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Response to Quinlan 

DAVID S. WHITLEY 
ICOMOS Rock Art Committee, 447 Third St., Fillmore, 
CA 93015. 

I am pleased that Angus Quinlan's article. The 
Ventriloquist's Dummy: A Critical Review of Sha­
manism and Rock Art in Far Western North Amer­
ica, is finally in print. I first received a manuscript 
copy of it within a few days of its original presenta­
tion at the 1998 Society for American Archaeology 
meetings, from a colleague who had attended Quin­

lan's session where it was distributed to the audi­
ence. Shortly tiiereafter, I began to hear about it 
from archaeologists stretching from Berkeley to 
France who had received unsolicited copies in the 
mail, with no explanation attached. A number of 
them called to ask, "What is going on? This guy 
Quinlan says that you got it all wrong." When I 
received a review copy of Quinlan's manuscript a 
year later from the Journal of California and 
Great Basin Anthropology, I quickly replied. Pub­
lish it as-is, I responded, but allow me to contunent 
in detail, especially inasmuch as citations to his 
manuscript had already begim to appear in other re­
searchers' papers, thereby lending implicit legiti­
macy to his claims, if not implying outright accep­
tance (e.g., Gih-eatii 1999; Chippindale et al. 2000). 
It is a pleasure to finally have an opportunity for a 
formal response. 

To start, it is necessary to clarify the nature and 
purpose of Quinlan's argument. It operates on the 
principle that, because science is necessarily con­
servative, most readers will award more weight to 
criticism than to original research and, thus, com­
mentaries such as his can get away with implausible 
claims and misrepresentations of the evidence, be­
cause they themselves are rarely scrutinized. Such 
a position assumes that if long lists of citations are 
included, no one will bother to check the assertions 
it makes. And althou^ Quinlan claims that his arti­
cle is an assessment of the shamanistic rock art in­
terpretation, in fact it is anything but. It is instead 
simply a protracted and confused effort to disagree 
with anything and everything I have published, and 
then some: Quinlan wanders from a discussion of 
neuropsychology (pp. 92-93), to ethnographic evi­
dence for shamanism (passim), to shamans' sex (p. 
102), to Euroamerican acculturation (pp. 96,101), 
to Carobeth and George Laird's relationship (p. 
100), and so on—leaving me to wonder whether 
Quinlan would have objected if I had claimed some­
where in one of my papers that the earth revolves 
around the sun! 

Quinlan's article plays on the fact that the eth­
nographic record contains occasional inconsis-
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tencies, because informants (and anthropologists) 
sometimes disagree. This is no news to anyone who 
has ever worked with ethnohistorical data or, for 
that matter, with empirical data of any kind, and 
there is sometimes room for debate in such cases. 
There is no room for debate, however, when basic 
facts and sources— t̂hose in the ethnographic record 
and the statements in my research—are systemati­
cally and blatantly misrepresented. Nor can mean­
ingful debate occur when alternative positions are 
promoted that are so manifestly implausible that 
they leave the read^ wondering whether his point is 
actually some kind of obscure or perverse joke. 

An example of just such a proposition is pro­
vided by Quinlan's (p. 96) assertion that: 

. . . referoices to Joaquin Ayala (a shaman) and Ra­
fael Solares making rock art . . . cannot be used to 
conclude that all (or even any) Chumasb pre-Col­
umbian rock art was shamanistic in character . . . 
Solares' shamanistic use of rock art may have more 
to do with the religious significance of graphic 
imagery in Roman Catholicism (emphasis added). 

Does Quinlan expect us to believe that his 
"Catholicism hypothesis" is somehow more likely, 
factually better supported, and therefore a "more 
direct, alternative reading" (p. 95) than the sha­
manistic interpretation? Yet on carefiil analysis, it 
is this level of empirical critique, and this kind of 
inferential logic, that is the entire basis for Quin­
lan's attempt to discredit my research. 

In the following, available space allows me to 
focus on only a few of the key issues, taken on a re­
gional and topical basis, rather than a point-by-point 
tabulation and correction of Quinlan's systematic 
errors. But once Quinlan's central factual misrepre­
sentations and mistakes are outlined—and the na­
ture of his commentary is unmasked—it becomes 
apparent that shamanism remains the most robust 
ethnographic interpretation for recent rock art. 

KEY FACTUAL MISREPRESENTATIONS 
I: SOUTH-CENTRAL CALIFORNIA 

The central issue in this debate is whether there 
is ethnographic evidence that shamans created rock 

art to depict the visionary imagery of their trances. 
Quinlan (p. 98) asserts unequivocally that: 

Whitley (1994b:83-84,1994c:3) has only been able 
to uncovo" two Mcmache consultant statements that 
provide direct evidence that shamans depicted their 
visionary imagery in rock art (Gilford 1932:52; 
Driver 1937:126). While these are of relevance to 
the Monache, they do not apply to the rest of Cali­
fornia or the Great Basin. 

In this short passage alone, Quinlan's first fac­
tual misrepresentation is revealed when it is con­
trasted with a verbatim passage from Driver (1937: 
126) that Quinlan himself cites: 

[Monache shamans] painted their "spirits" (anit) 
on rocks to "show themselves, to let people see 
what they had done." The spirit must come first in 
a dream. The informant said he was certain that 
the Yokuts from the Tule r. north and the other W 
Mono bad the same belief and practice. 

This statement unambiguously contradicts Quin­
lan's claim. Driver stated clearly that the shamanic 
depiction of visionaty imagety was not restricted to 
the Westem Mono, but was also practiced by Yok­
uts shamans at least from the Tule River north. 

Corroboration comes from Julian Steward who, 
based on Aima H. Gayton's research, wrote: "In 
Tulare county some of the strange pictographs are 
believed by the Westem Mono and Yokuts, accord-
ingto Dr. Gayton, to be 'doctors' marks. These may 
represent shamans' powers although it is unlikely 
that all were for this purpose" (Steward 1929:226). 
"Shamans powers," of course, were obtained in the 
visions that they experienced in trance.' 

How significant is Quinlan's first factual mis­
representation? Cook (1978:91) estimated that the 
southern Sierra Nevada/San Joaquin Valley region 
contained about 27% of the total aboriginal Native 
Califomian population, with the Yokuts alone con­
stituting the majority of this figure. Baumhoff 
(1963) placed their proportion even higher. But by 
whatever demographic measure, Quinlan's mis­
representation of the Yokuts evidence results in the 
omission of at least 15% of Native Califomian 
peoples. 
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Quinlan's second factual misrepresentation— 
again, just in this first quoted passage—is his as­
sertion that direct evidence for shamanic depictions 
of visionary imagery is limited to two Westem 
Mono sources that he cites. The Steward reference 
above is the first example of an omitted source that 
contradicts Quinlan's claim. The second omission 
stems from the fact that, in one of the two papers of 
mine that Quinlan cites in this passage (Whitley 
1994b), I identified another Yokuts consultant who 
stated that rock art was made by shamans, and that 
it depicts shamans' "dreams"—the gloss used 
throughout the far west to indicate trances (see 
Whitley 1998c). I even included photographs of 
panels that relate to the consultant's commen­
tary.^ 

In this one example, involving the central issue 
in the debate, Quinlan has misrepresented what the 
published ethnographic record states in the clearest 
and most unambiguous terms, as well as the evi­
dence that I have presented about this record. The 
result is the omission of evidence concerning a ma­
jor portion of Native Califomian populations. 

Quinlan also fails to mention, or attempts to ar­
gue away, related additional evidence from through­
out the far west that directly ties rock art to vis­
ionary imagery—in some cases, that of the shaman 
himself; in others, puberty initiates or adults during 
life crises (Whitley 1992, 1994b, 1998c, 2000a, 
2000b; Keyser and Whitley 2000). For example, 
for the Numic (discussed further below), Lowie 
(1909), Phillips (1986), Hultkrantz (1987), Shim-
kin (1992), Zedeno et al. (1999), Loendorf and 
BuUetts (2000), and Stoffle et al. (2000) all indicate 
that rock art depicts shamans' visionary imagery. 
On the Columbia Plateau, statements tying rock art 
to visionary imagery have been recorded for the Lil-
looet (Teit 1906), Nez Perce (Spinden 1908), Shu-
swap (Teit 1909), Kutenai and Interior Salish (Teit 
1918), Coeur d'Alene (Teit 1930), Okanagan (Teit 
1930; Lerman 1954; York et al. 1993), and Modoc/ 
Pit River (Benson 1998), which Quinlan omits en­
tirely. 

Ethnography and Southern Sierra Nevada 
Pictographs 

That Quinlan makes his argument based on 
factual misrepresentations of major issues is one 
matter (see more below). Another matter arises 
from the way Quinlan has structured his article, 
which has been to decontextualize, isolate, and con­
test evety issue, bit of evidence, and/or ethnograph­
ic statement in support of the shamanistic interpre­
tation, meanwhile never stopping to consider the 
sum of it all. The result, in some cases, is a false 
picture of anecdotal and isolated fragments of data; 
in others, it is logical incoherency. But since scien­
tific research is based on inference to the best hy­
pothesis, using multiple lines of evidence (Kelley 
and Hanen 1988), I prefer to consider the evidence 
as a whole. This is particularly necessary in ethno­
historical research where any given source is liable 
to provide only partial information. To illustrate 
just one regional example, what then is the ethno­
graphic evidence in support of a shamanistic origin 
for the recent rock art in the southem Sierra Nev­
ada? 

This evidence, summarized in Table 1, demon­
strates that: (1) the connection between southern 
Sierra Nevada pictographs, shamans, and shamanic 
rituals has been regularly documented for a century 
and a half; (2) there is consistency in these com­
ments about the origin and function of rock art; (3) 
the art depicts visionary imagery; and (4) a variety 
of lines of subsidiary evidence supports this last 
conclusion, especially independent comments about 
the depiction of supematural beings in the art— 
things seen by shamans during trance. Harrington 
(1984) and Latta (1977), for example, identified 
rock art motifs as supematural beings, and noted 
the depiction of shamans and their regalia in the 
motifs. In light of the sum of this evidence, it is 
quite plausible to interpret historical southem Sier­
ra Nevada rock art sites as having been made and 
used by shamans; that they depict the visionary 
imagery of their trances; that they were undertaken 
for a variety of purposes, including acquisition of 
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Table 1 
ETHNOGRAPHIC DATA ON SOUTHERN SIERRA NEVADA PICTOGRAPHS 

Reference 

Eccleston 1851 

Harrington 1984 
[ca. 1914 data] 

Steward 1929:226 

Gayton 1930:391 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1930:393 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a:33 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a:34 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a: 113 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a:l 13 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a: 113 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a:l 13 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a:l 13 
[1920s data] 

Gayton 1948a:l 13 
[1920s data] 

Ethnographic Information 

A rock art site called "Great Medicine Rode" was held "in great reverence;" cures were con­
ducted at the site; oflFerings of small stones were left in front of the site (Crampton 1957:65). 

