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Steven J. Manning

Barrier Canyon Style Petroglyphs, Part II

At the URARA symposium in Price, Utah in
1988, I presented a paper that for the first time
established the existence of Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs (Manning 1991). The exist-
ence of Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs was
demonstrated by comparing them with exam-
ples of Barrier Canyon Style pictographs.

Before this paper was presented, it was believed
that the Barrier Canyon Style existed only as
paintings. Polly Schaafsma, who, in 1970,
named and designated these images as a style,
stated, “Within the San Rafael Fremont region
there is a group of panels of rock paintings in
which life-sized anthropomorphic forms are
dominant, but which are stylistically distinct
from the Fremont tradition” (Schaafsma
1970:65), italics added. In 1979 Klaus Well-
man stated, “In contrast to the Fremont style in
which petroglyphs predominate, the Barrier
Canyon Style is one of paintings exclusively.
Red is the dominant color while white was of-
ten been used to fill in decorative details”
(Wellman 1979:107), italics added. In 1980
Schaafsma wrote, “Rock paintings believed to
be the production of pre-Fremont hunting-and-
gathering peoples in northern Southwest are the
Barrier Canyon Anthropomorph Style paintings
of eastern Utah” (Schaafsma 1980:61), italics
added.

The concept that the Barrier Canyon Style is
composed only of paintings continues to be ac-
cepted as true. Julie E. Francis in the newly
published Handbook of Rock Art Research
states, “…the major difference between the
Barrier Canyon Style and the Classic Vernal
style is that Barrier Canyon Style figures are
painted” (Francis 2001:230), italics added.

The initial intention of presenting this paper
was to provide additional examples of Barrier

Canyon Style petroglyphs that have been dis-
covered since the last paper was presented and
to discuss what has been learned from these im-
ages. I became aware of the existence of these
petroglyphs in 1971 and each year I discover
additional examples. As of this date, the total
number of panels containing Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs is about 30 to 50, depending,
of course, on how the Barrier Canyon Style is
defined. In this lies the first problem.

Determining the exact number of Barrier Can-
yon Style petroglyphs, as it turns out, is more
difficult than it appears. An accurate number
cannot be determined unless there is an accurate
definition for the Barrier Canyon Style. The
problem is that there is not an accurate defini-
tion. Schaafsma defined the Barrier Canyon
Style from the knowledge of only a few panels.
Today hundreds of Barrier Canyon Style panels
are known to exist. Many of these contain
characteristics that Schaafsma never discov-
ered, as well as panels that are not Barrier Can-
yon Style that contain Barrier Canyon Style
characteristics.

Thus determining what is or is not Barrier Can-
yon Style has become controversial and is, at
best, an inexact discipline with lots of personal
opinion. For example, Francis in the quote
above stated that the major difference between
the Barrier Canyon Style and the Classic Vernal
style was that one was painted and the other
was not. Many people familiar with both types
would certainly disagree with this statement,
but that is her opinion. Furthermore, since the
Barrier Canyon Style contains large and im-
pressive paintings which incite the imagination,
and Barrier Canyon itself, or rather Horseshoe
Canyon, has been added to the National Park
System, they have become the object of much
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interest, and thus there is more controversy sur-
rounding them than any other type or style of
rock art in Utah.

Because of these controversies this paper turned
out to be as much of a discussion about the
problems encountered in classifying what peo-
ple call the Barrier Canyon Style as it did a de-
scription and discussion of recently discovered
Barrier Canyon Style panels. Additionally
there are other problems with defining Barrier
Canyon Style petroglyphs, and these are also
discussed here.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF BARRIER
CANYON STYLE PETROGLYPHS.

Why are Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs so
important? One principal reason is that they
provide us the opportunity to examine levels of
patination on Barrier Canyon Style images.
Patination is important because it provides in-
formation about age.

This is significant because the age of the Barrier
Canyon Style is still a matter of debate. Some
people are firmly convinced that the Barrier
Canyon Style is entirely confined to the Archaic
period, with the majority of the panels dating at
least 6,000 years ago, and some even older.
Others believe that the Barrier Canyon Style
covers a broad period of time, extending as far
forward as 1300 AD and perhaps even later.
Still others think that the Barrier Canyon Style
cannot possibly be thousands of years old be-
cause they believe that paint on exposed verti-
cal rock surfaces could not possibly last that
long. Thus, if these painting are not thousands
of years old, then they must have been con-
structed by the Fremont and not by people of
the Archaic Period.

These differences of opinion exist because at
present there is no reliable method of obtaining
an absolute date for the Barrier Canyon Style.
There are however other ways in which rock art
can be placed in time. There are three different
basic determinational categories for rock art

dating. These are: absolute, indirect and rela-
tive. Absolute dates come from directly dating
the rock art itself. They would be the most reli-
able. Indirect or associative dates come from,
(1) dating materials associated with the rock art,
such as a layer of charcoal covering a panel or
the depiction in the rock art of an object recov-
ered from a dated archaeological site, and (2)
situations where a particular rock art type is
found only in a locality where a particular cul-
ture exists. These dates are obviously not as
reliable as direct dating, but some of them may
be close. Relative dating occurs when a rock
art panel or other classifiable group is placed
within a sequence. Information on relative se-
quences come principally from superimposition
and differences in levels of repatination. Usual-
ly the rock art type itself or types prior to or fol-
lowing it in time can be associated with a
specific period. The rock art type then can be
placed in a cultural sequence with an approxi-
mate time period for its construction.

As stated above, usually relative dates are ob-
tained when one or more images of a class of
rock art are superimposed over one or more im-
ages of another class of rock art. Often, how-
ever, superimposition does not occur; two
different ages are present at the same panel but
none of the figures overlap. When two differ-
ent pictographs occur in the same panel, it my
be difficult, if not impossible to determine if
there is any age difference between them, be-
cause pictographs, of course, rarely have patina-
tion.

An advantage that petroglyphs have over picto-
graphs is that petroglyphs only have to be adja-
cent to each other, and if the time difference
between them has been sufficient for them to
acquire different levels of patination, a relative
age difference is readily apparent. The continu-
ing discovery of more and more Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs provides ever-increasing in-
formation for determining relative dates for the
Barrier Canyon Style.
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PROBLEMS WITH DATING PIGMENT

Considerable age for the Barrier Canyon Style
has been suggested from some dates that have
been obtained from a Barrier Canyon Style pic-
tograph panel and from some dateable charcoal
found in association with a Barrier Canyon
Style site. However, direct dates using pigment
are far from reliable and should be regarded
with considerable skepticism. Not many sites
have been dated because of concerns about con-
tamination of the pigment. Furthermore, for
each Barrier Canyon Style site that contains
material of considerable antiquity, I have found
ten Barrier Canyon Style sites that have ceramic
associations, which suggests that the Barrier
Canyon Style sites are post AD 500 - the date of
the introduction of ceramics in central Utah.

