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Abstract

This doctoral thesis, comprising five papers, examines the relation between animism(s) and material culture, and critiques
how Western modernist and postmodernist secular understandings of reality have shaped archaeological interpretations
of this relation. Grounded in anthropocentrism, Cartesian dualism, hylomorphism, and representationalism, the dominant
Western ontology treats non-Western and prehistoric ontologies as failed or incorrect, rather than as valid in their own right.
Drawing on ethnohistorical and ethnographic material from syncretic animist hunter-gatherers and reindeer pastoralists
in northwestern Siberia and the Ural Mountains, from the sixteenth century to the present, the thesis identifies recurring
animistic patterns and uses them, via the methods of relational and deconstructive ethnographic analogies, to rethink
archaeological interpretations of prehistoric hunter-gatherers.

The five papers address, respectively: the animation and subjectification of fire among the Komi and Nenets (Paper
I); the reinterpretation of humanoid figurines as subjectified material spirits rather than static representations (Paper II);
a critique of how archaeology identifies prehistoric shamans, arguing that shamanism is better understood as different
practices that depend on animist ontological premises (Paper I1I); the animation and subjectification of humans by humans
and its connection to violence and warfare (Paper IV); and a non-representational understanding of human—animal totemic
kinship relations within the diverse and evolving animist ontologies of Mesolithic and Neolithic hunter-gatherers in the
Baltic, based on their imagery (Paper V).

Across these studies, the thesis argues for shifting archaeological interpretive focus from representation to animation,
proposing that the logic of animism be treated not merely as something to detect via the archaeological material, but as a
theoretical and methodological premise. It defines animism(s) as ontologies in which the animation and subjectification
of both human and non-human phenomena constitute an immanent, rational logic for perceiving reality — irreducible to
religion or ritual alone. By integrating this logic into archaeological theory, the thesis contributes new tools for interpreting
prehistoric material culture without reproducing Western ontological assumptions as universal across time and space.
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1. Introduction

Inna Uglova: We are Orthodox, we are good believers. Everything we do follows the Orthodox
calendar and rituals. We also have a red corner in Chum where we keep the icons.

Author: Who leads these ritnals? Are there any priests or similar?

Inna Uglova: No. There are priests in the town, but we don’t see them. In Chum, grandmothers
lead the rituals becanse they know them best. For example, the grandmothers baptise newborns
both in Chum and in the town. The water used is special, so the grandmothers need to pour it
out in a special way in the corner of a house or the sacred area in Chum — it is part of the
baptising ritual.

Author: Are there other sacred areas besides the red corner in Chum, such as the sacred sites
associated with the Nenets?

Inna Uglova: Not really. When migrating, we sometimes pass graves, and my father stops to
smoke a cigarette, and he breaks it and drops it for the dead, sometimes also bread. There is
one marked place, though, a forest where you should leave broken things. I ahways liked going
there as a child and leaving my broken toys. But there was a fire in that forest, so it is not the
same now. 1t is a shame.

Author: This marked place and the graves - are they Komi or Nenets?
Inna Uglova: I don’t know; it doesn't matter. Usually, Komi have their migration routes that

don’t interfere with Nenets' migration routes. Only Black-tooth Ilya crosses Nenets migration
routes, but he is their friend.



1.1. Overarching Aims

At first glance, Inna Uglova's answers, the daughter of an Izhma-Komi reindeer
herder of the Ural tundra, seem contradictory. She claims that they are good Rus-
sian Orthodox Christians, but from the conversation, it is clear that they engage
in what anthropologists would recognise as animism; “the doctrine of all men
who believe in active spiritual beings” (Tylor, 1869, p. 566), and which, according
to many denominations of Christianity is considered heathenism and not allowed
according to the doctrine(s) of Christianity.

When I asked about the contradiction, she answered without hesitation that
what anthropologists consider animistic practices are tradition, while Christian
rituals and beliefs are religion (see also Hogan, 2014). For her, there is no con-
tradiction in her answers and her perception of reality. The contradiction is rather
a result of perceiving her reality from a so-called “Western’ point of view, or,
more specifically, the Western modernist and partly postmodernist secularised
perception of reality. Only according to this view are Inna Uglova’s answers con-
tradictory.

At its most foundational epistemological level, this thesis takes its starting
point in the question: How can archaeologists claim to understand prehistoric
hunter-gatherers and how they made sense of their world(s) without entering into
dialogue with historical and contemporary people who, to varying degrees, share
aspects of their lifeways with the hunter-gatherers from the past by being hunter-
gatherers, hunter-herders, nomads, semi-nomads, and syncretic animists?

The analogical discourse within archaeology is almost as old as the archaco-
logical discipline itself. The main line of argumentation, especially in hunter-gath-
erer archaeology, revolves around ethnographic analogies, even though other
types of analogies exist, such as historical, diachronic, cross-cultural, and experi-
mental analogies.

The opinions regarding the use of ethnographic analogies range from the crit-
ics on one end, who argue that analogies should be abandoned due to their likely
high chance of ending up in anachronistic conclusions and colonial views on the
ethnographic part of the analogy made (Gosselain, 2016), while on the other
hand, the ones in favour, argue for analogies being unavoidable as the archaeo-
logical reasoning depend on analogies (Hodder, 1982, 2012). This analogical dis-
course is discussed in detail in Chapter 3: Creating the Framework: Theory, Meth-
odology and Materials, but, for now, it is enough to say that these analogies,
which have been made throughout the archaeological paradigms, or rather theo-
retical trends, of culture-historical archaeology, processual archaeology, and post-
processual archaeology, have all been based on theoretical frameworks, often



borrowed from the disciplines of anthropology and sociology, which are based
on Western philosophical reasoning in combination with ethnographic fieldwork
and analysis - even though the ethnographers early on noted that the people
whose lives they documenting did not share their Western modernist and later
postmodernist perception of reality (Castrén, 1853, p. 197; Tylor, 1865, p. 370;
Lévi-Strauss, 1969; Bird-David, 1999; Durkheim, 2001).

This perception of reality will be discussed more in detail in Chapter 2: A
History of Thoughts, but for now, it can be stated briefly that this Western mod-
ernist and postmodernist perception of reality has been shaped since ancient
Greco-Roman philosophy, through the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, into
modernity and postmodernity, by a representationalist and liberalist assumption:
there is one single world ‘out there,” divided into nature and culture, which hu-
mans interpret and represent through categories, concepts, and symbols. This
one world is grounded in anthropocentrism and sustained by Cartesian dualism,
whereby humans are set apart from nature, a nature free for human exploitation,
where meaning is seen as a product of human thought and language. Other per-
ceptions of reality, grounded in different ontological and epistemological precon-
ceptions, are viewed as failed ontologies and epistemologies, deemed incorrect,
with the Western modern and postmodern perception of reality serving as the
true and final reality (see Bird-David, 1999).

Animism, first defined by Edward B. Tylor in 1869 as “the doctrine of all men
who believe in active spiritual beings” (Tylor, 1869, p. 566), was viewed as such
a failed ontology and epistemology from this Western modernist and later post-
modernist secularised perception of reality (Bird-David, 1999).

Animism, or rather animisms, as it is not a unified system of belief recognised
by both ethnographers and animists alike, hence the added (s) in the title of the
thesis, was though revisited and redefined in the late 1990s as a set of relational,
non-anthropocentric, non-dualistic, and non-representational ontologies and/or
epistemologies, in which the non-human logically has the potential to be a subject
equal to the human and able to affect every aspect of human life (theoretically
known as new animism). These non-human subjects, be it material or immaterial
non-human animals, gods, demi-gods, spirits, ancestors, things, or landscape fea-
tures, are considered co-inhabitants of shared environments composed of eco-
logical relations that are not separate from the human animist (see Viveiros de
Castro, 1998; Bird-David, 1999; Ingold, 2011a, 2011b; Descola, 2013; Harvey,
2014, 2017b, 2017a). Thus, another logic applies to animism, hereafter referred
to as the logic of animism (see Ch. 3.1 for details).

If the Western ontological and epistemological premises are accepted and
other ontologies and epistemologies, such as different animisms, are deemed
wrong and failed representations of reality, science and knowledge become



equivalent to explanation. If the humanities, which encompass the study of the
human through philosophy, history, art, and language, submit to the hegemony
of the natural sciences (as if the very division between the natural sciences and
the humanities were itself a given), a phenomenon that has been ongoing since
the Renaissance-Enlightenment transition, marked by its strict, Western-biased
ontological premises and epistemology, ontological questions, both in the past
and the present, will inevitably be limited.

In anthropology, this means explaining ‘the Other’, i.e., the non-Western sub-
jects of ethnographic analysis (Said, 1978; Chakravorty Spivak, 1988). In archae-
ology, this means explaining past humans through their biological and material
remains.

These explanations are conducted on a methodological level and take the
Western ontological premises for granted, whereas understanding, according to
philosopher Martin Heidegger (1962, pp. 55-58, § 32—34), is ontological, not just
methodological with epistemological aims, making the study of animisms an on-
tological endeavour, where the local animistic ontological premises are acknowl-
edged in the ethnographic and anthropological analysis made.

Drawing on Heidegger, among others, social anthropologist Tim Ingold
(2011a, 2011b) has argued that anthropology is philosophy with people in it. This
anthropology aims to learn and seek an understanding rather than explanations.

If this Western perception of reality is uncritically taken for granted, seeking
explanations over understandings throughout both space and time, which is of-
ten the case within the eatlier paradigms of both anthropology and archaeology,
it implies that the hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders of the ethnographic pre-
sent and the archaeological past were structural liberals with capitalist economies
who perceived and pervaded their reality based on a Western dualistic and an-
thropocentric reasoning. For archaeology, this means that the past is Western-
ised, and this view of reality equates to the natural state of the human being,
independently of the notion of time and the changes that occur through time.

My concern, in the five papers which constitute the body of this doctoral
thesis, is with the relation between animisms and material culture, and how this
Western modernist and postmodernist secular perception of reality has come to
form an understanding of this relation, which does not follow the logic of ani-
mism present in the ethnographic materials and their contexts.

The overarching aim of the thesis is threefold: first, to examine the relations
between animisms, found in ethnohistorical and ethnographic materials, and ma-
terial culture among recent-past and contemporary animist hunter-gatherer and
hunter-herder communities in northwestern Siberia and the Ural Mountains.
Drawing on ethnohistorical and ethnographic materials from approximately 1500

CE to the present, the study seeks to identify recurring patterns to deconstruct



and rethink archaeological interpretations of hunter-gatherers and their percep-
tions of reality. Such interpretations have, throughout archaeological paradigms,
been shaped by Western preconceptions, resulting in the ontologies of prehis-
toric hunter-gatherers being Westernised and treated as universal across both
time and space.

Secondly, the study seeks to contribute, at theoretical and methodological lev-
els, to the use of ethnographic analogies in relation to contemporary new animist
and relational archaeology, aiming to prevent the past from being shaped by these
Western preconceptions.

And thirdly, based on the findings of the five papers which constitute the
body of this thesis, the study further aims to propose key notions within the logic
of animism that should be emphasised in archaeological theory and interpreta-
tion, particularly when addressing prehistoric hunter-gatherers. To meet these
aims, the study addresses the following research questions.

e What are the key notions of animism(s) found in the ethnohistorical and
ethnographic materials, and what kind of material traces do they leave
for archaeologists to find?

e Why are these key notions important for archaeological theory develop-
ment, and how do they affect interpretations of past relations with both
material and immaterial phenomena?

¢ And how can ethnographic analogies be used to include the logic of an-
imism within the interpretations of prehistoric hunter-gatherers and
their different ontologies?

1.2. Disposition

What follows from the first part of Chapter I: Introduction, in which the research
problem, the theoretical point of departure in new animism, and the overarching
aim and research questions of the thesis are stated, is this disposition and a dec-
laration of ethical consideration which are based on Swedish and European laws
and regulations regarding the safety of the participants taking part in the inter-
views conducted and the individuals whom identities and personal information
might be exposed in the visual ethnographic material used.

Chapter II: A History of Thoughts examines how eatlier archaeological re-
search has employed anthropological theoretical concepts and notions of ani-
mism, totemism, and shamanism across the archaeological paradigms. This chap-

ter serves as a literature review in which the research problem is confirmed as



part of the archaeological reasoning regarding certain materials used by the Pal-
aeolithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic hunter-gatherers of Europe. The genealogy
of thoughts and reasoning of modernity and postmodernity is even beyond the
scope of a doctoral thesis in philosophy or the history of ideas, so in this chapter,
I have not attempted to provide a genealogy but instead emphasised some key
notions that are critical for the understanding of animisms in relation to the re-
search problem stated in the introduction.

Chapter III: Creating the Framework: Theory, Methodology and Materials
consists of a theoretical and methodological discussion, seeking not only to pre-
sent the materials and methods but also to develop them in relation to the applied
theoretical perspective. To this end, the chapter presents and discusses the eth-
nographic materials and methods used, as well as the archaeological materials and
methods used in the five papers (papers I-V).

The first part of the chapter begins with a general discussion on ethnographic
theory and its relation to the ontological turn and new animism. It is followed by
a discussion of ethnography as a method(s) and material produced, followed by
a discussion of how Matthew Desmond’s (2014) concept of relational ethnogra-
phy is used in all five papers. After that follows a brief overview of the peoples
of northwestern Siberia and Ural Mountains, their locations and environments
(tundra and taiga), subsistence, history and contemporary situation — with a focus
on the colonisation, the conversion to Christianity and the influence of Islam in
the south, as well as, first the politics of Tsar Russia, and later the Soviet Union,
and now contemporary Russian global capitalism. This brief overview draws on
general historical works by Russianist James Forsyth, and the references therein,
as no historical analysis is undertaken, except for some analytical arguments di-
rectly related to animism(s), then with primary sources cited.

The second part of this chapter deals with the archaeological materials, con-
sisting of theories and interpretations of archaeological material rather than phys-
ical artefacts, and the archaeological methods, consisting of ethnographic analo-
gies, focusing on the sub methods of relational ethnographic analogies and de-
constructive ethnographic analogies, a discussion set in relation to the so-called
‘ontological turn’ within anthropology (Holbraad and Pedersen, 2017) which re-
sults in a presentation of the notion of an ethnoarchaeology of ontologies. While
the ethnographic materials are limited to northwestern Siberia and the Ural
Mountains, based on the availability of participants and methodological consid-
erations, the archaeological interpretations criticised do not have a clear demar-
cation and extend to the majority within European borders. This is because the
materials on which the grand theoretical narratives and interpretations are based



derive predominantly from within Europe, supported not only by a strong polit-
ical interest in historical research but also by Europe’s economic capacity to fund
archaeological excavation and research.

Chapter IV: An Archaeology of Animisms is the overarching conclusion and
discussion, which is based on the conclusions of the five papers. This chapter
serves to emphasise key notions within the relation between animisms and ma-
terial culture, which can aid in identifying animisms within the archaeological
materials of hunter-gatherers and how they affect the archaeological interpreta-
tions and theory development.

Chapters V and VI summarise the thesis in Swedish and Russian, including
the stated problem, aims, and the overarching conclusion based on Papers I-V.
It is followed by the final Chapter VII, which consists of the bibliography.

1.3. Ethical Considerations

The study, including Papers I-V, was reviewed and approved by the Swedish
Ethical Review Authority (Dnr 2023-0162-01). The ethical approval was granted
in accordance with the Swedish Ethical Review Act (Lag 2003:460 om etikprov-
ning av forskning som avser minniskor), which aims to protect individuals and
ensure respect for human dignity in research.

The Act requires that potential risks to participants’ health, safety, and per-
sonal integrity be weighed against the scientific value gained, and that research
involving humans or sensitive personal data is conducted only under approved
conditions and with informed consent.

According to the Ethical Review Authority, this sensitive personal data in-
cludes information about participants' ethnic origin, political opinions, religious
or philosophical beliefs, membership in trade unions, health, sexuality, and ge-
netic or biological information (Integritetsskyddsmyndigheten, 2025). This study,
particularly Papers I and II, as well as this introduction and the following chap-
ters, all together known in Swedish as the ‘kappa’ (Eng. overcoat), deals with
sensitive data due to the focus on animisms, which fall under religious or philo-
sophical beliefs and partly political opinions.

Furthermore, the peoples of northwestern Siberia and the Ural Mountains,
including participants in Paper I and those represented in the visual materials
(Papers 1 and II), are acknowledged as Indigenons small-numbered peoples of the North,
Siberia, and the Far East (forennyye malochislennyye narody Severa, Sibiri i Dal’nego 17 0s-
toka) in the Russian Federation and/or atre included within the United Nations



Declaration on the Rights of Indigenons Peoples (UNDRIP). All of them are also recog-
nised as ethnic minorities. Consequently, the research also involves sensitive pet-
sonal data relating to ethnicity and ethnic origin.

While some of the discussions about the animistic perception of reality have
included a political dimension in terms of colonialism and the relation with the
big land, i.e. the Russian Federation, I have in advance informed the participants
(paper I) that I will not record any specific political opinions regarding current
political decisions that might compromise their safety, and for their safety, they
are not mentioned here either.

All participants and persons named by the participants have been pseudony-
mised, and their location has been limited to naming a tundra or a river, leaving
out names of villages, camps and other locations, such as sacred sites (except for
the publicly known sacred sites), which can be used to trace their identities. None
of the participants asked to be pseudonymised. The decision to pseudonymise
the participants was made as part of the requirements of the Swedish Ethical
Review Authority.

All participants, photographers, and videographers were informed in advance
about the aims of the study and were able to ask questions and give their consent
before the interviews took place or the photographs and videos were analysed.
They had the opportunity to withdraw their consent during the analysis and writ-
ing processes (prepublication), and they were also asked if they wanted to ap-
prove the final manuscript before publication. In most cases, documents about
the aim of the study and the consent were sent in advance. Some consent was
agreed upon in person at the beginning of the interview, as some participants had
limited internet access. All interviews were conducted over video calls and were
not recorded to prevent third-party access and ownership of the video material
produced (the interview) and to prevent the leak of sensitive data. All recordings
of the participants' answers during the interview were noted down on paper, later
to be transcribed and stored on the approved servers provided by Stockholm
University.

The ethnographic material produced, other than the interview transcriptions,
consists of collected photographs and video material produced by participants or
co-researcher Anna Naglaya (papers I and II), which has been stored on the ap-
proved servers provided by Stockholm University.

The ethical considerations and the protection of sensitive data have not ended
with the ethnographic material collection part of the research process, but have
been considered throughout the process of ethnographic analysis, presentation
of results, in the concluding discussions and the language used within Papers I—
V, as well as in the ‘kappa’.



Research ethics ate, like everything else, not static, and they have developed
for the better during the last couple of decades. Thus, I want to emphasise that
research, especially ethnographic research, is an extractive process in which peo-
ple's lives, experiences, and voices are used to produce knowledge. Despite the
efforts of contemporary decolonial approaches and methods in both anthropol-
ogy and archaeology, which I subscribe to, I remain aware that conducting re-
search within an academic institution, primarily for an academic audience, may
itself reproduce colonial structures of knowledge production.

It is my wish, though, that some of the arguments and concluding remarks of
this doctoral thesis may be of some good use to the animists of this world, if they
wish to read it, and that the various animistic ontologies of the past and present
are not deemed as misrepresentations of reality and of no importance for both
animists and researchers based on Western philosophical grounds. Surely, some
part of this research made in this thesis will reproduce epistemic colonialism, but
it is my opinion that it is better to try, and if failing, ask for forgiveness, than not
try at all and thereby keep reproducing the dominating theoretical narrative by
doing nothing at all.
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2. A History of Thoughts

2.1. Archaeology, Modernity, and Postmodernity

During the Renaissance, there were no clear distinctions between religion, sci-
ence, magic, knowledge and education. The Abrahamic Christian God was no
longer the centre of the universe like during the previous Medieval era; instead,
God was moved to a position where God was the creator of the universe, and it
was up to humans to figure out and order his creation (Thomas, 2004, pp. 8-9).

While Renaissance philosophers and scholars drew upon ancient Greco-Ro-
man texts, they began to question their authority, including that of the Christian
Bible to a degree, and to test them through empirical observation (e.g. Bacon,
2021). This eatly form of empiricism continued into the transition from the Re-
naissance to the Enlightenment and led to the development of a new type of
science, based on empirical observations and human rational reasoning, even
though God was still present (Thomas, 2004, pp. 8-10).

By this time, Francis Bacon (2021 [1620]) had argued for the need for empir-
icism and experimental philosophy, i.e., that knowledge primarily derives from
experience and observation.

Undetlying this approach was a form of representationalism, .. the idea that the
mind does not access the world directly but only through the representations
produced by the senses. In response to this empiricism, René Descartes (2021
[1637]) argued for an eatly form of rationalism, later known as Cartesian ration-
alism and Cartesianism, which posits that knowledge primarily derives from rea-
son. Some truths, like mathematics and certain metaphysical claims, can be
grasped a priori, again within a representationalist framework, only this time
grounded not in experiences and observations but in the precision and clarity of
ideas.

While not all philosophers and scholars of the Renaissance-Enlightenment
transition agreed, and their views of the Christian God and Church varied, they
shared the idea of determining the order and meaning of God’s chaotic universe
and the place of humans in it (Thomas, 2004, pp. 18-21).
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This humanist reasoning led to increasing anthropocentrism, i.e., the idea that hu-
mans are placed hierarchically above other living organisms (Hayward, 1997, p.
50), including animals and plants, which resulted from the anthropocentrism of
Greco-Roman philosophy and Christianity.

Protagoras, for example, placed human perception at the core of knowledge
(Latin: bomo mensura) (Lee, 2005, pp. 2—4), an anthropocentric perspective that
Aristotle would later reproduce, even though he did not agree with Protagoras's
relativism, in his reasoning about the hierarchy of living beings (later known as
Scala Naturae), where he placed humans above other non-human animals due to
their rational thinking (Polansky, 2007 (book II)). A similar anthropocentric rea-
soning was later advocated by the Greco-Roman philosophers who followed (for
details, see Moore, 2017).

Christian theological reasoning would later reproduce this anthropocentrism
by claiming that humans, unlike non-human animals, were created in the image
of God (Gen 1:20).

Within the anthropocentric legacy, the Renaissance-Enlightenment philoso-
phers and scholars separated the human from God and from his non-human
creation (Thomas, 2004, p. 21).

Descartes (2021), drawing on Aristotle's hierarchy of living beings and Scala
Naturae, and his notion of hylomorphism, i.c., the separation of hyle (material) and
morphe (form), would further reproduce anthropocentrism by arguing that hu-
mans are thinking subjects (res cogitans) and non-human animals and nature are
mechanistic objects (res extensa) (Dika, 2020).

Descartes’s (2021; see also Dika, 2020) separation of a material body (hyle)
and an immaterial soul (form) should especially be emphasised. The material me-
chanical body belongs to nature, like all material bodies that walk the earth. What
differentiates humans from non-humans is thinking and reasoning, which is re-
lated to the immaterial and immortal soul. Thus, the human soul is the image of
God, and the material and mechanical nature, also of God's creation, was free to
measure, weigh and observe; to study based on science. The immaterial and non-
observable soul was the domain of God and Christianity; therefore, Cartesian
dualism and rationalism were less of a threat to Christianity than those of other
Renaissance and Enlightenment philosophers and scholars.

Descartes’s Cartesian metaphysics and Aristotle’s hylomorphism created a
separation of nature and culture, object and subject, body and mind, instinct and
intentionality, thing and person, traditional and modern, and animality and hu-
manity, function and ritual, etcetera (Willerslev, 2007, p. 13; Ingold, 2011a, p. 41)
— a way of defining the phenomena in focus based on its dichotomic, or binary,
counterpart. Based on Cartesian metaphysics and the onward reasoning of the
Enlightenment and early modernity, the definition of existence would change.
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Existence now began to be about human subjectivity rather than humans’ pur-
pose based on the will of God (Thomas, 2004, p. 39).

As the Enlightenment progressed, nature and its non-human inhabitants of ani-
mals and plants were considered the disposal of humans, or more particularly,
humans in Europe. With the progress of the Enlightenment, the European co-
lonial enterprise expanded (Reinhard, 2011), and non-Europeans were viewed
differently in relation to this empiricism and rationalism. Even if humans have
been categorised as non-human before and elsewhere by other humans (Viveiros
de Castro, 1998; paper 1V), the Europeans took this to a new level during the
partly contemporary colonial era, laying the foundation for modern racism and
eugenics.

At the end of the Enlightenment, Immanuel Kant (1998 [1781]) further rein-
forced anthropocentrism by proposing that humans were the only beings capable
of morality. Furthermore, his theory of transcendental idealism, i.e., that humans
do not know things in themselves by default but must experience reality, order
it, and thereby give it meaning, thereby producing knowledge about reality and
phenomena, would also reproduce anthropocentrism. Kant’s (1998) philosophy
also drew on the representationalist framework inherited from empiricism and
rationalism, but for him, representations were not passive reflections of an exter-
nal world but the very conditions of experience itself, meaning that reality could
only appear to humans through the categories imposed by the mind.

Criticising Kant, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1991 [1820], 2009 [1807])
turther developed ideas that echoed both hylomorphism and Cartesian dualism
in his notion of dialectics. He argued that knowledge is produced through a pro-
cess in which a thesis, an initial idea, is confronted by its antithesis, and the ten-
sion between them gives rise to a synthesis — a dialectical relationship that trans-
forms and transcends both the binary positions of thesis and antithesis and
thereby challenging the division between representation and reality, and showing
that knowledge is created through a dialectical relationship between thought and
reality, so that our understanding of reality is always shaped by human reasoning,
and thereby further reproducing anthropocentrism.

It was during this era that both anthropology and archaeology, the former
barely separated from sociology and the latter known as antiquarianism, took
their first step towards becoming scientific disciplines and were thus influenced
by this perspective on humans and traces of the human past (Barnard, 2000, pp.
15-18; Trigger, 2000, p. 121).

Informed by the Renaissance-Enlightenment discourse on the state of nature
and society, which was primarily driven by key contributors such as Hobbes
(1967 [1651]), Locke (1847 [1689], 2013 [1689]), and later Rousseau (2004 [1762],
2009 [1755]), Hume (2016 [1748]), Kant (1998 [1781]), and Hegel (1991 [1820],
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2009 [1807]), early anthropology was closely linked with philosophy, religion, and
politics (Barnard, 2000, pp. 16-18).

By the mid-nineteenth century, anthropology and archaeology had begun to
take their modern forms (Barnard, 2000, p. 18; Trigger, 20006, p. 164), but the
humanist perspective from the Renaissance-Enlightenment transition, the sepa-
ration of the human from the non-human and the division of nature and culture,
and the material from the immaterial prevailed (Viveiros de Castro, 1998; Bird-
David, 1999; Ingold, 2011a, 2011b).

The theoretical discourse of the mid-nineteenth century centred on evolution,
degeneration theory, and, later, diffusionism.

While anthropology, also known as ethnology at the time, was shaped by co-
lonialism to study the people of the colonies (Wolfe, 1999, pp. 43—44), archaeol-
ogy was almost brought to a standstill in the Renaissance-Enlightenment focus
of making order of the archaeological materials (e.g. Thomsen’s Three Age Sys-
tem: Stone Age, Bronze Age, and Iron Age, and the method of typology), mainly
focusing on ancient Greece, Rome, and Egypt, the birth of civilisation according
to the contemporary view (Thomas, 2004, pp. 32-34; Trigger, 2006, pp. 138—
1406). Yet both disciplines were evolutionary, as the focus lay on development,
i.e. development of people for anthropology and development of things for ar-
chaeology.