A rode art site called pusun tinliw (literally "spirit helper cave") includes a painting that de­
picts a shaman in ritual dress. 

"In Tulare county some of the strange pictographs are believed by the Westem Mono and 
Yokuts, according to Dr. Gayton, to be 'doctors' marks. These may represent shamans' 
powers although it is unlikely that all were for this purpose." 

Shamans' caches were: "some knoll which was shamans' customary meeting place"; sha­
mans met there with their taiwan (ritual trays), plotted the deaths of other shamans, played 
eagle-bone whistles and ran around fires, and got magical "shot" from sun. 

Shaman Wasic provided this description of his cache: "I have lots of money and baskets up 
at Tawatsanahahi in a big rock like a house; there is a lot of poison there, too." 

"As in the fix)thills, doctors were believed to have private caches where the wealth they ac­
cumulated was hidden: such a cache is called tai'wan . . . One of these is located in a little 
ridge about eight hundred yards north of the Lemoore Rancheria . . . "A taiwan is always 
guarded by some sort of creature. This one [near Lemoore Rancheria] is inhabited by per­
sonified fire." 

"This taiwan is an old wie; nobody knows what doctor owned it. Poso'o [Tachi shaman Bob 
Bautista] told J.A. about it and warned her to keep away from it. He said a big sickness 
(tau'mui) like consumption or pneumonia would 'come out' if any one attempted to disturb 
the place." 

"The [shaman's] cache would be in a cliff or rock pile; cracks indicated the door, which 
opened at the owner's command. The rodcs were usually painted; in fact, any rock with pic­
tographs was thought to be a cache." 

Shamans' caches were called pa'Cki [color 'red'], where wealth and talismans were kept. 
One cache is in Drum Valley; another at Hoganu [both are rock art sites]. A large cache 
near Gutsnumi (Terminus Beach) was called CoiS.siu, and was "marked with pictographs" 
[this site is Bell Bluff, CA-TUL-2; name confirmed by Latta 1977:185]. 

"S.G. said there were several irmer chambers 'each as big as a house' and that they were 
filled with native treasures... S.G. expressed apprehension lest the hill might some day be 
dynamited, for if so, 'all kinds of bad diseases would fly out over the country.' " 

"M.P. had a frightening experience there . . . The rocks of the bluff are painted with picto­
graphs, she said, but she could not accompany me there." 

Uncle of M.P. warned her of a "beautiful weird dog there which came out of the rocks to at-
tadc investigators... the dog which guarded the cache had a snake's body and human hands 
for feet." M.P. went there and saw a ghost that "look[ed] like fire." 

Common term for shaman's cache is CoiS.Su, "dog place" [i.e., "spirit helper place"]; but 
"corrert name is paCki" [confirmed by Latta 1977:600]. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
ETHNOGRAPHIC DATA ON SOUTHERN SIERRA NEVADA PICTOGRAPHS 

Reference 

Gayton I948b:168-
169 [1920s data] 

Gayton I948b:168-
169 [1920s data] 

Gayton I948b:207 
[1920s data] 

GifFord 1932:51 

Gifford 1932:52 

Driver 1937:86 

Driver 1937:126 

Aginsky 1943:426 

Utta 1977:199 
[1930s data] 

Latta 1977:600 
[1930s data] 

Latta 1977:601 
[1930s data] 

Whitley 1994b, 
1996,2000a 

Ethnographic Information 

Shamanism "ran in fiimilies," and the soi would usually inherit his father's wealth and cache 
(pa'cki). If there was no son, the pa'6ki was "lost forever." The paCki "was always located 
on a hill, with a rode as a door. There was no mark of ownership. Afrer the shaman's son had 
received his power, he could enter the pa£ki at will." The son danced outside and called the 
name of his fether/grandfather, and it opened. "Within it were baskets, money, feathered 
ornaments, skins-all valuable things." The son could take what he wanted from the left side. 
Things on the right belonged to the most ancient ancestors and were too powerful. "They 
served as guardians of the place, for their power would kill anyone who touched them." 

The power seeker awoke after dreaming and went into the hills "to dream some more." 
When the man had dreamed sufficiently, he went to a cache where his spirit helpers opened 
the door, and stayed inside four days. No one knew where he was while he was in the pa£ki. 
"The animals fi.e., spirits] told him what to do," gave him songs, danced with him, and gave 
him regalia. He remained in the hills for two more days (a total of six), went home, then did 
his debut dance, where he cured a patient. 

According to one informant, only rain shamans had shaman's caches. A rain sh2unan "kept 
his outfit within a large rode," which the shaman could open but otherwise could not be seen. 
"Each doctor had his own place." 

A rock art site in Hooker Cove was made by a shaman known as Sigurup. 

A pictograph four miles east of Fuller's Meadow depicted a man's dream. 

Eight consultants reported that pictographs were made by recent humans; six consultants re­
ported that pictographs were made by shamans; other consultants denied that rock art was 
made by shamans or "anybody." 

Description of the making of pictographs: "Specifically [made by] doctors, po'hage. They 
painted their 'spirits' (anit) on rocks to 'show themselves, to let people see what they had 
done.' The spirit must come first in a dream. The informant said he was certain that the 
Yokuts from Tule r. north and the other W Mono had the same belief and practice." 

Two consultants reported that pictographs were made by shamans; two consultants denied 
it. 

A CA-TUL-19 pictograph depicts the painting of soksouh, a supematural spirit. 

Rock art sites have been located at permanent villages or at locations of ceremonies. "Tribal 
equipmenf' (jimsonweed mcxtars and ceremonial costumes) was concealed nearby; sites are 
tripne, i.e., supemattirally potent. 

Informants identified a shaman's ritual tray and "mythological characters" in the rock art. 

Information from a modem Wukchumni consultant indicates that pictographs are "doctors' 
marks"; a rock art panel was described as a "shaman's dream"; some motifs portray Blue 
Heron (shaman) dancers, and some sites are still used for nonshamanic curing rituals. 
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power, curing, and sorcery; and that sites were also 
used by nonshamans for other ritual purposes, es­
pecially curing and praying. 

Certainly there are informants who, in the eth­
nographic record, denied that rock art was made by 
shamans, but these same consultants also denied 
that rock art was "made by anybody" (e.g.. Driver 
1937:86). Quinlan knows about this contradictory 
rock art evidence and can cite this literature pre­
cisely because, in my publications, I have been dili­
gent to include references and citations to all of the 
ethnographic evidence about rock art. But more to 
the point, does a consultant's denial indicate that 
this rock art is necessarily prehistoric and predates 
ethnographic southem Sierra Nevada culture, or 
does it instead suggest that these consultants sim­
ply were not comfortable discussing rock art with 
an anthropologist, especially when the sites are as­
sociated with major historical villages (e.g., Latta 
1977:600) and substantial additional rock art eth­
nography exists (e.g., Gayton 1948a, 1948b)? 

Anyone who has used Cuhure Element Distri­
bution (CED) studies knows that occasional contra­
dictory data of this kind are conunon. In Driver 
(1937), for example, 30% of his Yokuts informants 
denied the use of bedrock mortars. Are we then to 
conclude, following Quinlan's logic, that the Yokuts 
did not use bedrock mortars? Obviously, intelligent, 
critical use of such data would suggest otherwise. 

I oicourage readers to examine the data in Table 
1 in light of Quinlan's (p. 100) claim that "in 
general, a shamanistic context for the production 
and fimctions of rock art is denied." For those 
interested, I suggest that they check the original 
sources referenced in Table 1. I also encourage 
readers to consider the possibility that the general 
pattern suggested in Table 1 might likewise apply to 
the adjacent Chumasb, about whom we have fewer 
data, inasmuch as Gayton (1935), Applegate 
(1978), and othCTS have identified cultural similari­
ties between them, the Yokuts, and other groups in 
south-central California. I further urge readers to 
decide whether a shamanistic origin for ethno­
graphic Chumash rock art, along general southern 

Sierra Nevada lines, is a plausible interpretation or, 
instead, whether the evidence supports the theory 
that "Solares' shamanistic use of rock art may have 
more to do with the religious significance of graphic 
imagery in Roman Catholicism," which Quinlan (p. 
96) proposes as a more direct reading of the ethno­
graphic evidence. 

KEY FACTUAL MISREPRESENTATIONS 
n : GREAT BASIN 

Substantial factual errors and misrepresen­
tations also occur in Quinlan's discussion of the 
Great Basin evidence, where his objections to sha­
manism are based primarily on two issues. The 
first involves the dismissal of Carobeth Laird's 
(1984:302) argument that consultants speaking 
Uto-Aztecan languages claimed that rock art was 
made by various spirits rather than by shamans as 
a way of avoiding a taboo against naming these 
dead individuals (p. 100). With Laird, I have 
argued that these spirits were shamans' helpers 
and, following Forde (1931), Gayton (1948a, 
1948b), Applegate (1978), Siskin (1983), Hult­
krantz (1987), and others, have stated that the 
actions of a shaman and his helpers were indistin­
guishable. Thus, rock art said to be made by a spir­
it was simply a metaphoric way of claiming that 
the art was made by a shaman (see also Loendorf 
1999). 

Quinlan's argument here is based primarily on a 
single and relatively insignificant issue: ethno­
graphic statements from a few consultants who at­
tributed the origin of rock art to Coyote. Quinlan (p. 
99) states that "Since Coyote did not serve as a 
shaman's spirit-helper among the Northem Paiute 
(Park 1938:19), such statements cannot be con-
stmed as a metaphor that malicious shamans made 
rock art." Further, because Coyote was a mythic 
actor, Quirdan then concludes that Great Basin rock 
art is necessarily ancient rather than potentially re-
c^t in age and beyond the reach of ethnographic in­
formation and interpretation. Hence, he claims that, 
"The few metaphoric statements that supematural 
entities made rock art... seem to assert the timeless-
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ness of the rock art—it had always been there, made 
in mythological time" (p. 102). 

There are numerous problems with this argu­
ment, some involving factual errors and misrepre­
sentations while others are more conceptual in na­
ture. For example, substantial ethnographic data 
indicate that Coyote could be a spirit-helper, con­
trary to the single source that Quinlan cites. This 
was documented by Gifford (1932), Voegelin 
(1938), Harris (1940), Steward (1941), Gayton 
(1948a, 1948b), Applegate (1978), Smith (1978), 
Harrington (1984), Hultkrantz (1987), and Fowler 
(1992), as well as elsewhere in Park (1938), prov­
ing that there is occasional contradictory data, even 
in a single source. Moreover, Steward (1941), 
Smith (1978), Laird (1984), and Zigmond (1986) 
even identified the particular shamanistic powers 
that Coyote imparted—sorcery or bewitching pow­
er—-while Harris (1940:60) stated that "One who 
had Coyote power could break the common tabus 
since he, like Coyote, was recognized as a licen­
tious lawless being." 