One of the principal problems with dating pig-
ment from a pictograph is that of contamina-
tion. A prehistoric painted image has been
open to the atmosphere since it was created. It
has then been exposed to multiple sources of
microscopic carbon contamination – and some
sources that are not so microscopic. A few of
the possible sources of contamination that
would adversely affect radiocarbon dating are:
pollen, mold, mildew, bacteria, lichens, insects,
lizards, bird droppings, wind blown dust con-
taining decomposing plant and animal material,
and lately, radioactive fallout and contamina-
tion from combustion sources (including large
western, coal-fired power plants). Microscopic
or molecular amounts of some or even all of
these contaminants could have been nearly con-
tinuously deposited on the surface of the pig-
ment since it was painted on the cliff face.
Thus radiocarbon dating of pictographs is ex-
pectedly unreliable.

Moreover, if the person(s) who created the pan-
el moved the pigment around on the cliff face in
the process of painting the image, then the pig-
ment could have become mixed with contami-
nates that had already accumulated on the cliff
surface. These contaminates could have been
accumulating since the cliff face itself was cre-

ated, which could have taken place many thou-
sands of years ago. The possible presence of
these earlier contaminates in the pigment would
also negate placing any value on radiocarbon
dating of exposed Barrier Canyon Style pig-
ments because they would give unreliably old
dates.

The existence of Barrier Canyon Style petro-
glyphs offers the possibility of providing more
conclusive evidence about their origins than
dating exposed pigment.

PROBLEMS WITH
PATINATION/DESERT VARNISH

Like nearly everything else, approximate or rel-
ative dating by examining patination levels has
it own pitfalls, as will be shown in the illustra-
tions and in the discussions below.

First, however, there is a problem with termi-
nology. The terms patination and desert or rock
varnish are often used interchangeably, and this
sometimes causes confusion. The usual accept-
ed definition for patina is a surface appearance
(usually darkening) of something grown beauti-
ful with age or use. In the case of rocks, patina
can be formed by a variety of processes that
result in the darkening of exposed stone surfac-
es. This can be water runoff, lichen growth,
mineral leaching, people touching a rock, or
many other things, including desert varnish.
Desert varnish is formed from the accretion of
clay and manganese on rock surfaces, which is
sandstone in much of southern Utah. Over
time, desert varnish builds up on exposed sand-
stone in successive layers, culminating in a dark
black shiny surface. Desert varnish then, is one
of the constituents of patina.

Levels of desert varnish and patination vary de-
pending upon localized environmental condi-
tions. These conditions include: chemical
composition of the rock, movement of ground-
water through the rock, surrounding environ-
ment, degree of exposure, etc. Figures 1 and 2
illustrate an excellent example of these varia-
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tions on a petroglyph panel. The photographs
show a panel from Indian Creek, San Juan
County, Utah that is partly beneath a large
boulder. The panel has four distinct levels of
patination. This suggests that the images were
created at four different times. However, most
of the figures were pecked into the rock surface
at, or nearly at, the same time. Notice that
some individual figures have two or more dif-
ferent levels of patination.

The larger boulder provides four separate and
distinct environments for the panel. The far left
portion of the panel (1) is in a sheltered location
because it is beneath the large boulder. The im-
ages have little patination and appear to be rela-
tively new. Next to it (2) is a section of the
panel where water flows over it as rain is di-
rected downward by the large boulder above it.
The images appear to be old and highly, even
totally, repatinated. Next is a fully exposed
portion of the panel (3) that faces south, so it is

exposed to a high degree of sunlight. While the
images are not repatinated, they appear old be-
cause they are highly eroded. Extreme tem-
perature changes and freeze-thaw cycles have a
deleterious effect on these images. The next
section (4) is the face of the boulder. It is also
exposed, but it faces east, so it receives less
sunlight. The images here appear to be old, but
not very old. They have a moderate degree of
patination. These images offer the best possi-
bility for comparative age determinations be-
cause of the absence of impacting agents.

If there was one small panel in each of the four
areas, each would appear to have been con-
structed at a different time, even though they
could have been made at the same time. Envi-
ronmental conditions that produce variations in
patination must be carefully considered when
proposing relative dates for petroglyphs, even
in the presence of images from different ages.

Figure 1. Large boulder with various levels of petroglyph repatination.
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PROBLEMS WITH TERMINOLOGY

In determining the number of Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs, there are additional problems
with the terms that are in common use among
researchers, i.e. petroglyph and pictograph, and
their variations. There are times when it be-
comes difficult to determine if an image should
be classified as a petroglyph or a pictograph.
Sometimes the surface of the rock (often sand-
stone) was first abraded, and thus removed, to
create an image. Then the abraded image was
painted with a variety of “decorations” and fea-
tures. Would this be a petroglyph or a picto-
graph?

Similarly, there are instances where a picto-
graph was created using semi-hard materials
that abraded the rock surface. Pigment once
entirely covered these abraded images so they
looked totally like a pictograph. Today, how-
ever, the pigment has entirely eroded, leaving

nothing but the original abrasion. An image so
constructed appears to be a petroglyph, but
should not it be classified as a pictograph?
Someone not familiar with these images would
classify them as petroglyphs, when, in reality,
they were originally pictographs.

In still other instances, an entirely painted im-
age was “decorated” with pecked, abraded, in-
cised or scratched lines. Now, however, the
pigment has entirely eroded away leaving no
visible trace. The only things visible now are
pecked, abraded, incised or scratched lines. If
we classify them as petroglyphs, are we not
completely mistaken?

To make classification slightly more complicat-
ed, there are occasionally instances where a pic-
tograph may look like a petroglyph. This is
well illustrated by Figure 3. This photograph is
from Hole-n”-the-Rock south of Moab. Here it
appears, at least at first glance, that some of the
lettering and the arrow were made by removing

Figure 2. Detail of boulder showing different levels of petroglyph repatination due to
different environmental conditions.
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the surface of the rock; thus also the patination
(or is it desert varnish?) from the cliff face.
These images may look like petroglyphs, but
they are not. They were originally painted.
The paint destroyed the patination that had
turned the cliff black and apparently destroyed
the desert varnish as well. When the paint
eroded away, all that was left was the “shadow”
of the image. Being unaware of this situation,
rare as sit may be, could result in the classifica-
tion of Barrier Canyon Style images as petro-
glyphs, when they were actually pictographs.
This could also occur in classifying images
from other styles.