Evolutionism, derived from the biological studies of Charles Darwin (2009),
had a significant impact on both anthropological and archacological theory (Trig-
ger, 2006, p. 139; Ingold, 2018, p. 78). According to the unilinear evolutionary
perspective of the time, all humans developed along the same scale, from ‘prim-
itive savages’ at the bottom to civilised Europeans at the top of the evolutionary
continuum (Tylor, 1871; Spencer, 1882)

This led to hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders being viewed by early eth-
nographers and Christian missionaries as primitive, childlike-thinking savages at
the bottom of the evolutionary continuum (Barnard, 2014). The hunter-herders
were viewed as slightly better than the hunter-gatherers due to their skill in do-
mesticating animals. The evolutionary stages were, at the time, thought to follow
the development from first hunter-gatherers to hunter-herders (pastoralists) and,
finally, to farmers (Dong, 2016, pp. 13-17).

While the evolutionists argued that all humans had to go through the same
evolutionary path, the Europeans had only done so before the contemporary
hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders they studied (which archaeology had proved
by excavating hunter-gatherer traces within Europe), the degenerationists, to the
contrary, argued that the ‘primitive savages’ were a result of degeneration (Tylor,
1871, pp. 499-500) — a perspective that relates to the Christian idea of Garden
of Eden, the forbidden fruit, and the fall. Non-Christian hunter-gatherers and
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hunter-herders were viewed by the degenerationists as having fallen the furthest
from the original civilised state of Eden and having no religion at all (for details
see: Kenny, 2007).

For archaeology, the debate between the evolutionists and degenerationists
resulted in the characterisation of traces of past hunter-gatherers as the remains
of the ‘primitive savages’ documented within the ethnographies of hunter-gath-
erers and hunter-herders by the anthropologists (Trigger, 2006, pp. 147-158).
This led to the archacological material being interpreted through ethnographic
analogies, then known as ethnographic parallels. They were on the same stage of
the evolutionary scale, only at different times, so a comparison was perfectly vi-
able (Trigger, 2006, p. 153).

The evolution of cultural and social change, i.e. the idea that humans and their
society grow more complex over time, was partly challenged and partly comple-
mented by diffusionism, i.e. that change and development rest upon the trans-
mission of ideas between humans or societies (Barnard, 2000, pp. 47-54; Trigger,
2000, pp. 217-222). For example, anthropologists would ask where the institu-
tion of marriage first appeared and how and where it has spread since then, and
archaeologists would ask where a certain form of pottery and decoration first
appeared and how and where it has spread since then.

This reasoning implies essentialism, i.e. that certain groups, known as ‘cul-
tures” — hence the name of the paradigm: culture-historical archacology, often
considered ‘advanced’ or ‘civilised’, have certain inherent and fixed behaviour
and characteristics (Ingold, 2018, pp. 123—124), which, for archaeologists, are
expressed in material culture. For example, the idea of ‘civilisation’ spreads to the
‘less civilised’, in this case the hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders, who, as re-
cipients of the civilising idea, were incapable of forming their own ideas (Jordan
and Cummings, 2014, p. 585).

These ‘advanced’ or ‘civilised’ societies, or cultures, were also claimed to be
the ancestors of certain European nations, using the scientific and historical nar-
ratives to legitimise and gain more power over others, especially within the Eu-
ropean colonial enterprise; thus, both anthropology and archaeology at the time
were related to nationalism (Trigger, 2006, pp. 212-216). Some of the archaco-
logical diffusionists also drew on degeneration theory, arguing that cultures less
developed than the high cultures of Mediterranean Europe, the Middle East, and
Egypt resulted from a degenerative process from these high cultures (Trigger,
20006, pp. 217-222).

As time progressed into modernity, the diachronic perspectives of degenera-
tionism, evolutionism and diffusionism were replaced by the synchronic perspec-
tives of phenomenology, functionalism, eco-functionalism, structural-function-
alism and, later, structuralism (Barnard, 2000, pp. 8-9).
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Key scholars in early modern anthropology, including Franz Boas (2014),
Bronistaw Malinowski (2014), and Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown (2014), who
archaeologists later drew upon, were all critical of armchair evolutionary and dif-
fusionist anthropology. Instead, they emphasised the need for methodological
rigour in fieldwork, specifically through participant observation, and rejected the
accounts of degenerationist missionaries as unscientific, on the grounds that sci-
ence should study human behaviour rather than human ideas.

Both Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown argued that human behaviour must be
understood in relation to a social system (Trigger, 2000, p. 319). Malinowski
(2014) argued that the institutions that comprise the social system are grounded
in the biological and cultural needs of the individual; thus, for the system to func-
tion, it entails a transformation of the social and, to some extent, the material
environment. Radcliffe-Brown (2014), drawing on the sociologist Fmile Durk-
heim, instead emphasised institutions and their functions, as well as the underly-
ing structures on which they rested, which he sought to identify and analyse. For
Radcliffe-Brown (2014), institutions were, in the first place, to maintain the struc-
ture of society rather than to meet individual needs. For Malinowski (2014), a
culture remains in equilibrium as long as human needs are met; if they are not,
this leads to innovation or adaptation to restore equilibrium. For Radcliffe-
Brown (2014), equilibrium occurs when the undetlying structures are in place,
and the institutions function. If not, it results in a disruptive change or the end
of society. For both, striving towards equilibrium is equivalent to the survival of
a culture or society (for details, see Barnard, 2000, pp. 65-76).

Drawing on Malinowski, the eco-functional anthropologist Julian Steward
(2014) argued that individuals' needs were more about the ecology and survival
of the population within the ecosystem than about general individual needs. Fur-
thermore, drawing on biological evolutionism, Steward (2014) introduced the
perspective of multi-linear evolutionism into anthropology (from biology), i.c.,
cultures or societies follow different evolutionary paths related to their environ-
ments and technologies, rather than following a universal path of evolution (Bat-
nard, 2000, pp. 40—41).

In archaeology, this reaction against unilinear evolutionism and diffusionism
has been seen as a paradigm shift from evolutionary and diffusionist culture-
historical archaeology to an early form of functionalist processual archaeology,
drawing on the works of Boas, Malinowski, and Radcliffe-Brown (Trigger, 2000,
p. 314).

Later, this eatly processual archaeology would evolve into late processual at-
chaeology, or ‘New Archaeology’ (Trigger, 2006, p. 386). Leading contributor
Lewis Binford (1962, 1978, 1988), drawing on Steward for his theoretical frame-

work and archaeologist Grahame Clark, who was an advocate for eatly processual
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archaeology, for his methodological framework of widdle-range theory, i.c. the
method of identifying past human behaviour within material culture based on the
comparison with ethnographic modern behaviours (discussed in more detail in
Chapter 3), which brought a revival for ethnographic analogies in archaeology
but now framed in a rigours method of science. Middle-range theory has been
argued to further reproduce Cartesian dualism, as meaning, according to Binford,
must be ascribed to the static archaeological material. A claim in line with the
Cartesian humanist reasoning, in which meaning is the outcome of human action
(Thomas, 2004, pp. 72-77).

As a reaction, claiming that both the eco-functionalist anthropology and the
processual archaeology were environmental determinists, anthropologist Claude
Lévi-Strauss (2014), drawing on linguist Ferdinand de Saussure and part of the
so-called ‘linguistic turn’, as well as Durkheim, viewed culture and society as gov-
erned by underlying mental structures, analogous to a language system of semi-
otics, where meaning is interpreted through the relationship between dichoto-
mies or binary positions. In doing so, Lévi-Strauss (2014) reproduced both the
notion of Cartesian dualism and Hegel’s dialectics, where a phenomenon, or
structure, is defined based on its dichotomous counterpart.

This type of structural anthropology later led to the theoretical framework of
interpretive anthropology, led by Clifford Geertz (2014), who argued, like Lévi-
Strauss (2014), that the underlying structures could be revealed and identified
based on their dichotomic binary positions; Geertz (2014), however, took this
turther and argued that culture could be read like text, meaning that the ethnog-
raphers could, with the method of thick description, understand other’s thought
and reasoning, i.e. interpret the ethnographic subjects interpretations. Culture
was viewed as a social group tied together by shared values, meaning and sym-
bols. Thus, like Lévi-Strauss, Geertz, and his followers kept reproducing Carte-
sian dualism and Hegelian dialectics.

While processual archaeologists were identifying functional structures related
to ecological adaptation and multi-linear evolution, drawing on Malinowski, Rad-
cliffe-Brown, and Steward, the new archacological paradigm of postprocessual
archaeology drew on Lévi-Strauss and Geertz. Archaeologists lan Hodder and
his followers now argued that material culture could be read like text and used to
interpret the ideas of past humans (Gosden and Larson, 2007, p. 15).

On a deeper epistemological level, this shift was also a move from logical
positivism and deductivism to hermeneutics, and back to the inductivism of cul-
ture-historical archaeology (see Trigger, 2006, pp. 444—483).

Like processualism, postprocessualism came in two versions: an eatly struc-
tural version and a later poststructural and constructivist version (c.f. Trigger,
20006, p. 448). The reaction to structuralism in general, and thereby to structural
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anthropology and interpretive anthropology, was that the underlying structures
were static and failed to account for human agency and its effects on those struc-
tures, especially power (Moore and Sanders, 2014, pp. 11-14).

While Marxism (1997 [1888], 2013 [1867]) and later structural Marxism had
been around since the late nineteenth century, adding economic and class per-
spectives and questioning capitalism as the natural state of the human being, it
had mainly focused on how human labour under capitalism reproduces the une-
qual system (Bloch, 2013). Drawing on Marxism and structuralism, practice the-
otry, led by key contributors Pierre Bourdieu (1992 [1980]) and Anthony Giddens
(1984), argued that agency shapes structures; thus, the individual has the power
to change them.

Partly contemporary with the development of practice theory was the emer-
gence of poststructuralism. While sharing ground with practice theory regarding
human agency, the poststructuralists, led by key scholars Jacques Derrida (2016
[1967]), Michael Foucault (1989 [1966], 1995 [1975]) and Gilles Deleuze (1994;
Deleuze and Guattari, 2015), argued, drawing on structuralism and at the same
time criticising it based on political philosophy, including Marxism, that the un-
derlying structures were not static and could be deconstructed, especially in rela-
tion to power. Edward Said’s (1978) orientalism should be emphasised here, in
which he shows that the poststructural critique of modernity, in which
knowledge is seen as neutral and not, as the poststructuralists argue, shaped by
discourse, language and power relations, had an impact on the view of non-West-
erners as ‘the Other’ — constructed as exotic and irrational, subordinated to the
rational civilised Western modernity.

Contemporaneously with this development, feminist perspectives emerged
that questioned male authority and emphasised the deconstruction of gender
roles in relation to biology (Butler, 1988). Regarding “The Other’ and feminism,
the notion of the subaltern should be emphasised. Whereas political philosopher
Antonio Gramsci (1971) used the notion of the subaltern to refer to social groups
excluded from the hegemonic power structures, e.g. colonised peoples, and
whose voices are silenced, scholar of literature Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (1988)
has shown that the female subalterns are even more oppressed by the dominant
power structures than their male counterparts.

The synchronic perspectives of phenomenology, functionalism, eco-func-
tionalism, structural-functionalism, and structuralism were now replaced by the
interactive perspectives of poststructuralism, practice theory, interpretivism, and
feminism (Barnard, 2000, pp. 8-9).

In response to these overarching theories and their representationalist bias,
phenomenological approaches evolved early in philosophy and continued to de-

velop alongside representationalist modern and postmodern perspectives.
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Drawing on the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl (2002 [1913]) from the
early twentieth century, the devolvement of phenomenology by Heidegger (1962
[1927]), and later Marcel Mauss (1973), which all in different way emphasise the
lived experience, perception and consciousness, anthropology, and archaeology
soon followed (Trigger, 2000, pp. 472—473; Moore and Sanders, 2014, p. 10), and
took their first steps, in the 1980s and 1990s, into the contemporary theoretical
trend, or maybe a paradigm, of the material turn, new materialist, relational, and
ontologically focused approaches (Henare, Holbraad and Wastell, 2007; Ingold,
2011a; Jones et al., 2016), which this thesis aligns with.

The importance of this brief history of thought on how anthropology and
archaeology relate to the grand theoretical frameworks of Western philosophy
lies in pointing out certain key notions that are genealogically related to one an-
other. These key notions are: anthropocentrism, hylomorphism, Cartesian dualism, and
representationalism, which have been constantly present as ontological premises
throughout the history of ideas.

While synchronic perspectives evolved in reaction to diachronic perspectives,
which argued against the racist, essentialist, and colonial legitimising notion of
unilinear evolutionism and diffusionism, they acknowledged that the ‘primitive
savages’ like themselves had a system for organising culture and society. While
likely a well-intentioned notion, as it unified humans under a universal, equal
thinking, unequal only in the process of cultural evolution, this universal thinking,
reasoning, and being in the world equalled Western modernity and its view of
reality. A highly biological and material colonialism was beginning to decline, but
it was now replaced by a colonialism of thought, or an ontological and epistemo-
logical colonialism. Modernity applies to all humans.

The same can be said of postmodernity and the replacement of synchronic
perspectives with interactive perspectives. While the deconstruction of moder-
nity was necessary, the idea of a universal mind remained. Even though the crit-
icism of modernity was necessary, postmodernity still rested on the key notions
of anthropocentrism, hylomorphism, Cartesian dualism, and representational-
ism.

To add to all this is a political dimension, which is sometimes argued not to
belong in science, as it threatens its striving for objectivity. However, here I agree
with the Frankfurt School's claim that if politics is left out of the discussion, it
reproduces the current ideology (Horkheimer, 1972), which is currently neolib-
eralism and capitalism. Politics has been present throughout the development of
modernity and postmodernity, in terms of that both right and left adherents have
expressed concern about developments and shifting of perspectives (Thomas,
2004, pp. 230-233), but it should be emphasised that these key notions of West-

ern modernity and postmodernity, which can be traced back to the Renaissance
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and Enlightenment transition, developed alongside the French Revolution and
the spread of liberalism and capitalism (Harvey, 2007).

Applying these key notions uncritically might then result in liberalism and
neoliberalism being conflated with ontological premises, rather than what they
are: economic theory, ideology, and political philosophy. If being is taken as an
ontological premise alongside the other key notions, the natural state of the hu-
man being emerges as anthropocentric, dualistic, structural, and representative—
liberalist, much like the prevailing outlook of the contemporary West.

The problem is not only a general challenge for the humanities and the an-
thropological study of human diversity, but, in archaeology, it specifically ex-
cludes non-Western perspectives from interpreting archacological materials and
from being included in interpretations of the past. As a result, the past becomes
Westernised, though it likely never was, since the key notions shaping it are them-
selves products of the Renaissance—Enlightenment transition, modernity, and
postmodernity.

This has profound consequences for how animisms and the notion of anima-
tion are understood, practices that could, I will argue, be common among most,
if not all, humans, regardless of the ontological premises through which reality is

perceived.

2.2. A ‘Primitive’ Religion of ‘Savages’

In contemporary anthropological literature, it is often stated that the Victorian
anthropologist Edward Burnett Tylor first coined the term animism in his classic
publication, Primitive Culture. Researches into the Development of Mythology, Philosophy,
Religion, Art, and Custom, from 1871.

While Tylor does discuss his definition of animism in this publication, he had
previously, based on a presentation with the title “The philosophy of religion
among the lower races of mankind’, given at the Ordinary Meeting of the Eth-
nological Society of London, April 26, 1870, and later published in their journal,
defined animism as:

“.. first, he who believes in spiritual beings will generally be found
to believe them active as to his own life here and hereafter; sec-
ondly, he who believes in such active spirits will generally put him-
self into intercourse with them, secking to propitiate them, and
thus will arise some form of prayer and worship.” (Tylor, 1870, p.
370).
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Furthermore, Tylor (1870, p. 371) states that animism is twofold, dividing into
the belief in souls (human and non-human) and the belief in spirits.

In his paper ‘On the survival of savage thought in modern civilisation’, pub-
lished one year before, in 1869, in _Appleton’s Journal - in which he discussed how
parts of the animistic reasoning have survived within Christianity, he defines an-
imism as “the doctrine of all men who believe in active spiritual beings” (Tylor,
1869, p. 560).

Of importance in Tylor's definitions of animism is the activeness of souls and
spiits, and the animists' belief that their actions, in the form of prayer and wor-
ship, can affect the activeness or behaviour of souls and spirits. Based on these
two papers, Tylor defined animism in Primitive Culture. Researches into the Develop-
ment of Mythology, Philosophy, Religion, Art, and Custom, tfrom 1871, as follows:

...two great dogmas, forming parts of one consistent doctrine;
first, concerning souls of individual creatures, capable of contin-
ued existence after the death or destruction of the body; second,
concerning other spirits, upward to the rank of powerful deities.
Spiritual beings are held to affect or control the events of the ma-
terial world, and man’s life here and hereafter (Tylor, 1871, p.
385).

These definitions of animism(s) were first and foremost used in the study of the
evolution of religion. To Tylor, animism was the lowest form of religion, which
was only practised by the lowest of races, referred to as ‘savages’, most of whom
were hunter-gatherers who, compared to the civilised, rational Victorian scien-
tists, like himself, were stuck in the Stone Age and had reasoning compared to a
Victorian child (Durkheim, 2001, p. 51). According to Tylor, animism was the
opposite of rational science (Segal, 2014).

Like most scholars of the time, Tylot's reasoning was based on unilinear evo-
lutionism, i.e. the idea that cultural change was a gradual development from sav-
agery towards civilisation, which all human societies had to undergo (Barnard,
2000, pp. 8, 24-25; Segal, 2014, pp. 65-66; Harvey, 2017a, pp. 8-9).

According to Tylor (1865, 1869, 1871), this unilinear evolutionary journey,
spanning generations, always includes traces of past stages. Christianity was re-
garded as such a trace within his own Victorian society, as it incorporated ani-
mistic elements, including the belief in active spiritual beings that can exist after
the death of the body, which can affect a person’s life here and hereafter, for
example, God, the Holy Spirit, and Jesus Christ. In his view, a rational Victorian
science, which gradually needed Christianity less and less, was the height of hu-
man evolution, and animism and traces of past animistic thought were a failed
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perception of reality, one that arose in the absence of rational science. Behind
this failed animistic perception lay the true perception of reality, which equalled
the Victorian scientific way of perceiving reality (Bird-David, 1999; Segal, 2014).

While Tylor’s notion of animism came to be criticised early on for his over-
trust in the unilinear evolutionism (Lang, 1899) and the lack of first-hand ethno-
graphic materials on which he drew his conclusions, which later affected other
ethnographers significantly (Marett, 1900; Séderblom, 1912; Czaplicka, 1914, p.
168) his definition of animism came to be generally accepted, even to the point
that it entered the dictionaries and in the eyes of the general public animism is
still defined based on Tylot’s reasoning (Bird-David, 1999, p. 67).

While the criticism of Tylor’s (1871) notion of animism reaches new highs at
the end of 1990, rightly being argued to be both racist and colonial by implying
that Indigenous ontologies and epistemologies are failed representations of real-
ity and how to gain knowledge about this reality (see chapter 2.4.), he should be
acknowledged for pointing out the existence of religious thought among the con-
temporary Indigenous hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders, whom which he la-
belled as “savages” and “barbarians”.

Many of the studies that Tylor criticises in Primitive Culture (1871) were con-
ducted by ethnographers and missionaries, who concluded that the ‘savage’
hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders lacked religious thought, as they did not be-
lieve in the Abrahamic God. They were godless heathens, or atheists, who needed
to be saved by the Christian God and Jesus Christ (Tylor, 1871, pp. 418—421).
What Tylor (1871) did was analyse several examples from across both space and
time, from contemporary ethnography, mostly focusing on the Global South, to
archaeological materials and interpretations from excavations in Europe, the
Mediterranean and Egypt, to Iron Age Scandinavia and Russia, and he acknowl-
edged religion, in the form of animism, among hunter-gatherers and hunter-herd-
ers. For Tylor (1865, pp. 363—364), unilinear evolution is a process of develop-
ment moving forward, even for the so-called lower races and savages who were
contemporary with him, as well as for the savages of the prehistoric past.

This unilinear evolutionary perspective stood in contrast to the theory of de-
generation and to the arguments of Christian missionaries and scientific degen-
erationists. The only evidence Tylor (1865, p. 364) could find of degeneration
within the ethnographic literature he drew his argument from was that only a
change of environment, which was done by force, can cause degeneration. This
reasoning can be set in relation to the concept of marginalisation and its effects
if the force was caused by another group of people, most often colonialists.

Like the degenerationists, Tylor (1865, pp. 361-363) argued for a common
origin of all humans, but differences in development resulted in different groups
being at different stages of evolution at different times and places.
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This led him to discuss archaeological materials in relation to the ethno-
graphic materials. In his 1865 publication, Researches into the Early History of Man-
kind and the Development of Civilisation, he identifies certain material culture from
the prehistoric past that would belong to a stage of the evolutionary process,
compared with hunter-gatherers in ethnographic studies. He argues that the ma-
terial from the so-called ungrounded Stone Age in France must have belonged
to hunters and fishers who were unable to domesticate animals, even dogs (Tylor,
1865, p. 196).

In this publication, he does not yet discuss animism as a concept, but he does
discuss spirits and magic in relation to the ethnographic material he draws on to
argue for the development of civilisation. In the conclusion, though, he draws
turther analogies between the ethnographic (back then and present) and the ar-
chaeological past, relating them to animism.

He states that hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders at this stage of the evolu-
tionary process cannot distinguish between fact and fiction (Tylor, 1865, p. 370)
and exemplifies it as follows:

If the clouds are driven across the sky like cows from their pas-
ture, they are not merely compared to cows, but are thought of
and talked of as though they really were cows. (Tylor, 1865, p.
370).

Part of Tylor’s quest with his notion of animism was to show that the contem-
porary ‘primitive savages’ were capable of religious thought, and that animism
was the beginning of it. It is no wonder, then, that animism was not really dis-
cussed in archaeology at this time, given that it was still controversial in anthro-
pology.

Most archaeologists at this time, as mentioned above, were mainly interested
in geological and typological dating issues rather than in the origins and evolution
of religion (Jones, 1967; Trigger, 20006, pp. 121-128). However, a few examples
of how the archaeological material relates to religion can be found from this time.

In 1906, minister and scholar of Celtic religion and mythology John Arnott
MacCulloch published a paper in the journal The Expository Times with the title
‘The Religion of the Palacolithic Man’, in which he partly drew upon Tylor's no-
tion of animism in relation to various ethnographic analogies, and based on ar-
chaeological findings, argued that the people of the Palaeolithic were capable of
religious thought. He argued:
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...many things hint at a comparatively rich religious heritage pos-
sessed by man in quaternary times. He had high gods; he repre-
sented his divinities in artistic shape; he prayed to them; he wor-
shipped the dead and believed in a future life; he may have been
an animist; he certainly believed in magic, and probably was a to-
temist and venerated animals; he adored the sun and had already
evolved a certain number of quasi-religious symbols. This is a for-
midable list of religious beliefs with which to credit men whom
we scarcely know save through their works. (MacCulloch, 1906,
pp. 492-493).

Itis notable, by the way, that MacCulloch (19006) writes that he, like Tylor, knows
that most readers will be sceptical of his conclusion, even though he presents
archaeological evidence, supported by ethnographic analogies.

At the end of the nineteenth century, the notion of totem had been known
since 1791, from fur trader and explorer John Long’s (1791) publication Igyages
and Travels of an Indian Interpreter and Trader (Frazer, 1887, p. 1). In 1869, sociologist
and ethnologist John Ferguson McLennan (1864), drawing on Long’s notion of
totem, added an -ism to totem and formed the notion of totemism in his study
‘The Worship of Animals and Plants’. McLennan (1869, p. 416) views totemism,
which he defines based on Long’s descriptions, as a superstition in which the
belief in a favourite spirit, or totem, in the form of an animal, which watches over
the totemist, is a previous stage of animism (McLennan, 1869, p. 423). McLennan
does not criticise Tylor for his creation of the notion of animism, and at this
point, pre-1871 and prior to the publication of Tylot’s Primitive Culture. Researches
into the Development of Mythology, Philosophy, Religion, Art, and Custom, the animistic-
totemic-shamanic discourse has not yet begun.

The same applies to James G. Frazer’s theory of totemism (Frazer, 1887,
1990, 2010). He defines totem as “a class of material objects which a savage re-
gards with superstitious respect, believing that there exists between him and every
other member of the class an intimate and altogether special relation.” (Frazer,
1887, p. 1). According to Frazer (1887, p. 2, 2010, p. 4), a totem differs from a
fetish, i.e. an object believed to have magical or spiritual power, in that it is always
a class of objects, most often an animal or a plant, rather than an individual ob-
ject. There are at least three kinds of totems: the clan totem, common to the clan
and which is passed down from generation to generation, the sex totem, which
relates to the sexes of the clan, and the individual totem, which belongs to the
individual and cannot be passed on to the next generation. The members of the

clan believe that they are descended from the clan totem and that, by treating the
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totem with respect, including various taboos, especially those relating to the hunt-
ing and killing of the totem species, it will provide protection (Frazer, 1887, pp.
2-3). Thus, Frazer (1887, p. 3) claims that totemism is both a religion and a social
system, but he does not claim that it stands in opposition to animism. Animation,
as in an animate object, is, though, mentioned as part of the totemic relation and
the social system (Frazer, 1990, 2010).

As with the word totem, the word shaman, deriving from the Siberian Evenki
Tungusic word saman (Narby and Huxley, 2001; Vitebsky, 2001, p. 6; Harvey,
2003, p. 1; Znamenski, 2007, p. 4; Balzer, 2015a, p. xv), was also at the time
known from Russian Orthodox priest Avvakum Petrovich (1963 [1672]) and
Dutch explorer Nicolaes Witsen (1705 [1692]). At the time when Tylor presented
his notion of animism, scholars of shamanism were occupied with the definition
of the word shaman as a religious specialist and whether the word shaman and
shamanism could be applied to other religious specialists outside of Siberia, ra-
ther than claiming that shamanism was the origin of religion (Mikhailovskii and
Wardrop, 1895). Some even argued that shamanism rests on animism (Petri,
1928). Like totemism, shamanism did not conflict with animism at the beginning
of the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse.

During the years to come, however, Tylor’s notion of animism came to be
criticised for the lack of ethnographic evidence, which resulted in evolutionary
critics claiming he missed a previous stage of the evolution of religion, which
ethnologist Robert Marett (1900) described as animatism or pre-animism and
ethnologist and mythologist Andrew Lang (1899) as totemism, but claiming that
totemism is not the origin of religion but only the logic of the ‘primitive’. Reli-
gion, according to Lang (1899), was based on monotheism and real human ex-
perience rather than Tylor’s polytheism and animism, and McLennan’s and Fra-
zet’s totemisms (cf. Tylor, 1871, p. 418). Others, who rejected Tylor’s notion of
animism, turned to shamanism (Séderblom, 1912; Czaplicka, 1914, p. 168) as a
contrasting system of beliefs, which would later be argued to have also pre-ex-
isted animism and to have been seen as the origin of religious thought (see chap-
ter 2.4).