But Coyote's shamanic function is a minor side 
issue.̂  Much more importantly, most Uto-Aztecan 
consultants stated that rock art was made not by 
Coyote, but by other kinds of spirits (e.g., Lowie 
1924; Kelly 1932; Driver 1937; Voegelin 1938; 
Stewart 1941, 1942; Steward 1943b; Laird 1976, 
1984; Zigmond 1977,1986; Brooks et al. 1979; Ir­
win 1980; Sutton 1982; Hultkrantz 1987). Water 
(or Rock) Baby is the most commonly cited of these, 
and this spirit was widely identified as a shaman's 
helper (e.g., Chalfant 1933; Park 1938; Steward 
1941; Whiting 1950; Downs 1961; Miller 1983; 
Siskin 1983). Fowler (1992:180), for example, 
stated that "water baby was considered to be es­
sential to effective doctoring." Despite Quinlan's (p. 
99) attempt to phrase this problem in terms of the 
minor question of whether Coyote was or was not a 
spirit-helper, most of the references to rock art made 
by spirits still pertain to those that are directly 
known to have served as shamans' helpers. 

Moreover, some rock art is clearly historical in 
age and cannot be "mythic" in origin. Historical 

motifs, for example, have been recorded at a vari­
ety of sites (e.g., Benton 1976; Brook et al. 1977; 
Garfinkel 1978; Bard 1979; Whitley 1982; also see 
Schiffinan et al. 1982). Equally importantly, nu­
merous consultants claimed that rock art continued 
to be made into recent times (GifFord 1932; Chal­
fant 1933; Steward 1933; Driver 1937; Stewart 
1942; Aginsky 1943; Malouf 1974; Riddell 1978; 
Brooks et al. 1979; Phillips 1986; Cole 1990; Ze­
deno et al. 1999; Loendorf and BuUetts 2000; Stof­
fle et al. 2000). 

An additional problem with Quinlan's claim 
that rock art is mythic in age is conceptual and re­
sults from a pernicious form of Eurocentrism. An­
thropologist Robert Layton has addressed this 
problem with respect to Australian aboriginal eth­
nography and rock art. Attributions of rock art to 
mythic or religious spirits "must be understood 
within an Aboriginal ontology in which people are, 
or can become, the incarnation of ancestral heroes" 
(Layton 1992:13), paralleling my argument con-
ceming the nature of the relationship of a shaman 
and his spirit-helpers. Furthermore, Layton (1992: 
13) discredited the false "archaeological inference 
. . . that the less Aboriginal people have to say 
about a body of rock art, the further removed in 
time its execution must lie." 

It is thus not surprising that the origin of rock 
art was attributed to spirits in various parts of far 
westem North America, not just in the Great Basin. 
Consider, for example, the following description of 
the making of pictographs at The Dalles on the 
Columbia River: 

One night a medicine man of the Wishram mixed 
some paint made from roots. Then an unseen 
power guided bis hand and bis brush across the 
stone... The man could not see what he was paint­
ing. He worked hard, so that bis work would be 
done before morning came... Later he was found, 
in a france, at the foot of a rock. A ghostly eye was 
looking down at him and on the people \vho came 
to him. All knew that Tahmahnawis [powers, spir­
its] had painted it [Ranck 1926:1]. 

As this statement makes quite clear, the idea that 
both a shaman (in a visionary trance) and a spirit 
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could be involved in the making of rock art was not 
a contradiction in Native American terms. 

Finally, proof that Numic peoples did not con­
sider rock art to pertain to the mythological past is 
found in their ethnography. Consider, for example, 
Hulkrantz's (1987:49) observation that: "Some 
Shoshoni who approach the rock drawing places in 
winter time may hear the spirits working them." 
Similarly, Irwin (1980:32) noted that: "Indians 
hear pounding on rocks as spirits make fresh petro-
glyphs; the rock writings are continuously being 
made." And Fowler et al. (1995:55) recorded that: 

Maturango Peak [Argus Range, part of the Coso 
petroglyph locality] is a very spiritual place, a 
source of supematural power . . . It is also a place 
where petroglypbs are known to occur, with new 
ones added by spiritual forces all the time. 

As these statements make abundantly clear. Native 
American consultants themselves did not believe 
that rock art was timeless, as "it had always been 
there, made in mythological time" (p. 102). They 
instead explicitly and clearly identified it as an on­
going phenomenon, which was to them no contra­
diction to their idea that it resulted from spiritual 
forces. 

Numic Vision Questing 

Quinlan's second main contention about the 
shamanistic interpretation of Numic rock art seems 
to be the assertion that Numic shamans did not nor­
mally conduct vision quests (during which, I have 
inferred, they made rock art). Quinlan (p. 95) 
states that, "The purposeful pursuit of shamanistic 
powers ("vision questing") appears to have been 
largely unknown in the Great Basin and not uni­
versal in Califomia (Park 1938:110, 113, 119)." 
Later, Quinlan (p. 99) contradicts himself: 

In the Great Basin during the nineteenth century, 
the Nortiiem Shoshoni (Lowie (1909:223-224, 
1924:295-296; Voget 1984:302), Eastern Sho­
shoni (Shimkin 1953:409; Trenholm and Carley 
1964:40; Hultkrantz 1987:52-54), and Gosiute 
(Malouf 1974:81) acquired shamanistic powers by 
sleeping overnight at a rock art locale. 

How is it that Quinlan can assert at one point 
that vision questing was "largely unknown" in the 
Great Basin when, subsequently, he cites seven 
Numic references documenting its practice at rock 
art sites? Moreover, Quinlan admits only part of 
the evidence demonstrating that Great Basin vision 
questing was a widespread shamanic practice (e.g., 
see Kelly 1936; Steward 1938, 1941, 1943a; Har­
ris 1940; Laird 1974; Riddell 1978; Hultkrantz 
1961,1986a; Fowler and Liljeblad 1986; Kelly and 
Fowler 1986; Liljeblad 1986; Fowler 1992; Shim-
kin 1992; Loendorf and BuUetts 2000). 

This internal contradiction is bad enough- More 
disturbing is Quinlan's use of citations from Park's 
(1938) monograph as support for his claim that 
Basin vision questing was "largely unknown." 
This is what Park actually said: 

In addition to those who receive shamanistic pow­
er from involuntary dreams, there are individuals 
whose desire for power is sufficiently strong to 
cause them to undertake a voluntary quest. There 
are certain places, such as caves in mountains, 
where power can be acquired. Eight or ten such 
places are known today, and perhaps formerly there 
were still others which are now forgotten [Park 
1938:26]. 

The Paviotso quest is quite simple. The person 
sedcing shamanic power, usually a man, stays in a 
cave for a single night [Park 1938:110]. 
[Basin vision questing] has been reported for the 
Surprise Valley Paiute, the Lehmi, Wind River, 
Seed Eater, Salmon Eater, and White Knives bands 
of Shoshoni, at least for the Chemebuevi band of 
the Southern Paiute, with a strong suggestion that 
the Northern Ute also seek powers in mountains 
[Park 1938:118]. 

Nowhere in this did Park (1938) remotely im­
ply that the vision quest was "largely unknown," as 
Quinlan falsely implies. Park stated just the oppo­
site, even identifying specific Northern Paiute, Sho­
shone, and Southern Paiute bands where the prac­
tice had been documented. This is confu-med by 
Hultkrantz (1986a:54), who stated that: 

The dream and vision-quest complex is clearly the 
most diffiised and intense religious pattern in ab­
original North America . . . it is this pattern which 
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primarily inspires American Indian identifications . 
of rock drawings. 

It is then not surprising that I have been able to doc­
ument over two dozen ethnographically described 
vision quest sites, along with an even greater num­
ber of verbal accounts of visionary hallucinations 
(Whitley 2000a, 2000c), despite Quinlan's (p. 98) 
additional claim that "dream experiences were often 
primarily auditory experiences" (emphasis in origi­
nal).* 

Furthermore, there are substantial additional 
data tying Numic rock art to shamanism that Quin­
lan has omitted in his effort to focus on the question 
of Coyote's place as a spirit-helper. Consider, for 
example: 

1. The creation of Numic rock art by shamans 
directly documented by Riddell (1978), Brooks et 
al. (1979), Phillips (1986), and Cole (1990). 

2. The depiction of visionary imagery in the art 
noted by Lowie (1909), Phillips (1986), Hult­
krantz (1987), Shimkin (1992), Zedeno et al. 
(1999), and Stoffle et al. (2000). Note here that, 
citing Hultkrantz (1987) as an authority, Quinlan 
(p. 99) claims that the Eastem Shoshone "gener­
ally denied that shamans made rock art." This is a 
misleading semantical mse based on the Shoshone 
attribution of the art to spirits. What Hultkrantz 
(1987:50) actually said, in a long discussion of sha­
manic vision questing and rock art, can be summar­
ized by his caption for a photo of a Dinwoody pet­
roglyph: "Spiritual power radiates like electricity 
from pandzoavits (depicted here in a rock drawing), 
the dangerous, mysterious ogre and visionary spirit 
of the Shoshoni." 

3. The use of the term pohaghani, "house of 
supematural power," as the Numic term for "rock 
art site," according to Malouf (1974), Shimkin 
(1992), and Loendorf and BuUetts (2000), thus 
parallelingpohagunt, "[man] having supematural 
power," for "shaman." 

4. More generally, the terms "medicine rock," 
"doctor's rock," or "shaman's rock" used as gener­
ic names for rock art sites by consultants of Stew­
ard (1943a), Heizer and Baumhoff (1962), Wheat 

(1967), Grosscup (1974), Liljeblad (1986), Hult­
krantz (1987), and Fowler (1992). If Numic rock 
art was not shamanic but instead "timeless" and 
"mythological," as Quinlan asserts, then why did 
Numic peoples widely refer to the sites as "doctor's 
rocks?" 

KEY FACTUAL IVIISREPRESENTATIONS 
n i : MY RESEARCH 

Perhaps the worst example of Quinlan's sys­
tematic factual misrepresentations involves the way 
he characterizes my interpretations and conclu­
sions—because an honest critique necessarily must 
be accurate in its portrayal of the subject that it 
purports to assess. Consider then the following 
statements he uses to portray my interpretations: 

One could rightly question whether a single expla­
nation of all Califomia and Great Basin rock art 
seems plausible . . .The basis of all historic and 
prehistoric rock art production is argued to have 
been a "vision quest," with rock art made by sha­
mans after trance states to depict their vision 
imagery [p. 95]. 

. . . the ethnographies offer westem North Ameri­
ca provide scant support for a shamanistic interpre-
tadcxi of all prehistoric and historic rock art in this 
area [p. 102]. 

The implication of this assertion is clear. Ac­
cording to Quinlan, in my publications I have ar­
gued for a "single explanation of aU Califomia and 
Great Basin rock art." Citing one ethnographic ex­
ample which counters my putative claim for a "sin­
gle explanation," Quinlan (p. 96) points out that: 
"In central Califomia, certain forms of rock art 
were associated with fertility rites." The implica­
tion here is also straightforward. Since the totality 
of my interpretation solely concerns shamanistic 
vision questing, I have overlooked the well-docu­
mented evidence concerning pit and groove petro­
glypbs—and this omission on my part proves my 
general contention false. 

