early history into one pictograph for every 7o-year period (Mallery
1972:287—328). This series of legendary events records early encounters with
horses for the periods AD 1141-1210 and 1421-1490, both of which are obvi-
ously not historically accurate. The same winter count refers to using horses for
bison hunting sometime between 1631 and 1700, which is reasonable for the
northern Great Plains. At 1700, the Battiste Good winter count begins a year-
by-year record of Lakota history, with horses referred to routinely throughout
the subsequent record. We do not know when northern Plains warriors began
to employ horses in battle, but the Battiste Good winter count records eques-
trian warfare for 1714 and 1715, and horse raids for 1708, 1709, 1717, and 1718.

Turning instead to rock art, the earliest pictures of equestrian warfare in the
Great Plains show warriors carrying shields atop horses with leather armor (fig-
ure 4.5; also see Greer and Greer, chapter 2, this volume, and Keyser, chapter
3, this volume). These warriors carry lances and are most often shown attack-
ing unarmed and unmounted enemies. Horse armor had a short tenure on the
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F1GURE 4.4. Rock art and ledger drawing of severed heads or scalps. Upper left and
upper right, rock art, North Cave Hills, South Dakota; lower left, rock art, southern
Black Hills, South Dakota; lower right, Amos Bad Heart Bull drawing of Lakota
Victory Dance, date unknown (]575—1918 book afdmwingx), showing women with
scalps attached to coup sticks (Amos Bad Heart Bull Ledger, Plate 39b, No. 8. View the
complete book at plainsledgerart.org).

Plains, probably because it impeded the great advantage of horse warfare, the
speed and agility of a well-trained mount. After the larger shield and horse
armor were cast off, the weapons of choice were the bow and arrow and the lance,
with a much smaller shield, if any. Rock art and ledger art of this later period
of equestrian warfare typically show mounted warriors overcoming pedestrians,
including women (figure 4.6). On the northern Great Plains, guns are first men-
tioned in the winter counts later than horses, circa 180o. According to the winter
counts, the bow and arrow retained its place as the primary combat weapon
until the mid-1800s and continued in use well after guns were widely available.
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F1GURE 4.5. Rock art depicting horse armor. Upper left, Bruner Ranch, eastern Montana;
upper right, North Cave Hills, South Dakota; lower, Wilson Creek, Kansas.

TYPE, SCALE, AND GEOGRAPHIC RANGE OF ARMED CONFLICT

Regarding types of conflict, the indigenous sources considered here are
consistent in indicating that the vast majority of armed conflict during the
contact era was<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>