It was with this critique, but particularly with Tylor’s reply and critique of
McLennan’s and Frazer’s notions of totemism, put forward in Tylot’s paper ‘Re-
marks on totemism’, with especial reference to some modern theories respecting
it’ (1899), that the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse takes form. In this pa-
pet, Tylor (1899) argues that species gods and spirits are dismissed in favour of
totems.

The beginning of the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse had only a limited
effect on archaeology in general, especially hunter-gatherer archaeology, as most
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archaeologists were still primarily occupied with addressing issues of geological
and typological dating (Jones, 1967; Trigger, 2000, pp. 121-128).

In 1904, in response to archaeologist Arthur Bernard Cook's paper ‘The
painted pebbles of Mas d’Azil’ (1903), Lang criticised Cook’s interpretations of
the so-called portable art of the Palaeolithic and Mesolithic, i.e. tools and pen-
dants with engraved abstract geometric patterns, including the painted pebbles
of Mas d’Azil, as being of animistic or totemistic character. Lang (1904), poten-
tially as part of his quests against Tylor’s animism and general polytheism, re-
jected Cook’s interpretation in favour of the painted pebbles and other portable
art being gaming pieces or counters, used for games or calculation.

Another eatly use of animism in hunter-gatherer archacology can be found in
the paper ‘Animistic forms in certain flints, showing human work’ from 1911,
written by a Lieutenant-Colonel of the British Army named W. Underwood. In
this paper, Underwood (1911) discusses certain Palacolithic flint nodules that he
argues have humanoid and animaloid forms. It is not clear from the paper
whether this is a case of pareidolia on Underwood's patt or whether it is actually
stone figurines, as the paper does not include images of the flint nodules. Either
way, Underwood (1911, p. 108) argues that these humanoid- and animaloid-
shaped flint nodules are made and handled according to Palaeolithic man’s belief
that they represent Gods and totems. Underwood refers only to other archaeol-
ogists in his paper, but, based on his use of the words "animistic" and "totems",
it is likely that his interpretation draws on the animistic-totemic-shamanic dis-
course.

Similarly, in 1917, archaeologist Philip Van Ness Myers further argued that it
is likely that the Palaeolithic cave art of Europe was done by a class or caste of
shamans or medicine men, equal to those shamans and medicine men existing
among the contemporary, so-called, savage tribes, and the key to understanding
the mysterious cave art would likely be totemism (Myers, 1917, p. 104).

Another discussion in archaeology of Palaeolithic and Mesolithic religion,
drawing on the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse, was done by historian
Thomas Rice Holmes, in his publication .Ancient Britain and the Invasion of Julius
Caesar from 1907, in which he argued the following regarding religion during
Palaeolithic times in Britain:

The Palaeolithic Briton fire, leaping, roaring and devouring, dev-
astating flood, rushing wind, lightning flash, disease, death itself -

all may have been animated spirits... (Holmes, 1907, p. 51).

It is, however, archaeologist Salomon Reinach (1908) who drew the most on the

animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse this early on. While an advocate of Max
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Millet’s naturism (not to be confused with Viveiros de Castro’s and Descola’s
naturalism, see Ch. 2.5) instead of Tylor’s animism, in which Miiller (1909) argued
that religion has its origin in human imagination related to natural phenomena,
Reinach (1908) argued for the following unilinear evolutionary processes begin-
ning in Palaeolithic times:

The history of humanity is that of a progressive secularisation,
which is still far from complete. In the beginning, the entire at-
mosphere in which humanity moved was, as it were, saturated
with animism, and animism, as I have shown, logically leads to
taboos, totemism, and the material advances that only totemism
made possible. But humanity did not remain passive in the face
of the thousand spiritual forces by which it felt surrounded, or
of the precarious benevolence and insidious hostility of nature.
It found an ally in a false science, which is the mother of all true
sciences: magic. What is magic? I know of no short definition
that satisfies me; I will attempt to propose one. Magic is the
strategy of animism... a peaceful form of strategy. Through
magic, human beings take the offensive against things, or rather,
they become like conductors in the great concert of spirits that
buzz in their ears. They command them and believe they are
obeyed. When this illusion becomes, even in a very small part, a
reality verified by experience, science will be born from magic
and will begin, to the detriment of its mother, that long evolu-

tion toward secularisation which continues before our eyes
(Reinach, 1908, p. xv).

Drawing on Reinach and his argument that the Palaeolithic cave art perhaps rep-
resents a form of totemism (1899, p. 478), archacologists Emile Cartailhac and
Henri Breuil (1906, p. 157) further suggested that the images in the cave of Alta-
mira were not done for decorative purposes but were of religious symbolic char-
acter representing Palaeolithic ceremonies, rites, and clan totems.

By the time of Tylor’s death in 1917, it was now established that religious
thought in some form, animism or totemism, including shamans or not, was pre-
sent among contemporary hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders, as well as poten-
tially, based on ethnographic analogies, present among prehistoric hunter-gath-
erefs.

Important to emphasise here is that the archaeological studies mentioned

above are drawing heavily on ethnographic analogies based on the evolutionary
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premise that religious, ot quasi-religious thought, in the form of animism or to-
temism, is possible because the hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders of the eth-
nographic studies were on the same evolutionary stage as the prehistoric hunter-
gatherers of Europe.

2.3. A Totemic Functionalism and Structuralism

It was not until sociologist Emile Durkheim’s criticism of Tylor’s notion of ani-
mism in his publication The Elementary Forms of Religions Life (2001 [1912]) that
totemism was proposed as the origin of religion.

Like Tylor, Durkheim (2001) was interested in the origin of religion and its
general function in relation to society. While still a unilinear evolutionist, but not
to the same degree as Tylor, Durkheim (2001, p. 81) sought the elementary no-
tions upon which religion rests. He did so among what he argued to be the most
primitive of peoples and their religion: The Aboriginal Australians.

By studying the religion of the Aboriginal Australians, based on the premise
of universal laws, he thought that the elementary notions found among the to-
temists of Australia applied to religion in general and therefore would result in a
universal theory of religion and society (Durkheim, 2001, pp. 310-311).

Durkheim (2001, pp. 51, 59, 76) argued that both Tylot’s notion of animism
and Miiller’s notion of naturism were the result of delirious interpretation and
the idea that the primitive mind was comparable to a child’s not yet fully devel-
oped mind.

Naturism and animism, the belief in cosmic forces, such as winds, rivers, stats
and the sky in the former, and spiritual beings — deriving from dreams and ideas
about death in the latter (Durkheim, 2001, p. 47), build on the premise that the
ideas and beliefs in spirits, souls, and a land of the dead were already a priori and
thus these two theories say nothing about the origin of religion nor is it any idea
to discuss it, according to Durkheim (2001, pp. 54-56), he reasoned as follows:

...religious belief would be nothing but hallucinated representa-
tions with no objective foundation. The assumption is that these
beliefs are all derived from the notion of the soul, since spirits and
gods are considered merely purified souls. But the notion of the
soul itself, according to Tylor and his disciples, is flooded with
vague and inconsistent images that occupy our minds during
sleep, for the soul is the double, and the double is only man as he
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appears to himself during sleep. From this point of view, the sa-
cred beings would be nothing but imaginary notions that man cre-
ated in a kind of delirium that seizes him regularly each day, and
it is impossible to see what useful ends they serve or to what they
correspond in reality. (Durkheim, 2001, p. 61)

Instead, Durkheim argued that “...there ate no false religions. All are true in their
fashion: all respond, if in different ways, to the given conditions of human exist-
ence” (Durkheim, 2001, p. 4).

Religion, according to Durkheim (2001, p. 46), is a system of beliefs and prac-
tices, including sacred things, which calls for adherents to a single moral within a
community.

Totemism, he defines, is a bond of kinship, not a kinship of blood relations,
but of clan name and emblem, i.e., the totem. The totem belongs to each mem-
ber, but at the same time, to the clan as a collective. It often takes the form of a
plant or animal, primarily the latter, but it can also be, though rarely, what Durk-
heim refers to as inanimate things (Durkheim, 2001, pp. 88-92).

The totem is of religious character, and all things and phenomena are classi-
tied as either sacred or profane in relation to the totem. Thus, the totem is subject
to various rituals and taboos governing what can and cannot be done in relation
to it, for example, hunting and eating the totem animal (Durkheim, 2001, pp. 96—
102).

The origin of this totemic kinship, according to Durkheim (2001, p. 140), lies
in a universal force; thus, totemism is not a religion of humans and animals, but
an anonymous and impersonal force that encompasses everything. Every totemic
clan, or cult, worships this force, which Durkheim compared to an impersonal,
nameless god, and an immanent god of everything without history. To better
understand this force, he borrows the concept of mana from the priest and an-
thropologist Robert Henry Codrington (1891), who identified the notion of
mana among the Melanesian peoples he worked with at the end of the nineteenth
century. Durkheim (2001, pp. 144-145) also compared this notion with the wakan
among the Dakota, Lakota, and Nakota, which he referred to as the ‘Sioux’, and
the orenda among the Haudenosaunee, which he referred to as the Iroquois

Mana is the essence of the totem and what gives existence and life to every-
thing — both the material, animate, and inanimate things, such as plants and ani-
mals in the former, and stones and minerals in the latter, and immaterial and
immanent things and phenomena, such as ancestors, spitits, and even attributed
to the action and wishes of humans (Durkheim, 2001, pp. 145-151).
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The totem, and mana in general, is neither good nor evil, so it is both feared
and respected and thus, according to Durkheim (2001, p. 142), it is the source of
the clan’s morality.

This function of mana and the totems as a source of the clan’s morality is
what Durkheim referred to as the totemic principle. The Aboriginal Australians
think they worship the sacred totem, but in reality, they worship mana, or rather,
they adhere to a single moral within the clan. Thus, Durkheim’s notion of totem-
ism is a form of functionalism where, behind the notions of totem and mana, lies
a function which is only visible to the analysing ethnographer and not the prac-
tising totemists.

While Boas, in his paper “The origin of totemism’ (1916), criticised Durkheim
for his universal functionalist perspective and instead argued that totemism is an
artificial unit and not a natural one which do not derive from the same psycho-
logical or historical source, in line with his individual functionalism, Radcliff-
Brown (1952) instead came to develop, by both criticising and drawing on, Durk-
heim’s totemism but with a shift in focus. Instead of focusing on the origin of
religion, as Durkheim did, Radcliffe-Brown concentrated on totemism as a social
function, in line with his structural-functionalist perspective. To Radcliffe-
Brown, totemism was not primarily a religion but a system of social classification,
an institution necessary for maintaining the equilibrium of society. He (Radcliffe-
Brown, 1929, p. 415) emphasises, though, that totemic society needs to be com-
pared with non-totemic societies, suggesting that his study of the Andaman Is-
landers serves as a comparison (see Radcliffe-Brown, 1948).

Thus, both Boas and Radcliffe-Brown, drawing on different kinds of func-
tionalism, came to criticise earlier scholars of the evolutionary perspective on
totemism, such as McLennan (1869), Frazer (1887), Lang (1899), and Durkheim
(2001).

To summatrise, it was only Lang and Durkheim who directly criticised Tylot’s
notion of animism for not being the origin of religion. The others, mentioned
and not mentioned here (e.g. Smith, 1889; Spencer and Gillen, 1898), were mainly
concerned with the discourse of totemism and not relating to the now-outdated
theory of animism (for a detailed discussion on the discourse of totemism, see
Freud, 1919, Chapter 4; Lévi-Strauss, 1969).

In archaceology and the study of prehistoric hunter-gatherers, totemism made
a greater impact than animism (c.f. Reinach, 1899, 1908; Cook, 1903; Cartailhac
and Breuil, 1906; Holmes, 1907; Underwood, 1911; Myers, 1917). Yet Rhys Jones
states in his 1967 paper ‘From totemism to totemism in Palaeolithic art’ that ar-
chacology contributed nothing to the eatly theories of the origin of religion.

Scholars of Palaeolithic cave art at the end of the nineteenth century, he argues,
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refused to make spiritual or ritual connections to cave art and portable art (Jones,
1967).

While Jones (1967) is correct, his statement is only partly true. Archaeology
did not contribute to the eatly theories of animism and totemism, but a few did
draw upon them, thereby confirming and reproducing them. In addition to the
archaeological examples mentioned above, published in the early twentieth cen-
tury (Reinach, 1899, 1908; Cook, 1903; Cartailhac and Breuil, 1906; Macculloch,
1906; Holmes, 1907; Underwood, 1911; Myers, 1917; Barton, 1919), a few more
examples can be found from the period between 1920 and 1960; however, many
of them focus on American or Australian archaeological and ethnohistorical con-
texts (e.g. Barbeau, 1929; Davidson, 1935; Heizer and Hewes, 1940; Drucker,
1948), likely as a result of the notion of totemism being developed in North
America and in the Global South, particularly Australia (Tylor, 1899, p. 138).

While Breuil (1913, 1949, 1950, 1952; Breuil and Obermaier, 1935) had ar-
gued for totemic interpretations of the Palaeolithic imagery throughout the first
decade of the twentieth century, he began in the 1920s, now drawing more on
Frazer rather than Reinach, to shift away from totemism towards the notion of
sympathic magic, i.e. the belief that depicting an animal could influence the real
animal in the world. Sometime in the early 1920s, Breuil drew the now-famous
image of the so-called hybrid human-deer ‘sorcerer’ from the cave of Les Trois-
Freres, which would later have been interpreted as a depiction of a Palaeolithic
shaman (Andreas Lommel, 1967, p. 107).

In the 1940s, the idea of a Palaeolithic fertility cult arose in relation to the so-
called Venus figurines (Pettitt, 2017, p. 869), and archacologist George A. Barton
(1940), partly drawing on Breuil, took this argument to the point where he
claimed that this fertility cult was the origin of religion rather than Tylot’s notion
of animism, or Durkheim’s totemism. Animism and totemism, he argued, did not
yet exist in the Palaeolithic but emerged as shifting developments of the fertility
cult in the early Neolithic (Barton, 1940, pp. 145-1406).

Other archacologists at the time were instead proposing a Durkheimian to-
temic interpretation of both Palacolithic art and burials (Klingender, 1954; Bin-
ford, 1971). Among them, and most important to mention, is André Leroi-
Gourhan. Partly drawing on both Durkheim and Marcel Mauss, Leroi-Gourhan
(1968, 1989, pp. 136-147) dismissed the totemic and sympathetic-magic inter-
pretations of Reinach, Breuil, and their followers in favour of a structural analysis
of cave art and other archaeological materials. While not a pure structuralist,
Leroi-Gourhan was influenced by the contemporary structuralist intellectual
movement in France (Conneller, 2011, p. 27), and through that, he stressed that
the focus of the analysis of the images should be on the images themselves and
analysis should entail counting, mapping and statistics rather than explaining
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them based on ethnographic analogies which would only result in animism, to-
temism, and sympathic magic projected on to the images. While critical of the
use of ethnographic analogies, Leroi-Gourhan still partly argued that the images
in the cave are grounded in some form of prehistoric religion, and that the caves
were organised sanctuaries, in which the images themselves were not randomly
made but rather a coherent grammar, and every animal representation is associ-
ated with each other as well as the geometrical abstract signs (Schlanger, 2025,
pp. 30-32).

While Leroi-Gourhan’s (1968; see also Schlanger, 2025) work was a turning
point in the archaeological part of the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse,
even more so was Lévi-Strauss's publication To#émisme from 1962, within the an-
thropological part, in which he critiqued all previous notions of totemism, in-
cluding Durkheim’s, yet still partly drawing on Durkheim, for being merely an
illusion. According to Lévi-Strauss (1969), it was a mistake to define totemism as
a distinct and coherent institution, and the notion of totemism was only an in-
vented category to mark certain peoples as fundamentally different in their
modes of thought. Paradoxically, Lévi-Strauss (1969) denies the existence of to-
temism as a unified system of belief, but at the same time, he reuses the phenom-
ena of totemism, arguing instead, based on structural analysis, that it is a universal
human logical classification, related to group affiliation, which applies to all hu-
mans, Westerners as well as non-Westerners, and their everyday reasoning.

Lévi-Strauss's analysis of totemism, combined with Leroi-Gourhan's criticism
of totemism and sympathetic magic, may be considered the nail in totemism's
coffin. For archaeology and its relation to totemism, this resulted in an archaeol-
ogy of totemism not developing, compared with the archaeology of shamanism
that later emerged at the end of the 1980s (see Ch. 2.4).

I suspect, on somewhat speculative grounds, that totemism did not have a
significant impact on the archaeology of European Palacolithic, Mesolithic and
Neolithic hunter-gatherers, given Lévi-Strauss's and Leroi-Gourhan’s structural
critique of totemism. Instead, their structuralism was better suited to the return
of shamanism, as part of the universal structural mind of all humans.

2.4. A Return to Structural Shamanism

As mentioned above, the notion of the shaman, deriving from the Tungusic-
Evenki word saman, had been known since the writings of Russian Orthodox
(Old Believers, R. Staroobryadtsy) priest Avvakum Petrocvich (1963 [1672]) and
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further generally spread, especially to European scholars, through the Dutch ex-
plorer Nicolaes Witsen (1705) in his publication Noord en Oost Tartarye from 1692
(Narby and Huxley, 2001; Vitebsky, 2001, p. 6; Harvey, 2003, p. 1; Znamenski,
2007, p. 4; Balzer, 2015a, p. xv), and later through German explorers during the
eighteenth century (Znamenski, 2003, pp. 1-3). It is unknown by whom and ex-
actly when the ““ism’ was added, but it is used without any discussion by explorer
Ferdinand Petrovich von Wrangel in 1840, and by anthropologist and archaeol-
ogist John Lubbock in 1870, and by 1903, it seems to have become an established
term in anthropology, as French anthropologist and folklorist Arnold van
Gennep (2001 [1903]) warned his contemporaries that the concept was danger-
ously vague. He criticised the notion of shamanism for lacking a set of beliefs
and argued that it describes only a person who occupies a special religious and
social position in Siberian societies. He emphasises that the shaman is not differ-
ent from a medicine man found in other parts of the wotld, and asks, in contrast,
why Catholicism and Protestantism are not called priestism and ministerism. Fur-
ther, he claims that when contemporary scholars use the notion of shamanism,
they accept an invention by nineteenth-century explorers, and it would be a mis-
take to apply it to a European historical context (see Lubbock, 1870; Potanin,
1926; Ksenofontov, 1992; Ginzburg, 2004, 2011; Eliade, 2020).

The scholar of religion Graham Harvey and the archaeologist Robert J. Wallis
(2015, p. 1) have emphasised that adding the “-ism’ to shaman creates an illusion
of a unified system of belief known to both the “shamanist” informant and the
ethnographer. This unified system, however, does not exist, as even among the
Evenki, there are different understandings of what a shaman does and who they
are (Harvey and Wallis, 2015, p. 1; see also Paper III).

During the early Enlightenment, missionaries and explorers, based on their
carly modern Christian ontology, viewed this system of belief as related to the
devil and saw the shamans as servants of evil (Znamenski, 2007, p. 5). Later hu-
manist explorers instead drew on the rationalism and scepticism of the Enlight-
enment, thereby producing a view of the shaman as a second-rate performer, a
clown and a juggler, incapable of threatening Christian authority (Znamenski,
2007, pp. 6-7; e.g. Lafitau, 1724; Gmelin, 1751).

During the nineteenth century and early twentieth century, the view of the
shaman as a hoax begun to slowly shifted toward the idea that while hoax sham-
ans do exist (e.g. Krivoshapkin, 1865), there are also other shamans with a dif-
ferent history (Wrangel, 1840, pp. 123—124) and thereby it became reasonable to
claim that shamanism was an early form of religion (see Lubbock, 1870, p. 253;
Bogoras, 1901; Stadling, 1912; Potanin, 1926; Ksenofontov, 1992), and implicitly
then challenge Tylot’s notion of animism as the beginning of religion. Both West-
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ern and Russian degenerationists argued at this time that shamanism was a de-
generate form of an earlier universal religion, with its origin in either Indian Hin-
duism or Tibetan Buddhism (Znamenski, 2003, p. 6; e.g. Laufer, 1917), or, con-
versely, that Christianity was a degenerate form of shamanism (Potanin, 1926;
Ksenofontov, 1992).

In general, however, the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse had not yet
begun, as much of the research into shamanism had, since the Enlightenment,
focused on the shaman from an individual perspective rather than a communal
one, mainly to define what a shaman actually is and how a shaman differed from
a medicine man or sorcerer (see Lubbock, 1870; Mikhailovskii and Wardrop,
1895; Gennep, 2001).

It was not until the early twentieth century that animism was critiqued in light
of the notion of shamanism (see S6derblom, 1912; Czaplicka, 1914, p. 417). At
the same time, it can be argued that shamanism, or rather the practices of sham-
anising, rested on Tylot's notion of animism (Stadling, 1912, pp. 8-16; Hult-
krantz, 2000, p. 27). Tylor himself used the word "shaman” only rarely (Hult-
krantz, 2000, p. 27).

In 1914, anthropologist Marie Antoinette Czaplicka discussed the relation be-
tween Tylor’s notion of animism and shamanism, including the notion of pre-
animism and animatism suggested by other scholars (Lang and Marett, 1900;
Marett, 1900; S6derblom, 1912). She concluded that it is as difficult to speak of
a general primitive religion as it would be to speak of Christianity as one religion,
and it is up to her readers to decide whether shamanism would be considered a
local Siberian cult or a general primitive magico-religion (Czaplicka, 1914, p. 417).
It can be argued, though, that by focusing on the so-called ‘Arctic hysteria’ (later
known as ‘shamanic sickness’ (see Basilov, 2015)), drawing on the exile-ethnog-
rapher Vladimir Bogoras (1904), she viewed shamanism as a Siberian phenome-
non.

While shamanism was only implicitly challenging Tylot’s notion of animism
in the beginning of the twentieth century, Durkheim's (2001) totemism, as men-
tioned above, constituted the main criticism of animism, but it seems that totem-
ism in general was limited to the Global South and North America and did not
affect the animistic-shamanic part of the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse
in northern Eurasia (c.f. Frazer, 1887, 1990; Bogoras, 1904; Boas, 1916b; Rad-
cliffe-Brown, 1952; Durkheim, 2001; Jochelson, 2016).

Bogoras (1901), however, mentioned totems in relation to marriage among
the Chukchi of the Siberian Far East, but Czaplinka (1914, p. 295) states that she
finds no other traces of totemism in her secondary ethnographic materials thir-

teen years later. A limited number of Russian and later Soviet scholars, though,
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applied the notion of totemism from an evolutionary and, later, Marxist perspec-
tive rather than a Durkheimian one, each in different ways incorporating it into
their studies of clan structure, spirit classification, and eartly religion related to
shamanism (see Zelenin, 1936; Vashchenko and Dolgikh, 1962; Zolotarev, 1964;
Tokareva, 1989, pp. 87-95; Shternberg, 1999). Still, totemism never became a
dominant theoretical framework in Siberian ethnography of the early twentieth
century.

Instead, Bogoras’ (1901, 1907, 1910) ethnographic works on Chukchi sham-
anism had a major impact on both Western and later Soviet studies of shamanism
and, over time, overshadowed Tylot’s work (e.g. Stadling, 1912; Czaplicka, 1914).
This was largely because Bogoras’ (1901, 1904, 1907, 1910) work was based on
primary ethnographic materials collected through fieldwork, whereas Tylor
(1869, 1870, 1871) relied on secondary proto-ethnographic materials, much of
which came from missionaty accounts, at a time when Boas, and later Radcliffe-
Brown, and Malinowski, were emphasising the importance of rigorous fieldwork
methods in anthropology, which was part of the Boasian critique of cultural evo-
lutionism in favour of cultural relativism (Trigger, 2006, pp. 319—320; Znamen-
ski, 2007, p. 61). Consequently, Bogoras provided a foundation of empirically
grounded knowledge that later Western and Soviet scholars could draw on, es-
tablishing a new standard for the study of Siberian and north-central Eurasian
shamanism.

The early twentieth-century question, asked among others by Czaplicka (1914,
p. 417), of whether shamanism is a specific Siberian phenomenon or a more gen-
eral primitive magico-religion, more or less unrelated to animism and totemism,
has since lain at the core of shamanic research (Hultkrantz, 2000, pp. 28-32).
This has further led to what anthropologist Marjorie Mandelstam Balzer de-
scribes as a great division among the scholars of shamanism, “between those who
see shamanism as stemming from humanity’s most archaic and therefore arche-
typical levels of spirituality and symbolism and those who trace more specific
trends” (Balzer, 2015a, p. xvii), mainly Siberian or Central Asian related.

A contribution to this division, in favour of shamanism existing beyond Sibe-
ria, was the Russian-American Jesup North Pacific Expedition (1897 — 1902).
Organised by Boas, with ethnographic fieldwork conducted by Vladimir and So-
fia Bogoras, Vladimir and Dina Jochelson, and Lev Shtermberg, among others,
the expedition aimed to study Indigenous relations on both sides of Beringia.
Included in this expedition was the documentation of shamanic practises across
a single comparative framework (Znamenski, 2007, pp. 65—60).

The fieldwork of Bogoras (1907) among the Chukchi and Jochelson (2016)
among the Koryak and Yukaghir, published in the Memoirs of the American Musenm
of Natural History (1909), gave their findings an international reach that Russian-
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language publications had previously been unable to achieve. By placing Siberian
shamanism alongside the practices of American Northwest Coast Indigenous
peoples, the expedition challenged the notion that shamanism was a Siberian-
only phenomenon, suggesting instead that it crossed cultural and continental
boundaries. Historian Andrei A. Znamenski (2003, p. 17, 2007, pp. 65-66) de-
scribes this as the “shamanic complex”; i.e., anthropologists began to use sham-
anism to describe spiritual practices among the Indigenous peoples of Siberia,
North America, and later beyond.

Following the Jesup North Pacific Expedition was Czaplicka’s synthesis, 4b-
original Siberia. A Study in Social Anthropology from 1914, in which it can be seen
how the rigorous fieldwork methods of long-term observation and participant
observation (see detailed discussion on the ethnographic methods in Ch. 3.2 and
Paper I) used by the ethnographers she drew on made an impact on how eth-
nographers should collect the now vanishing archaic phenomenon of shaman-
ism, as a result of colonialism and conversion of the Siberia and North America.
Part of the method of collecting shamanism involved the ethnographic construc-
tion of general categories of shamanism, such as “black” and “white” shamans,
“family” and “professional” shamans, “strong” and “weak” shamans, and “he-
reditary” versus “elected” shamans (Znamenski, 2003, p. 17).

Alongside these general categories, and as part of this rigorous fieldwork, a
psychological or cognitive focus on the shaman's mind was pursued, with the aim
of studying it objectively (Vitebsky, 2001, pp. 140-141; Znamenski, 2007 Ch. 3).
Yet, the so-called Arctic hysteria and the supposed mental sickness, i.e. the sha-
manic sickness (see Basilov, 2015), as an initial stage of becoming a shaman, lin-
gered, either as part of the psychological focus or as the alternative perspective
based on older research (Znamenski, 2007 Ch. 3-4; e.g. Ksenofontov, 1929; Shi-
rokogoroff, 1935; Zelenin, 1936; Ohlmarks, 1939).