Let us look at what I have actually said, in con­
trast to the way tiiat Quinlan has misleadingly por­
trayed my research:^ 
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Although we lack ethnographic evidence for the 
making of cupules in southem Califomia . . . Our 
best hypothesis... is that they were made by non­
shamans in v\4iat can best be termed "folk uses" of 
rock art sites [Whitley 1996:95-96]. 
[I]t is nonetheless true that a bandfiil of empirical 
observations that have been made at a few sites 
during the solstice, combined with the fact that 
Native American shamans did maintain sophisti­
cated and detailed astronomical knowledge . . . 
suggest a relationship between some of the art and 
Native cosmological and astronomical beliefs 
[Whitley 1996:192]. 

[W]e are uncertain as to what cultural group made 
these unusual moti& and viiiy they may have been 
produced [Whitley 1996:193]. 
The maze-style sites, like the Hemet maze, were 
formal, open public displays, differing greatly from 
the secretive, idiosyncratic art of the recent sha­
mans, and evoi the hurried and repetitive art of the 
ritual initiates... emphasizing that some aspects of 
far-western North American rock art are not, and 
may never be, unraveled [Whitley 1996: 195]. 
Although not rock art in the sense used here, cu­
pules were made during rituals, and they reflect 
some of the same general symbolism and beliefs as 
tbepefroglyphs, even though they weren't made by 
shamans and do not depict visionary images [Whit­
ley 1998a:24]. 
Much of the rock art of Native Califomia was as­
sociated with shamans and their altered states of 
consciousness experiences. Yet this was not in­
variably the case, as the Earth Figure Tradition il­
lustrates. Considerable ethnographic information 
exists concerning one of the two variants of this 
tradition: the geoglyphs found along the Colorado 
River. These geoglyphs were used in public rituals 
that, while led by shamans, were concerned with 
reenacting the mythic creation of the world [Whit­
ley 2000a:94]. 

Pit and Groove Tradition art neither was made by 
shamans nor involved altered states of conscious­
ness and visionary imagery [Whitley 2000a:98]. 

Even Quinlan's tacit characterization of my 
shamanistic interpretation of pictographs and petro­
glypbs, sensu strictu, as arguing for a single func­
tion and purpose, along with his claim that I have 
ignored regional variation, are misleading. I have 
instead pointed out that: 

[Ajmong different cultural groups this art was 
made by different social groups and for different 

reasons, even though the intent to portray vision­
ary imagery was widely shared. In southwestern 
Califomia and along the Colorado River . . . the 
ethnographic record indicates that rock art was 
made both by shamans and by puberty initiates; on 
the Modoc Plateau it was made by these two social 
groups and by adults during life-crisis rituals; 
whereas in the intervening areas of south-central 
Califomia and the Great Basin it appears to have 
been the exclusive work of shamans . . . the eth­
nography indicates that the purpose behind a sha­
man's entering a trance and subsequently portray­
ing visionary imagery could also vary... The de­
piction of visionary imagery, in other words, is the 
unifying characteristic of Native Califomian rock 
art, even though the creators of this imagery, its 
specific meaning, and its intended symbolic and 
ideological fimctions varied considerably [Whitley 
1998c:24-25]. 

Additional misrepresentations occur with Quin­
lan's characterization of my interpretations as 
"deeply ahistorical," and the claim that I argue for 
"a single frinction and interpretation" which lasted 
for thousands of years (p. 101). In fact, I have dis­
cussed the issue of temporal change at great length, 
precisefy in an effort to identify those aspects of the 
symbolism, meaning, and use of rock art that have 
remained constant, and those that have changed 
(e.g., Whitiey 1994a, 2000d, 2000e; Whitiey et al. 
1999a, 1999b). Consider, for example, my follow­
ing comment: 

Judging from a systematic examination of the 
amount of revamishing present in [Coso] human 
figure and bighorn sheep petroglypbs . . . it appears 
that bighorn sheep and rain shamans became more 
common in the last -1000 years and that the mak­
ing of petroglypbs increased during this time . . . 
The appearance of the patterned body figures ap­
pears to correlate with the appearance of the first 
Numic bands and headmen in the Great Basin 
[Whitley 1998b:161]. 

As should then be clear, since 19941 have been 
discussing the evidence in rock art for ritual inten­
sification over time, how this correlates with other 
changes in the archaeological record as a whole, 
and how this may reflect changing sociopolitical 
organization and ideological belief systems. 

Indeed, the illogic of Quinlan's claim—in es­
sence that I have ignored chronology and its impli-
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cations—is emphasized when it is recalled that a 
major portion of my research over the last two de­
cades has precisely concemed rock art dating. I 
have published 10 articles solely on rock art chro­
nology and dating techniques. How, then, can my 
research be honestly characterized as "ahistorical"? 

I could cite additional examples of Quinlan's 
misrepresentations of my research,* but the point 
now should be obvious. Not only has Quinlan sys­
tematically misrepresented the ethnographic evi­
dence, he has also misrepresented my published in­
terpretations of it. 

THE BIG PICTURE QUESTION: 
ETHNOGRAPHIC CONnNUTTY 

Quinlan's article is founded on a fundamental 
logical contradiction, inasmuch as he argues first 
that his analysis of the ethnographic evidence dem­
onstrates that "a shamanistic context for the pro­
duction and functions of rock art is derued" (p. 
100). Second, Quinlan implies that this same eth­
nographic record concerns cultures that were so 
heavily impacted by Euroamerican contact that 
they can shed little or no light on precontact in­
digenous cultural patterns (p. 101). How can 
Quinlan claim on the one hand to disprove the sha­
manistic interpretation with the ethnographic rec­
ord, yet at the same time imply that massive accul­
turation has rendered it useless? If the ethno­
graphic record is no reflection of traditional life-
ways, then what is the point of debating its details 
at all? 

Despite this profound logical incoherency, 
Quinlan's implied claim that massive acculturation 
has rendered our ethnographic record effectively 
valueless is a serious charge. If tme, the careers of 
the likes of Alfred Kroeber, Julian Steward, and 
Robert Lowie, as well as numerous other American 
anthropologists and a current generation of re­
searchers, have been entirely misdirected. Have 
literally dozens of us been intellectually confused 
and misled in our research, as Quinlan's argument 
implies? 

Two general points need to be made concerning 

the evidence for eflinographic continuity, specifical­
ly here with respect to religious beliefs. For the sake 
of brevity, I consider only the Numic case, although 
similar arguments can be made and data cited for 
other regions where my ethnographic research has 
primarily focused (e.g., Forde 1931; Gayton 1948a, 
1948b; Stewart 1974; see also Keyser and Whitley 
2000; Whitley 2000e). 

The first point is that my research approach has 
necessarily emphasized broad comparative studies, 
inasmuch as it consists largely of the analysis of 
previously collected data. Opler (1940:153) out­
lined the justification for such an approach: "Recent 
investigations throughout the Basin area have dem­
onstrated conclusively that Shoshonean-speaking 
peoples possess a common core of similar concep­
tions, social organization, myths and beliefs." The 
widely shared nature of Numic religious beliefs and 
practices is also oiqdiasized by other ethnographers 
(e.g.. Park 1938; Steward 1943b; Miller 1983, 
1985). The continuing relevance of such an ap­
proach is acknowledged by the organization of Vol­
ume 11 of the Handbook of North American Indi­
ans (d'Azevedo 1986), where "Mythology and Re­
ligious Concepts," for example, is treated as a sin­
gle topic (Hultkrantz 1986b). Reflecting these 
widespread cultural traditions, I have accordingly 
emphasized that my Great Basin interpretations 
pertain to Numic rock art, not Shoshone or North-
em Paiute or Southem Paiute art alone. 

I have thus looked to a broad range of ethno­
graphic literature to interpret the petroglypbs of the 
Coso Range, where the majority of my Basin work 
has concentrated, not just the Panamint Shoshone, 
who were one of the groups occupying this region.' 
The intellectual validity of such an approach, with 
respect to the Cosos per se, has been corroborated 
by the existence of accounts indicating that the 
Cosos were jointly used by all Numic language 
groups for ritual purposes, including one shaman 
coming from as far away as Fort Duchesne, Utah 
(Whitley et al. 1999a). Similar evidence supports 
this same approach in other regions, and it is com­
monly the basis for much ethnohistorical research 
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(e.g., Applegate 1978; Hultkrantz 1986a). 
Does the broad comparative approach have the 

potential to overlook certain kinds of variability? 
Yes, of course it does. This is precisely why I have 
emphasized the need to look for regional and func­
tional variations, now that the broad synthesis has 
been defined (Whitley 1996:192-193). 

Second, consider Quinlan's claim that accul­
turation has rendered ethnographic information on 
Native American religious beliefs and practices 
higjily suspect, if not valueless: " . . . ethnographies 
collected in the first half of this [i.e., the twentieth] 
cartuty in Califomia and the Great Basin catmot be 
assumed to be representative of aboriginal cultural 
practices prior to Euroamerican colonization" (p. 
101). But instead of assuming continuity and repre­
sentativeness, this topic was in fact discussed, in 
some cases in detail, by many of the anthropologists 
who worked in the region—and whose comments 
Quinlan largely omits. Table 2 summarizes the 
evidence for continuity in Numic shamanism—the 
fact that traditional religious practices were ongoing 
and healthy into the first half of the twentieth 
centuty, despite changes in other aspects of cuhure, 
as these anthropologists made clear. Julian Steward, 
who spent a considerable part of his career studying 
the causes and consequences of culture change, 
stated this point quite clearly: 

[Acculturation] has not wiped out all Indian prac­
tices. Acculturation has consisted primarily of 
modifications of those patterns necessary to adjust 
to the rural wiiite culture... The Shoshoni retain, 
however, many practices and beliefs pertaining to 
kinship relations, child-rearing, shamanism, super­
natural power and magic (Steward 1955:58). 

Euroamerican contact certamly devastated Na­
tive America and, in some areas, literally destroyed 
all vestiges of traditional culture. But this did not 
happ^ everywho-e to the same degree or effect, as 
Quinlan essentially asserts. Nor are acculturative 
processes equivalent in all aspects of a given cul­
ture as Sahlins (1985), in accordance with Steward 
(1955), has noted. Even in those portions of the far 
west where missionization was earliest, and most 

intensive, the destruction of indigenous traditions 
was not complete. 

That religion frequently shows great resistance to 
change and is deeply involved in the social stmc-
ture as well as the psychological patterns of a cul-
mre has been repeatedly demonstrated in anthro­
pology. This is also tme for the Luisefio. A rich 
body of the central characteristics of the old native 
religion has persisted in spite of missionary influ­
ences for nearly two centuries... Many features of 
the old Luisefio culture have been preserved [White 
1976:355]. 