Another problem with current terminology is
there is no classification for images that are
both pictographs and petroglyphs. We may call
them painted petroglyphs or pecked picto-
graphs, but who will agree with us when we
classify an image as a pictograph when there is
no paint present?

PROBLEMS WITH CLASSIFICATION

Probably, the most difficult part of determining
the existence of Barrier Canyon Style petro-
glyphs and quantifying them is creating a defi-
nition of what is and is not Barrier Canyon
Style. Whenever we deal with the subject of
classifying rock art in Utah, we are forced to
grapple with that classificatory contrivance with
which we are burdened. This nearly unworka-
ble system originated principally from the belief
that these images on rocks were art. This was
further reinforced by art historians studying ar-
chaeology. This classification scheme is also
laden with paradigms, which severely limit
classification and further research. The name of
this scheme is well known; it is called Style.
(See Manning 1991 for a discussion of prob-
lems with style, and an alternate classification
strategy.)

Jesse Warner once suggested a classification
design in which he placed images into the fol-

Figure 3. An example where paint removed patination.
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lowing Barrier Canyon Style categories: ‘not’,
‘perhaps’, ‘possibly’, ‘probably’, ‘most likely’,
‘certainly’ and ‘I do not know what this is’. (At
least that is how I remember it!) Often some-
thing like this is appropriate, because some-
times it is the only scheme that provides a
workable solution.

Something else that makes classification diffi-
cult is trying to please everyone. Decisions on
what is or is not Barrier Canyon Style are fre-
quently, if not always, controversial. Some-
times it seems that there are nearly as many
opinions for what constitutes Barrier Canyon
Style as there are people creating those opin-
ions. Part of this is just human nature. People
often use intuition to guide their decision-
making process, although they often call it
something else.

Without any evidence of rational thought and
inference, images are classified as Barrier Can-
yon Style or something else. There is a state-
ment on an Internet site that says something
like: “You will know one when you see one”.
That is not exactly analytical, but it accurately
sums up some people’s approach to classifica-
tion. Scientific investigation, however, requires
a methodical and systematic approach to classi-
fication.

Another aspect of human nature that often
causes conflicts is what individuals do when it
comes to classification. When categorizing
things, there seems to be two different types of
individuals. There are lumpers, and there are
splitters. Lumpers are, “one who classifies
things into large often variable taxonomic
groups based on major characters”. Splitters
are “one who classifies organisms into numer-
ous named groups based on relatively minor
variations or characteristics” (Merriam-
Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary). These defini-
tions obviously originated from the biological
sciences, however, it is the same with classify-
ing rock art. There are people who lump nearly
everything that is remotely like Barrier Canyon
Style into that category. Then there are the

splitters who have a tight, narrowly defined
concept of what constitutes Barrier Canyon
Style, and everything else is something else –
like Fremont, Ute, Glen Canyon 5 or some sty-
listic category that they invent, which catego-
ries seem to be recently proliferating.

By its very nature and definition the style meth-
odology requires that only “one or a limited
number of styles exist in each culture”. Be-
cause of this paradigm, most of the people who
see “styles” in rock art, out of necessity, must
be lumpers, since there are so few categories,
i.e., prehistoric cultures, in which to place any
particular style. The concept or possibility of
ethnicity is ignored. Thus, there is a great vari-
ety of forms and types of images present in
what many people consider to be the Barrier
Canyon Style.

BARRIER CANYON STYLE
PICTOGRAPHS

Before discussing specific examples of Barrier
Canyon Style petroglyphs, a commonly accept-
ed belief regarding the Barrier Canyon Style in
general should be discussed.

Many people are familiar with the existence of
the Barrier Canyon Style painted panel in
Horseshoe Canyon called the Great Gallery
with its large and imposing images (Figure 4).
Some people believe that this panel is typical of
the Barrier Canyon Style, i.e., that the sites are
all composed of large and impressive figures, as
Schaafsma in stated in 1965 when she defined
and described the style: “…life-sized anthro-
pomorphic forms are dominant…” (1970:65).
This, however, is incorrect. While there are
other large sites with large figures, for example:
the Buckhorn Wash and Thompson Wash (Sego
Canyon) sites, most of the Barrier Canyon Style
panels are much smaller, both in the size of the
figures and in the quantity of figures they con-
tain. Some of the Barrier Canyon Style panels
are composed of only one or two figures, and
some of the panels are so small they could fit on
a sheet of type paper. The symposium presen-



Utah Rock Art, Volume 21, 2002

8

tation included about 30 photographs to illus-
trate these observations.

Since Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs are ap-
parently more uncommon that pictographs, it
would be expected that there would be very few
large panels of petroglyphs, and that is indeed
the situation. I have discovered very few large
panels, only a few medium size panels, but lots
of small panels. Barrier Canyon Style petro-
glyphs also occur in pictograph panels, and
sometimes they are near pictograph panels.

One of the unique features of the Barrier Can-
yon Style pictographs is that in addition to life-
sized anthropomorph forms, they contain amaz-
ingly small and detailed images. They contain
the smallest pictographs of any style in Utah.
Several pictograph panels exist that contain fig-
ures that are so small they would fit on a per-
son’s thumbnail. It is nearly the same with
petroglyphs. Certainly, the medium of pecking
on stones would make the creation of very

small images difficult; yet, amazingly they still
exist. Several examples of Barrier Canyon
Style diminutive petroglyphs are illustrated be-
low.

SPECIFIC EXAMPLES

It would seem that the best way to approach
Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs is to examine
various panels and discuss what can be learned
from each of them. Unfortunately, a complete
discussion of all the images is beyond the
length of this paper, therefore out of necessity,
only some examples will be discussed.

Please note that the following sketches were
made from photographs. They have not been
field checked; therefore, they are only approxi-
mations of the images.

Example One, The Great Gallery

Many examples of Barrier Canyon Style petro-
glyphs can be found in Horseshoe Canyon. In

Figure 4. The Great Gallery with its large and imposing images is not typical of the Bar-
rier Canyon Style. Typical sites are much smaller with less imposing figures.
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the panel called the Great Gallery (42WN416),
there are two images made up nearly entirely of
pecked and abraded features (Figure 5 and 6).
These images are seldom discussed. Perhaps
that is because not many people notice them or
because not many people know what they are.
Are they petroglyphs or pictographs? Are they
Barrier Canyon Style or something else? Since
some believe that the Barrier Canyon Style con-
sists only of paintings, these must be something
else; therefore, they are puzzlingly disregarded.