Following the February and October revolutions in 1917, and later the estab-
lishment of the Soviet Union in 1922, the study of shamanism changed under the
influence of Marxism.

In the eatly years of Soviet research, shamanism was perceived as an evolu-
tionary, egalitarian and primitive stage of religious thought, led by the so-called
“family” shaman, i.e., an elder who, through shamanic practices, aids his or her
community in spiritual relations. The opposite of the “family” shaman, known
as a “professional” shaman, was instead a modern version, not part of the archaic,
egalitarian form of shamanism, but rather a part of the modern, unequal, class-
based, and male-dominated shamanism (Znamenski, 2003, pp. 25-206). This per-
spective was proposed by Bogoras as early as 1910 and reproduced by Czaplicka
in 1914, Khangalov in 1916, and had its theoretical basis in Frederick Engels’s
(2010; see also: Marx and Engels, 2009) social evolutionism. Over time, the view
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of shamans and shamanism shifted to see them as a survival of primitive religion
that would naturally disappear with modernisation and socialist progress. It was
a primitive superstition used by shamans who were framed as exploiters who
manipulated the uneducated Indigenous working class for personal gain (Zna-
menski, 2003, pp. 23-26). This perspective on shamanism led to the persecution
of shamans and Indigenous peoples who adhered to a religion viewed as sham-
anism, under the Soviet Union's anti-teligious ideology from 1930 until it sub-
sided in the 1960s (Znamenski, 2003, pp. 24-27; Balzer, 2015b, p. xiv).

Studies of Shamanism in the West instead continued to view it as a form of
mental sickness (e.g. Ohlmarks, 1939). It was later reframed in light of modern
medicine and psychology (Kytmanov, 1930), but also related to psychedelic “nat-
ural” drugs, which would explain the trans or state of ecstasy the shamans used
during the rituals (Harner, 1990; see also: McKenna, 2003). From this Western
modernist psychological focus derives the contemporary form of Western new
age shamanism, known as neo-shamanism (Vitebsky, 2001, pp. 150-153; Wallis,
2003; Carocci, 2025, pp. 30-32).

This psychological modernist perspective reached a major point in 1951,
when the scholar of religion Mircea Eliade published his book on shamanism, Ie
Chamanisme et les technignes archaigues de ['extase, which was later published in Eng-
lish as Shamanism: Archaic Technigues of Ecstasy in 1964. In Eliade’s (2020) work,
the shaman was a gifted neurotic and epileptic who could more or less control
the state of ecstasy and trance, from which various spiritual visions derived.
These techniques of ecstasy, trance, and cosmic flights, he argues, are the core of
shamanism. This focus led to the idea that if the shaman's inner experiences
could be explained in psychological terms as a state of ecstasy or trance, then it
could, in principle, be found anywhere the same kind of psychology existed. Eli-
ade (2020) rejected the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century idea that the
shaman was a result of mental sickness, as well as the idea that shamanism was a
degenerate form of other religions, and the diffusion of techniques and rituals.
The shaman, he argues, based on secondary ethnographic materials, is instead a
guardian of an archaic spiritual technology that was not only Indigenous Siberian
or American but human.

It should be stressed that structuralism, as part of modernity with its origins
in linguistics in the early twentieth century, evolved during the 1930s and 1940s
into a major theoretical perspective in Western philosophy (Barnard, 2000, pp.
120-128). As mentioned above (Ch. 2), the synchronic perspectives, including
structuralism, evolved as a reaction to the diachronic perspectives of unilinear
evolutionism and diffusionism, which legitimised racism, essentialism, and colo-
nialism. In a post-World War context, the view of a universally equally structured

mind of all humans was perceived as well, and it was during this time that Lévi-
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Strauss published Les Structures élémentaires de la parenté (1949), which came to have
major influence on the anthropological discipline (Doja, 2000), and it was shortly
followed by Eliade’s work on shamanism in 1951, in which the mind of the
shaman was not excluded from the universal structuralism of the human mind.

While Eliade’s work has had a major impact (Thomas and Humphrey, 1994,
p- 1; Kehoe, 2000, pp. 1-3), it has also been subject to extensive criticism.

Russian ethnographer Leonid Pavlovich Potapov (1991) criticised Eliade for
placing the ecstasy at the core shamanism and exaggerating its function, reducing
the practises to merely techniques, and overlooking the Siberian so called “sha-
manic wotldview” (see also Hultkrantz, 2000, p. 33), i.e. a view of the world di-
vided in different layers, up to twenty layers depending on the ontology, stretch-
ing from the upper wotlds of heaven, through the middle world of the earth, to
the lower worlds of the underground, which often is set in horizontal relation to
the main river of the local environment (Anisimov, 1963; Funk, 2018). A
worldview which, according to anthropologist and ethnographer Vladimir Niko-
laevich Basilov (1997), Eliade reduced to a general three-part, divided cosmology
consisting only of the upper world, middle world, and the underworld, leaving
out the complexity of the many sublayers and the horizontal and, at the same
time, vertical relations between the worlds (see Anisimov, 1963; Lar, 1998, pp.
13-15; Vitebsky, 2001, pp. 70-73; Funk, 2018). Furthermore, anthropologists
and ethnographers Nicholas Thomas and Caroline Humphrey (1994, pp. 1-2)
criticised Eliade for omitting the political aspects of shamanism and for making
it global, and thereby detaching it from north-central Asia and its origins. Zna-
menski (2003, pp. 1-2) has stressed that Eliade mainly relied on German second-
ary ethnographic sources, mainly linguist Wilhelm Radloff, and points out, based
on the few Russian sources Eliade drew on and his conclusions made based on
these Russian sources, that it becomes clear that he did not know the Russian
language and instead relied on German translations of the original sources. Zna-
menski (2007, pp. 178—-179) also stressed that Eliade’s work included much im-
agination, likely informed by his literary authorship, placing his work on sham-
anism somewhere between academic research and fictional literature.

The main criticism of his work is advanced by anthropologist and ethnog-
rapher Alice Beck Kehoe (1996, 2000), who argues that Eliade’s work on sham-
anism is based on secondary, unreliable sources that he does not always fully
grasp. Eliade is, according to Kehoe, romanticising shamanism and “perpetuates
the classical myth that out beyond civilization roam noble savages preserving a
primordial religion more pure and true than any in the West” (Kehoe, 2000, p.
2). This, she argues, drawing on anthropologist Eric Wolf, makes them people
without history (for a detailed criticism of Eliade see Hamayon, 1990; Kehoe,
2000, pp. 1-6; Hutton, 2001, pp. Part II and III).
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In line with Kehoe (2000, pp. 1-6), Humphrey (1994, p. 191) and Harvey
(2003, pp. 7-8, 19), also stress that in Eliade’s work, Indigenous peoples who
follow shamans are viewed as fixed in time, that a shaman is a timeless mystery,
and that a true shaman is archaic; otherwise, he is a hoax.

This creation of making the shaman a timeless mystery (Humphrey, 1994, p.
191) and a global phenomenon (Znamenski, 2007, p. 180) is exceptionally inter-
esting in relation to archaeology and history. While many of Eliade’s predecessors
restricted shamanism to Siberia and North America (e.g. Bogoras, 1901, 1904;
Czaplicka, 1914; Boas, 1916b; Jochelson, 20106), Eliade made it possible, through
his making shamanism a part of the history of religion, to apply shamanism to all
non-Western and pre-Christian European beliefs that stood apart from organised
world religions, and where spiritual practice centred on the deliberate entry into
an altered state of consciousness, i.e. the archaic techniques of ecstasy and trance
(Znamenski, 2007, pp. 170, 180).

Drawing on Eliade, the historian Carlo Ginzburg (2004, 2011) came further
to reproduce the idea of a universal structural shamanism independent of time
and space, when arguing that the witches’ sabbath partly derived from a pre-
Christian and pan-European shamanistic tradition, preserved within European
folklore, which included ecstatic journeys, out-of-body experiences, and human—
animal transformations, which he links through broad comparative analogies to
a wider Eurasian shamanism, with its origin in the prehistoric past.

Shamanism, like animism and totemism discussed above (Jones, 1967), was
not dealt with in a rigorous theoretical and methodological way before the emer-
gence of cognitive archaeology as part of the late processual paradigm (Price,
2001b, pp. 6-7; Trigger, 2006, pp. 509-510; Znamenski, 2007, p. 167). When
shamanism was discussed in anthropological and ethnographic publications, au-
thors often made speculative archacological arguments that projected shamanism
back into ancient times (e.g. Stadling, 1912, p. 2; Myers, 1917). While these re-
mained unscientific speculations, they nonetheless contributed to the idea that
shamanism was the oldest religion, implicitly displacing Tylor's (1869, 1871) no-
tion of animism from its position as the earliest form of religion, as well as
Marett’s (1900) pre-animism and animatism, Millet's (1909) naturalism, and
Durkheim's (2001) totemism. Shamanism thereby implicitly claimed the position
of the earliest religion within the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse, a posi-
tion that Eliade's (2020) universalist and structuralist petspective brought into a
coherent scholarly argument.

The decades following Eliade’s notion of shamanism saw an interdisciplinary
field gradually emerge, which was established in 1988 with the founding of the
International Society for Shamanistic Research (ISSR), later reconstituted as the
International Society for Academic Research on Shamanism (ISARS), with the
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aim of promoting interdisciplinary research broadly related to shamans and
shamanism. The founding of this society reflected that shamanism was no longer
a regional ethnographic phenomenon but a coherent academic field of research.
Key scholars in this interdisciplinary field during these decades were the historian
of religion Ake Hultkrantz and the folklorists Mihaly Hoppal and Anna-Leena
Siikala.

Hultkrantz (1973, 2000; Bickman and Hultkranz, 1978), partly drew on Eli-
ade’s structural universalist approach, but refined it based on ethnographic field-
work and relating shamanism to social and ecological contexts, defined the
shaman as: “a social functionary who, with the aid of guardian or helping spirits,
attains a state of ecstasy in order to create connections with the supernatural
world on behalf of his tribesmen.” (Hultkrantz, 1973, p. 34), and shamanism, he
defined as a: “complex of belief, rites and traditions clustered around the shaman
and his activities” (Hultkrantz, 1973, p. 306).

Siikala (1982, 1992b), similar to Hultkrantz, emphasised that shamanism is
not in itself a religion, but “... a complex of different rites and beliefs surround-
ing the activities of the shaman connected with very different religions” (Siikala,
1992b, p. 1); thus, she acknowledges its existence within syncretisms. Further-
more, drawing on Eliade, she stresses that “Shamanism is founded on a special
technique for achieving ecstasy by means of which the shaman enters an altered
state of consciousness...” (Siikala, 1992b, p. 1).

Hoppal (2007; Hoppal and Didszegi, 1984), instead, retained Eliade's focus
on ecstasy and trance, but he replaced Eliade's structural and universalist ap-
proach with a semiotic and ethnographically grounded approach, especially draw-
ing on orientalist and ethnographer Vilmos Diészegi, thereby insisting on cultural
particularism. Shamanism is, according to Hoppal, “an institution which serves
to construct a meaningful semantic universe by the process of symbolic media-
tion” (Hoppal, 1992, p. 129), with “Shamans as mediators create order and re-
establish balance within their groups such that their role is socially embedded in
their cultures” (Hoppal, 1992, p. 129).

Both Hultkrantz (Bickman and Hultkrantz, 1978, pp. 27-28) and Siikala
(1992a), however, speculate about the ancient roots of shamanism and thereby
preproduce its projection into the past, while Hoppal (1992a, 2013) is more crit-
ical yet still relates Siberian rock art to prehistoric and historic shamanism.

It was during these decades, following Eliade’s publication, that shamanism
began to appear in interpretations more grounded in archaeological materials
than in merely speculative projections back in time, as in the anthropological
studies.
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One of the eatliest examples is archaeologist Andreas Lommel’s (1965, 1967)
work, in which he draws on Eliade’s universal archaic shamanism to trace pre-
historic shamanism among European Palaeolithic hunter-gatherers. Following
Lommel’s work is the seminal article by archaeologists David Lewis-Williams and
Thomas Dowson, ‘The Signs of All Times. Entoptic Phenomena in Upper Pal-
aeolithic Art’ (1988), in which they draw on a neuropsychological model and pro-
pose that Palaeolithic cave art is an artistic representation of a universal optical
pattern perceived during altered states of consciousness. This interpretation, or
rather what is presented as a theoretical framework, was later developed in ar-
chacologists Jean Clottes and Lewis-Williams’ publication The Shamans of Prebis-
tory: Trance and Magic in the Painted Caves (1998), in which they propose that the
ancient images were created by shamans able to contact the spirit world through
trance and ritual (for criticism see Bahn, 1997; Kehoe, 2000, pp. 71-79; McCall,
2007).

Studies of rock art related to shamanism in the Soviet Union from the 1950s
to the 1980s, led by key scholar Alexei Pavlovich Okladnikov, instead emphasised
a regionalist approach, using direct historical analogies and focusing on rock art
in Siberia and in areas where shamanism was contemporarily or historically pre-
sent (Okladnikov and Martynov, 1972; Okladnikov ez a/, 1979; Devlet, 1980).

From the mid-1980s, geopolitical developments led the Soviet Union to grad-
ually open previously inaccessible regions to foreign researchers. The fall of the
Soviet Union in 1991 marked a significant turning point. Siberia, Central Asia,
and the Russian Far East, the so-called “cradle of shamanism”, were now acces-
sible to foreign researchers. This opening did not merely add new empirical ma-
terial to the existing field; it reoriented it, enabling comparative work between
Western theoretical frameworks and the Soviet ethnographic record. Soviet eth-
nographic material was now, in post-Soviet times, mixed with universalist and
structuralist accounts of cognitive and symbolic shamanism, which had come to
include ethnographic accounts from all over the world (e.g. Francfort, Hamayon
and Bahn, 2001; Balzer, 2015b).

The fall of the Soviet Union and its anti-religious ideology led to a general
spiritual revival in the new Russian Federation, and among many Indigenous peo-
ples of Siberia, this meant they no longer had to hide their shamanic legacies
(Balzer, 2015a, pp. xiii—xiv). While shamanism now re-emerged among the In-
digenous peoples of Siberia, these practices, grounded in syncretic animistic on-
tologies, had never been fully absent. Rather, they persisted as undetlying cur-
rents during the Soviet period because it was the visible, personified specialist,
ie., the shaman, who was targeted for persecution, rather than the underlying
animistic ontologies (see Paper III).
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This further led to the concept of “re-reading,” whereby Indigenous people
revisited their cultural heritage and reconstructed parts of it based on anthropo-
logical and ethnographic studies (Znamenski, 2007, p. 345). In turn, this process
partly reproduced eatly modern and modern interpretations of shamanism, par-
ticularly the idea that the older and more “archaic” the shamanistic tradition, the
more effectively it could be used to support cultural reconstruction (see Znamen-
ski, 2007, pp. 344-353).

Western and post-Soviet Russian scholars, as well as Indigenous scholars of
shamanism, were now able to establish new grounds for collaboration beyond
the significantly limited possibilities during the Soviet period. Led by key con-
tributors to the discourse, Marjorie Mandelstam Balzer, Vladimir Nikolaevich
Basilov, Roberte Hamayon, and Caroline Humphrey, they sought to reformulate
the questions that had dominated the previous century. Now freed from the the-
oretical constraints of Soviet Marxism and Stalinism and marginally influenced
by poststructuralist approaches, but still mainly structuralist, they revisited the
fundamental issues of the discourse: what constitutes a shaman and shamanism,
how questions of identity (authenticity, revival, gender, and Indigenous agency)
reshaped the field; and whether the trance-centred model inherited from Eliade,
alongside its related concepts of shamanic sickness, could serve as the defining
framework, which resulted in shamanism being viewed not as a stable cross-cul-
tural phenomenon, but as a historically and discursively produced category. In
doing so, it challenged earlier universalist models, in line with broader develop-
ments associated with postmodernity. This also revived the regionalist perspec-
tive, i.e., that shamanism is a Siberian-only, or north-central Asian-only, phenom-
enon (e.g. Humphrey, 1994; Kehoe, 1996, 2000; Pentikdinen, 1996, 1998;
Basilov, 1997).

Basilov (1997, pp. 8-9), defined shamanism, within a critique to the univer-
salist approach, as a north-central Asian religion within which the world is un-
derstood as animated and humans as fundamentally interrelated with all things,
including cosmic forces, with no firm boundary separating the human realm from
surrounding nature, such that these forces remain accessible to ordinary people,
who engage with them through shamans as mediators in regular and intimate
dialogue.

Hamayon (1990), drawing in part on a structuralist Lévi-Straussian perspec-
tive, still criticising the universalist approach, especially Eliade’s, defined sham-
anism as limited to Siberia and northern Asia, and as:

.. a central symbolic system. This implies the co-occurrence of

two criteria: (1) the shamanic institution is a constitutive part of

social organization, and (2) the shamanic institution is in charge
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of the regular life-giving rituals destined to ensure the reproduc-
tion of society and of its natural resources.” (Hamayon, 1994, pp.
76-77)

Humphrey (1994, pp. 197-201), also a regionalist, stresses the variation of sham-
anism, 1.e. shamanisms, and that shamanism is “not so much reflections about the
world as it is action on the world.” (Humphrey, 1994, p. 224), and that “sham-
anism depends on the concern of the participants, both patrons and shamans,
and on the point of view from which they act.” (Humphrey, 1994, p. 224).
Mandelstam Balzer (Balzer, 2015a, pp. xiv—xv), drawing on her own fieldwork
in combination with Russian and Soviet studies, defines shamans as medical and
spiritual practitioners whose work centres around providing psychotherapy,
cures, communal leadership, and entertainment, especially poetry, but she

stresses that:

Shamans are clearly more than the sum of their functions. They
can be men and women, old and young, sympathetic and tyranni-
cal, strong and weak, oriented toward good (“white”) and bad
(“black”) spirits. (Balzer, 2015a, p. xvi).

Contrary to the scholars discussed above, scholar of religion Juha Pentikdinen
(1996, 1998), who continued to draw on eatlier comparative traditions associated
with Hultkrantz, Hoppadl, and Siikala, while still advocating a regionalist ap-

proach, defined shamanism as:

...a way of life and a culture in which the chosen leader, the
shaman, occupies a central role. Shamanism is rather a 'worldview
system’ than ‘religion’. .. closely related to ecology, economy, so-
cial structure, etc. ... defined on the basis of several criteria... in-
cluding the following dimensions: 1. Ecstatic techniques ... 2. The
hypothesis of more than one soul... 3. The belief in a 3-level uni-
verse, with the shaman mediating between these levels... accord-
ing to this definition, the Afro-American spirit-possession cults,
for example, do not belong to the category of shamanism. (Penti-
kiinen, 1996, p. 10).

Most critical of the universalist approach was, as mentioned above, Kehoe. Alt-
hough she was not a poststructuralist, she appears to have been among those
most influenced by contemporary poststructuralism, an influence that, notably,
did not affect the study of shamanism to the same extent as it did in anthropology
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more broadly. She has emphasised that shamans are “Siberians performing tra-
ditional, community-oriented rituals of drum, song, dance, and intense mental
concentration to the point of apparent dissociation from sense-perception.” (Ke-
hoe, 2000, p. 3). A definition not applicable to the healers and diviners of other
parts of the world (Kehoe, 2000, pp. 4, 101-102).

With a few exceptions (e.g. Basilov, 1997), post-Soviet Russian scholars of
shamanism did not focus on defining shamanism in the same sense as their col-
leagues in the West. Instead, they were concerned, based on empirical ethnogra-
phy, with certain concepts of shamanism that were restricted during the Soviet
years, such as gender and the historical and contemporary existence of
shamaness, persecution of shamans, and revisiting the history of shamans and
the shamanic sickness, as well as the contemporary state of shamanism and its
revival (see Znamenski, 2003, Ch. 3; Balzer, 2015b).

As a result of this mix of perspectives and the broader turn from structuralism
to poststructuralism in Western philosophy, a more historically oriented ap-
proach to shamanism emerged. A number of scholars, among them Andrei A.
Znamenski (2007), emphasised the Western construction of “shamanism” and,
in doing so, refrained from offering new definitions of their own (see also Hut-
ton, 2001; Harvey, 2003), yet are nevertheless best understood as part of critical
shamanism studies alongside Kehoe.

While many anthropologists, ethnographers, and historians accounted for the
spiritual revival, the cultural reproduction in the form of “re-reading”, secularism,
and the influence of an increasingly global capitalism and neoliberalism (e.g.
Thomas and Humphrey, 1994; Hoppdl, 1996; Humphrey, 1999; Znamenski,
2007, pp. 344-353; Balzer, 2015b), archaeologists did not do so to the same ex-
tent (c.f. Price, 2001b). The opening of Siberia meant mainly to them a new ma-
terial upon which analogies could be made; if not direct historical analogies based
on the regionalist perspective could be made, in which Siberian Indigenous peo-
ple were claimed to have a direct relation to Siberian and Eastern European pre-
historic past (e.g. Siikala, 1992a; Devlet, 2001; Fedorova, 2001), again fixed in
time, they kept reproducing the structuralist universal perspective to make their
analogies applicable (e.g. Clottes and Lewis-Williams, 1998; Whitley, 2000; Dow-
son and Porr, 2001; Lewis-Williams, 2001; Price, 2001a). These archaeological
shamanic interpretations culminated in archaeologist Neil Price's 2001 publica-
tion, An Archaeology of Shamanism.

In this book, Price (2001b) emphasises a universalist perspective and argues
that shamanism is an altered state of consciousness, thereby overlooking the
then-contemporary criticism of the universalist ecstasy-bias perspective ad-
vanced by anthropologists of shamanism (e.g. Hamayon, 1990; Humphrey, 1994;
Kehoe, 1996, 2000). This was mainly due to the influence of Lewis-Williams’s
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neuropsychological model on archaeology rather than Eliade’s. Still, Price (2001,
p- 7) acknowledges the existence of shamanism in the ancient Greco-Roman clas-
sical world, within Christianity and associated European cults, and within Africa,
Central and South America, and the Pacific. While shamanism-related archaeol-
ogy had mainly focused on rock art since Lommel’s first study, Price's (2001)
anthology goes beyond rock art, addressing portable art (Dowson and Porr, 2001;
Fedorova, 2001; Gullev and Appelt, 2001; Sutherland, 2001), landscapes (Wat-
son, 2001), architecture (Watson, 2001), and shamanism-related identity (Hol-
limon, 2001; Wallis, 2001).

Following Price’s (2001) anthology, archaeological studies continued to
mainly draw on the Lewis-Williams notion of neuropsychological shamanism
(e.g. Lewis-Williams, 2002, 2012, 2016; Pearson, 2002; Lahelma, 2008; Whitley,
2009), with a few exceptions that instead drew on a more symbolic, interpretative
archaecology in line with the now fully established postprocessualism (e.g.
Helskog, 1999; Bolin, 2000; Oliva, 2000; Strassburg, 2000; Mykhailova, 2000,
2016, 2019; Nelson, 2015; Gheorghiu ¢ al., 2018). The main focus was now on
rock art and a few specific cases that later came to be interpreted as Palaeolithic
and Mesolithic burials of shamans (for details and criticism, see Paper III).

From the archaeological speculations of the late nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries to the structuralist universal approach and the cognitive approach,
archaeologists' studies, independent of paradigms, have reproduced the notion
of shamanism as the earliest religion. This earliest form of religion, claimed to be
based on archaeological materials dating back to the Upper Palaeolithic, rests on
a circular argument. This argument consists of anthropologists and ethnog-
raphers of contemporary shamanism arguing for the prehistorical roots of sham-
anism by drawing on archaeological studies of shamanism (e.g. Winkelman, 2000,
pp. 5-6; Balzer, 2015a, p. xvii; Basilov, 2015, p. 30; Carocci, 2025, pp. 16-18) —
archaeological studies which are based on ethnographic analogies of other his-
torical or contemporary anthropological and ethnographic studies of shamanism
(e.g. Lewis-Williams e# al., 1988; Clottes and Lewis-Williams, 1998; Lewis-Wil-
liams, 2002; for details see Paper III). Particularly interesting within this circular
argument is that the archaeologists of shamanism, regardless of paradigm or ap-
proach, or of Western, Soviet, or post-Soviet Russian contexts, have always used
the definitions of shaman and shamanism provided by anthropologists, which
further establishes the idea that the shaman and their shamanism are fixed in
time.

While studies of shamanism declined in anthropology at the end of the 1990s
and the beginning of the 2000s in favour of revisiting the notion of animism (see
Ch. 2.5) from a relational and ontological perspective, the archaeology of sham-

anism has continued. Set apart from new materialist and relational archaeological
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theoretical developments, the archaeology of shamanism has continued to pre-
produce the structuralist and universalist perspective on shamanism, within a
currently lingering postprocessualism mixed with the neuropsychological ap-
proach, often expressed through the terminology of new materialist and rela-
tional archaeology (e.g. Lewis-Williams, 2002, 2012; Gheorghiu, 2007; Griinberg,
2013; Nelson, 2015; Gheorghiu ez al., 2018; Mykhailova, 2019; Jeunesse, 2021;
Qu, 2023; Whitley, 2022).

2.5. The Revisitation of Animism

The reason why a poststructuralist turn did not affect the anthropological study
of shamanism seems to be a turn which scholar of religion Graham Harvey (2014,
2017a, 2017b) has described as “anthropologists' revisitation of animism” and
“new animism”.

In her paper “Animism’ revisited. Personhood, environment, and relational
epistemology’ (1999), anthropologist Nurit Bird-David concludes, based on her
ethnographic fieldwork among the animist hunter-gatherers Nayaka of southern
India, that Tylor, and other modernist thinkers, represented by Durkheim, Lévi-
Strauss, and Stewart Guthrie, took animism in the former, and totemism and
anthropomorphism in the latter, for being failed representations of reality. In-
stead, she argues that animism is a relational epistemology, a way of gaining
knowledge of the world by engaging with the non-human. She concludes the
following:

Nayaka relationally frame what they are concerned about as their
authoritative (but not only) way of getting to know things. They
seek to understand relatednesses from a related point of view
within the shifting horizons of the related viewer. Their relational
epistemology, their study of how things-in-situations relate to the
actor-perceiver and, from the actor-perceiver’s point of view, to
each other, is embodied in the practices which Tylor christened
“primitive animism”, articulated with a relational personhood
concept and a relational perception of the environment. (Bird-
David, 1999, p. 79).

Thus, an elephant that walks through the camp at night without destroying any

huts, or a stone that surprisingly behaves un-stone-like, is considered animated
and a subject, compared to an elephant that would not care for the camp and the
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huts, and a stone behaving like another stone (Bird-David, 1999, p. 74-75, see
details in Ch. 3.1.).

While Bird-David’s (1999) paper was timely and perceived well by the schol-
ars of the discourse as it criticised the now old theories of totemism and sham-
anism, anthropologist Eduardo Viveiros de Castro (1999) criticised Bird-David
for viewing animism as a relational epistemology instead of an ontology, meaning
that her relational epistemology reproduced the modernist view of one true real-
ity, but in this case with more than one epistemology: one ontology, the Western
one, and a plurality of epistemologies.