No one, in other words, has uncritically "as­
sumed [that the ethnographies are] representative of 
aboriginal cultural practices prior to Euroamerican 
colonization" (p. 101, emphasis added). The anthro­
pologists that collected the ethnographic data have, 
by and large, shown that certain kinds of data are 
representative, meanwhile pointing to those areas of 
culture or regions where change eradicated tradi­
tional practices and knowledge. And I have paid 
carefiil heed to emphasize those regions in my re­
search where cultural continuity was greatest (see 
Whitley 1994d, 2000a, 2000e). 

The error here, then, is not in my putatively 
mindless assumption that postcontact ethnographies 
evetywhere reflect precontact lifeways. The error 
instead is Quinlan's repeated effort to force an ar­
gument onto data that simply will not fit. 

Nowhere is this better shown than in Quinlan's 
most astonishing internal contradiction, which con­
cerns the effects of Catholic missionization. Quin­
lan (p. 100) at once cites Catholic missionization as 
a major force of disruption to traditional cultures, 
which certainly was often the case. Yet Quinlan 
(p. 96) also cites this same Catholicism as a likely 
impetus for historical rock art, known to have been 
made by a shaman. The implication of these two 
points is clear. In some cases, Catholicism de­
stroyed native cultures, including their rock art 
traditions. But in others—where Quinlan needs to 
argue away the unambiguous and direct evidence 
for shamanistic rock art—Catholicism caused In­
dian shamans to make rock art. 
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Table 2 
CONTINUITY IN NUMIC RELIGIOUS PRACTICES 

Reference Ethnographic Information 

Euler 1966 From 1776 to the 1930s, Southem Paiute culture was fairly stable through historic period, with 

shamanism constant. 

Kelly 1939 In the 1930s, shamanism was still vital in Southem Paiute life. 

Kelly 1932:67 In the 1930s, Northem Paiute shamanism was still "in vogue" in Surprise Valley. 

Chalfent 1933 In the 1930s, Owens Valley Paiute shamanism still persists. 

Harris 1940 In the 1930s, Westem Shoshone shamanism has been least affected by change, because it was 
least tied to economy. 

Park 1938:12 In tbe 1930s, Ncsthem Paiute economic life and material culture has been affected by reservation 
life but "many sodal customs and religious beliefs and practices persist. Shamans are still com­
mon, and curing performances are frequent." 

Steward 1941 In tbe 1930s, the Westem Shoshone still retain their traditional knowledge, in that shamanism, 
mythology, family life, and subsistence (pinyon and seed) gathering are still intact. 

Whiting 1950 In the 1930s, several Northem Paiute shamans are still active in the Bums, Oregon, area. 

Fowler and Lil- In the 1960s, "Jimmy George, a singing shaman... was active as a healer in Nev. and Calif until 
jeblad 1986:452 his death in 1969." 

CONCLUSIONS 

The above discussion has highlighted a few of 
the key factual errors, misrepresentations of the 
evidence, omitted data, internal contradictions, and 
examples of illogic upon which Quinlan has buih 
his argument. Quinlan asserts, for example, that 
the direct evidence for the depiction of shamans' 
visicmary imagery is limited to the Westem Mono, 
yet the precise source that Quinlan cites to justify 
his claim stated that it was a regional pattem also 
practiced by the Yokuts (see Driver 1937:126). 
Quinlan claims that vision questing was "largely 
unknown" by the Numic, but the very monograph 
he lists to support his contention provides detailed 
evidence contradicting this statement (see Park 
1938). Then there is the independent confirming 
evidence—such as the numerous discussions of the 
shamanic use of and association with rock art sites 
in the southem Sierra Nevada (Table 1)—which 
Quinlan effectively ignores. And these concem 

only some of those factual problems that space has 
allowed me to identify and correct. 

There is a troubling side to Quinlan's article be­
cause these problems are not minor typographical 
errors, occasional omissions of a source or a refer­
ence, confusions about page numbers, nor one-off 
analytical lapses, any of which are annoying but are 
common enough. Nor do these errors concem gray 
areas in the literature, places where the ethno­
graphic data are contradictory and where there may 
be room for differing interpretations. Nor are these 
irregularities simply cases of inflated or overstated 
claims, attributable to enthusiasm for a preferred 
theory. Quinlan's orors instead concern the central 
issues in this debate; his misrepresentations involve 
the key ethnographic evidence that addresses these 
points; his factual irregularities are numerous and 
systematic; and his omissions involve the majority 
of the corroborating data. 

Certamly at debate here is an ethnographic in­
terpretation and such is, by definition, a question of 
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interpretation and meaning, not in all cases one of 
unambiguous facts. Compounding this circum­
stance is the fact that the ethnographic record in 
some cases includes contradictoty data, where there 
may be room for argument. This is why critical 
thinking, common sense, attention to the plausibili­
ty of an argument, and a thorough review of all the 
evidence is required to make such interpretations. 
After all, while it is tme that some Native American 
consultants claimed that shamans did not make rock 
art (which I have pointed out in my publications; 
see Whitley 2000a), these same individuals likewise 
denied that "anybody" made the art, even though 
obviously someone did (see Driver 1937). Other 
informants also claimed that they did not use bed­
rock or portable stone mortars, did not wear leather 
breechclouts, and did not use hopper baskets, yet in 
each case we know that these responses were sim­
ply wrong. 

It is because of problems such as these that 
plausible ethnographic interpretation must be based 
on the recognition and simultaneous evaluation of 
three kinds of evidence: affumative data which 
confirm an interpretation; contradictory or falsify­
ing data; and negative evidence (the absence of in­
formation about a topic). The constmction of an 
empirically plausible interpretation requires the 
careful consido-ation of each kind of data; it cannot 
be based on one type alone. In each case, the sig­
nificance of the data must be evaluated careftilly. 
A decisirai must be made whetha the data are valid 
or instead reflect potoitial mistranslations, refusals 
to discuss a topic, failures to record information, 
lack of specific knowledge of the part of the con­
sultant, and so oa Because of these potential prob­
lems, multiple lines of confirming evidence con­
cerning each type of data are keys to the inferential 
process. 

Ethnographers were tacitly aware of these po­
tential problems. For example. Driver (1937:1) 
stated that his CED data were "obviously ancillary 
to full-length individual accounts of culture." My 
approach to interpretation has always involved an 
awareness of the limitations of the ethnographic 

record, and a careful effort to use this record within 
these limitations. I discount the negative statements 
of Driver's consultants who claimed that shamans 
did not make rock art, for example, for two reasons. 
These same individuals also responded that the art 
was not made by "anybody," suggesting a reticence 
to discuss the topic, and substantial and more de­
tailed evidence from numerous consultants (collect­
ed by various anthropologists) contradicts their ab­
breviated CED responses. After all. Driver (1937: 
126) did not choose to highlight and quote one con­
sultant's statement—which supports the shamanis­
tic interpretation—because he thought it was 
wrong, but because he believed it was right. In 
contrast, I have accepted Stewart's (1942:333) and 
Riddell's (1978:84) negative arguments that Numic 
girls did not make rock art during puberty rituals, 
despite the commonness of this practice in nearby 
southwestern Califomia and the Columbia Plateau. 
This is because I have been unable to find any evi­
dence directly contradicting this conclusion or other 
evidence, however circumstantial, which would 
support such a practice. 

In addition to its numerous factual misrepresen­
tations, Quinlan's argument instead is predicated on 
selectively emphasizing only the evidence that suits 
his contentions, without any regard for its potential 
verity (or lack thereof), its plausibility in light of in­
dependent data, or even the logic of the inferences 
that result. For example. Great Basin rock art is 
mythic in origin, he claims; thus, it is neither sha­
manic nor recent, nor is it interpretable using eth­
nography because a couple of consultants stated 
that it was made by Coyote. But what about the 14 
sources (cited above) stating that it was made by 
recent^contemporary peoples? What about the his­
torical motifs at some sites? What about the nu­
merous statements that shamans used the sites for 
vision quests? What about widespread use of the 
term "doctor's rock" for the sites? And, of course, 
what about the fact that consultants acknowledged 
that spirits were continuously making rock art, as 
well as Coyote's occasional fimction as a shaman's 
spirit helper? Perhaps even more to the point, how 
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can the omission of all of this evidence resuh in a 
more direct reading of the ethnography, as Quinlan 
claims to present? 

The point then is that individual ethnographic 
statements can be taken out of context and used to 
build an argument putatively contradicting any an­
thropological interpretation, at least if there is no 
concern with the plausibility of what results. 
Hence, Quinlan can argue that Chumash rock art, 
known to have been painted by a historical shaman, 
may have had its impetus from Catholicism rather 
than traditional shamanistic practices. But this 
proves nothing other than the contrarian nature of 
the debater and, when combined with systematic 
factual misrepresentations, raises concerns about 
the real motivation behind such a critique. 

If Quinlan wishes to continue this debate, ac­
cordingly, I then request some direct responses to 
the questions that his use of the ethnographic evi­
dence raises, not a "shifting of the target" to other 
issues or topics in an effort to divert attention from 
the problems that I have outlined in his critique of 
my research. In addition to the queries raised 
throughout my response, these are as follows. 

First, I have identified Quinlan's misrepresen­
tation of Driver's (1937:126) clear statements con­
cerning the shamanic depiction of visionary imag­
ery by both the Westem Mono and the Yokuts, as 
well as the other evidence confirming this fact, 
which Quinlan omitted in tus article. In light of this 
correction, does Quinlan continue to maintain that 
in south-central Califomia the painting of visionary 
imagery by shamans was restricted to the Westem 
Mono alone, or wiU he now acknowledge that it was 
instead a regional practice? 

Second, in light of the numerous different kinds 
and amounts of evidence demonstrating that Numic 
peoples perceived the creation of rock art as an on­
going phenomenon, does Quinlan continue to insist 
that they instead thought it as "mythic, timeless"? 
If so, on what evidential basis? 

Third, Quinlan (p. 99) has asserted that "The 
Yokuts (Gayton 1948a, 1948b) and Eastem Sho­
shone (Hultkrantz 1987) both generally denied that 

shamans made rock art." Where specifically in 
these two cited references did these ethnographers' 
consultants "deny" that shamans made rock art; 
that is, where did they state explicitly that the art 
was not made by shamans, and using what precise 
words? And if their respective consultants in fact 
"generally denied" that rock art was made by sha­
mans, then why did Hultkrantz (1986a) and Gayton 
(as cited in Steward 1929:226) elsewhere imply or 
state precisely the opposite? 

Finally, Quinlan (p. 102) concludes his article 
by asserting unequivocally that, in "the ethnog­
raphies of far westem North America . . . [a]c-
counts that actually link the production of rock art 
with shamanism are limited to a handful of CaUfor-
nian groups." In light of this sweeping claim, I 
must ask how Quinlan justifies the omission of the 
ethnographic references to shamanic rock art on the 
Columbia Plateau, especially inasmuch as a portion 
of this region extends into Califomia (i.e., the Kla­
math Basin; see Walker 1998) and has been includ­
ed in my research (e.g., Whitley 1994b, 1998c, 
2000a). Moreover, the one rock art book with a 
Native American author is titled They Write Their 
Dreams on the Rocks Forever: Rock Writings in 
the Stein River Valley of British Columbia (York 
et al. 1993), and it is only one of a number of Pla­
teau references that provide further direct evidence 
of shamanic rock art (see Keyser and Whitley 
2000). In light of these overlooked data, does 
Quinlan continue to support his argument that sha­
manic rock art in the far west was restricted to a 
bandfiil of Califomia groups? Or is this instead 
just another example of a false claim based not on 
a "more direct reading" of the ethnography, but in­
stead on a superficial, conflised, and subjective 
examination of it? 