These two anthropomorphic figures exhibit
some interesting features. The anthropomorph
that is on the left side (designated anthropo-
morph A) has two white painted broad lines
across the face. The anthropomorph on the
right side (designated anthropomorph B) has an
arc of white paint and a pattern of white dots
that have short vertical lines on each side that
are painted. The surface of the rock surround-
ing the images has been abraded. The abrasions

correspond very closely with the outline of the
anthropomorphs. Anthropomorph A also has
traces of red pigment on the torso.

In this discussion, these figures present the first
dilemma. Are they to be classified as picto-
graphs or petroglyphs, or is it appropriate to
designate them as painted petroglyphs? Clear-
ly, they exist today as petroglyphs, with some
white paint on them. However, it is likely that
they were originally entirely pictographs. This
is evident because on the torso of anthropo-
morph A there are traces of the same type of
dark red paint that was used in the adjacent fig-
ures in small depressions or dints that were be-
low the level of the abrasion. It is thus evident
that the original paint was removed by abrasion.

It appears that this abrasion was done with a flat
rough stone like a mono. A few lines of abra-
sion are visible near the top of the anthropo-
morph and on the right side that extend above
and out from the area where the abrasion is con-

Figures 5 and 6. Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs from the Great Gallery
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tinuous. These lines are broad, flat, and
smooth, and are abrasions expected from a flat
smooth stone.

There are other indications that the figures were
initially pictographs. Some of the abraded ver-
tical chevron patterns on the torso of the an-
thropomorph A were nearly completely
obliterated during the abrasive process, and all
of them were abraded to some extent. This
would not have occurred if the image was first
abraded and then decorated with the chevrons.
Furthermore, the abrasions surrounding the fig-
ures do not conform exactly to the expected
shape of the anthropomorph but are “outside the
lines” so to speak. Figure 6 shows only the
abraded and pecked marks. It des not show the
abrasions that removed the pigment. The bot-
tom of anthropomorph A is rounded, not flat as
depicted in this drawing.

The conclusion derived from these observations
is that these apparent petroglyphs were in reali-
ty originally pictographs. This example illus-
trates the potential difficulty in determining
whether figures are petroglyphs or pictographs.
If there were not clear evidences that the images
were originally painted, would not these figures
have been classified as Barrier Canyon Style
petroglyphs?

The other question is whether these images are
Barrier Canyon Style or not. These images
have some characteristics that define the Barrier
Canyon Style, but they also have others that are
rare or not readily known, so their classification
is problematical to some people.

Example Two

The second and several of the following exam-
ples are also from Horseshoe Canyon. These
images come from a large site containing prin-
cipally, or perhaps all, Barrier Canyon Style
petroglyphs. The site is just upstream from the
Great Gallery. The image shown in Figures 7
and 8 has two circles near the top. There is a
wide arc above the circles and there are various
geometric patterns below the circles. There are

no traces of obliteration, no traces of any pig-
ment and the various features appear to be
100% repatinated. These features appear to be
very old; however, notice that water run-off co-
vers them, the same as in section (2) from the
Indian Creek boulder. Is this a group of ab-
stract pecked lines or is it a single figure? Is it a
petroglyph or a pictograph? Is it Barrier Can-
yon Style or something else?

In consideration of the previous example, it
should be apparent that this is, or was, a Barrier
Canyon Style anthropomorph, and it was at one
time painted. It is not a petroglyph. The circles
are, of course, eyes. The wide arc above the
eyes also existed on the head of anthropomorph
B in the example above, except that in that fig-
ure, it is painted.

The paint was removed from this anthropo-
morph, not by intentional abrasion but by natu-
ral weathering. The panel is located at the base
of a tall, somewhat south facing cliff with very
little overhanging protection, so it is exposed to
all the deleterious effects of weathering, espe-
cially water runoff.

It may not be obvious from an examination of
the various pecked lines that decorate the torso
of this anthropomorph that the image was first
painted, then the designs were cut through the
paint. This technique is apparent on several of
the anthropomorphs in the Great Gallery. Two
examples are illustrated here. Figures 9 and 10,
clearly show that (what will here be called dec-
orative designs) have been cut or incised
through the paint. Figure 9 has multiple sets of
decorative marks that are so indicative of some
Barrier Canyon Style images that it is appropri-
ate to discuss them in detail. Note that there is
an abraded area on the right side of the figure’s
head. Going from top to bottom, there is first a
series of short wavy lines cut in the center of
five of the eight, mostly vertical, painted lines
above the eyes. The eyes are represented by
deeply pecked out holes. Then there is a slant-
ed horizontal line of pecked marks near the base
of the neck. Below this and on the top of the
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chest of the anthropomorph there is a pattern of
eight sets of two vertical, somewhat parallel,
wavy lines (except that one set near the center
has three lines). They are centered between two
sets of short vertical lines – 9 on the left side
and 12 or 13 on the right side.

Below them, in a lightly abraded area and in a
horizontal row, are four sets of two short hori-
zontal parallel line segments. Then below a
painted pattern of vertical lines and dots is a
long horizontal row of short vertical lines that
extend all the way across the chest. There are
about 75 of these lines. The seven or eight lines
on the right have about 10 horizontal lines cut

across them that slope to a point to the left. Be-
low this is another long line of vertical incised
marks, but these are thick and more widely
spaced. There are 33 of these lines and all but a
few of them have an interesting characteristic.
They were cut with a flat tool with a sharp edge
that had a notch, or a small piece missing from
the center of it. It therefore produced a sharp
broad line that has a raised grove in the center.
This must have been a hard stone tool to create
so many and such deep lines without breaking
or showing signs of wear. It must have been
sharp yet not thin, because all the lines were
created with just one pass.

Figures 7 and 8. A Barrier Canyon Style pictograph where all that remains today
are pecked features.
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Next is a long horizontal
line of three wavy lines
that are sometimes paral-
lel and sometimes they
cross each other. This ar-
ea was also lightly abrad-
ed. Next, is a pattern
consisting of six vertical
sets of two parallel wavy
lines. This section is
deeply cut with a broad
horizontal slightly wavy
line that is composed of
numerous, closely spaced
and angled short lines.
Below this is a line of di-
agonal scratched marks
that have been covered
over with a lighter color
and thinner pigment than
was used for the rest of
the image. Finally, below
this is another section of
consisting of seven verti-
cal sets of two parallel
wavy lines and one stray
wavy line. These wavy
lines extend all the way to
the bottom of the anthro-
pomorph.

The central anthropo-
morph in Figure 10 was
originally named the
Great Ghost by the ranch-
ers who first discovered it.
A. C. Ekker used that
name thirty-five years ago
in reference to it. Alt-
hough not as extensive as
the modification in the
anthropomorph discussed
above, this figure also has
incised modifications on
the torso that were done
after it was painted.