Viveiros de Castro (1998) instead argues that animism, or Amerindian per-
spectivism, is an ontology alongside the Western modernist perception of reality,
which he labels naturalism. For Viveiros de Castro (1998), Western naturalism
acknowledges a single nature separate from many human cultures (i.e., multicul-
turalism), whereas perspectivism acknowledges multinaturalism (i.e., many na-

tures but only one culture). He argues:

.. all see ('represent’) the wortld in the same way - what changes
is the world that they see. Animals impose the same categories
and values on reality as humans do: their worlds, like ours, revolve
around hunting and fishing, cooking and fermented drinks, cross-
cousins and war, initiation rituals, shamans, chiefs, spirits. 'Every-
body is involved in fishing and hunting; everybody is involved in
feasts, social hierarchy, chiefs, war, and disease, all the way up and
down' (Guedon 1984: 142). If the moon, snakes and jaguars see
humans as tapirs or white-lipped peccaries (Baer 1994: 224), it is
because they, like us, eat tapirs and peccaties, people's food. It
could only be this way, since, being people in their own sphere,
non-humans see things as 'people’ do. But the things that they see
are different: what to us is blood, is maize beer to the jaguar; what
to the souls of the dead is a rotting corpse, to us is soaking man-
ioc; what we see as a muddy waterhole, the tapirs see a great cet-
emonial house. (Viveiros de Castro, 1998, pp. 477—478).

Viveiros de Castro’s notion of perspectivism has had, and still has, a significant
impact on the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse. Key contributors to the dis-
course, such as Eduardo Kohn (2013), Phillipe Descola (2014), Rane Willerslev
(2007) and Holbraad and Pedersen (2017; Pedersen, 2001), have come to follow,
or at least partly follow, Viveiros de Castro’s reasoning of perspectivism in their
own works regarding animism and the perception of reality.

47



All of these scholars, just as Bird-David (1999), are critical of modernism and
the early phase of postmodernism, as they can be argued to belong to a second
phase of postmodernism, which some would rather classify as posthumanism.
The Western perception of reality, or the Western ontology, which most of them
label as naturalism, is an ontology that exists next to other ontologies, such as
Amerindian perspectivism for Viveiros de Castro (1998), a developed form of
Amerindian perspectivism for Kohn (2013), animism, totemism, and analogism
for Descola (2013, 2014), animism for Willerslev (2007), and totemism as part of
animism for Pedersen (2001).

This means that they acknowledge other realities as existing where, within
those realities, relations to the non-human work differently; they are perceived
based on other ontological premises than the premises of the Western modernist
perception of reality, and when studying these perceptions of reality, it is done
on the methodological ethnographic premise that what is considered true for the
ethnographers is not of importance for the ethnographic and anthropological
analysis. The important point is to acknowledge and take the informant's or pat-
ticipant's view of reality seriously, rather than dismissing it as a failed perception
(Viveiros de Castro, 1998; Willerslev, 2007; Descola, 2013; Kohn, 2013). Thus,
this is where the discourse relates to the methodological approach of the onto-
logical turn (see Ch. 3.1).

The Western modernist, structural, and dichotomous way of perceiving reality
and defining phenomena in terms of binary opposites is often argued not to be
the way of perceiving or defining phenomena in animistic ontologies (Harvey,
2017a, pp. 20-22). Inanimate objectified things and phenomena, from a Western
perspective, are argued to be, from an animist perspective, animated subjects,
sometimes capable of agency equal to that of human subjects (Harvey, 2014,
2017a).

While being critical of both structuralism and poststructuralism, and espe-
cially the representationalism that structuralism and poststructuralism imply and
rest upon, it must be emphasised, especially in relation to Descola’s (2013, 2014)
four ontologies: animism, totemism, analogism, and naturalism, that this theoret-
ical approach of acknowledging different kinds of ontologies next to each other
moves the underlying structures of structuralism, structural-functionalism and
poststructuralism from a cultural and societal level to an ontological level and
thereby creating a mega structuralism where the universal underlying structures
is equal to perceiving the division of different kinds of realties. Reality A differs
from Reality B because they are distinct structures that define one another as
binary opposites. Descola (2013) states that animism and totemism can intet-
twine in a form of ontological syncretism, but they are two distinct ontologies;
neither builds on the other's premises. In contrast, Pedersen (2001) argues that
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totemism rests on animistic premises, yet he acknowledges naturalism alongside
totemic animism (see paper 11I).

In line with Bird-David (1999), social anthropologist Tim Ingold (1999,
2011a, 2011b, 2012, 2013, 2022) has argued against this ontological plurality, but
still against Western thought, and especially the key notions of Western thought:
hylomorphism and representationalism, in favour of one relational reality in
which things consist of ongoing relations between materials in motion, ie. a
meshwork of morphogenetic processes, or ontogenesis.

Against the Aristotelian notion of hylomorphism, and its relation to represen-
tationalism, reproduced by later philosophers and scholars (see Ch. 2.1), Ingold
(2007, 2011b, 2013, 2015, 2021) shows that beings and things are gatherings of
lines. Such lines may be visible in the environment, e.g. rivers, shorelines, hori-
zons, light and shadow, or in organisms, such as veins, fibres, hair or traces of
movement. These lines are not fixed but continually diverge and converge, giving
rise to form through their correspondences (Ingold, 2011b, pp. 76-88, 2013, pp.
20-22, 2021, pp. 166-170). The morphogenetic process and ontogenesis thus
refer to the continuous coming-into-being of these relations, in which making
and growing are inseparable processes (Ingold, 2012, 2013, p. 22). As Ingold
(2013, pp. 22-20) illustrates, the weaving of a basket is not the execution of a
prior design, but a process in which fibres, bodily movements and material re-
sistances, in relation to forces such as wind and rain, together generate form, but
also over time are capable of destroying it within a process of taphonomy.

Within Ingold’s reasoning, representationalism is likewise called into ques-
tion, as form is not the expression of an idea but the outcome of relational pro-
cesses. Ingold (2011b, p. 63) has compared such a relational understanding of
reality to what the ethnographic literature describes as animism.

Several archaeological studies have drawn on this latest phase of the animistic-
shamanic-totemic discourse, and some have also contributed to the theoretical
study of animism in general (e.g. Conneller, 2004, 2011; Alberti and Marshall,
2009; Alberti, 2012, 2016). Some of these archaeological studies have drawn more
on the relational and ontological side rather than on the notion of new animism,
while others have focused more on Indigenous knowledge and practise related
to the perception of reality, within the subfield of Indigenous archaeology (e.g.
Porr and Bell, 2012; Abadia and Porr, 2021).

One of the eatliest, if not the earliest, archaeological studies drawing on the
new animistic part of the discourse is archaeologist Chantal Connellet’s article
‘Becoming deer. Corporal transformations at Star Carr’ from 2004. In her article,
Conneller (2004) is drawing on Viveiros de Castro’s notion of Amerindian per-
spectivism and argues that the antler headdresses, or masks, deriving from the
Early Mesolithic site of Star Carr in northern England, were used to gain the non-
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human perspective, and further, that wearing and using things made from animal
parts had implications for how the human body was perceived — making the
agency of the animal to still be a part of the artefact, via the material transfor-
mation.

Another early example of how archaeologists are drawing on anthropological
revisitation of animism is the 2008 special issue of the Journal of Archaeological
Method and Theory, Archaeology, Animism, and Non-human Agents, edited by ar-
chaeologists Linda A. Brown and William H. Walker. The special issue consists
of an introduction and three articles that address how animistic practises can be
recognised in archaeological materials (Brown and Emery, 2008; Brown and
Walker, 2008; Mills and Ferguson, 2008; Zedefio, 2008). The three articles are
case studies of various archaeological materials from North and South America,
and what connects them is the argument that animism leaves identifiable material
traces, and that recovering those traces requires moving beyond the assumption
that only humans have agency (Brown and Emery, 2008; Brown and Walker,
2008; Mills and Ferguson, 2008; Zedefio, 2008).

On a similar theme, archaeologist Amy B. Groleau (2009), drawing on Bird-
David’s animism as a relational epistemology, argues that things archaeologists
view as ritual or animated are often singled out as special, exotic, or of fine quality
compared to other, more mundane finds. This, she argues, is a result of the binary
positions of the sacred and the profane — a dualism embedded in the history of
religion and reproduced within eatlier paradigms of processual and postproces-
sual archaeology.

Another early example is archacologists Benjamin Alberti and Yvonne Mar-
shall (2009), who argue, drawing on Viveiros de Castro, Barad, and Ingold, that
the modernist way of deeming other ontologies as failed representations has
blinded archacologists of eatlier paradigms to how different prehistoric ontolo-
gles can emerge from archaeological material when viewed from a relational and
non-representational perspective. Rather than treating animism as merely a met-
aphor or worldview, they argue that animist ontologies should be taken seriously
as ways of understanding past realities. Through their case study of humanoid
and animaloid body-pots from first-millennium AD northwest Argentina, they
show how the material itself can reveal other ontological understandings rather
than simply reflecting categories or symbolic representations rooted in Western
thought (Alberti and Marshall, 2009).

Archaeologist Robert J. Wallis (2009) is another early example of the applica-
tion of relational theory and new animism. He (2009) argues that animist ontol-
ogies fundamentally challenge the Western distinction between nature and cul-
ture by treating landscapes, rocks, and rock art as active participants rather than
passive backdrops for human practices. Drawing on Bird-David, Viveiros de
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Castro, Ingold, and Harvey, Wallis (2009) argues that landscapes are inhabited by
human and other-than-human persons whose relations precede human engage-
ment. Through examples of later prehistoric British rock art, he (2009) suggests
that rock art was not simply an inscription of human meaning onto an inert land-
scape, but part of an ongoing dialogue between humans and nonhumans, in
which rocks, places, and images themselves possessed agency.

In 2011, Conneller further developed her thinking on materials and matter in
transformation in her publication, An Archaeology of Materials. Substantial Transfor-
mations in Early Prebistoric Europe (2011). Now drawing on a combination of Hal-
lowell, Descola, Ingold, Viveiros de Castro, and Pedersen, when it comes to an-
imism and perspectivism, and Deleuze and Guattari, and Donna Haraway, when
it comes to relationalism, she argues for a relationalism in general (Conneller,
2004, pp. 51-53, 119-122) and an animism she sets in a critical contrast to Lévi-
Strauss structural analogical explanation of animism mentioned in his work on
totemism from 1962 (see Ch. 2.3). By her theoretical focus on material in trans-
formation, thereby criticising hylomorphism and representationalism, including
case studies on both transformations of animal remains (red deer bone and ant-
lers and mammoth tusk/ivory) and lithics (engraved tools and cores, as well as
abstract forms and shapes), she concludes that an animist ontology emerged
within Europe 40,000 to 30,000 years ago (Conneller, 2011, pp. 125-129).

Up untl 2011, archaeologists Martin Porr and Hannah Rachel Bell (2012)
criticised the then-growing interest in new forms of animism associated with past
hunter-gatherers. They argued that animism in these studies was based on Tylot’s
notion of animism or on a cognitive approach drawing on Guthrie (1993), yet
they claimed to draw on the new animism part of the discourse, referring to Hal-
lowell, Viveiros de Castro, Bird-David, and Ingold. Porr and Bell (2012) instead
emphasise Indigenous relationalism over new animism.

From 2011 onward, archaeological studies drawing on new animism contin-
ued, with Alberti (2012, 2016) as leading theoretical proponent — though being
partly critical of the notion of new animism and the use of ontology in general as
belonging to theory or methodology in terms of the use of ethnographic analo-
gies.

A notable peak in the archaeological study of European Palaeolithic, Meso-
lithic and Neolithic animisms can be identified from 2017 onwards (for studies
addressing animism beyond the European Stone Age, see e.g. Alberti 2012; Al-
berti and Marshall 2009; Buchanan and Skousen, 2016; Groleau 2009; Harrison-
Buck and Freidel 2021; Sillar 2009). During this peak, the criticisms advanced by
Porr and Bell (2012), as well as Alberti (2012, 20106), remained relevant, as ar-

chaeological scholars continued to draw on the above-mentioned anthropologi-
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cal scholars without providing a theoretical discussion of how these newly com-
bined animist perspectives could be reconciled. This is particularly problematic
given that the anthropological frameworks on which they relied are, in many re-
spects, fundamentally opposed to one anothert, for example, Viveiros de Castro's
perspectivism and Ingold’s meshwork. At its worst, some scholars continued to
reproduce Western thought, particularly Cartesian dualism and representational-
ism. In some cases, this appeared to be a conscious theoretical choice, while in
others it seemed to occur unintentionally, as their theoretical frameworks belong
within the paradigm of postprocessualism but adopted the terminology of new
animism and relational archaeology without fundamentally questioning the West-
ern ontological premises.

One such example is archaeologist Ingrid Fuglesvedt’s publication Rock Art
and the Wild Mind (2017), in which she partly criticises Western thought while
making structuralism a fundamental cornerstone of her theoretical framework;
she consciously, by admitting herself to be a modernist, draws on a mix of mainly
Lévi-Strauss (even though she does not fully conquer with his definition of to-
temism), Ingold, Descola, and Viveiros de Castro, claiming the universal exist-
ence of the dualism between nature and culture, but not as a dichotomy but a
continuum (Fuglesvedt, 2017, pp. 10-13). Regarding the definition of animism
and totemism, Fuglesvedt (2017, pp. 255-258, 267—-274) is most concerned with
both Ingold’s and Descola’s different notions of the inside (or interiority) versus
the outside (ot physicality), and how these relate to Viveiros's perspectivism.

For Descola (2013, pp. 232-235, 2014), animism entails a shared interiority
but different physicalities, while totemism shares similarities in both interiority
and physicality. Fuglesvedt relates this to Viveiros de Castro’s (1999) perspectiv-
ism, which, as mentioned above, argues that different physicalities produce dif-
ferent perspectives on the world. Ingold (2011a, pp.111-131), however, is less
concerned with ontological classification and instead focuses on the relations be-
tween humans and non-humans in a shared world, in this particular case a hunter
and its prey. Accordingly, animic images depict distinct beings related through
practices and engagement, from the perspective that the human and the non-
human are equally animated, but they differ in materials such as skin, fur, and
clothing, whereas totemic images emphasise the interior similarities via an X-ray
type of depiction that shows the relation between the hunter and prey. Ingold
(2011a, pp. 130—131), however, emphasises the similarities between the two dif-
ferent depictions, namely that there is no a priori division between art and ecol-
ogy involved in the making.

Combining all these notions of the inside versus the outside, Fuglesvedt
(2008, 2010, 2017, p. 256) concludes that images with an outer focus imply animic

approaches, and images with an inner focus imply totemic approaches — a pattern
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she has found within the images made on rocks by the Mesolithic and Neolithic
hunter-gatherers of Northern Europe. While emphasising the meeting and ex-
change of gifts and knowledge in relation to images, she rightly acknowledges
that animism and totemism can intertwine and that local variants must have ex-
isted (Fuglestvedt 2017, p. 269; cf. Paper 11l and V), and she, by analysing the
Mesolithic and Neolithic images, concludes that images of Early Mesolithic are
related to animism and that totemism emerged in time to the point where the
Late Mesolithic relates to totemism.

Another example of where the anthropological theorists of new animism are
combined, but with even less discussion of how they reconcile, or fail to recon-
cile, with one another, is Vesa-Pekka Herva and Antti Lahelma from 2019, in
which they study the animistic-shamanic cosmologies and human-environmental
relations from the Neolithic (including hunter-gatherers) to modern times.

Drawing on anthropological theorists of new animism, they fail to discuss
how they reconcile, nor do they offer an in-depth discussion of how new ani-
mism relates to structural shamanism. This results in a critique of Cartesian du-
alism and a fair claim that new animism, if taken seriously, offers archaeologists
new perspectives on material (Herva and Lahelma, 2019, p. 173). However, the
combination of new animism and structural shamanism results in further struc-
turalist arguments, such as the structuralist concept of /longue durée, sometimes
tacitly implying representationalism and sometimes not, placing their study some-
where in between new animism and structural shamanism, in terms of drawing
on the discourse, and somewhere in between relational archaeology and postpro-
cessualism in terms of the archaeological theoretical trends, or paradigms.

This is also the case for Gheorghiu ez 2/ (2018) but to an even greater degree:
the theoretical thread running through their anthology's introduction draws on
Viveiros de Castro to deconstruct the nature/culture dualism, yet the majority of
their arguments still focus on, and result in, meaning and symbolism — which
arguably belong to structuralism, representationalism, and postprocessualism,
now simply reframed in relational terminology (see also Qu, 2023; Whitley, 2022).

Another example, closer to Fuglesvedt's (2017) more coherent example, is
Eva Domanska's (2018) work on animism. She argues that the future of archae-
ology lies in embracing an animist perspective and treating things (even stones)
as potentially alive, not just objects to be classified. Drawing on Ingold, Viveiros
de Castro, and Alberti, Domanska (2018) suggests archaeology could become a
platform for a genuinely alternative worldview rather than just studying animism
from a distant scientific stance. She is critical, however, of scholars like Alberti
who ‘take animism seriously’ as a topic of study but still hold it at arm's length:

for her, they fail to treat animist and Western ontologies as truly equal, and their
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work remains bound to rational-scientific goals rather than actually letting ani-
mism reshape theory itself. Yet, in making her own case for animism, she mis-
quotes Ingold, claiming he argues that animation is done for safety reasons — that
it is better to assume something is alive than not to — which is a claim from
Githrie (1993) and his anthropomorphism, which Ingold criticises, and by this
Domanska (2018) accidentally then reproduces representationalism as part of her
otherwise reasonable use of new animism.

The same tendency of combining new animist theories appears in other ar-
chaeological studies as well (e.g. Mansrud and Berg-Hansen, 2021; Overton,
2019; Wallis, 2009, 2013), although the combination of anthropological theorists
differs. Some, however, rely more consistently on a particular theoretical new
animist framework, while others bring together different strands of new animist
thought in ways that are more theoretically compatible, similar to what Conneller
presented in 2004 and 2011.

In general, many of these studies tend to focus on human—animal relations
(e.g. Overton, 2019; Overton and Hamilakis, 2013; Pasaric and Warren, 2019).
These studies have made an important contribution by challenging the Western
key notion of anthropocentrism, in which animals are understood not primarily
as economic resources for human use, but as beings with their own forms of
agency and subjectivity. Yet, in shifting the analytical focus away from the human,
such approaches may risk reproducing the same hierarchical structure in reverse.
Where the human is displaced as the privileged point of reference, and the animal
becomes the primary analytical subject — resulting in a form of zoocentrism (Coc-
cia, 2019; see further discussion in Ch. 2.5). The issue, then, is not simply to
replace the human as the privileged subject of archaeological interpretation with
the animal. While such a shift challenges anthropocentrism, it may leave the un-
derlying human—animal dichotomy intact, producing a zoocentric rather than
genuinely relational approach to animism.

In recent years, a reaction to this problem has developed. Rather than relo-
cating the analytical focus from humans to animals, these studies seck to move
beyond the human—animal dichotomy itself by considering a wider range of be-
ings and materials as potentially animated and subjectified.

Archaeologist Barry Taylor’s (2020) study of trees and other arboreal materi-
als in Mesolithic Northern Europe and Archaeologist Aimée Little’s (2024) study
of lithic materials from Mesolithic burials are examples of this within archaeol-
ogy, relating new animism to Mesolithic materials found in Europe.

Taylor (2020) draws on ethnographic accounts of animist relations with trees
to develop archaeological interpretations of how Mesolithic hunter-gatherers
treated arboreal materials, while Little (2024), similarly, by drawing on ethnogra-
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phy, considers the animacy and personhood of stones to rethink the archaeolog-
ical status of lithics. Both studies thus extend the archaeological application of
new animism beyond the more established emphasis on human—animal relations.
Their approaches offer an opportunity to examine more closely both the possi-
bilities and the theoretical problems with extending animist interpretations to en-
tities conventionally treated as non-living matter.

The archaeological studies drawing on the animist part of the discourse,
whether drawing fully on the new animist, or mainly using the new terminology
within a theoretical framework that still continues to rest on the key notion of
Western thought, have followed the same pattern of earlier material focus areas
within totemism and shamanism, ie., focusing on mainly rock art (e.g. Fu-
glesvedt, 2017; Wallis, 2009, 2013), portable art (e.g. Alberti 2012; Alberti and
Marshall 2009; Lindstrém 2024; Solfeldt 2024), human-animal relations (e.g.
Mansrud and Berg-Hansen, 2021; Overton, 2019; Overton and Hamilakis 2013;
Pasaric and Warren, 2019), burials (Jeunesse 2021; Little 2024), and more general
theoretical studies often based on rock art case studies, or a mix of the archaeo-
logical material mentioned above (e.g. Domanska, 2018; Groleau, 2009; Herva
and Lahelma, 2019; Lindstrom and Solfeldt, 2024).

The reason for this is likely that these archaeological materials are thought to
be closer to the human mind than other materials, a result of Western thought
and not really the case, as Groleau (2008) points out, since all material produced
and used by the animist exists within the animist ontology. Paper I — V partly
reproduces this reasoning as part of the critique of earlier archaeological inter-
pretation based on these materials (see Ch. 4 for further discussion).

Whether these archaeological material categories are considered closer to
mind and thought, and the ontologies within which these minds and thoughts
exist, depends on ethnographic analogies focusing on animism and on how cer-
tain materials can be animated and subjectified.

A conclusion to be drawn from this review is that, since the late nineteenth
century, archaeologists have not formulated their own definition of animism, to-
temism, or shamanism, and have instead relied on definitions provided by an-
thropologists and sociologists and, thereby, directly or indirectly, worked with
ethnographic analogies. When they apply anthropological and sociological theo-
ries from within the animistic-totemic-shamanic discourse, they are indirectly us-
ing ethnographic analogies as theory, since these theories are themselves the re-
sult of primary and secondary ethnography.
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3. Creating the Framework: Theory, Methodology and
Materials

3.1. A Metaphysical and Methodological Compromise

I have elsewhere argued, together with colleague Erica Priestly, that the ontolog-
ical turn should be two turns:

Either one rejects the Western ontology and acknowledges many
ontologies, or one acknowledges that reality actually is relational —
whether it is perceived by a secular Westerner or, for example, an
animist (Bird-David 1999; c.f. Descola 2013; Ingold 2011; Viveiros
de Castro 1998) ...One way [the former] is to make theories based
on the ethnographic material, and the other way is to turn to the
ethnographic material for analogies [the latter] in turn to argue for
a relational reality (Alberti 2016). (Priestley and Solfeldt, 2022).

Either one keeps the Western modernist and postmodernist perception, but at
the same time acknowledges other non-Western perceptions of reality, worlds in-
stead of world, or one rejects it and argues for relationalism (Priestley and Solfeldst,
2022).

This reasoning aligns with Holbraad and Pedersen's (2017, pp. 201-209) divi-
sion between humanist and posthumanist approaches to materials, materiality,
material culture, and things, particularly regarding their processes of creation and
capacity for agency. They argue:

...the contrast between humanism and posthumanism corre-
sponds to two different ways of ‘taking things seriously’. The
humanist approaches do so by showing how closely things are
intertwined with the lives of humans, allowing some of the light
of what it is to be human to shine on them, too. Posthumanist
approaches seek, rather, to enhance the status of things, not by

associating them with humans, but in their own right, showing
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how ... things can radiate light of their own. (Holbraad and
Pedersen, 2017, p. 202).

Holbraad and Pedersen (2017, pp. 202-205) take Daniel Miller’s (2005) notion
of materiality and Alfred Gell’s (1998) notion of secondary agency as represent-
atives for the humanist and partly anthropocentric approach, as things cannot
have agency in themselves, only in relation to a human with proper agency.

Posthumanist approaches are exemplified by Bruno Latour’s (2005) actor-
network theory, in which every agent is seen as a hybrid consisting of relations
between humans and things within a network of social, human, and non-human
relations.

They contrast these two approaches with Ingold’s (Ingold, 2011b, 2012, 2013,
2014) notion of the meshwork and the ecology of materials in ontogenesis.

Holbraad and Pedersen (2017, pp. 208—209) argue, in relation to their classi-
fication of humanist and posthumanist approaches, that Ingold wants to keep
the cake and eat the cake with his metaphysical reasoning, but I would ask, is
there a cake at all when it comes to metaphysical claims?

Holbraad and Pedersen (2017, pp. 4-5) state that the ontological turn is a
methodological approach and not a metaphysical one. While in papers I-V, I use eth-
nographic material in combination with ethnographic methods to learn from and
broaden perspectives on ontological premises and the logic of animism, I find
the metaphysical part of the ontological turn problematic.

The methodological part of the ontological turn means that my perspective
as a researcher about ontological inquiries and reality does not matter for my
ethnographic and archaeological analysis; the focus is on what the participants
and ethnographic interpretations of non-human material tell me is possible
within their animistic reasoning. The ethnography becomes a way of “creating
the conditions under which one can ‘see’ things in one’s ethnographic material
that one would not otherwise have been able to see.” (Holbraad and Pedersen,
2017, p. 4), or to the use Marilyn Strathern’s clearer formulation, “to create the
condition for new thoughts” (Strathern, 1988, p. 20).

If I then submit fully to Holbraad and Pedersen's methodological intervention
of the ontological turn, does that not imply that my reality, which I have been
socialised into since childhood and now is very much a part of by conducting
this research within the academic framework (see Ingold, 2011a, p. 6), amounts
to accepting the Western postmodernist secular perception of reality (as I am a
postmodern child of my generation), which I this far into the thesis have been so
very critical of?
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To be quiet and not make a metaphysical claim would reproduce the current
governing perception of reality, i.e. the Western modernist and partly postmod-
ernist perception of reality. This is comparable to how scholars of the Frankfurt
School have shown that the use of non-critical theory and the lack of political
claims in research tend to reproduce the current capitalist political system (see
Horkheimer, 1972).

On a metaphysical level, I therefore argue for rejecting the Western modernist
and postmodernist perception of reality as the true one. I only acknowledge re-
ality as consisting of ontological premises and preconceptions of the one ecolog-
ical world of material and immaterial relations; thus, it is a statement that leans
towards relational realism, i.e. a philosophical stance emphasising relationality
over objectivism and that entities and phenomena are known through their rela-
tions rather than isolated objects (see Spretnak, 2011). It is a stance that aligns
with Ingold’s (2011b, 2012, 2013) meshwork and ontogenesis, and Bird-David’s
(1999) relational epistemology, rather than Viveiros de Castro’s (1998), Descola’s
(2013), and Holbraad and Pedersen’s (2017) plural realities.

This one world of ecological relations is, then, perceived differently by all
organisms, including humans. Ontologies, or rather ontological premises on
which the perception of reality is based, which also underpins the epistemology
of how to gain knowledge of this or other perceptions of the ecological reality,
are further related to socialisations, and the so-called ‘cultures’, and ‘sub-cultures’,
and all that they may include, such as language, traditions, customs, values, be-
liefs, norms, art, clothing, and historical narratives, to define it in its most basic
sense.

The ontological premises of perceiving reality are inherited from eatlier gen-
erations, upheld by overlapping generations, and constantly criticised by new
generations (Ingold, 2024). Depending on the context in which a person grows
up and is educated (Western, non-Western, or Indigenous education), the onto-
logical and ideological premises for perceiving reality would differ.