NOTES 

1. As I have noted previously (e.g., Whitley 1996, 
1998c, 2000a), Yokuts damans made rock art to depict 
their spirit helpers, to illustrate themselves in their 
"man of power" form, to show dangerous supematural 
beings, as part of sorcery rituals, and for additional 
shamanistic purposes. This is in agreement with Stew-
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ard's (1929:226) comment that tbe pictographs are not 
exclusively depictions of spirit helpers. 

2. In the article that Quinlan cites, 1 explain why 
this CMisultant, who is a Yokuts fribal member, can be 
inferred to retain traditional knowledge about rock art 
(Whitley 1994b:92-93). Not only do bis statements 
agree with diose of Driver, Aginsky, Steward, Gayton, 
and others, but the consultant has also corrected a fac­
tual error in tbe published etimographic literature. This 
concerns the identification of the Huhuna shaman-
dancer. The published record suggests that these are 
LoMi dancers; tbe consultant claims that they are Blue 
Heron dancers. As it turns out. Loons do not occur in 
Califomia, although Blue Herons are commonly mis-
identified as Loons. 

3. As a general rule. Coyote was considered a spirit 
helper for sorcerers rather than curing shamans. It is 
thus likely that the minor contradiction in tbe eth­
nographic literature on this point stems from whether 
consultants and/or ethnographers considered sorcerers 
as shamans or, instead, a distinct category of supema­
tural actor. I have scmietimes made this distinction my­
self But the important point here is that there was 
general agreement that Coyote was a spirit helper. 

4. There has never been any doubt that there is a 
strong auditory component to altered states experi­
ences, especially in Numic vision quests, and I have 
discussed the aural component of hallucinations in 
some detail (Whitley 1994c:26-27). But Quinlan's im­
plication that visual hallucinations either did not occur 
at all or were not considered important is contradicted 
by descriptions of visions that Park himself and other 
Basin ethnographers transcribed (e.g.. Park 1938:26-
27; Steward 1941:258), as well as the ethnography of 
surrounding regions (e.g., Irwin 1996). Moreover, 
Quinlan's assertion is contradicted by over 100 years of 
clinical research in neuropsychology, inasmuch as this 
demonsfrates, beyond any doubt, that vision is the dom­
inant sensory modality (Kosslyn and Koenig 1992). 

5. In certain previous papers, I have defined "rock 
art" as pictographs and petroglypbs, thereby excluding 
cupules and earth figures, and I have argued that the 
first two classes are related to shamanistic beliefs and 
practices (which includes art made by nonshamans). 
But as Quinlan makes clear, his definition includes 
these other forms as well. In order to avoid meaning­
less definitional debate, throughout my response I 
therefore employ Quinlan's preferred and more wide-
ranging definition. 

6. I also have not had tbe space to outline tbe nu­
merous similar errors, misrepresentations, and logical 
contradictions in Quinlan's (pp. 96-97) discussion of 
puberty initiation rock art in southwestern Califomia. 
Suffice it to note that his confiised and error-filled ar­
gument oa this topic, like much ofthe rest of his arti­

cle, is founded on a false assumption: That because 
ethnographers stated that puberty initiations were con­
ducted to secure "obedience to social and cultural 
ncams" (p. 97), this somehow precludes tbe possibility 
that they were shamanistic. Apparently, in Quinlan's 
view, shamanism cannot have a social fiiinction. Quin­
lan would benefit here by consulting Driver's (1969) 
introduction to North American ethnography, where 
the place of shamanistic initiations in tbe inculcation of 
social norms is discussed at length; Irwin (1996), 
among others, also discussed this topic. Driver (1969: 
350) further explained that: "In southem Califomia 
[puberty initiations]... the central theme was the ob­
taining of contact with the supemamral through tbe 
medium of a narcotic plant... The hallucinations con­
sisted principally of visions of animals . . . Such ani­
mals biecame tbe lifelong spirit helpers ofthe boys." 

Likewise, I have not bad a chance to respond to his 
critique of Lewis-Williams and Dowson's (1988) 
neuropsychological model (pp. 92-93). On this topic, 
1 note solely that tbe model Quinlan claims to be cri­
tiquing has little recognizable relationship to tbe neu­
ropsychological model which these two archaeologists 
have developed and published, and which 1 have read. 
Insofar as I can tell, Quinlan's discussion of their re­
search only serves to demonstrate one of Lewis-Wil­
liams and Dowson's (1988) underlying propositions: 
All humans, cross-culturally, are capable of hallucinat­
ing. 

7. In a recent paper. Hedges (2000) publicly and 
quite pointedly criticized me for committing tbe puta­
tively comical error of confusing tbe ethnographic rec­
ord of surrounding Numic groups with that ofthe Coso 
Range. Familiarity with Numic linguistics, tribal and 
band names, methods of etbobistorical research, and 
tbe Numic ethnographic record, however, would clarify 
Hedges's confiision. First, as recorded by Chalfant 
(1933), Laird (1976), Brooks et al. (1979), and others, 
tbe Panamint-Coso region was widely recognized as an 
extensive sacred landscape, and was used intertribally. 
Speaking of tbe Southem Paiute, Laird (1976) de­
scribed it as Tiwiirfarivipi, "Mythic Coimtry, Storied 
Land," where the myths begin and end. Fowler et al. 
(1995:49) noted in a specific case that, "Coso Hot 
Springs, sacred to Shoshone and other neighboring 
peoples, including Owens Valley Paiute, is widely re­
garded as the most powerfiil of many healing springs in 
tbe west." Second, Steward's (1933, 1938) and Gross-
cup's (1977) maps of territorial boundaries in this re­
gion agree that Southem Paiute-speaking peoples occu­
pied the Panamint Valley as fer north as Ballarat, along 
with tbe southem half of Death Valley. This places 
Southem Paiute speakers minimally on tbe eastem 
flank ofthe Argus Range, which abuts the Cosos and 
is part of tbe "Coso" petroglyph locality. Third, the 
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tarns "Coso," 'Tanamint," "Timbisha," and "Westem 
Shoshone" (and even occasionally "Paiute") have been 
used interchangeably by different authors, with Pana­
mint in some cases referring to Southem Paiute resi­
dents of Panamint Valley, despite its current linguistic 
use as the language for eastem Califomia Shoshone. 

All of this evidence points to tbe feet that ethno­
historical research necessarily must be broadly com­
parative, and that tbe ethnographic record relevant in 
the Coso case involves the Shoshone, Southem Paiute, 
and Northem Paiute, not that ofthe "Coso Shoshone" 
alone, as Hedges implied. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I thank Mark Q. Sutton for allowing me the op­
portunity to publish my response in tbe same issue as 
Quinlan's article, and Jill K. Gardner for the extra edi­
torial and production efForts that this entailed. 

REFERENCES 

Aginsky, Bemard W. 
1943 Culture Element Distributions: XXIV, Cen­

tral Sierra. University of Califomia Anthro­
pological Records 8(4). 

Applegate, Richard B. 
1978 ?Atishvrai: The Dream-Helper in Soudi-

Central Califomia. Socorro, NM: Ballena 
Press. 

Bard, James 
1979 The Development of a Patination Dating 

Technique for Great Basin Petroglypbs Uti­
lizing Neutron Activation and X-Ray Fluo­
rescence. Ph.D. dissertation. University of 
Califomia, Berkeley. 

Benson, Arlene 
1998 Interview in film "Eyes in Stone: Rock Art 

in Modoc." U. S. Department of Agricul­
ture Forest Service. 

Baumhoff, Martin A. 
1963 Ecological Determinants of Aboriginal Cal­

ifomia Populations. University of Califor­
nia Publications in American Archaeology 
and Ethnology 49(2). 

Benton, James S. 
1976 Horse and Rider Motif in Pictographs and 

Petroglypbs ofthe Mojave Desert. Report 
on file at the Bureau of Land Management, 
Riverside. 

Brook, Richard, Eric Ritter, and Nancy Farrell 
1977 Native Rock Art in a 19th Century Califor­

nia Mining Town. American Indian Rock 
Art 4:9-20. 

Brooks, Cecil R, William M. Clements, JoAnn A. 
Kantner, and Genevieve Y. Poirier 

1979 A Land Use History ofCoso Hot Springs, 
Inyo County, Califomia. Report on file at 
Environmental Branch, China Lake Naval 
Air Weapons Station, Ridgecrest. 

Chalfent, William A. 
1933 Tbe Story of Inyo (revised ed.). Privately 

printed. Bishop, Califomia. 

Chippindale, Christopher, Benjamin Smith, and Paul 
S. C. Ta9on 

2000 Visions of Dynamic Power: Archaic Rock-
paintings, Altered States of Consciousness 
and "Clever Men" in Westem Ambem 
Land (NT), Ausfralia. Cambridge Archae­
ological Journal 10(1):63-101. 

Cole, Sally J. 
1990 Legacy on Stone: Rock Art of the Colo­

rado Plateau and Four Comers Region. 
Boulder: Johnson Books. 

Cook, Sherbume F. 
1978 Historical Demography. In: Handbook of 

North American Indians, Vol. 8, Califor­
nia, Robert F. Heizer, ed., pp. 91-98. Wash­
ington: Smithsonian Institution. 

Crampton, C. Gregory (ed.) 
1957 The Mariposa Indian War, 1850-1851, Di­

aries of Robert Eccleston: The Califomia 
Gold Rush, Yosemite, and the High Sierra. 
Sah Lake City: University of Utah Press. 

d'Azevedo, Warren L. (ed.) 
1986 Handbocdc of North American Indians, Vol­

ume 11, Great Basin. Washington: Smith­
sonian Institution. 

Downs, James F. 
1961 Washo Religion. University of Califomia 

Anthropological Records 16(9). 
Driver, Harold E. 

1937 Culture Element Distributions: VI, South­
em Sierra Nevada. University of Califomia 
Anthropological Records 1(2). 

1969 Indians of North America (2nd ed.). Chi­
cago: University of Chicago Press. 

Euler, Robert C. 
1966 Southem Paiute Ethnohistory. Salt Lake 

City: University of Utah Anthropological 
Papers 78. 

Forde, C. Daryll 
1931 Ethnogr^hy ofthe Yuma Indians. Univer­

sity of Califomia Publications in American 
Archaeology and Ethnology 28(4). 



THE VENTRILOQUIST'S DUMMY 125 

Fowler, Catherine S. 
1992 hi die Shadow of Fox Peak: An Ethnogra­

phy of the Cattail-Eater Northern Paiute 
People of Stillwater Marsh. Fallon, NV: 
Cultural Resource Series Number 5, Still­
water National Wildlife Refiige. 