These lines were cut using

Figure 9. Decorative designs have been cut through the paint.
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a thin sharp tool, so some of the pigment has
washed into the cut grooves. Patterns of
scratched vertical lines exist on each side of the
figure, and some of them run nearly the full
length of the torso. These lines appear to be
divided into two sections by two sloping hori-
zontal pecked lines. On the left side of the an-
thropomorph, there is a pattern of two parallel
wavy lines similar to those on the figure dis-
cussed above. In addition, within the body,
there are traces of lightly abraded vertical lines

and two crudely pecked wavy lines,
one of which in is the lower center of
the image. At the bottom of the figure
is a pattern of easily seen vertical lines.
This is a common feature of what ap-
pear to be Barrier Canyon Style an-
thropomorphs, as will seen in the
examples that follow (see also Figure
6).

This anthropomorph has some puz-
zling features, one of which is that
there appears to be two outlines for the
shoulder on the anthropomorph’s left
side. They start at the neck and then
curve around the shoulder, but then
one ends while the other continues
down and goes inside of the body for a
short distance. On the opposite side of
the body is an abraded line that nearly
corresponds to the painted line on the
other side. In addition, there is a faint
greenish vertical line along the left
side of the anthropomorph that turns
inwards for a short distance in about
the center of the body. There are also
traces of this same green pigment on
the right side of the body. These fea-
tures suggest that the anthropomorph
was modified in the past, perhaps more
than once. There are several other ev-
idences of modification in this group
of images. An obvious one is the area
on the lower right side of the Great
Ghost. It was extensively abraded,
then a tall slender anthropomorph was

painted over the abrasions. Abraded areas are
more common in Barrier Canyon Style than is
widely known.

This evidences, and others in the Great Gallery
that are not discussed here, show that incising
and pecking “decorative” features through the
paint is a characteristic of Barrier Canyon Style
images. When the paint weathers from these
images, all that remains are the pecked marks,
which may be mistaken for petroglyphs.

Figure 10. The large anthropomorph in the Great
Ghost panel has numerous lines scratched through the
pigment.
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Example Three

Example 3 is also from Horseshoe Canyon, and
it is in the same panel as example two. In this
location of the panel, there are four anthropo-
morphic images clustered together that appear
to be Barrier Canyon Style (Figures 11 12 and
13). They were created by scratching, incising,
abrading and pecking, thus they are petro-
glyphs. Unlike the abrasions from example 1,
the abrasion here was not as pronounced, nor
was it from an entirely smooth stone. This ap-
pears evident because the edges of the abrasions
are often sharp and relatively deep when com-
pared to those of a mono, whose edges are
sloped.

It appears evident that these images are petro-
glyphs and that they are examples of various
techniques of manufacture. Anthropomorph 1
is an example of Barrier Canyon Style
scratched or incised. Anthropomorph 2 appears
to have been reworked at a later date, perhaps
historically. Anthropomorphs 3 and 4 were
created using both incising and abrasion. An-
thropomorph 3 has a deeply incised pattern of
crosshatched lines on its chest.

Example Four

Example 4 is from the same panel, see Figure
14. Is this image a pictograph or a petroglyph?
This seems like a rather strange question, con-
sidering that this Barrier Canyon Style image
obviously appears to be a pictograph; however,
there is no pigment present on this panel. Since
there is no pigment, by definition, it must be a
petroglyph. (Note that there is part of a
scratched image at the bottom of the anthropo-
morph.)

When this panel was created, it was apparently
painted, perhaps with the typical reddish-brown
pigment found on nearby Barrier Canyon Style
figures. The paint has since eroded away. This
happened because the panel is on a large, ex-
posed, vertical cliff face, and it is sometimes
very windy at this location because it is at a
sharp bend in the canyon. Like the paint at

Hole-n”-the-Rock (Figure 2), the paint here also
removed the patination from the cliff face. All
that remains now is a lighter section of the cliff
face to show where there once was a picto-
graph. There are also several other examples in
Barrier Canyon Style rock art where this has
happened.

Example Five

The photograph in Figure 15 was taken in Au-
gust 1979. (The two children in the photograph
are Carolyn and David Manning. Today David
is married and has two children. Carolyn is
married and has three children.) This is part of
the same panel discussed above. Notice that
here also the surface surrounding the petro-
glyphs has been heavily abraded. Are these
petroglyphs or is this a large Barrier Canyon
Style anthropomorph with pecked out interior
“decorations”? Notice that there are also at
least four painted anthropomorphs in the pic-
ture. They are in the upper left corner.

Example Six

Figure 16 is a photograph showing two images
that were created by both abrasion and incising.
Note that the large figure on the right has a ver-
tical line on its left side. Is this petroglyph Bar-
rier Canyon Style? Compare it with Figure 17,
which is from the Great Gallery. Note that this
figure also has a line on its left side. Evidently,
both pictograph and petroglyph of this same
form exist. Note that these are better and clear-
er examples of Barrier Canyon Style figures
that were constructed by both abrasion and in-
cising than those in Figures 11-13. Notice also
that the pictograph in Figure 16 has a series of
parallel vertical lines on the lower portion of the
torso like those in Figures 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, etc.

Example Seven

Figure 18 is another example from the Great
Gallery. This anthropomorph presents an inter-
esting dilemma. Is it a petroglyph or a picto-
graph?



Steven J. Manning, Barrier Canyon Style Petroglyphs, Part II

15

This simple anthropomorph was created by
abrading away the surface of the cliff. At some
point after was created, it was covered over
with a reddish-tan layer of mud. Traces of the
mud still cling to the head and the upper torso.
This figure should certainly be classified as a
Barrier Canyon Style petroglyph, but there is

one uncertainty in this classification, and that
concerns the mud. Would the mud, which ap-
parently covered the entire figure, make it a pic-
tograph? The answer to this question is
dependant on whether the mud was considered
paint, i.e., part of the creation of the figure, or
just mud that was used to cover it up. Likely,

Figures 11 (top left), 12 (top right) and 13 (bottom). These Barrier Canyon Style images
were created by scratching, incising, abrading and pecking.
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the question can only be answered by the crea-
tors of the figure. This existence of this figure
necessitates the creation of another category,
that of mudded-over Barrier Canyon Style pet-
roglyphs.

Example Eight

Another example where Barrier Canyon Style
pictographs and petroglyphs exist in close prox-
imity in a single panel is illustrated in Figure
19. A sketch of some of the petroglyphs is
shown in Figure 20. Please note that there is a
lot of random pecking in and around these im-
ages, which makes accurate drawing from a

photograph very difficult, therefore the sketch
may not be an entirely accurate representation
of the images.