This difference happens at different levels, though. For example, there is a
more significant difference between a person who has been socialised into an
animist ontology and a person who has been socialised into the Western secular
modernist and postmodernist ontology than between a person of the Western
working class and a Western capitalist, or between a Western religious person
and a Western secular person. Still, there is a difference in the ontological prem-
ises underlying the perception of reality.

This can be illustrated by the application of basic music theory and the use of

a piano.
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Western music has, since the second half of the eighteenth century, used the
piano and its keys, which were preceded by the earlier key instruments: harpsi-
chord, clavichord, and organ, as a pedagogical standard for teaching scales, inter-
vals, harmony, and melodies, among other things (Arshinova, 2022, pp. 83-88).
Compared to a violin, for example, the piano is structured so that every tone is
easy to hit by pressing a key. The violin is instead structured so that tones are
produced by pressing the string against the fretless fingerboard while moving the
bow over the strings. The piano, with its white and black keys, is fixed to the
tones assigned to the instrument, while the violin and other stringed fretless in-
struments, some wind instruments, and the human and non-human voices have
the possibility of making other tones, which are not possible to produce on the
piano. Yet, the piano is the standard in Western music, resulting in a form of
piano hegemony.

The movements between the keys on the piano are either a whole tone or a
semitone movement, which follow a pattern of the C major scale, or the Ionian
scale:

CDEFGAB/HC

The movement from white to white keys, or from black to black keys, most often
results in a whole-tone step, for example, C to D, or F# to G¥. A movement from
C to C#, for example, would instead be a semitone step up. This type of scale,
which includes all semitone steps, is called the Chromatic scale and corresponds to
the keys of the piano:

CC*DEPEFF*GG*ABB/HC

But in between the whole tones and the semitones, thete are two quarter tones,
Vs and 1%, i.e. a semitone divided in two, which are unplayable on a piano but
playable on other instruments, especially the fretless stringed instruments among
the Western instruments.

Western music uses 12 semitones per octave (the movement from C to C on
a piano), while other music, which includes quarter tones, can add up to 24 quar-
ter tones based on the Western system. Which would look something like this:

CYaCt% Ve CH V4 CHIY4 4D Ya D14 Yo Eb Y4 EDTYa YVa E V4 EYY4 Yo F Vi

F1Va Vo FH Vo FHIa Va G Va GTVa YVa GH Vo GHYYa Va A Va ATYe Y/ Bb Y4
Bb1Ys ¥4 B/H Y4 B/HTY: Y4 C
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The Ionian and Chromatic scales can be said to be at the core of Western music,
from classical to contemporary mainstream popular music. Of course, certain
subgenres of Western music have over the years divided from the Ionian and the
Chromatic scale and, by using various instruments, included quarter tones in
Western music; but in general, when quarter tones are part of the harmonies and
melodies played, and when harmonies and melodies are based on other scales
than the Ionian and the Chromatic, people from the West tend to think that it
sounds differently, and often refer to it as some form of ‘world music’.

According to ethnomusicologist Carl Rahkonen (1994), world music is easiest
to define by what it is not, i.e., Western music. When other scales are used, it is
perceived from a Western perspective as the music of the non-Western ‘Other’.

In 1877, astronomer and musician William Pole (1877, p. 102) argued that the
Tonian scale is so embedded in people's minds, including professional musicians,
that they viewed it as an instinct or natural law. Drawing on the historians of
music Francois-Joseph Fétis and Hermann Ludwig Ferdinand von Helmholtz,
he concluded that this is not the case, as the scale is rather modern and, to the
untrained and unsocialised eat, is not perceived as natural (Pole, 1877). Thus, it
is a result of musical socialisation.

In this case, music equates to the one ecological world; music theory to the
ontological premises of perceiving reality; the Ionian and the Chromatic scales to
Western modernist and postmodernist perception and its epistemology; and the
piano, with its fixed white and black keys, to the dualism and structuralism of
Western thought — a dualism and structuralism that can be deconstructed by use
of non-Western instruments and Western fretless and certain wind instruments.

Animism is another type of music, with another type of music theory, with
other types of scales that are played on non-Western instruments, which can pro-
duce quarter tones — the animation and subjectification of the non-human. On
the piano, quarter tones are unplayable, but that does not mean they do not exist
in music theory or cannot be played on other instruments. Westerners can think
in quarter tones, but animists can also play them.

Within a logic of animism, the quartertones are as real as the whole and sem-
itones, and all of them would exist as keys on the piano. Yet, even given the
ontological difference between Western modernist and postmodernist percep-
tions of reality and animistic perceptions of reality, it is all about music in the
end.

Even within Western thought and practice, quartertones are not non-existent
(see Harvey, 2014, p. 6, part IV); they are only non-existent when trying to or-
ganise reality from a modernist and postmodern structural perspective, which
amounts to playing the piano. There is both animation and subjectification in

Western thought and practices.
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Within Western modernist and postmodernist perceptions of reality, pets are
alive and subjects. They are most often loved family members with their own
personal names. Likewise, a farmer’s animals are often considered subjects,
sometimes with names, but when they are moved to the slaughterhouse, they
tend to undergo desubjectification, where they are viewed more as food resources
than as subjects.

The difference between the pet and the farmer’s animals is a difference in
subjectification and not animation. Both are considered to be living beings, but
the former is more of a subject than the latter. Thus, subjectification determines
the level of subjectivity of the animated being, thing or phenomenon in relation
to the subject which animates. Subjectivity and subjectification are fluid, whereas
the animation is static in this case. But animation, like subjectification, is not al-
ways static.

A plant in a window or a tree in the forest is also animated within Western
thought and practice, as they are considered living beings. The subjectification of
plants, however, tends to be rather low compared to animals, both the pets and
farmer’s animals.

Children often learn not to break twigs from growing trees as trees are drink-
ing and sunbathing, living beings. The same applies to plants in windows or in
parks: they are cared for, watered, replanted, pruned, and stored indoors during
colder times, and some people even talk to their window plants. Seldom are any
of the plants given personal names, though, only a species name or classification.

Thus, both the animation and the subjectification are fluid. Furthermore,
plants seem to be less alive due to their inability to make fast movements and
make sounds. Flowers can, by their own agency, turn towards the sun, but unlike
the animals, they lack the ability to move towards water or make sounds to warn
fellow flowers when predators approach.

While the key notion of anthropocentrism in Western thought has been crit-
icised over the past couple of decades, philosopher Emmanuel Coccia (2019, p.
4) argues that this critique often results in a form of zoocentrism, in which ani-
mals replace humans as the normative model of subjectivity. This, he suggests,
occurs because Western thought equates subjectivity with the conscious mind
and movement with intentionality and agency, which are features attributed pri-
marily to humans and animals (Coccia, 2019, pp. 5-6). Coccia (2019) argues that
life and subjectivity must be rethought beyond anthropocentrism and zoocen-
trism to rethink the status of plants. Ecology is metaphysics, and the boundary
between ecology and ontology is a social construction which is essential to West-
ern dualism, structuralism and poststructuralism (Coccia, 2019). Thus, his rela-
tional philosophy of plants shows the fluidity of animation and subjectivity and
argues against the static animation and subjectification of Western thought.
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According to the logic of animism, animation and subjectification are also
fluid, as in Coccia's (2019) relational perspectives.

The most famous example of this from the anthropological and ethnographic
literature is the discussion of animation between the cultural anthropologist and
ethnographer A. Irving Hallowell and his Ojibwe collaborator, Chief William
Berens. When Hallowell asked Chief Berens whether all stones were alive, Chief
Berens answered, "No, but some are." (Hallowell, 1960, p. 24).

Another example of fluidity in animation and subjectification is Bird-David’s
(1999) ethnographic account of the non-human entity ‘Devaru’ — a name given
to it by Bird-David’s participants, the Nayaka. In the animistic ontology of the
Nayaka, a non-human, in Bird-David’s example, some stones and elephants are
understood to be Devaru or not based on the behaviour of the non-human. A
stone that surprisingly showed up while digging for roots, or an elephant that
passes through carefully at night and does not trample down huts, is a Devaru,
as the behaviour differs from that of the non-Devaru elephant or stones just lying
on the ground.

Thus, the animation of non-humans is based on “#his particular thing within
this particular situation (Bird-David 1999, p. 74). The degree of animation and
subjectification is fluid based on the perspective of the one who animates the
situation, a situation which entails a relation to the non-human.

There is, though, a major difference between animation and subjectification
in Western thought and practices, and in animist thought and practices.

The animation and the subjectification of the non-human is normal behaviour
and is done in the ‘public room’ as well as in the ‘private room’ within animistic
ontologies — even if it can be argued that these rooms look different, or do not
even exist in many animist ethnographic contexts.

The animation and subjectification of the non-human are most often limited
to the ‘private room’ in Western thought and practices. If it is done in the ‘public
room’, most would consider that person to suffer from some form of mental
health condition. A common thought when a brave bird approaches is that it
might be an ancestor returning to visit, but one seldom hears secular politicians
speak about how the bird affected their decision-making in work contexts. For
the animist, the shaman, or even the priest in some contexts, such reasoning
about the bird affecting them would not be considered abnormal.

This is a correspondence with the non-human, which anthropologist and eth-
nographer Chatles Stépanoff (2026) argues has always existed among humans
and is embedded in hybrid communities with the non-human or not-yet-human.
In his ethnographic Siberian case, these include babies, animals, and spirits, all of
which are communicatively opaque. How grown-up humans correspond with
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these non-human and not-yet-human beings is not a transpatrent linguistic ex-
change, but rather a fluid set of non-verbal, musical, and analogic practices ad-
justed to them. The herder singing to the livestock and the mother singing to a
newborn, the horse bringing back its drunk rider, and feeding the animated
stones result in them aiding in bringing lost reindeer back to the campsite. All are
engaged in similar forms of relation-making. Animation is therefore not belief
projected onto an inert world, but the practical outcome of a distinctively human
drive to create kin and social bonds beyond the boundaries of the linguistically
competent human (Stépanoff, 2020).

Stépanoff (2026) concludes that this process is inseparable from anthropo-
morphism, i.e. humans attribute personhood, intentionality, and subjectivity to
opaque others, i.e., infants, animals, spirits, and ancestors, before those non-hu-
man or not-yet-human can demonstrate any such qualities. Anthropomorphism
is not, on this account, a cognitive error or a primitive rest; in terms of earlier
both evolutionary and structuralist research (see Bird-David, 1999), it is, accord-
ing to Stépanoff (2026), how humans make the environment social.

However, I would argue that anthropomorphism is the wrong conception for
this. Anthropomorphism, like hylomorphism, rests on an Aristotelian and repre-
sentational anthropocentric logic (see Ch. 2.1). A form (morphe) or idea, in the
case of anthropomorphism, i.e. the human and the human mind, which is im-
posed from without onto passive, formless matter (hyle), i.e., in this case, the
non-human organism, thing, or phenomenon in focus for the animation. Applied
to the non-human, anthropomorphism presupposes that things are inert until a
human mind projects its own image onto them, which is both anthropocentric
and representational in its assumptions (see Ch. 2.1). It takes the separation of
the human subject and the environment a priori. A relational perception, by con-
trast, does not begin from separation at all. There is no projection because the
separation between the subject and object does not exist; animation emerges
from within the engagement itself, from the correspondence of beings already
committed to a shared environment.

Thus, what makes animation and subjectification possible is not the projec-
tion of humanness onto an external, passive environment and its non-human
inhabitants, often described in Western thought as #ature, separated from this
humanness, known as e/ture, but the relational correspondence that emerges in
the encounter with the non-human. This is what Ingold (2011b, p. 63) means by
relations within his meshwork being similar to what is described in the ethno-
graphic literature as animism, and what Bird-David (1999) means by relational
epistemology.
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What constitutes the animation and subjectification is a relation where
knowledge is gathered from the relation between the human and the non-human.
Bird-David exemplifies the difference in animation between the animism of the
Nayaka and Western perception of reality as follows:

Within the objectivist paradigm [Western]... it is hard to make
sense of people’s “talking with” things... learning involves ac-
quiring knowledge of things through the separation of knower
and known and often, furthermore, by breaking the known
down into its parts in order to know it. To study, say, the tropical
forest — the kind of forest in which Nayaka live and with which
they “talk” — botanists of this persuasion cut down a strip of
trees with machetes, sort out the fallen vegetation into kinds,
place characteristics bits and pieces of each kind in small bags,
and take them out of the forest to a herbarium for botanical
classification (see Richards 1952). Compared with their method,
“talking with” trees seems a ritual with no possible connection
to the serious business of acquiring knowledge of trees. .. “talk-
ing with” stands for attentiveness to variances and invariances
in behavior and response of things in states of relatedness and
for getting to know such things as they change through the vi-
cissitudes over time of the engagement with them. To “talk with
a tree” — rather than “cut it down” — is to perceive what 7z does
as one acts towards it, being aware concurrently of changes in
oneself and the tree. It is expecting response and responding,
growing into mutual responsiveness and furthermore, possibly
into mutual responsibility... the object of this animistic
knowledge is understanding relatedness from a related point of
view within the shifting horizons of the related viewer...
knowledge is developing skills of being in-the-world with other
things... knowing... is maintaining relatedness with neighbor-
ing others. It involves dividuating the environment rather di-
chotomizing it and turning attention to “we-ness”, which ab-
sorbs differences, rather than to “otherness”, which highlights
differences and eclipses commonalities. Against “I think, there-
fore I am” stand “I relate, therefore I am” and “I know as I
relate”. (Bird-David, 1999, pp. 77-79).

This, however, is only observable from an analytical and often non-situated point

of view; for the animist, this is the rational way of perceiving reality, in which
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non-human organisms and non-organisms are perceived as having agency of
their own.

This results in the non-human in question having agency only within the par-
ticular animistic ontology of the human who animates and subjectifies the non-
human. Thus, the only organisms with more or less degrees of a conscious mind
and movement with intentionality can have agency (See also Lindstrem, 2015 for
a similar argument from a different theoretical perspective). For what else is there
to the concept of agency if intentionality is removed? Ingold (“Towards an ecol-
ogy of materials’, 2012) has argued that only existence remains, and the concept
of non-human, or more correctly non-organismic, agency could likely be de-
scribed as just existence. But non-organisms, like human and non-human organ-
isms, have affordances (see Gibson, 1979). This means that within this relation,
the correspondence between the human and the non-human, unfolding within a
particular thing happening in a particular situation (1999, p. 74), is a process of
creativity. This creativity is not arbitrary: it is grounded in the affordances of the
non-human (see Sjéstrand, 2011, pp. 7478 for details).

Drawing on ecological psychologist James Gibson (1979), Ingold (1986,
2011a, pp. 166-171, 2011b, pp. 78-79) reasons that affordances are not fixed
properties of objects but relational possibilities that emerge between an organism
and its environment — they are what the environment gffers to a particular kind of
being, given that being's capacities and possibilities of engagement. Affordances
are always already there to be perceived, but they are not perceived equally as
they rest on ontological premises. Bird-David (1999) draws on this Ingoldian
reasoning when she argues for animisms being relational epistemologies.

Thus, it is the human, or, plausibly, other non-human organisms with suffi-
cient and relational capacities (in Gibson's (1979) examples, animals seeking shel-
ter), who selects among the affordances offered by the non-human. It is through
this act of selection that animation and subjectification become possible. The
non-human is not passively projected upon; rather, certain of its affordances in-
vite, or are perceived as inviting, a relational response that constitutes it as a more
or less living subject. What differs between ontologies is not the affordances as
such, but which affordances are perceived as rational and possible to socially act
upon.

And as mentioned above, in animistic perceptions of reality, acting upon
those affordances of the non-human that result in its animation and subjectifica-
tion is not considered abnormal. It is, rather, the socially accepted and coherent
way of being in relation to one's environment. In the Western perception of re-
ality, however, these same affordances are neither absent nor entirely unpet-

ceived. People act upon them: they engage socially with domesticated as well as
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wild plants and animals, and things, but acting on these affordances is only ac-
cepted in some contexts, while in others it is considered abnormal behaviour.

At first glance, this reason can seem anthropocentric and reproduce the an-
thropocentrism that I have been criticising above as a key notion in pre-modern-
ist, modernist and postmodernist Western thought. Thus, this anthropocentrism,
known as epistemic anthropocentrism, does not place humans above non-human an-
imals, other non-human beings, or entities, as the pre-modern, modern, and
partly postmodern anthropocentrism do, known as normative anthropocentrism. The
former is merely to have a human perspective on the one ecological world and
its non-human co-inhabitants. For what other perspective can a human surely
have?

This metaphysical statement is important for how I, in papers 1-V, have
been treating the concepts of material and immaterial relations, materials, mate-
riality, and material culture, as well as their relation to the Western notion of a
separate nature.

It has been argued that the concepts of materiality, material culture, and the
dichotomy of materials and immaterials reproduce this Western separation of
culture and nature. Surely, they do, within a modernist theoretical framework,
but I view, based on my reading of Ingold (1986, 2011a, 2011b, 2012, 2013, 2014,
2015, 2021, 2022), that matetiality and material culture do not differ from mate-
rials as they are part of the environment, only that they have gone through the
process of ontogenesis, which entails the human, only to, when no longer relating
to the human, go through a continued process of ontogenesis in the form of
taphonomy, to return to materials in the environment. During this process, when
relating to the human, the concepts of materiality or material culture can be used
analytically, without an extended theoretical discussion, to describe this part of
the process. And, regarding the relation between materials and immaterials, I do
not view it as binary, but as a relation, a continuum in which they can affect each
other; for example, a Nenets material spirit (N. Khekhe) can atfect both material
practises and immaterial thoughts and practices and vice versa (see detailed dis-
cussion in Paper II).

On the basis of the above metaphysical and theoretical reasoning, the ethno-
graphic and archaeological analyses of papers I-V are grounded, particularly the
critical reading of older ethnographic literature.
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3.2. Ethnography

Ethnography, the contemporary writing or documentation of people (Ingold,
2008), is most often viewed as a method of fieldwork where the ethnographer
spends time, preferably more than a year, among his or her informants and pat-
ticipates in their way of being and observes them and documents the observa-
tions for further post-fieldwork anthropological analysis (Ingold, 2008, p. 87).

This rather classical view detives from Malinowski’s image of the, back then,
modern methodologically grounded ethnographer who conducted fieldwork
alone in distant places, where the ethnographer slowly learns the language and
customs of the distant culture being studied, which later would result in an eth-
nographic monograph based on the ethnographer’s fieldnotes (Gosden and Lar-
son, 2007, p. 14).

In this view, the relation between anthropology and ethnography is separated;
anthropology is the comparative analysis of peoples, societies, or cultures, to for-
mulate generalisations, and ethnography is fieldwork, particularly participant ob-
servation, to pass from the particular to the general, and via the anthropological
analysis that follows to the more general, to finally end up in the universal. This
separation is the result of the need for methodological rigour in anthropology,
which Boas (2014), Malinowski (2014) and Radcliffe-Brown (2014) stressed in
the first half of the twentieth century, mentioned above, when criticising earlier
armchair anthropologists for drawing on unscientific accounts of missionaries
(see also Trigger, 2000, pp. 319-320; Boas, 2014).

While agreeing with Boas and Malinowski on the criticism of the earlier par-
adigm and the need for methodological rigour, Radcliffe-Brown (1952) argued
for a difference between anthropology, or, in his case, particularly social anthro-
pology, and ethnography. The maintained difference is the one mentioned above
— a view of the relation between anthropology and ethnography which differed
from the American ethnology, later known as cultural anthropology, which in-
stead was about finding the general in the particular. Thus, anthropology be-
comes ethnography aimed at writing detailed historical ethnographies of partic-
ular peoples, a form of historiography (Leach, 1961, in Ingold 2008, p. 76). This
early debate in anthropological methodology, as Ingold (2008) shows, concerns
the difference between idiographic and nomothetic inquity, the former empha-
sising the unique and the particular through in-depth, detailed research, and the
latter emphasising the general, regular, and law-like by explaining general pat-
terns.
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Furthermore, this debate relates to the different theoretical perspectives of
Radcliff-Brown (informed by Durkheimian sociology) and Malinowski (follow-
ing Boaz), which, together with this idiographic and nomothetic debate, among
other things, divided anthropology into one French-British school, known as so-
cial anthropology and one North American school, known as cultural anthropology
(eatlier known as American ethnology) (Barnard, 2000, pp. 10-13).

Out of this debate arose the common view that the relation between anthro-
pology and ethnography is that ethnography is the core of anthropology and that
there is not much difference between the two, to the point where many contem-
porary anthropologists use the terms interchangeably and argue that a separation
of the two belongs to past paradigms of anthropology (Ingold, 2008, pp. 69-71).

This, however, is not the case. Ingold (2008), in his paper ‘Anthropology is
not ethnography’, has shown that there is a difference between the two. Based
on a theoretical discussion of anthropology and art, Ingold concludes the follow-

ing about the relation between anthropology and ethnography:

Conventionally we associate ethnography with fieldwork and
participant observation, and anthropology with the comparative
analysis that follows after we have left the field behind. I want
to suggest, to the contrary, that anthropology — as an inquisitive
mode of inhabiting the world, of being with, characterised by the
‘sideways glance’ of the comparative attitude — is itself a practice
of observation grounded in participatory dialogue. It may be
mediated by such descriptive activities as painting and drawing,
which can be coupled to observation. And of course it may be
mediated by writing. But unlike painting and drawing, anthro-
pology is #of an art of description. We do not call it ‘anthro-
pography’, and for good reason. It is rather a practice of corre-
spondence. The anthropologist writes — as indeed he thinks and
speaks — to himself, to others and to the world. His observations
answer to his experience of habitation. This verbal correspond-
ence lies at the heart of the anthropological dialogue. It can be
carried out anywhere, regardless of whether we might imagine
ourselves to be ‘in the field’ or out of it. Anthropologists... do
their thinking, talking and writing in and with the world. To do
anthropology, you do not have to imagine the world as a field.
“The field is rather a term by which the ethnographer retrospec-
tively imagines a world from which he has turned away in order,
quite specifically, that he might describe it in writing. .. that is, a
description which...has broken away from observation. Thus, if
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anyone retreats to the armchair, it is not the anthropologists but

the ethnographer. (Ingold, 2008, pp. 87-88).

Following Ingold (2008), anthropologists Jenny Hockey and Martin Forsey take
this even further by arguing that “Anthropology is not ethnography is not par-
ticipant observation” (Hockey and Forsey, 2020, p. 85), and showing the im-
portance of other methods within ethnographic research, especially the im-
portance of interviews, both within participant observation and as an ethno-
graphic method of its own.

They further argued that an interview is often, formally or informally, an in-
tegrated part of participant observation, which is necessary to know what the
participant, or informant, knows based on his or her earlier experience related to
the thing in focus for the observation (Hockey and Forsey, 2020, p. 71). Further-
more, regarding the ethnographer being a participant, in contrast to non-partici-
pant observation or direct observation, where the ethnographer observes without
the subject of the observation knowing it, talking, or engaging in any dialogue,
participation is most often required.

While Hockey and Forsey (2020, p. 74) emphasise the importance of inter-
views and participatory dialogue, and state that in some circumstances interviews
might be the most effective way of producing an ethnography, they do not regard
the methods of interviews as superior to participant observation but rather treat
it as equal to participant observation or as an integrated part of it. Ethnography,
according to Hockey and Forsey (2020, pp. 72—74), is a set of methods for the
written or filmic description of people, in which participant observation is one
such method.

The most common of these ethnographic methods are participant observa-
tion, non-participant (direct) observation, collaborative ethnography, unstruc-
tured, semi-structured, and structured interviews, focus groups, visual ethnogra-
phy, museum ethnography, spatial (mapping) ethnography, digital ethnography,
and autoethnography.

Some of these ethnographic methods are typically considered fieldwork, while
others ate not. Ingold’s (2008) and Hockey and Forsey's (2020) reasoning broad-
ens the perspective of ethnography and makes these ethnographic methods via-
ble, in relation to the deconstruction of the imagined notion of ‘field’, a notion
that derives from the early nineteenth-century anthropologists and ethnog-
raphers, particularly Boas (2014), Malinowski (2014) and Radcliffe-Brown (2014),
in the form of ethnographic fieldwork, in anthropology. An anthropology shaped
by the Western modernist perspective of the time, in which the ethnographer
and anthropologist could objectively identify underlying universal functions and
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structures based on Western philosophy and the key notions of anthropocen-
trism, hylomorphism, Cartesian dualism, and representationalism.

Based on the discussion above, ethnography, ethnographic research and stud-
ies have been defined in papers I-V as an approach to create and analyse a pri-
mary ethnographic material or analyse a secondary ethnographic material, i.e. lit-
erature, notes, collected material culture, and visuals, created by an ethnographer,
through a set of vatious ethnographic methods, mentioned above, based on an-
thropological theory or theories of other disciplines, most often being sociology.
The ethnographic methods used in papers I-IV are a combination of semi-struc-

tured interviews, visual ethnography, and museum ethnography.

3.2.1. Ethnographic Literature

Ethnographic literature, or ethnographies, is a secondary ethnographic material
which is most often the result of ethnographic fieldwork in the form of partici-
pant observation. It is used in all five papers both as part of the ethnographic
and anthropological analysis, but also in the analogies made between the ethno-
graphic recent past and present and the archaeological distant past (discussed in
detail in Chapter 3.4).

The earliest literature drawn upon is from the mid-nineteenth century, when
the first ethnographers began conducting ethnographic research in Northwestern
Siberia. Some of these studies draw on earlier proto-ethnographic accounts from
missionaries, which in a few places in the paper have been considered as second-
ary literature sources (Papers I-V).

The problem with ethnographic literature is that it is a product of colonialism
and racism, which slowly decreases as the dates of publication get closer to the
present date. With that said, the colonialism and racism of the ethnography do
not really disappear over time but only change and take new forms, some more
visible and detectable than others, and some are even present in contemporary
ethnographic literature.

Thus, the ethnographic literature drawn upon has been critically read based
on the theoretical framework of new animism, which criticises both colonial and
racist perspectives as part of the general critique of the Western modern and
postmodern perception of reality and its scientific epistemology. Similatly, to
how I draw upon earlier studies for their material presentations and not for their
outdated theoretical framework, I have tried to deal with colonialism and racism
within the ethnographic literature.

Furthermore, the other ethnographic methods and the analysis of ethno-

graphic materials used have not only been used for making new interpretations
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and conclusions about this material, but have also functioned as a way of testing
and rethinking the claims and interpretations within the ethnographic literature.

Thus, the ethnographic literature has been treated as both eatlier research and
ethnographic material, which has been critically read based on the theoretical
framework of new animism in relation to the other ethnographic methods and

materials: interviews, visual analysis, and artefact analysis.

3.2.2. Interviews

The method of a semi-structured interview, i.e. an interview format guided by
predefined questions but allowing flexibility in the follow-up questions, aims to
result in an informal conversation or correspondence between the interviewer
and the interviewee, compared to the structured interview in which the inter-
viewee only answers the predefined questions (Skinner, 2012, p. 8). The prede-
fined question within the semi-structured interview sets the theme of the con-
versation, while the flexibility in the follow-up questions acknowledges the
agency of the interviewee and lets the interviewee affect the way the conversation
goes (Skinner, 2012, p. 23).