Fowler, Catherine S., and Sven Liljeblad 
1986 Northem Paiute. hi: Handbook of North 

American Indians, Vol. 11, Great Basin, 
Warren L. d'Azevedo, ed., pp. 435-465. 
Washington: Smithsonian Institution. 

FOWICT, Catherine S., Molly Dufort, and Mary K. Rusco 
1995 Timbisha Shoshone Tribe's Land Acquisi­

tion Program: Anthropological Data on 
Twelve Study Areas. Report on file at the 
Timbisha Shoshone Tribe, Death Valley, 
Califomia. 

Garfinkel, Alan P. 
1978 "Coso" Style Pictographs ofthe Southern 

Sierra Nevada. The Journal of Califomia 
Anthropology 5( 1 ):95-101. 

Gayton, Aima H. 
1930 Yokuts-Mono Chiefs and Shamans. Uni­

versity of Califwnia Publications in Ameri­
can Archaeology and Ethnology 24(8). 

1935 Areal Affiliations of Califomia Folktales. 
American Anthropologist 37(4):582-599. 

1948a Yokuts and Westem Mono Ethnography 1: 
Tulare Lake, Southern Valley, and Central 
Foothill Yokuts. University of Califomia 
Anthropological Records 10(1). 

1948b Yokuts and Westem Mono Ethnography II: 
Northern Foothill Yokuts and Westem 
Mono. University of Califomia Anthropo­
logical Records 10(2). 

Gifford, Edward W. 
1932 The Nortiifa-k Mono. University of Califor­

nia Publications in American Archaeology 
and Ethnology 31(2). 

Gifreath, Amy 
1999 Tbe Archaeology and Petroglypbs of the 

Coso Rode Art Landmark. American Indi­
an Rock Art 25:33-44. 

Grosscup, Gordon 
1974 Northern Paiute Archaeology. In: Paiute 

Indians rV, pp. 9-52. New York: Garland. 
1977 Notes on Boundaries and Culture of the 

Panamint Shoshone and Owens Valley Pai­
ute. Berkeley: Contributions ofthe Uni­
versity of Califomia Archaeological Re­
search Facility 35:109-150. 

Harrington, John P. 
1984 John P. Harrington Papers: Northem and 

Central California. Washington: Smithso­
nian bistitution. National Anthropological 
Archives, Reels 89-93. [Microfilm edition. 
Millwood, NY: Kraus Intemational Publi­
cations.] 

Harris, Jack S. 
1940 Tbe White Knife Shoshoni of Nevada, hi: 

Acculturation in Seven American Indian 
Tribes, Ralph Lintm, ed., pp. 39-116. New 
York: D. Appleton-Century. 

Hedges, Kenneth 
2000 Traversing die Great Gray Middle Ground: 

An Examination ofthe Shamanistic Inter­
pretation of Rock Art. Paper presented at 
the annual meeting ofthe American Rock 
Art Research Association, Phoenix. 

Heizer, Robert F., and Martin Baumhoff 
1962 Prehistoric Rock Art of Nevada and East­

ern Califomia. Berkeley: University of 
Califomia Press. 

Hultkrantz, Ake 
1961 Tbe Master of the Animals Among the 

Wind River Shoshone. Ethnos 26(4): 198-
218. 

1986a Rock Drawings as Evidence of Religion: 
Some Principal Points of View. In: Words 
and Objects: Towards a Dialogue Between 
Archaeology and History of Religion, G. 
Steinsland, ed., pp. 42-66. Oslo: Norwe­
gian University Press. 

1986b Mythology and Religious Concepts. In: 
Handbodc of North Amaican Indians, Vol. 
11, Great Basin, Warren d'Azevedo, ed., 
pp. 630-640. Washington: Smithsonian 
Institution. 

1987 Native Religions of North America: The 
Power of Visions and Fertility. San Fran­
cisco: Harper and Row. 

Irwin, Charles N. (ed.) 
1980 Tbe Shoshoni Indians of Inyo County, Cali­

fornia: Tbe Kerr Manuscript. Socorro, NM: 
Ballena Press. 

Irwin, Lee 
1996 The Dream Seekers: Native American Vis­

ionary Traditions ofthe Great Plains. Nor­
man: University of Oklahoma Press. 

Kelly, Isabel T. 
1932 Ethnography ofthe Surprise Valley Pai-

utes. University of Califomia Publications 



126 JOURNAL OF CALIFORNIA AND GREAT BASIN ANTHROPOLOGY 

in American Archaeology and Ethnology 
31(3). 

1936 Chemebuevi Shamanism. In: Essays in 
Anthropology, Presented to A. L. Kroeber 
In Celebration of His Sixtieth Birthday, 
Robert R Lowie, ed., pp. 129-142. Berke­
ley: University of Califomia Press. 

1939 Southern Paiute Shamanism. University of 
Califomia Anthropological Records 2(4): 
151-167. 

Kelly, Isabel T., and Catherine S. Fowler 
1986 Soutiiem Paiute. In: Handbook of North 

American Indians, Vol. 11, Great Basin, 
Warren L. d'Azevedo, ed., pp. 368-397. 
Washington: Smithsonian Institution. 

Kelley, Jane H., and Marsha P. Hanen 
1988 Archaeology and the Methodology of Sci­

ence. Albuquerque: University of New Mex­
ico Press. 

Keyser, James D., and David S. Whitley 
2000 A New Ethnogr^hic Reference for Colum­

bia Plateau Rock Art: Documenting a Cen­
tury of Vision Quest Practices. Intemation­
al Newsletter of Rock Art 25:14-20. 

Kosslyn, Stephen M., and Olivier Koenig 
1992 Wet Mind: The New Cognitive Neurosci-

ence. New York: Free Press. 
Laird, Carobeth 

1974 Chemebuevi Religious Beliefs and Prac­
tices. The Journal of Califomia Anthropol­
ogy l(l):19-25. 

1976 The Chemdiuevis. Banning: Malki Muse­
um. 

1984 Mirror and Pattem: George Laird's World 
of Cbemdiuevi Myttiology. Banning: Mal­
ki Museum. 

Latta, Frank 
1977 Handbook ofthe Yokuts Indians (2nd ed.). 

Santa Cmz: Bear State Books. 
Layton, Robert 

1992 Australian Rock Art: A New Synthesis. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Lerman, Norman H 
1954 Okanogan (Salish) Ethnology, Field Notes 

and Manuscript. Melville Jacobs Collec­
tion, University of Washington Library Ar­
chives, Seattle. 

Lewis-Williams, J. David, and Thomas A. Dowson 
1988 The Signs of All Times: Entoptic Phenom­

ena in Upper Palaeolithic Art. Current An-
tiu'opology29(2):201-245. 

Liljeblad, Sven 
1986 Oral Tradition: Content and Style of Ver­

bal Arts. In: Handbook of North Ameri­
can Indians, Vol. 11, Great Basin, Warren 
L. d'Azevedo, ed., pp. 641-659. Washing­
ton: Smithsonian Institution. 

Loendorf, Lawrence L. 
1999 Dinwoody Tradition Petroglypbs of North­

west Wyoming and Their Relationship to 
Coso Mountain Pefroglyphs of Eastem Cal­
ifornia. American Indian Rock Art 25:45-
56. 

Loendorf, Lawrence L., and Angelita S. BuUetts 
2000 Houses of Power: Southern Paiute Rock Art 

in the Grand Canyon Region. In: Ethnog­
raphy and North American Rock Art, Da­
vid S. Whitley, ed. Walnut Creek: Alta-
Mira Press (in press). 

Lowie, Robert H. 
1909 The Northem Shoshone. American Muse­

um of Natural History Anthropological Pa­
pers 2(2). 

1924 Notes on Shosbonean Ethnography. Amer­
ican Museum of Natural History Anthropo­
logical Papers 20(3). 

Malouf, Carling 
1974 The Gosiute Indians. In: The Shoshone 

Indians, American Indian Ethnohistory: 
Califomia and Basin-Plateau Indians, pp. 
25-172. New York: Garland. 

Miller, Jay 
1983 Basin Religiwi and Theology: A Compara­

tive Study of Power (Puha). Journal of Cal­
ifomia and Great Basin Anthropology 5(1 
and 2):66-86. 

1985 Shamans and Power in Westem North 
America: The Numic, Salish and Keres. 
In: Woman, Poet, Scientist: Essays in New 
World Anthropology Honoring Dr. Emma 
Lou Davis, Great Basin Foundation, ed., 
pp. 56-66. Menlo Park: Ballena Press An­
thropological Papers 29. 

Opler, Morris K. 
1940 The SoudioTi Ute of Colorado. In: Accul­

turation in Seven American Indian Tribes, 
Ralph Linton, ed., pp. 119-203. New York: 
D. Appleton-Centuiy. 

Park, Willard Z. 
1938 Shamanism in Westem North America: A 

Study in Cultural Relaticmships. Evanston, 
IL: Nfflthwestem University Studies in the 
Social Sciences 2. 



THE VENTRILOQUIST'S DUMMY 127 

Phillips, Blaine 
1986 Symbolic and Cognitive Content of Ute 

Rock Art. Paper presented at the Great Ba­
sin Anthropological Conference, Las Ve­
gas. 

Quinlan, Angus 
2000 The Ventriloquist's Dummy: A Critical Re­

view of Shamanism and tbe Rock Art of 
Far Westem North America. Journal of 
Califomia and Great Basin Anthropology 
22(1):92-108. 

Ranck, Glenn 
1926 Tribal Lore of Wishram Indians Rich in 

Traditions of Columbia. Tbe Sunday Ore-
gonian, Febmary 7, p. 1., Portland. 

Riddell, Francis A 
1978 Honey Lake Paiute Ethnography. Carson 

City: Nevada State Museum, Occasional 
Paper 3, Part I. 

Sahlins, Marshall 
1985 Islands of History. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 
SchiflSnan, Robert A., David S. Whitley, Alan P. Gar­
finkel, and Stephen B. Andrews (eds.) 

1982 Pictographs of tbe Coso Region: Analysis 
and Interpretation of the Coso Painted 
Style. Bakersfield College Publications in 
Archaeology II. 

Shimkin, Demitri 
1953 The Wind RivCT ShoshOTie Sun Dance. Bu­

reau of American Ethnology Bulletin 151. 
1986 Eastem Shoshone. In: Handbook of North 

American Indians, Vol. 11, Great Basin, 
Warren L. d'Azevedo, ed., pp. 308-335. 
Washington: Smithsonian Institution. 

1992 Letter to Whitley dated September 28, 
1992, enclosing sections on Shoshone reli­
gion and rock art deleted from Shimkin 
(1986). 

Siskin, Edgar E. 
1983 Washo Shamans and Peyotists: Religious 

Conflict in an American Indian Tribe. Sah 
Lake City: University of Utah Press. 

Smith, Charles R. 
1978 Tubatulabal. In: Handbook of North Amer­

ican Indians, Vol. 8, Califomia, Robert F. 
Heizer, ed., pp. 437-445. Washington: 
Smithsonian Institution. 