These images certainly qualify as Barrier Can-
yon Style pictographs and petroglyphs. This
would be more evident if the rest of the panel
was shown in the photograph. The anthropo-
morph on the far right is intriguing. It appears
to be a Barrier Canyon Style anthropomorph,
yet on its torso are broad horizontal parallel
lines. This feature is a characteristic of
Turner’s Glen Canyon Style 5 (Turner 1963).
Indeed, the presence of horizontal and vertical
lines on the interior of anthropomorphs and an-
imals is generally accepted as being the princi-
pal defining characteristic of Glen Canyon Style
5. It is such a distinctive trait that Schaafsma
(1980) renamed it the Glen Canyon Linear
Style.

In addition to this example, there are other im-
ages in Barrier Canyon Style panels, both in
paintings and in petroglyphs, that have horizon-
tal interior lines. There are also similar images
that are near Barrier Canyon Style panels.
Since these characteristics apparently have not
been discussed in the literature, it is appropriate
to present some examples to illustrate the diffi-
culty that this feature creates in classifying im-
ages. These examples, and descriptions of
them, are given below.

Example Nine

Figure 21 shows two anthropomorphs with hor-
izontal interior lines. At first glance, these im-
ages may appear to be Glen Canyon Style 5,
however, both of these figures are in the Barrier
Canyon Style panel in Horseshoe Canyon that
was discussed in examples 2 through 6 above.
Their presence in this panel and their identical
features (level of patination, pecking form, in-
tegration, etc.) indicates that these are Barrier
Canyon Style images. This is further demon-
strated by the images discussed below.

Figure 22 is a petroglyph panel containing five
figures that are adjacent to the well-known

Figure 14. Barrier Canyon Style image that
appears to be a pictograph; however, there is
no pigment present on this panel.



Steven J. Manning, Barrier Canyon Style Petroglyphs, Part II

Roch
anth
bene
belie
5. S
Cany
Style

Figu
abra
Utah
inter
abra
are m
long
a ve
The
dow
way
right
figur
and
have
Figure 15. Is this a large Barrier Canyon Style anthropomorph with pecked out interior
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ester Creek Site. One of the three largest
ropomorphs in this panel is partly buried
ath the soil. Individuals have expressed the
f that these images are Glen Canyon Style
o the question is: are these figures Glen
on Style 5 or are they Barrier Canyon
?

re 23 is an anthropomorph that is both
ded and painted. It is located near Moab,
on a very exposed cliff face. It has painted

ior horizontal lines and the body is lightly
ded except at the top where the abrasions

ore pronounced. The head, shoulders and
neck are especially abraded. The head has
rtical sloping line incised into each side.
broad line that forms the neck continues

nward into the body almost one-third the
to the bottom. The figure also has a short
upraised arm. Notice the dark eyes. This
e is part of a Barrier Canyon Style panel
it is located next to other figures that all
Barrier Canyon Style characteristics.

Figure 24 is a panel of very faded Barrier Can-
yon Style pictographs. This panel is important
because, it further demonstrates the existence of
horizontal interior lines in the Barrier Canyon
Style. The figure on the left has two dark eyes,
a white head with a slanting line on each upper
corner, an upraised right arm, like Figure 23.
These are all typical Barrier Canyon Style fea-
tures. The small image on the right has both
light and dark alternating bands. This suggests
that perhaps some of the pecked Barrier Canyon
Style images that have wide alternating bands
of pecked and non-pecked areas are intended to
portray this “decorative” feature of alternating,
wide, light and dark bands.

Figure 25 is an anthropomorph that is divided
into three sections and outlined with pecking.
Arms are illustrated by short downward sloping
lines. The head is shown by a single vertical
line that has random pecked marks along both
sides of it. The body has scratched lines in all
three sections. In the top section, which has the

“decorations” or an abstract?
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most and deepest lines, the scratched lines slope
to the right. In the center section they slope to
the left and in the bottom section, where there
are just a few lines, they slope in various direc-
tions.

Figure 26 is a petroglyph panel that contains
four anthropomorphs that have broad horizontal
interior lines. Are these figures Glen Canyon
Style 5 or Barrier Canyon Style? The answer
should be reasonably obvious. Note the vertical
lines at the bottom of some of the anthropo-
morphs. There is also a petroglyph of an owl in
the panel, but it is not shown in the photograph.

Figures 27 through 31 are examples of Barrier
Canyon Style petroglyphs that are all from the

same panel. Figure 27 shows four Barrier Can-
yon Style anthropomorphs with horizontal inte-
rior lines. Note that the figure at the far left has
two lines attached to the head and a wavy line,
which appears to be a snake, just to the right.
The figure on the far right has the classic Barri-
er Canyon Style body type and an interesting
pattern on the chest.

Five Barrier Canyon Style anthropomorph are
shown in Figure 28. Note that the head is dif-
ferent on each one. There are several Barrier
Canyon Style panels with this characteristic.
This panel also illustrates some of the variety of

head treatments on Barrier Canyon Style fig-
ures.

Figure 29 shows a deeply pecked anthropo-
morph with wavy lines across the upper chest in
addition to the broad interior lines on the torso.
Note the rapid erosion of the rock surface. Fig-

Figure 16. Scratched Barrier Canyon Style
petroglyph created by both abrasion and
incising.

Figure 17. Painted image from the Great
Gallery. Compare with Figure 16.
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ure 30 is a photograph of a broad rectangular
figure with the rows of dots pecked across the
face. Figure 31 shows another part of the panel
that has three anthropomorphs, two of which
are unusual because of their long length and
deep abrasion.

In summary, many of these anthropomorphs
have broad interior lines, or narrow lines that
define broad interior areas. They all have other
characteristics that commonly occur in Barrier
Canyon Style images. These photographs
above have hopefully served to illustrate
enough basic features to differentiate between
Barrier Canyon Style and Glen Canyon Style 5
petroglyphs and to demonstrate that Barrier
Canyon Style figures have horizontal interior

lines. A detailed discussion of all the differ-
ences between Glen Canyon Style 5 and Barrier
Canyon Style to too lengthy for this paper. A
question remaining is: were all of these images
originally petroglyphs? Most likely they were
however; there are other images in this panel
that were originally painted. These are shown
below.

Example Ten

Based upon the previous discussions, Figure 32,
which is from the same site as those above,
would be identified as two anthropomorphs that
are pictographs with pecked interior lines.
There is, however, one significant difference. It
is apparent that the pecked lines on the bodies
of these anthropomorphs are covered with pig-
ment, as opposed to the lines on the examples
given above which were cut through the pig-
ment. Does this example indicate that both
techniques were used on these large anthropo-
morphic figures? No, it does not. There is an
explanation for this belief. It is obvious that the
pigment used on these images is different from
that used in the creation of other Barrier Can-
yon Style images, for example, the Great Gal-
lery anthropomorphs. The pigment shown in
Figure 32 is different in that it is all the same
color, and it is uniformly applied over the entire
figure; there are no distinct bands, stripes or
other features present. The most obvious dif-
ference is that the pigment is washing off the
figures.