Drawing on the methodological studies of sociologist Robert G. Burgess and
psychologist Steinar Kvale, social anthropologist Jonathan Skinner (2012, pp. 9—
10) discussed the interview on a theoretical level as an interchange of views,
which gives the ethnographic interviewer insight into the interviewee’s perspec-
tives, viewpoints, and understanding of the subject in question.

Based on Skinner’s (2012) perspective of the method and theory of inter-
views, in relation to Hockey’s and Forsey’s (2020, p. 85) view of the interview as
an ethnographic method among others, the method of semi-structured interview
was conducted and constitutes the main material for the case studies on human-
fire relation within Paper 1.

Before the interviews took place, via video calls due to the contemporary lim-
ited access to entering Russia and Siberia, Inna Artemovna Uglova and Alina
Sergeevna Ivanova were provided with a questionnaire, which they discussed
with their communities. Thus, Inna Uglova and Alina Ivanova came to function
as representatives for their communities; the former being part of an Izhma-
Komi reindeer herding family and community of the Ural tundra and the Lon-
got’Yegan River, while the latter being part of a Udorasa-Komi family and village
situated along the Vashka river, living by hunting and gathering combined with
small-scale farming (Paper I).

In the interviews, they began to answer the predefined questions based on the
conversations they had with others in their communities — answers that led to
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further improvised questions, which they answered based on both their own ex-
periences and the conversations with the communities.

The interviews were conducted together with co-researcher of Papers I and
II, Anna Naglaya, who herself is Nenets and Indigenous to the Gydan tundra
east of the Gulf of Ob. Thus, both the predefined questions and the improved
questions were also informed by Naglaya’s perspective and experience of coming
from a reindeer herding family, but also as a photographer and documentarian
focusing on the Nenets and their tundra-based ways of living with the reindeer.

The conversations with Inna Uglova and Alina Ivanova resulted in a compar-
ison of interpretations in the ethnographic literature with the contemporary state
and recent oral histories of both Nenets and Komi syncretic animisms.

3.2.3. Visual Ethnography

As with interviews being a form of ethnography, so is visual ethnography. It is a
method of creating ethnographic material using various technological methods
and equipment, most commonly cameras that produce still or moving images.
However, visual ethnography is not limited to photography, digital or analogue,
but also includes drawings and map-making, either digitally, with the help of a
geographical information system (GIS) and digital art software, or analogically
with the help of pen and paper (Pink, 2020, p. 6).

As part of the subfield of visual anthropology, which focuses on visual mate-
rials from an anthropological perspective, visual ethnography has traditionally
been regarded as a method of ethnographic note-taking, a way of recording the
observations made in the field MacDougall, 1999, p. 64; Collins and Durington,
2020, p. 74; Pink, 2020, pp. 39, 83, 123).

In the same way that ethnography is considered the core of anthropology,
visual ethnography was considered the core of visual anthropology (Grimshaw,
2001, p. 1). The ethnographic filmmaker produces material during fieldwork that
later undergoes visual-anthropological analysis outside the field.

In 1999, visual anthropologist Anna Grimshaw (2001, pp. ix, 3) argued that
visual anthropology was marginalised within the broader discipline of back-then
text-based anthropology. The reason for this might have to do with the fact that
carly ethnographers, among those Boas, Malinowski, and Radcliffe-Brown, men-
tioned above, and others, were using cameras and drawings as part of recording
ethnographic observations during fieldwork (Grimshaw, 2001, p. 4; Collins and
Durington, 2020, p. 74). While these photographs should be considered a type
of ethnographic material that can add to the analysis and conclusions, they were

also used to exoticise the non-Western ‘Other’, which postmodern anthropology
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of the 1990s sought to distance itself from. Furthermore, it did not help visual
anthropology and ethnography gain recognition as serious subdisciplines when
commercial actors and vendors, such as National Geographic, continued to re-
produce the exoticisation of the non-Western ‘Other’ in ethnographic films
(MacDougall, 1999, pp. 64-66; Collins and Durington, 2020, p. 74).

Visual anthropologist MacDougall described the situation at the end of the
1990s as “there is a mounting interest today in visual anthropology, even if no
one knows quite what it is”. (MacDougall, 1999, p. 61).

At present, two and a half decades later, the situation seems to have changed.
Visual anthropology now engages with everything from visual ethnography, to
the creation, use, and interpretation of visuals, including ethnographic films
(transcultural cinema) and filmmaking, developing of ethnographic film genre
and styles, tools and technologies of producing photo and video, distributing and
circulating of photo, video, and film, and collaborative and participant visual eth-
nography and anthropology, practises and analyses which are all informed by the
latest anthropological theory (see Vannini, 2020).

Visual ethnographer Sarah Pink (2020, pp. 59—60), drawing on the work of
visual anthropologist Marcus Banks, suggests that visual ethnography can be de-
tined in three parts. Firstly, it is the making of the visual (primary visual material)
for later visual analysis. Secondly, it is the analysis of pre-existing visuals (second-
ary visual material), and lastly, it is the collaboration with ethnographic partici-
pants, in which they create the images (primary visual material) that the visual
ethnographer, or both the visual ethnographer and the participants, later analyses.
Pink (2020, p. 86) emphasises that there is no specific ethnographic photo (still
or moving): any photo, or visual material produced for ends other than ethno-
graphic or anthropological analysis, can still be used.

The ethnographic visual analysis of either primary or secondary visual mate-
rials involves, according to Pink:

... making links between different research experiences and ma-
terials such as photography, video, field diaries, ethnographic
writing, participant produced or other relevant written or visual
texts and objects. These different media and materials represent
different types of knowledge and ways of knowing that may be
understood in relation to one another, and which it is the eth-
nographers’ responsibility to bring together to create meaning-
ful narratives and connections. (Pink, 2020, p. 155).
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Pink's (2020) definition of visual ethnography and visual analysis views visual
methods and materials as more than just tools for ethnographic recording. Draw-
ing on non-representational theoretical approaches (Stafford, 2007; Ingold,
2011c), Pink (2020, p. 31) argues that visual analysis offers cultural experiences,
ways of knowing, learning, and seeing. The analysis of the visual then becomes a
theoretical inquiry into how and why the visual was made, and what can be
learned from the ethnographic contexts it portrays (Paper II).

Visual ethnographic materials were used as the primary analytical material in
Paper I1. The paper is co-written with Naglaya, and, as with the interview results,
it was, according to Pink’s (2020, p. 155) definition of visual ethnographic analy-
sis, situated in relation to the ethnographic literature.

The material consists of secondary visual materials, deriving from drawings
and photographs within eatly ethnographic publications, but also photographs
taken during the ethnographic fieldwork and stored in museum archives, partic-
ularly the Museum of Ethnography in Stockholm (part of the National Museums
of World Culture), the ethnographic collections of the National Museum of Fin-
land, in Helsinki, and the Russian Museum of Ethnography, St. Petersburg.

The material also consists of primary or semi-primary visual materials pro-
duced by Naglaya, participant Alina Ivanova, and photographers Bryan and
Cherry Alexander (ArcticPhoto). These visual materials were created for reasons
other than this study, nor any other study, but they have not been analysed pre-
viously.

While Naglaya’s visuals, in the form of both video and still photography, as
well as one photograph by Bryan and Cherry Alexander, were used in Paper 1I,
Alina Ivanova’s video and still photography were not. Instead, they were used in
relation to the interviews and her answers to better explain the context, especially
regarding the contemporary use of sacred sites among the Udorasa-Komi of the
Vashka River.

3.2.4. Museum Ethnography

The last type of method and material used is museum ethnography, which can
be argued to be the opposite of participant observation. As discussed above, eth-
nographies are narrowly viewed as participant observation conducted by this lone
ethnographer among people of a distant place (Gosden and Larson, 2007,
Hockey and Forsey, 2020).

Museum ethnography is concerned with the things that make up the museum
collections. According to archaeologist Chris Gosden and anthropologist
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Frances Larson (2007, p. 15), this type of ethnography is set within a longer his-
torical time span in which both museums and their collections are processes of
becoming, spanning generations and paradigms to the present day. It offers a
perspective that is unreadable to the participant-observing ethnographer, who, in
realistic terms, only gets a snapshot of the communities, informants, and partic-
ipants' ways of being and living (Gosden and Larson, 2007, p. 15). Participant
observation ethnography is synchronic, whereas museum ethnography is dia-
chronic and, depending on how contemporary the collection is, it can also be
both synchronic and interactive. Furthermore, the collections and their historical
context, or biographies, make them a subject of historical and geographic inquiry
that reveals the intellectual ideas and practices of past research in museology,
archaeology, and anthropology (Gosden and Larson, 2007, p. 34).

As with the interviews and visual material, the artefact analysis was conducted
as complementary material to the ethnographic literature, drawing on it to better
understand the material culture discussed within it. This was important because
most ethnographies tend not to focus on material culture, or, at worst, completely
ignore it (Jordan, 2003, p. 2).

Furthermore, the artefact analysis provided better insight into the visual anal-
ysis and the interviews, as similar artefacts seen in the drawings, photographs,
and video, and discussed in the interviews, could be experienced first-hand.

It is only in Paper 1II, in relation to the making process of the material spirits
and the typology of material spirits, that artefact analysis was conducted as the
primary analytical method, alongside the visual ethnographic analysis.

3.3. Relational Ethnography

Since the eatliest days of the Chicago School (e.g., Zorbaugh
1929), ethnographers have shown that we cannot hope to un-
derstand the dynamics of the social world by comprehending
delimited groups as individual cases with semi-autonomous his-
tories and lifestyles. (Desmond, 2014, p. 547).

The quotation detives from sociologist and ethnographer Matthew Desmond's
article ‘Relational ethnography’ (2014), in which he proposes relational ethnography
as a contrast to the place- or group-bound standard of ethnography. As the quo-
tation shows, together with Desmond's (2014, pp. 551-554) critical analysis of
ethnographic delimitations, the place- or group-bound standard ethnography has
difficulty addressing the space between delimited places or groups.
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According to Desmond (2014, p. 547), most sociological ethnographies focus
on either delimited places, for example, neighbourhoods, workplaces, public
spaces, and institutions, or delimited groups, for example, political activists, sub-
cultures, religious groups, or marginalised groups. The same can be argued for
anthropological ethnographies, where places are often delimited by geographical
areas, such as rivers, mountains, cities, and villages, and groups are often delim-
ited by ethnicity.

This results in enclosed analyses in which relations to the surrounding world
are unaccounted for (Desmond, 2014). Instead, Desmond (2014) argues for a
relational approach to ethnography where the focus is put on “fields rather than
places, boundaries rather than bounded groups, processes rather than processed
people, cultural conflict rather than group culture” (Desmond, 2014, p. 574).

Drawn on Desmond’s (2014) notion of relational ethnography, the demarca-
tion of the ethnographic material has been limited to the eight Indigenous people
(19 major subgroups) of northwestern Siberia and the Ural Mountains areas,
who, to varying degrees, perceive their environments (as part of the one ecolog-
ical world) and their non-human co-inhabitant, based on syncretic animistic on-
tological premise, and whose lives depend on hunting, fishing, gathering, and
herding, and nomadism, or semi-nomadism, within these environments (see Ch.
3.3.1).

Thus, they are place-bound to northwestern Siberia and the Ural Mountains,
and group-bound by their ways of living and their general perception of reality.
Still, on a detailed ethnographic level, the relations between them, both similari-
ties and differences, allow for a comparative analysis. Furthermore, the compar-
ative analysis allows for the different places they have both in ethnohistory and
history, as well as their relations to the colonisers of Novgorod and the Musco-
vite state, the Tsar Russian empire, the Soviet Union, and now the Russian Fed-
eration, all of which have in various ways over time affected the syncretic ani-
misms and the making and use of material culture (see Paper IV for pre-Christian
and Islamic contact of syncretisms between animisms) in the areas by imposing
Abrahamic religious thought and practise in the form of various Christian and
Islamic denominations, as well as anti-religious ideologies of the Soviet socialism,
communism, and Stalinism, and now the global authoritarian neoliberalism and
capitalism (for details see Forsyth, 2000).

Within this relational ethnographic approach, applied in all five papers, the
tield, rather than a place, would be the study of animism and material culture
within these two defined areas; the boundaries and relations, rather than a
bounded group, are the similarities and differences in animisms and material cul-
ture; the processes rather than procced people, are the development and becom-

ing of the syncretic animisms over time; and the cultural conflict rather than
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group culture, are the past conflicts between the Indigenous peoples and the past
and present colonisation and religious conversation impose on them from the
colonisers.

3.3.1. The Peoples of Northwestern Siberia and the Urals

Lands, Langnages, and Subsistence

The eight Indigenous peoples of the tundra and taiga of northwestern Siberia and
the Urals are: the Nenets, Enets, Nganasan, Sel’kup, Ket, Khanty, Mansi, and the
northern Komi. All of them, except the Komi, are included in the category of
the Indigenous small-numbered peoples of the North, Siberia, and the Far East
(korennyye malochislennyye narody Severa, Sibiri i Dal’nego Vostoka) (Turaev ez
al., 2011, pp. 471-474); however, the Komi are acknowledged as an ethnic mi-
nority within the European part of the Russian Federation (Sikora, 2022).

The Nenets (Henmer) are indigenous to the lands stretching from the
Bol’'shezemel’skaya tundra on the European side of the Ural Mountains in the
west, across the Yamal and Gydan tundra, to the Yenisei River in the east, and
from the Siberian Arctic coast in the north to the northern taiga around the Pur
and Nadym rivers in the south (Khomich, 1966, pp. 16-18; Golovnev, 1995, p.
78; Forsyth, 2000, p. 16; Aksyanova, Vasiliev and Lezova, 2005, p. 386; Salminen,
2024, p. 169; Vallikivi, 2024, pp. 18-19) (fig. 1). According to the 2010 Russian
census, they numbered just below 45,000 individuals and thereby constituted the
largest ethnic group among the Indigenous small-numbered peoples of the
North, Siberia, and the Far East.

To the east of the Nenets, along the lower Yenisei River and the tundra and
northern tundra—taiga zones of the Taimyr Peninsula, are the lands of the Enets
and the Nganasan (fig.1). The Enets (Dmmpsr) are among the smallest of the In-
digenous small-numbered peoples of the North, Siberia, and the Far East, num-
bering approximately 200 individuals according to the 2010 Russian census and
the Nganasan, which constitute one of the northernmost Indigenous populations
of Eurasia, numbered approximately just below 800 individuals, according to the
2010 Russian census.

To the south, in the taiga lands, along the reaches of the Ob River, which, via
the Ket River, flows into the Yenisei basin, is the land of the Sel’kup (Ceapxyrsr)
(Salminen, 2024, p. 169) (fig. 1) — numbering approximately 3,500 individuals
according to the 2010 Russian census.
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To the south of the Sel’kup, along the Yenisei River, and the southeastern patt
of the Ket River, live the Ket (Kersr) (fig. 1), numbering approximately 1,200
individuals according to the 2010 census.

To the west of the Ket and the Sel’kup, and south—southwest of the Nenets,
Enets and Nganasan, along the Lower Ob is the land of the Khanty (XarTer) and
neighbouring them to the west is the land of the closely related Mansi (Marcm)
(fig. 1). According to the 2010 Russian census, approximately 31,000 individuals
identified as Khanty and approximately 12,300 as Mansi.

Further to the west and northwest lie the Ural Mountains, the Ural tundra,
and the Pechora tundra, which is shared by some of the northern Komi (Kom)
and the Nenets, but the majority of the northern Komi live in the taiga lands
along the reaches of the Pechora west of the Ural Mountains (fig. 1). The Komi
numbered approximately 228,000 individuals according to the 2010 census.

The native languages spoken in this area belong to the Uralic language family.
It consists of nine branches: Sami, Finnic, Mordvin, Mari, Permic, Hungarian,
Mansi, Khanty, and Samoyed (Salminen, 2024, p. 167). The easternmost branch
is the Samoyedic, which consists of seven subdivisions: Nganasan, Enets, Yurats,
Nenets, Sel’kup, Kamas, and Mator.

The Nenets, Enets, Nganasan, and Sel’kup are linguistically closely related,
but there are further dialectal divisions that can be argued to be separate lan-
guages, on which their ethnic categorisation rests, as these divisions are based on
the work of linguist-ethnographers working in these regions.

The Nenets are divided into two groups based on linguistic and ecological
categorisation: The Tundra Nenets to the north and the Forest Nenets to the
South. The same applies to the Enets: The Tundra Enets and the Forest Enets.
There are currently approximately 20,000 speakers of Tundra Nenets and around
1,000 speakers of Forest Nenets (Salminen, 2024, pp. 168, 196-198), but only
about 100 people speak both Tundra and Forest Enets, with Tundra Enets being
the least spoken (Salminen, 2024, pp. 168, 192-193).

The Nganasan are linguistically divided into a western group (Avam) and an
castern group (Vadeyev), with the eastern group, the Vadeyev Nganasan, having
been affected since the seventeenth century by neighbouring Tungusic-speaking
peoples to the east. Currently, the number of speakers does not exceed 100
(Salminen, 2024, p. 184).

The Sel’kup language consists of five distinct dialects: Taz Sel’kup, Tym
Sel’kup, Narym Sel’kup, Upper Ob Sel’kup, and Ket Sel’kup (Salminen, 2024, p.
168). Altogether, there are approximately 1000 people speaking Sel’kup; the ma-
jority speak Taz Sel’kup, and only two people speak Narym Sel’kup, and one
speaks Ket Sel’kup, while Tym Sel’kup and Upper Ob Sel’kup are likely extinct
(Salminen, 2024, p. 201).
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The branches further to the west are the Khanty and Mansi, which are closely
related to Hungarian, but in some models, they are sub-branches grouped within
the Ugtic branch.

Khanty is divided into five dialects or languages, as they differ extensively.
Two northern, two eastern, and one, as of the early 20t century, extinct southern.
Of the 31,000 who identify as Khanty, only about 14,000 speak Khanty, and of
those, North Khanty speakers are in the majority (Forsberg, 2024a, pp. 253-255).

Mansi is divided into four dialects: northern, southern, eastern, and western.
While there are speakers of every dialect, only about 10 per cent of the approxi-
mately 12,000 Mansi, according to the 2010 census, speak northern Mansi
(Forsberg, 2024b, pp. 281-282).

The Komi languages belong to the westernmost Permic branch (except Hun-
garian) and are divided into three groups: Komi-Zyryan (northern group), Komi-
Permyak (southern group), and Komi-Yazva (southeastern group). According to
the 2010 census, there are approximately 160,000 speakers of Komi-Zyryan
(Blokland, 2023, p. 615).

The Ket language is not included in the Uralic language family, unlike the
languages mentioned above. It is the last surviving branch of the Yeniseian lan-
guage family. The language consists of three dialects: northern, central, and
southern. Altogether, only a few dozen people among the 1,200 Ket, according
to the 2010 census, speak the Ket language, and the majority speak southern Ket
(Vajda, 2024, p. 365).

As mentioned above, the linguistic categorisation of these people is of im-
portance as the first ethnographers in these areas focused on linguistics. How-
ever, alongside the linguistic documentation, a more general anthropological eth-
nography was also conducted, and according to the anthropological standard of
the mid and late nineteenth century, the collection of material culture was con-
sidered part of ethnography (Gosden and Larson, 2007, pp. 6-10). Basic
knowledge of the linguistic relations in the areas is therefore necessary for con-
ducting both visual and material ethnographic analyses. Furthermore, as can be
seen in the names of the languages and dialects, these names relate to the ecolog-
ical zones in which the speakers live and by which they subsist.

In general, the people of the tundra, such as the Tundra Nenets, Tundra
Enets, Nganasan, and the most northern Komi (Izhma Komi), are large-scale
reindeer herders, with herds of thousands of reindeer, combined with hunting,
maritime hunting, and fishing. The people of the taiga, such as the Forest Nenets,
Forest Enets, Sel’kup, Khanty, and Mansi, are small-scale reindeer herders and
hunters, but their herding and hunting are combined with river fishing and sea-
sonal gathering (see Jordan, 2004).
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The Ket are hunter-fisher-gatherers, with only some using reindeer for trans-
portation, and not herding (Vajda, 2016). The non-herding northern Komi are
hunter-fisher-gatherers, combined with small-scale farming and cattle breeding
(Habeck, 2016).

In prehistoric times, and for some in historic times, the domestication of rein-
deer resulted from contact with neighbouring cattle breeders, and colonisation
and fur tributes accelerated the development of large-scale reindeer herding over
time (see Vasilevich and Levin, 1951; Willerslev, Vitebsky and Alekseyev, 2015;
Losey et al., 2021 for Izhma-Komi domestication of reindeer see Habeck 2016).

A Colonisation of Thought and Land(s): From Fur Tributes to post-Soviet Capitalism

In the eleventh century, the Novgorodians began colonising the hinterlands to
the northeast and east of Novgorod, and along the rivers they set up outposts
and forced the Komi in those areas to bring furs as tribute, which were then
brought back to Novgorod for trade. By the end of the century, the Komi of the
Perm lands had submitted to the Novgorodians with minimal resistance, prompt-
ing the Novgorodians to enter the Pechora basin and the Ural Mountains in pur-
suit of additional fur tribute. The northern Komi and the tundra Nenets of the
Pechora delta and the Arctic coast, as well as the Khanty and Mansi of the Ural
Mountains, did not submit as easily and resisted the attacks of Novgorodian bo-
yars and their private armies (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 3—4).

While the Novgorodian colonisation is considered the beginning of the long
process of colonising Siberia, much of it was carried out by the boyars' private
fur enterprises, and it was not until the Muscovites entered these lands that col-
onisation took the form of a proper colonisation. This concerned the interests of
the Orthodox Church, which was based in Moscow. By the end of the 1300s,
Muscovite Orthodox priests and monks had begun to build churches within
these lands and convert the Komi, and as part of this conversion, they destroyed
the sacred and marked sites and cut off heads, arms, and legs of the Komi mate-
rial spirits (Forsyth, 2000, p. 5).

Russianist and ethnohistorian James Forsyth has described the Komi pre-
Christian religion, based on the accounts of Bishop Stefan of Perm, head of mis-
sionary work among the Komi, as "combined animism with the cult of ancestors"
(Forsyth, 2000, p. 6).

By the second half of the fifteenth century, the rivalry between the Novgo-
rodians and the Muscovites was resolved in favour of the Muscovites, culminat-
ing in the annexation of Novgorod in 1478, and with many Komi serving as
auxiliary soldiers together with the Cossacks, the Muscovites now brought the
colonisation beyond the Ural Mountains to the lands of the Khanty and Mansi,
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who had earlier only been in contact with fur traders. Despite heavy resistance
from the Khanty and Mansi princes (a title given to them by the Muscovites), the
great princes Kalpik and Chepik had already, over a decade eatlier, been forced
to submit to Moscow and pay tribute in fur in 1465 (Forsyth, 2000, p. 28). The
region as a whole, however, remained beyond direct Muscovite control for the
rest of the century, falling instead within the trajectory of the Tyumen Khanate
and, from the 1490s, its successor, the Khanate of Sibir (Forsyth, 2000, p. 25).
After the fall of the Khanate of Sibir in 1582, the Khanty and Mansi continued
to hold the Muscovites back before ultimately submitting (Forsyth, 2000, p. 37).

By the mid-sixteenth century, the Muscovites, soon to be Russians with the
crowning of the Grand Prince of Moscow, Ivan the IV, in 1547, as Tsar of all
Russia, had reached the Arctic coast in the north, though it was not until the turn
of the following century, after long resistance from the Nenets and the Sel’kup,
that they extended their control as far east as the Gulf of Ob (Forsyth, 2000, p.
45).

By 1620, the whole of northwestern and western Siberia had been colonised
by the Russians, and the forts established during the sixteenth and eatly seven-
teenth centuries had become settlements and, in some cases, cities (Forsyth,
2000, pp. 34-38). By this time, the Indigenous peoples were already in a minority
as a result of the many immigrants who were promised land (Forsyth, 2000, p.
115), but also because they brought diseases with them; particularly smallpox was
hitting the Indigenous peoples hard (Forsyth, 2000, p. 58).

The fur tributes continued, but the Russians were now also extracting miner-
als, such as copper and iron, from the Ural Mountains and beyond (Forsyth,
2000, p. 116).

During this advance into the whole of northwestern Siberia, the Orthodox
Church encountered similar animistic ontologies among the Nenets, Nganasan,
and Enets in the north, and among the Khanty, Mansi, Sel'kup, and Ket further
south, as Stephan of Perm recorded among the Komi. The Khanty and Mansi
animistic ontologies were at this time partly influenced by Sunni Islam as a result
of earlier contacts and partly assimilation with the Tatars of the Khanate of Sibir
(Forsyth, 2000, p. 35).

It is important to emphasise here that the animisms of northwestern Siberia
were never isolated from one another as a result of pre-colonial relations (both
friendly and hostile) between the peoples. These syncretic ontologies were now
influenced further by Russian Orthodoxy — a Church that was divided in two in
1652 as a result of Patriarch Nikon’s reforms (Rus. Raskol), which aimed to bring
the Russian Church closer to the Greek and Byzantine liturgical traditions (Pen-
tikdinen, 1999, p. 126). This resulted in many of the immigrants in northwestern

Siberia continuing with old liturgical traditions, known as Old Believers (Rus.
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Staroobryadltsy). Many of the Indigenous people maintained animistic ontologies in
syncretic relations with either the old or the new belief and, in the south, with
remnants of Sunni Islam (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 26-27), and the syncretic animisms
would likely have been described in a manner similar to Inna Uglova's account
of her relation between tradition and religion, pointed out at the beginning of the
introduction.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, fur tributes, mineral extrac-
tion, and the expansion of Russian settlements continued, with more or less local
resistance at times (Forsyth, 2000, p. 113). When the resistance was brought to
an end, Russia instead turned to religion, and missionary work was undertaken
on a large scale, destroying sacred or marked sites and all kinds of material spirits,
including the masters of the sacred sites and the ancestral images kept on sledges
and at camp sites (Forsyth, 2000, p. 154).

By 1710, it was required by both the Orthodox Church and the Tsar that all
Indigenous peoples of Siberia (all of Siberia was colonised by this time, and the
colonisation of the far east was underway) were to be converted, and they were
threatened with the penalty of death if they did not follow the imperial decree
(Forsyth, 2000, p. 154).

One of the most notable attacks on Indigenous animism took place in 1827,
when Archimandrite Veniamin, during his mission to the Nenets (1825-1830),
oversaw the destruction of the sacred island of Vaygach, i.e., the most sacred site
of the Nenets, resulting in the destruction of over 400 material spirits (Islavin,
1847, pp. 117-119; Golovnev and Osherenko, 1999, p. 59; Vallikivi, 2024, p.
137). It should be noted here that converted Nenets and other Indigenous people
took part in this destruction (Vallikivi, 2024, p. 137), but far from all were con-
verted at this time.

Furthermore, the Tatar princes to the south were, in 1715, ordered by Peter
the Great to renounce their Islamic faith in favour of Christianity if they wanted
to keep their lands and peasants (Forsyth, 2000, p. 120) — a renunciation that
might have partly affected the Khanty and Mansi syncretic animisms.