Spinden, Herbert J. 
1908 The Nez Perc6. New York: Memoirs of 

the American Anthropological Association 
2, Part 3. 

Steward, Julian H. 
1929 Petroglypbs of Califomia and Adjoining 

States. University of Califomia Publica­
tions in American Archaeology and Eth­
nology 24(2). 

1933 Ethnography ofthe Owens Valley Paiute. 
University of Califomia Papers in Ameri­
can Archaeology and Ethnology 33(3). 

1938 Pantatubiji', An Owens Valley Paiute. Bu­
reau of American Ethnology Bulletin 119. 

1941 Culture Element Distributions: XllI, Neva­
da Shoshoni. Universityof Califomia An­
thropological Records 4(2). 

1943a Culnire Element Distributions: XXIII, Nor­
thern and Gosiute Shoshoni. University of 
Califomia Anthropological Records 8(3). 

1943b Some Western Shoshoni Myths. Bureau of 
American Ethnology Bulletin 136. 

1955 Theory of Culture Change: The Methodol­
ogy of Multilinear Evolution. Urbana: Uni­
versity of Illinois Press. 

Stewart, Kenneth M. 
1974 Mohave Shamanistic Specialists. TheMas-

terkey48(l):4-13. 
Stewart, Omer C. 

1941 Culture Element Disfributions: XIV, Nor­
them Paiute. University of Califomia An­
thropological Records 4(3). 

1942 Culture Element Distributions: XVIII, Ute-
Southem Paiute. University of Califomia 
Anthropological Records 6(4). 

Stoffle, Richard W., Lawrence Loendorf, Diane E. 
Austin, David B. Halmo, and Angelita Bulletts 

2000 Ghost Dancing the Grand Canyon: South­
ern Paiute Rock Art, Ceremony and Cul­
tural Landscapes. Current Anthropology 
41(1): 11-38. 

Sutton, Mark Q. 
1982 Kawaiisu Mythology and Rock Art: One 

Example. Joumal of Califomia and Great 
Basin Anthropology 4(2):148-154. 

Teit, James A. 
1906 Tbe Lillooet Indians. New York: Ameri­

can Museum of Natural History, Publica­
tions ofthe Jesup North Pacific Expedition 
2(5). 

1909 Tbe Shuswap. New York: Memoir ofthe 
American Museum of Natural History 4(7). 

1918 Notes on Rock Painting in General, by J. 
A. Teit, Spences Bridge, 1918. Unpub-



128 JOURNAL OF CALIFORNIA AND GREAT BASIN ANTHROPOLOGY 

lished manuscript on file at the National 
Archives of Canada, Ottawa. 

1930 Tbe Salisban Tribes of the Westem Pla­
teau. Bureau of American Ethnology An­
nual Report 45. 

Trenholm, Virginia C, and Maurine Carley 
1964 The Shoshonis: Sentinels of the Rockies. 

Norman: University of Oklahoma Press. 
Voegelin, Erminie 

1938 Tubatulabal Ethnography. University of 
Califomia Anthropological Records 2(1). 

Voget, Fred W. 
1984 The Sboshoni-Crow Sun Dance. Norman: 

University of Oklahoma Press. 
Walker, Deward W., Jr. (ed.) 

1998 Handbook of Noth American Indians, Vol. 
12, Plateau. Washington: Smithsonian In­
stitution. 

Wheat, Margaret W. 
1967 Survival Arts of the Primitive Paiutes. Re­

no: University of Nevada Press. 
White, Raymond 

1976 Religion and Its Role Among the Luisefio. 
In: Native Califomians: A Theoretical Ret­
rospective, Lowell John Bean and Thomas 
C. Blackbum, eds., pp. 355-377. Socorro, 
NM: Ballena Press. 

Whiting, Beatrice B. 
1950 Paiute Sorcery. New York: Viking Fund 

Publications in Anthropology, Number 15. 
Whitley, David S. 

1982 The Smdy of North American Rock Art. 
Ph.D. dissertation. University of Califomia, 
Los Angeles. 

1992 Shamanism and Rock Art in Far Westem 
North America. Cambridge Archaeologi­
cal Joumal 2(2):89-l 13. 

1994a By the Hunter, For die Gatherer: Art, So­
cial Relations and Subsistence Change in 
the Prehistoric Great Basin. World Ar­
chaeology 25(3):356-373. 

1994b Etbnogr^by and Rock Art in Far Westem 
North America: Some Archaeological Im­
plications, hi: New Light on Old Art: Re­
cent Advances in Hunter-Gatherer Rock 
Art Research, David S. Whitley and Law-
raice L. Loendorf eds., pp. 81-93. Univer­
sity of California, Los Angeles, Instimte of 
Archaeology, Monograph 36. 

1994c Shamanism, Natural Modeling and tbe 
Rock Art of Far Westem North Ameri­

can Hunter-Gatherers. In: Shamanism and 
Rock Art in North America, Solveig A. Tur-
pin,ed., pp. 1-43. San Antonio, TX: Rock 
Art Foundation, Inc., Special Publication 1. 

1994d Ethnohistory and South-Central Califomia 
Rock Art. Paper presented at the Intema­
tional Rock Art Conference, Flagstaff 

1996 A Guide to Rock Art Sites: Southem Cali­
fomia and Southem Nevada. Missoula, 
MT: Mountain Press Publishing. 

1998a Following the Shaman's Path. Ridgecrest: 
Maturango Museum. 

1998b Meaning and Metaphor in the Coso Petro­
glypbs: Understanding Great Basin Rock 
Art. In: Coso Rock Art: A New Per­
spective, Elva Yoimkin, ed., pp. 109-174. 
Ridgecrest: Maturango Museum. 

1998c Cognitive Neuroscience, Shamanism and 
the Rock Art of Native Califomia. Anthro­
pology of Consciousness 9(l):22-36. 

2000a The Art of Shaman: Rock Art of Califomia. 
Sah Lake City: University of Utah Press. 

2000b Use and Abuse of Ethnohistory in the Far 
West. American Indian Rock Art 26 (in 
press). 

2000c The Numic Visiai Quest: Ritual and Rock 
Art in the Great Basin. In: Ethnography 
and North American Rock Art, David S. 
Whitl^, ed. Wabiut Creek: AltaMira 
Press (in press). 

2000d Comment on "Ghost Dancing the Grand 
Canyon: Southem Paiute Rock Art, Cere­
mony, and Cultural Landscapes," by Rich­
ard W. Stoffle, Lawrence Loendorf Diane 
E. Austin, David B. Hahno, and Angelita 
Bulletts. Current Anthropology 41 (1 ):31. 

2000e Art Beyond Belief: The Ever-Changing and 
the Never-Changing in the Far West. Pa­
pa- presented at the annual meetings ofthe 
Society for American Archaeology, Phila­
delphia. 

Whitley, David S., Joseph M. Simon, and Ronald I. 
Dom 

1999a The Vision Quest in the Coso Range. Amer­
ican Indian Rock Art 25:1-31. 

Whitley, David S., Ronald I. Dom, Joseph M. Simon, 
Robert Rechtman, and Tamara K. Whitley 

1999b Sally's Rocksbelta- and die Archaeology of 
tbe Vision Quest. Cambridge Archaeologi­
cal Joumal 9(2):221-246. 



THE VENTRILOQUIST'S DUMMY 129 

York, Annie, Richard Daly, and Chris Amett 
1993 They Write Their Dreams on die Rocks 

Foreva-: Rock Writings in the Stein River 
Valley of British Columbia. Vancouver 
B.C.: Talonbooks. 

Zedefio, Maria Nieves, Richard W. Stoffle, and Gene­
vieve Dewey 

1999 Rock Art and die Architecttire of Place. Pa­
per pesoited at the annual meetings ofthe 
Society for American Archaeology, Chica­
go-

Zigmond, Maurice 
1977 The Supematural World ofthe Kawaiisu. 

In: FlowCTs ofthe Wind: Papers on Ritual, 
Myfli and Symbolism in Califomia and tbe 
Soudiwest, Thomas C. Blackbum, ed., pp. 
59-95. Socorro, NM: Ballena Press. 

1986 Kawaiisu. In: Handbook of North Ameri­
can Indians, Vol. 11, Great Basin, Warren 
L. d'Azevedo, ed., pp. 398-411. Washing­
ton: Smithsonian Institution. 

Reply to Whitley 

ANGUS R QUINLAN 
15 Beech Ave., South Wootton, King's Lynn, PESO 3JR, 
United Kingdom. 

WHITLEY suggests that I "misrepresent" both 
his research and the ethnographic record of Califor­
nia and the Great Basin. Yet Whitley's vigorous 
responses to my unpublished articles (cited in his 
commoit) has, I feel, presented a rather misleading 
inp-ession of my research. Whitley claims that my 
research continues a "hundred-year-long history of 
implicitfy racist attitudes in American archaeology" 
(Whitley et al. 1999:17) and that I advocate "ar­
chaeology for academic Euro-Americans but not 
Native Americans" (Whitiey 2000:31). Given the 

central role that ethnography plays in my critical 
appraisal of Whitley's shamanic interpretation of 
Califomia and Great Basin rock art, such conclu­
sions are hard to maintain. 

Instead, I disagree that Whitley's metaphoric 
re-analysis of the relevant ethnography demon­
strates the visionary basis of rock art imagery in 
these regions. In my opinion, Whitley's approach 
pays insufficient attention to negative evidence and 
uses culturally specific information too broadly as 
an ethnographic analogy explicating the contexts of 
historic and prehistoric rock art production. This 
trait is exemplified by the way Whitley seems to be­
lieve that Monache and Yokuts ethnography can 
provide a template for understanding all Califomia 
and Great Basin rock art. 

I am not sure exactly what Whitley (p. 108) is 
implying by asserting that I distributed manuscript 
copies of an earlier version of this paper when it was 
presented at the 1998 annual meetings ofthe Society 
for American Archaeology (SAA). Manuscript 
copies ofthe paper were not distributed among the 
audience attending my session nor to any other indi­
vidual at the meeting. In any case, the SAA advises 
participants at its annual meetings to prepare distti-
bution copies for interested scholars, leaving me un­
clear what the point of his remark is. 

Whitley (p. 108) constmes my careful consider­
ation ofthe relevant ethnography as an attempt to 
deter critical scmtiny of my arguments by provid­
ing "long lists of citations." Some might consider 
thorough referencing as taking account of all the 
available evidence. Further, Whitley frequently 
employs thorough referencing to support his own 
interpretations: a central proposition in one paper 
(Whitley 1994a:3) is accompanied by 38 citations. 
That same paper cites 171 references in 30 pages of 
discussion and notes, while his comment here cites 
121 references. 

Yet later, Whitley (p. 110) finds my referencing 
not sufficiently thorough as I supposedly ignore or 
attempt to "argue away . . . related additional evi­
dence from throughout the far west that directly ties 
rock art to vision imagery." Bracketing the numer-