These anthropomorphs were not originally
painted this color. The color they are today is a
brighter, light-red color, around a 5R 5/6. The
original paint completely eroded off the images,
leaving only the pecking. This happened be-
cause the images are on a vertical cliff face that
is exposed, for the most part, to the elements.
Note also that the sandstone is nearly white, and
it appears to be very soft and it apparently
erodes easily, as can be seen by white badly-
eroded edges in Figures 27-31, especially 29.
Sometime later, likely much later, the pigment
that existed today was applied. As can be readi-

Figure 18. This anthropomorph was creat-
ed by abrading and then it was covered
over with a reddish-tan layer of mud.
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ly seen in Figure 32, the material was apparent-
ly a thin wash that readily soaked into the sand-
stone, but which was easily eroded, as shown
by the extreme streaks below the figures.

It is evident that these figures were originally
painted with the typical thick, reddish-brown-
purplish paint used at many sites like the Great
Gallery, because traces of the original paint can
still be seen in two or three figures that are at
the far left side of the panel, which is somewhat
protected from the weather. These are shown in

Figure 33. It will not be very evident from the
black-and-white photograph that there are two
colors of pigment. The image on the left is all
composed of the typical Barrier Canyon Style
pigment. The image on the right, which is more
exposed than the one on the left, was at one
time apparently covered with the thin red pig-
ment, but some of it, like the original pigment,
has eroded away. The traditional Barrier Can-
yon Style pigment is easily visible on this an-
thropomorph as a broad outline around the body
and as the narrow stripe across the top of the

Figures 19 and 20. Barrier Canyon Style pictographs and petroglyphs in a single panel.
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body. It is also somewhat visible on the head,
but the head is covered with the later pigment.
The later pigment extends above the head, and

this is visible in the black and white
photograph. (Note the erosion of the
cliff surface, and the mud covering the
head of the anthropomorph on the left.)

Several things about this panel are quite
puzzling. First, why was the thin red
pigment applied to the figure on the left
and not to the figure on the right? Was
it because the original pigment was still
clearly visible? Interestingly, there is a
small mountain sheep to the right of the
leftmost anthropomorph, and it was
covered with the thin red pigment.
There is a large smear of the red pig-
ment all around the mountain sheep.
Many other images in the panel were
also covered with the thin red pigment
(Figure 34). Second, what was the pur-
pose in applying light red pigment to so
many figures? Third, was pigment ap-
plied to any of the other Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs that were in the same

panel i.e., Figures 26-31? When and by whom
was the light red pigment applied? Perhaps on-
ly this last question can be answered.

Figure 21. Two anthropomorphs with horizontal
interior lines in a Barrier Canyon Style panel.
21

Figure 22. Anthropomorphs with interior horizontal lines at the Rochester Creek site.
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One interesting observation is that the anthro-
pomorph from the Great Gallery, shown in
Figure 9, also has some of the light red pig-
ment on it. The pigment covers the long hori-
zontal row of slanted scratched marks that are
on the lower part of the body. This shows that
the light red pigment was applied to more
than one Barrier Canyon Style panel, which
suggests that a definite rationale for doing it
existed in the mind of the person(s) who did
it. The fact that the light red pigment was ap-
plied to the images in the panel discussed
above after the original pigment had been re-
moved by erosion suggests that a long period
of time had elapsed since they were created.

It seems logical to assume that the same period
of time also passed before the red paint was ap-
plied to the anthropomorph in the Great Gal-
lery. These observations indicate that the
people applying the light red pigment existed at
a much later date, and thus were not the people
who created the Barrier Canyon Style images.
(This further suggests that other modifications
may have been made to other images in the
Great Gallery by later people of whom we are
not aware.) The remaining question is: who
were the people. Likely, they were the
Fremont. This conclusion is based on the pres-
ence of what may be Fremont images at the far
right side of the panel that were painted in the
same color as the light red wash, and the obser-
vation that apparently whoever applied the thin
red pigment was somewhat familiar with what
the Barrier Canyon Style images looked like.

Example 10

To this point, the emphasis has been mostly on
anthropomorphs with horizontal interior lines.

Figure 23. A Barrier Canyon Style paint-
ed and abraded anthropomorph with inte-
rior horizontal lines.
Figure 24. Barrier Canyon Style figures.
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While horizontal lines are somewhat uncom-
mon, many Barrier Canyon Style images have
vertical lines, as illustrated above on many of
the images. Figure 35 is a Barrier Canyon Style
petroglyph with vertical interior lines super-
posed over a Barrier Canyon Style pictograph.
This is a rare occurrence. If there was any
doubt about the existence of Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs, this image should resolve the
uncertainty.

Figure 36 is another example of a Barrier Can-
yon Style petroglyph superimposed over a Bar-
rier Canyon Style pictograph.

Miscellaneous Examples

There are also a few examples placed here into
a miscellaneous category, mostly because they
are interesting. Figure 37 shows four Barrier
Canyon Style images that are almost entirely
constructed by scratching or incising. Each fig-
ure has a different type head. Figure 38 shows
that the “decorative” scratching in the torso was
not confined to the large Barrier Canyon Style
images in the Great Gallery. The images here
are only a few inches tall, yet they have the
same decorative scratching. In the photograph,
there is a mosquito that inadvertently posed for
scale. It is indicated by the arrow. The round
eyes of the figures are just a little larger that the
length of the mosquito! The decorations on
these torsos consist of wavy lines, vertical pat-
ens of circles with long descending lines (see
figures 7 & 8), short slanted lines and rows of
dots. Figure 39 shows a Barrier Canyon Style
anthropomorph whose body is composed of
long wavy lines; compare with Figures 5 & 6.
This figure is also only a few inches tall.

As with nearly all studies of petroglyphs, re-
search uncovers examples that seem to defy
classification. One of these is in Figure 40.

DATING CONSIDERATIONS

Most of the above examples of Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs have not provided much use-
ful information about dating because they are in
exposed locations where water runs over the
figures. The panel shown in Figure 41 is an
exception. It is in a location open to the weath-
er, but where there is no extreme runoff or sun
exposure. First, notice the small size of the
panel. It should be noted that its size is about
the only thing protecting it. It is in a location
passed daily by at least a thousand people and
they do not discover it because it is so small. If
anyone were thoughtless or unintelligent

Figure 25. A Barrier Canyon Style anthro-
pomorph that was painted then pecked and
scratched.
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enough to publicize its location, it would not be
very long before it would be damaged or de-
stroyed.

As can be seen from the level of repatination,
the panel was not constructed very long ago.

Figure 26. A Barrier Canyon Style petroglyph panel that contains four anthropomorphs that
have broad horizontal interior lines.
Figure 27. Barrier Canyon Style petrpglyphs with interior horizontal lines.
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Figures 28-29. Barrier Canyon Style images. Figures 30-31. Barrier Canyon Style images.
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The level of repatination is easy to see, because
there is a small piece of rock missing from the
chest of the largest anthropomorph. The rock is
unquestionably lighter in color that the images.
The low level of repatination indicates that this
panel is probably only a few hundred years old,
but not a thousand years and certainly not from
the Archaic period.

The environmental context of this panel and the
one shown in Figure 42 are nearly identical.
Figure 42 is a photograph of two Glen Canyon
Style 5 quadrupeds, which are most likely about
6,000 years old, and are most certainly from the

Archaic period. Notice that they are
100% repatinated. Compare the levels
of repatination between these two pan-
els.

This is not the only Barrier Canyon
Style panel that has very little repatina-
tion. Figure 43 for example, is also in
a location where the panel would be
expected to have a high degree of re-
patination if it was very old. However,
as is easily seen, there is very little pat-
ination on the images in this panel.

These two petroglyph panels alone
provide sufficient evidence to conclude
that all Barrier Canyon Style panels are
not 6,000 rears old, nor are they from
the Archaic period. The Barrier Can-
yon Style, as defined today, and as our
understanding of repatination exists,
establishes that the Barrier Canyon
Style includes panels that are not over
a few hundreds of years old.

CONCLUSIONS

The previous paper established the ex-
istence of Barrier Canyon Style pecked
images. This paper establishes the ex-
istence of Barrier Canyon Style
scratched and Barrier Canyon Style
abraded figures. There is also one ad-
ditional category of Barrier Canyon
Style petroglyphs that has not been
discussed in detail here, and that is the

scratched outlined type. These images are so
faint, and they consist of no more than a
scratched outline of an anthropomorph, that
they are easily overlooked. They also do not
show up in photographs (Figures 11 and 13).

Some of the difficulties in classifying Barrier
Canyon Style petroglyphs have also been dis-
cussed. I hope that this has been beneficial in
understanding not only the difficulties in classi-
fying Barrier Canyon Style images, but also in
increasing an awareness of the great variety and
complexity of these images.

Figure 32. Barrier Canyon Style anthropomorphs that
have been repainted.
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Figure 33. Barrier Canyon Style anthropomorphs with traces of the original pigment that
were later covered over with a thin, light-red pigment.

Figure 34. View of the left side of the panel showing the “repainting” of many images.
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Figure 35 (left) and 36 (right). Two exam-
ples of a Barrier Canyon Style petroglyph
over Barrier Canyon Style pictograph.

Figure 37. Barrier Canyon Style panel constructed almost entirely by scratching.
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Figure 38. Small Barrier Canyon Style anthropomorphs. Note mosquito for scale.

Figure 39. Vertical wavy lines on a
Barrier Canyon Style anthropo-
morph.
29

Figure 40. ? over Barrier Canyon Style.
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Figure 41. Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs with little repatination.

Figure 42. Glen Canyon Style 5 quadrupeds that are totally repatinated.
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Figure 43 (right). Detail of a Barrier Canyon
Style panel that would be expected to be
completely repatinated, but it is not. This
lack of repatination indicates that this Barrier
Canyon Style panel is only a few hundred
years old.

Figure 44 (bottom). Two different types of
construction in one Barrier Canyon Style pet-
roglyph panel.
31
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It has not been possible to discuss here all of the
known examples of Barrier Canyon Style pet-
roglyphs. There are many more. The panel
shown in Figure 44 above contains one final
example of both methods of construction in one
panel, and it raises one final question: how
many of the images discussed here should real-
ly be classified as Barrier Canyon Style? Are
too many panels being lumped together? Is
there a difference between “old” and “new”
Barrier Canyon Style panels? There appears to
be a difference, but a discussion of this will
have to wait until more information is
asembled. The problem of classifying Utah’s
prehistoric images is obviously too large to
solve here, but work to do just that is in pro-
gress.

The Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs found to
this date have established that the Barrier
Canyon Style is not confined exclusively to the
Archaic period, but may have continued to be
created up until just a few hundred years ago.
Furthermore, no Barrier Canyon Style
petroglyphs have yet to be found that have
repatination levels nearly as extensive as Glen
Canyon Style 5. This specific repatination
being referred to is when they are covered with
black shiny desert varnish, not where the
images are exposed to sheets of water.

Barrier Canyon Style petroglyphs, therefore,
seem nearly to suggest that the Barrier Canyon
Style did not exist in the Archaic period at all.
Many panels appear to have the same
repatination levels as many Basketmaker
petroglyphs. This suggests that many of the
images from both cultures were created during
the same time period.

One final note; all of these images are in danger
of destruction. As word of their existence
spreads, more and more people seek them out.
This often leads to the creation of roads and
trails directly to them, which are then followed

by people who have no appreciation of the val-
ues of these prehistoric images, and who collect
every artifact they find at the site. The panels,
and the archaeological information surrounding
them, are then damaged or lost forever. It be-
hooves all of us to keep the location of these
sites confidential and share their location only
with people who likewise appreciate their val-
ue.

REFERENCES CITED

Francis, Julie E.
2001 Style and Classification in Handbook of

Rock Art Research, David S. Whitley, ed.
Alta Mira Press, New York.

Manning, Steven J.
1991 A Modal Based Classification System for

Rock Art Research: Overcoming Stylistic
Methodological Problems. Utah Rock Art,
Vol. XI, Section 10. Papers presented at
the Eleventh Annual Symposium of the
Utah Rock Art Research Association,
Green River, Utah. Salt Lake City.

Schaafsma, Polly
1971 The Rock Art of Utah, Papers of the Pea-

body Museum of Archeology and Ethnol-
ogy, Volume 65, Harvard University,
Cambridge, Massachusetts.

1980 Indian Rock Art of the Southwest. Univer-
sity of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Turner, Christy G.
1963 Petrographs of the Glen Canyon Region.

Museum of Northern Arizona Bulletin 38
(Glen Canyon Series No. 4) Northern Ar-
izona Society of Science and Art, Inc.,
Flagstaff.

Wellman, Klaus F.
1979 A Survey of North American Rock Art.

Akademische Druck-u. Verlagsanstalt
Grax, Austria.