As noted above, priest Avvakum Petrocvich (1963 [1672]) had documented
and published on the religious leaders among the Evenki known as saman, i.e.,
shamans. The targeting of the shamans and the international focus on them to
come rather than of focusing on the everyday animist might have had a counter-
productive effect on the Russian Orthodox mission, as many Indigenous people
of the Ural Mountains and the northwestern Siberia still upon till contemporary
times follow the logic of animism within syncretic ontologies, mixing animisms,
Christianity, and later secular ideologies that would follow from the seventeenth,
cighteenth and nineteenth centuries (see Czaplicka, 1914; Golovnev, 1995;
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Golovnev and Osherenko, 1999; Konakov, 2000; Jordan, 2003, 2016; Gemuev,
Molodin and Sokolova, 2005; Vallikivi, 2024).

This led to the Indigenous peoples fleeing and relocating from their hunting
and herding lands to lands farther north and east (Forsyth, 2000, p. 155) — which
further increased the syncretisms between the animisms. The ones who decided
to stay either converted or were killed (Forsyth, 2000, p. 155). Forsyth describes
the syncretic animisms as follows:

Naturally such brutal methods of Christianisation were largely
counter-productive, so that while most of the Mansi and Khan-
tys had been forced to adopt the semblance of Christianity —
proudly displaying crosses around their necks and styling them-
selves ‘Russians’ —in fact they continued to practice their sham-
anist religion [animisms] in secret ... The Khantys placed St
Nicholas among the pantheon of their own gods to whom blood
sacrifices were made (Forsyth, 2000, p. 155).

The persecution of non-Orthodox animists continued but took a new, more tol-
erant turn during the rule of Catharine the Great (Forsyth, 2000, p. 156).

By 1822, the Russian state categorised the Indigenous people either as ‘settled’
(Rus. Osedlye) — the ones who lived in villages, ‘nomadic’ (Rus. Kochevye) — the
ones who migrated based on seasons, and ‘wandering’ (Rus. Brodyachiye) — the
ones who were considered to continuously roam the tundra and taiga (Forsyth,
2000, p. 156). The Indigenous people who were classified as nomadic or wander-
ing were not directly forbidden to continue their nomadic lives, but the decree
instead regulated them through taxation. The settled were treated more or less as
ordinary Russian peasants, while the nomadic and wandering were placed under
a lighter but more supervised regime, paying fur tributes and, in the case of the
nomadic, additional local taxes as well. This categorisation was not meant to be
permanent but was built on the assumption that all three groups would, over
time, move towards becoming full Russian citizens, with the settled way of life
held up as the more civilised and desirable end point. In this way, nomadism was
not prevented but was rather placed at a disadvantage within the system itself;
further, their situation was made worse by the continuing pressure from Russian
settlers, who now occupied the very lands the nomadic and wandering peoples
depended on for their seasonal-based subsistence (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 156-157).

Over time, as more Indigenous peoples of northwestern Siberia, especially
those in the south, became settled as a result of this system, it became easier to
bring both animists and newly converted to the village Churches, and thereby the
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Orthodox Chutch could better control the conversion process than among no-
madic groups.

Furthermore, the fur trade state monopoly was abolished in 1762, resulting in
many Indigenous groups being forced into commercial trade. While many traded
voluntarily with the commercial fur traders, many groups were exploited and
caught up in bad deals, as they did not fully understand the concept of debt, and
some, during the nineteenth century, ended up paying off debt that was a result
of deals made before they were born (Forsyth, 2000, p. 158).

By 1861, a decree was issued abolishing serfdom, i.e., peasants (serfs, Rus.
krepostnoy) legally tied to the land and to a landowner, unable to leave freely,
and obligated to work or pay dues in return for the use of that land. This led to
a further increase in immigration, beginning in 1906, when additional reforms
legalised free movement. While earlier immigrants had been free peasants, state-
owned peasants (setfs), fur traders, Cossacks, Russian soldiers, missionaties, and
exiles and convicts, it was now possible for any previously privately owned, now
free, peasant to seek new luck and land beyond the Ural Mountains (Forsyth,
2000, p. 191).

The construction of the Trans-Siberian railway also increased immigration, as
the Russian state offered financial assistance to railway workers to settle in Siberia
rather than return to the European part of Russia. By 1911, the population of all
of Siberia was 9.4 million, and among them, the unassimilated Indigenous peo-
ples numbered just over one million (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 191-192). This increase
in immigration, which led to further contact and relations with Orthodox Rus-
sians, likely further affected animistic ontologies.

The persecutions of both animists and especially their shamans would change
drastically as a result of the February and October revolutions in 1917, and the
establishment of the Soviet Union in 1922.

During the revolution and the civil war, the cities of northwestern Siberia
were as affected as any other city in Russia. Many indigenous peoples at this time,
however, had distanced themselves from the Russians and their cities, going there
only to trade. The Indigenous peoples of the north were thus not greatly affected
by the revolution and the civil war, except that the fur tribute was abolished and
the economy collapsed, leading to poverty, especially among some groups in the
taiga zones. These groups were more affected by the revolution and the war, as
they lived closer to the Trans-Siberian railway and the cities (Forsyth, 2000, pp.
240-242).

Some Nenets and Khanty of the north fought in the revolution with the Reds,
though they were imprisoned and executed by the Tsar and the Whites. The
northern part of northwestern Siberia was controlled by the Whites, with help

from British, American, and French soldiers who entered from the north via the
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Ob and Yenisei rivers, until they lost the lands around the Ob in 1919, and Ye-
nisei in 1920 (Forsyth, 2000, p. 248).

The Bolshevik Party, though, proclaimed in November 1917 the ‘Declaration
of the Right of the Peoples of Russia’ which stated the equality and sovereignty
of all nationalities, and the abolition of all national and religious discrimination —
later to be incorporated in the Constitution of the Soviet Union (Forsyth, 2000,
p- 241). On paper, the situation for the Indigenous people improved, but reality
was about to take another turn.

While many of the Indigenous peoples of northwestern Siberia were part of
the so-called nomadic soviets and divided into brigades, and the Soviet system
was fully established between 1928 and 1930, many Indigenous peoples, espe-
cially the Nenets, continued to follow the old clan leaders in secret (Forsyth,
2000, pp. 248-249). This policy was given administrative form through the crea-
tion of national okrugs, such as the Nenets Autonomous Okrug in 1929 and the
Yamalo-Nenets and Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Okrugs in 1930, which in some
ways echoed the earlier 1822 categorisation of Indigenous peoples, now recast
within a Soviet framework of nationality and territory (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 241—
247).

As a result of the anti-religious ideology of the Soviet leaders, animism and
shamanism were forbidden from 1920 onwards. As mentioned above, this was
due to the fact that the Soviet state viewed the shaman as a hoax which cheated
the uneducated Indigenous hunters and herders for their own gain (see Ch. 2.4).
Many non-Indigenous Orthodox priests and village elders adhering to the Old
Belief faced the same persecution as shamans (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 287-290).

The Soviet state did, though, commit the same mistake as the Orthodox
Church did during the rule of the Tsars — namely, focusing on shamans rather
than animists and their syncretic ontologies, which survived because they were
part of everyday practices. And as part of this, the shamans were still visited in
times of need, but just as the clan system and leaders existed in secret, so did the
shamans (Forsyth, 2000, p. 288).

Forsyth (2000, p. 287) has emphasised the similarities between the Orthodox
mission pre-revolution and the Soviet secularisation process of the 1920s, and,
turthermore, Vallikivi (2024, p. 247) has emphasised the similarities between the
Soviet secularisation process of the 1920s and contemporary evangelical missions
in that the indoctrination focuses mostly on the younger generation — leaving the
non-shamans elders who know the animist practises second best after the sham-
ans, as the primary beaters of this knowledge.

Of importance to emphasise here is that the syncretic animisms included Oz-
thodox crosses and icons, which were used to prevent relations with malevolent
spitits of the tundra and taiga (Forsyth, 2000, p. 289). These Orthodox symbols
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were made more visible by the missionary nature of spreading Christianity to
others, which made animists with a higher degree of Orthodoxy in their syncretic
ontologies more of a target than those less indoctrinated in Orthodoxy.

The aim of this religious persecution, which can be argued not to align well
with the Bolshevik Party’s 1917 declaration on religious discrimination, was to
compel all peoples of the Soviet Union to follow the secular ideology of Lenin-
ism, i.e. Lenin’s version of Marxism (see Harding, 2009). While the Soviet Union
failed to secularise the Indigenous peoples of northwestern Siberia, it did succeed
in incorporating secularism into syncretic animisms, resulting in a mix of pre-
Orthodox animisms, Orthodoxy (Old and New), and secular Leninism. This was
partly due to the schools and hospitals established in the region, which offered
scientific medical care and education as alternatives to the treatments and educa-
tion provided by shamans (Forsyth, 2000, p. 288).

The collectivisation, i.e., the division of land and livestock into collective
farms, and the creation of clan soviets and brigades for the hunting and herding
Indigenous peoples, continued during the 1930s but halted during the Second
World War and resumed after 1945 (Forsyth, 2000, p. 362). Alongside collectiv-
isation, Gulag labour camps were also established in parts of the region under
Stalin, adding a further layer of coercion to the Sovietisation of the north (For-
syth, 2000, p. 380).

In the north, among the Nenets, resistance to collectivisation led to the Man-
dalada uprising in 1934, which was suppressed, and many Nenets were taken
away and never seen again (Vallikivi, 2024, p. 21). A similar pattern unfolded
among the Khanty, whose resistance to collectivisation culminated in the Kazym
Rebellion, from 1933 to 1934, which was likewise suppressed by Soviet forces
(Mandelstam Balzer, 1999, pp. 99-100).

Of importance to note here is that some Indigenous groups managed to avoid
collectivisation, known as Independents, and, especially in the north, some
groups remained independent until the 1950s (Forsyth, 2000, p. 386; pers. comm.
Naglaya), while others managed to avoid collectivisation until the fall of the So-
viet Union (see Vallikivi, 2024, p. xiii).

By this time Leninism had changed to Stalinism, and the persecution of the
more or less syncretic animist and their shamans continued.

The Communist Party’s propaganda favoured urbanisation, European Rus-
sian culture, and the transformation of the environment rather than being part
of it. As Marxism stems from Western continental philosophy, the key notions
of Western thought are part of Marxism (see Ch. 2.1.), and thus of both Leninism
and Stalinism, albeit with an Eastern European perspective.

The animists affected by the propaganda, though, did as in previous times

and incorporated part of it with their already syncretic ontologies. For example,
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Czaplicka (1914, p. 200) noted that dolls made to be toys were used as material
spirits, and that Orthodox icons were, during pre-Soviet and Soviet times and
still are, stored together with material spirits (Forsyth, 2000, p. 155; Vallikivi,
2024, p. 45; Paper I).

Following Stalin's death in 1953, religious petsecution largely ceased; how-
ever, anti-religious propaganda continued, but in the form of new atheist festivals
and celebrations, focusing on military achievements, which were aimed to replace
older religious traditions of all kinds (Forsyth, 2000, p. 365). By the Gorbachev
era in the mid-to-late 1980s, animist and other spiritual practices could again be
expressed more openly. While still being both a material and immaterial coloni-
sation, taking control of both land and thought (via propaganda), the main focus
from the 1950s, and especially increasing in the 1960s, was the focus on land
extraction in the form of coal mining, gas extraction, and infrastructural devel-
opment, which resulted in an environmental disruption of the tundra and taiga
on which Indigenous economies depended (Forsyth, 2000, pp. 385-392).

Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, the state monopoly
over land and resources gave way to capitalism and a market economy, and oil
and gas extraction in northwestern Siberia intensified, now driven by both Rus-
sian and international companies. This shift from a Soviet planned economy to
capitalism did not end the environmental disruption of the tundra and taiga; ra-
ther, it increased it, as pipelines, roads, and drilling sites continued to fragment
the lands on which the reindeer-herding Indigenous peoples depended (Forsyth,
2000, pp. 393-395) — lands that had previously been appropriated in the name of
the state was increasingly appropriated in the name of profit, and Indigenous
communities were, and continue to be, largely excluded from negotiations be-
tween the state and companies over the use of their traditional lands (Forsyth,
2000, p. 3906). In this way, the colonisation of northwestern Siberia did not end
with the fall of the Soviet Union but rather changed its form, shifting from an
ideological and administrative colonisation to a primarily economic and environ-
mental one, the effects of which the Indigenous peoples of the region continue
to experience to this present day.

As for the ontological and immaterial part of the colonisation, it too did not
end with the fall of the Soviet Union; rather, it opened up for different Christian
groups of different denominations to enter the Ural Mountains and northwestern
Siberia, and the rest of Siberia and the far east, freely, as anti-religious restrictions
were no any longer applying, and religious groups can now freely try to convert
the Indigenous peoples (see Vallikivi, 2003, 2009, 2011, 2024; Leete, Koosa and
Vallikivi, 2015) — again focusing on the younger generation (Vallikivi, 2024, p.
247) — a generation that is further affected by global capitalism and neoliberalism
as a result of the partly forced engagement via boarding schools from the age of

88



seven and continuing into higher education provided by the Russian state, insti-
tutions, and administrations, and does not continue to learn herding- and hunt-
ing-related work.

Of importance to emphasise here is that many leave the tundra and taiga life
voluntarily, while others are forced to do so, and, as a result, syncretic animist
ontologies and Indigenous knowledge naturally fade; however, contemporary in-
itiatives are being undertaken to safeguard and restore Indigenous knowledge,
language, and identity (see Glavatskaya, 2004; Vagramenko, 2017; Mikhailovna
and Anatol’Evna, 2018). The syncretic animisms of the Urals and northwestern
Siberia are currently existing and evolving (see Vallikivi, 2011, 2024; Jordan, 2016,
2016; Leete, 2017; Vagramenko, 2017; see also Papers I-V) — they are not relics
of the past but environmental and ecological responsibilities and forms of envi-
ronmental protection carried out on their own ontological terms in which the
relations to non-human animals and other non-human co-inhabitants are valued,
animated and subjectified. These are syncretic ontologies that are worth consid-
ering and learning from, rather than framing them as failed ontologies solely to
suit Western modernist and postmodernist perceptions of reality. This consider-
ing and learning from in relation to archaeology and the prehistoric past, though,
depends on analogy-making.

3.4. Thoughts on Analogy-making

The word analogy has multiple origins, deriving from the French analogie, the
Latin analogia, and the ancient Greek dvalopia (OED, analogy, n.). In a general
philosophical use, it can be defined as “correspondence or resemblance between
things, as basis for reasoning or argumentation” (OED, analogy, n. 7).

In an archaeological context, Hodder defines analogy, drawing on philoso-
phers Avenir Ivanovich Uemov (1970) and Alison Wylie (1980), as “the trans-
portation of information from one object to another based on some relation of
comparability between them” (Hodder, 2012, p. 16).

In 1982, Hodder claimed that “All archaeology is based on analogy” (Hodder,
2012, p. 10). What he meant by making this claim is that analogical reasoning is
needed to be able to categorise, classify and say anything at all about the things
the archaeologist excavates. The archaeologist can only know that the prehistoric
stone axe is a stone axe by reference to already known forms, shapes, and func-
tions of other axes. This knowledge and experience of other axes derives from
various sources, such as earlier classifications of stone axes, archaeological edu-
cation, history books, axes in museum collections and exhibitions, modern axes,
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and even axes from popular culture, like books, movies, and video games. All
these sources constitute the known part of the analogy, enabling the archaeolo-
gist to categorise the stone they excavate as a prehistoric axe.

This reasoning goes beyond the analogy-making in archaeology. Lévi-Strauss
(1966, p. 263), for example, argues that analogical reasoning is fundamental to
how humans make sense of the abstract environments surrounding them. To
make sense of a thing, known or unknown, analogies with one's own experiences
of similar things, as a part of socialisation, are the premises of understanding the
thing in question.

While I consider analogies a necessity in archaeology and agree with Hodder’s
claim, there is a persistent problem in archacological analogy-making, which has
only been discussed on the periphery, i.e. self-contemporary analogies, or also
conceptually loose, known as ‘common sense’ (Hammer, 2025, p. 107).

Archaeologists tend to only be transparent in their analogy-making when in-
terpreting abstractions beyond identification, classification and practical func-
tion, such as materialities relating to immaterialities or the process of making
(Hodder, 2012, p. 11). This is where the methodology of analogy most often
begins.

When things are known to archaeologists and taken for granted, they tend
not to be transparent in their analogy-making, as it would be impossible to con-
duct archaeological research at such a detailed level and within a reasonable
timeframe (Hodder, 2012, p. 11). This is still an analogy thought. A type of anal-
ogy, which I refer to as self-contemporary analogies. Analogies, which are based on
subjective experiences deriving from the various sources mentioned above, but
are, like other types of analogies, a requirement for archaeological reasoning and
interpretation.

Self-contemporary analogies, however, are part of the Western modernist and
postmodernist perception of reality, as analogical reasoning unfolds on an epis-
temological level, where certain ontological preconceptions are taken for granted.
It is perceived as ‘common sense’, and the bias of Western thought is rarely
raised.

When self-contemporary analogies are made opaque for the purpose of clas-
sifying the stone axe, the problem does not appear fully, and it is not even worth
considering in most cases. However, when self-contemporary analogies are made
to make sense of more abstract things or phenomena, like things and phenomena
within an animistic ontological context, the problem appears fully. Furthermore,
it appears even more problematic when the self-contemporary analogies on an
epistemological level take the key notions, or some of the key notions of Western
thought, pointed out, for granted, which results in the analogy-making in combi-

nation with a Western-biased theoretical framework reproducing the modernist
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and postmodernist stand on animistic ontologies, deeming it as a misrepresenta-
tion of reality and the things or phenomena in question static objects which can-

not affect the human.

3.4.1. Ethnographic Analogies

So far, the analogical discussion above does not have to be limited to ethno-
graphic analogies, but rather applies to analogies in general. In the analogical dis-
course within archaeology, ethnographic analogies are positioned at its centre.

It is an analogy between the ethnographic present or the recent past (usually
with a starting point in the early modern period when colonialist states and
churches sent out explorers and missionaries), and the archaeological distant past.

As seen above in chapter 3.2, ethnography is an approach to create and ana-
lyse ethnographic materials, primary and/or secondary. Thus, the definition of
ethnographic analogy in archaeology does not have to be about the ethnographic
non-Western ‘Other’, but in the use of the term ethnographic analogies, it most
often is, if not always, limited to the ethnographic ‘Other’.

The reason for this is unilinear evolutionism. As mentioned above in Chapter
2, the first ethnographic analogies were conducted on the basis that past hunter-
gatherers were equal to the hunter-gatherers and hunter-herders documented
within the ethnographies of the anthropologists (Trigger, 2006, pp. 147-158).
Both were on the same stage of the evolutionary scale, only at different times, so
ethnographic analogies were perfectly viable (Trigger, 2006, p. 153).

The subjects of comparison of these early ethnographic analogies were, on
the ethnographic side, the Indigenous peoples of North America and the Euro-
pean prehistoric material on the archaeological side (e.g. Debty 1590; Jussieu
1723; Danyel 1612, pp. 4-5; see Stahl, 1993, p. 238).

Known at the time as ethnographic parallels (Trigger, 2006, pp. 130, 183),
carly unilinear evolutionary studies lacked a detailed methodological discussion
of these parallels and instead relied on the unilinear evolutionary theory.

The methodological discussion did not develop properly until the second phase
of processual archaeology and the Binfordian ethnoarchaeology, which was
based on the notion of widdle-range theory.

Along with the general criticism of the materialists of the culture-historical
paradigm from various kinds of functionalists of the processual paradigm, Bin-
ford (1962) argued for ‘archaeology as anthropology’. What he meant by this was
that archaeology needs to be redefined as a scientifically anthropologically
grounded discipline in which human behaviour can be explored, and to do so,
archaeology needed to abandon the historical and descriptive approach of the
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culture-historical paradigm, and partly the early phase of the processual paradigm
(Binford, 1962).

To redefine archaeology as anthropology, he developed a form of ethnoar-
chaeology, i.e. “the ethnographic study of living cultures from archaeological pet-
spectives” (David and Kramer, 2001, p. 2), which was based on the method of
middle-range theory (Binford, 1978, 1988; see also: Lane, 2014, pp. 107-109).

Middle-range theory is concerned with the methodological side of analogy-
making based on the practices of identifying material traces from the past, which
correlate with human behaviour in the present, regardless of the level of analysis:
environmental and landscape-, site organisation-, or eco/artefact-level (Binford,
1978, 1980, 1982, 2014). Based on the material traces of the past, a hypothesis is
formed, which is tested in the present ethnographic field, often also including
aspects of experimental archaeology.

The Binfordian ethnoarchaeology was a development based on earlier forms
of ethnoarchaeology. The approach or subfield has been around since the early
twentieth century. The earliest form was a type of direct historical ethnographic
fieldwork to study the prehistoric past of the ethnographic subjects. It was in the
1950s, under the label of ‘action archaeology’, that archaeologists conducted their
own ethnographic fieldwork to formulate theories and interpretations of the past,
which did not necessarily have to have a direct historical correlation between the
archaeological past and the ethnographic present (David and Kramer, 2001, pp.
6—18). Thus, what the Binfordian ethnoarchaeology brought to the table was the
methodological development of middle-range theory, in relation to eco-function-
alism, cultural ecology, and the natural scientific ideal (David and Kramer, 2001,
pp. 19-22).

Within Binfordian ethnoarchaeology, the central theoretical premise holds
that an analogy or correlation is strengthened when it is supported by multiple
similarities. As Binford (Trigger, 2000, p. 395) drew on Steward’s (2014) eco-
functionalism and cultural ecology, the correlation between the archaeological
material and the ethnographic behaviour is argued to be strengthened based on
environmental and subsistence similarities; thus, Binford (1978) conducted field-
work among the Nunamiut Inupiat in northern Alaska, which he used to inter-
pret archaeological sites from Middle and Upper Palaeolithic Europe, due to the
environmental and subsistence similarities.

This type of analogy, which relies on multiple similarities to strengthen the
comparison, is known as a relational analogy. These similarities may include envi-
ronmental conditions, subsistence strategies, technologies, spatial organisation,
demographic patterns, language, ethnicity, and historical continuity. The more
similarities added, the stronger the analogy gets (Wylie, 1985, p. 95).
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An analogy which does not rely on multiple similarities, where the analogy
relies only on similarities or resemblances of one kind, most often being shape
or form, as in the example above with the Palaeolithic stone axe, is known as a
Jformal analogy — in which the assumption is made that other similarities will follow
without considering these properly (Hodder, 2012, p. 16). The former, relational
analogies, is, within philosophical analogical discourse, considered the stronger
of the two, as the chance that the relation between the multiple similarities is less
likely to be an accident compared with the latter, formal analogies, in which there
is more room for an accidental correlation (Wylie, 1985).

In response to Binfordian ethnoarchaeology, Hodder (1982) developed his
own form of ethnoarchaeology, aligning it with the early phase of the postpro-
cessual paradigm (see also David and Kramer, 2001, pp. 22-31).

The difference between the Binfordian and Hodderian ethnoarchaeology is
that the former advocates deduction and the latter induction. Hodder (David and
Kramer, 2001, p. 54) criticises the deductive approach of middle-range theory
and instead uses ethnographic fieldwork, among different communities in the
Baringo area in North Central Kenya, rather than one single community, to for-
mulate structural theories and interpretations of the relationship between human
and material culture. Hodder’s analogies are relational, as Binford’s, but the
strengthening of similarities relies on subsistence and material culture in relation
to ethnicity rather than subsistence and environment. Hodder (1982) compares
the communities in the Baringo area with the Neolithic peoples of Europe, ne-
glecting the environmental dissimilarities.

While the Binfordian (1978, 1988) ethnoarchaeology is interested in explain-
ing the correlation between human behaviour and material culture, Hodder
(Hodder, 1982, 2012) is interested in formulating theories and interpretations re-
garding the meaning and symbolism in material culture.

In terms of how meaning is attributed to material culture, both Binford and
Hodder reproduced the Cartesian humanist perspective and representationalism
(Thomas, 2004, pp. 72-77). Binford, in the way that he argues that meaning has
to be given to the static archacological material via non-static ethnographic re-
search (Thomas, 2004, pp. 72-77). Hodder (Thomas, 2004, p. 76) instead argues
that meaning is inherent in material culture; it is part of the making and previous
use, which is researchable to the archaeologist in the form of interpretation.

The debate on analogies and the use of ethnoarchaeology did not end with
Hoddet's eatly postprocessual ethnoarchaeology. Even if Hoddet’s ethnoarchae-
ology came to impact the subfield of ethnoarchaeology, a large part of the eth-
noarchaeologists kept conducting ethnoarchaeological studies that were drawing
on the Binfordian ethnoarchaeology (e.g. Roux, 2007; Schmader and Graham,
2015).
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While the postprocessual ethnoarchaeologists, following Hodder, were criti-
cal of the method and theories of the processual ethnoarchaeologists, and vice
versa, the main criticism and scepticism of both ethnographic analogies and eth-
noatchaeology came from non-ethnoarchaeologists, and this scepticism and crit-
icism have continued since (Wobst, 1978; Gosselain, 2016).

The first waves of criticism led to philosopher (of archaeological theory and
methodology) Alison Wylie’s key text within the analogical discourse, “The reac-
tion against analogy ’, from 1985. In this paper, she shows that all archaeological
interpretation depends on analogies, hence Hodder’s (2012, p. 10) and other
scholars' claims (Wylie, 1985; Kamp and Whittaker, 2016), for the reason of mak-
ing sense of the material traces they use to gain knowledge of the past. Further-
more, she concludes that the problem is not the analogy itself but rather how it
is used; here she emphasises, from a philosopher's perspective, the need for re-
lational analogies over formal analogies (Wylie, 1985). In analysing the arguments
from the critics, which ranged from that analogies should be abandoned fully to
that they should only be used to generate hypotheses, she further concludes that
they often fail to provide an alternative to analogical reasoning, and when they
do, they still end up in analogies, opaque analogies of the ‘common sense’, or
self-contemporary analogies (Wylie, 1985).

This led to further discussion and what became known as sowrce-side criticism
(Stahl, 1993; Cunningham and MacEachern, 2016). Source-side criticism is the
engagement, by the analogy-making archaeologist, in the critical evaluation of the
ethnographic material used (Cunningham and MacEachern, 2016, p. 637; Ham-
mer, 2025, p. 106). The analogy-making archaeologist must be aware of the po-
tential biases of the ethnographic material used and treat ethnographic analogies
as a comparative method, similar to comparative biology, rather than illustrations
to fill the gaps in the archaeological material (Stahl, 1993). Furthermore, relational
analogies are a requirement within source-side criticism (Stahl, 1993, p. 253; Cun-
ningham and MacEachern, 2016, p. 637; Hammer, 2025, p. 114).

Yet, even though the theoretical and methodological reconsideration with
cthnoarchaeology, which can be argued to have had a major impact on the for-
mations of both the processual and postprocessual paradigms, as of Binford’s
ethnoarchaeology scientifically shaping processual theory and method, and Hod-
der’s ethnoarchaeology scientifically shaping early postprocessual theory and
method, many contemporary studies in ethnoarchaeology are still drawing on
theoretical perspectives belonging to the processual paradigm, with the addition
of contemporary methods deriving from the natural sciences (see Mortis, 2022).

Even though several ethnoarchaeologists have argued that ethnoarchaeology
is not tied to a particular method or paradigm (Lyons and David, 2019, p. 100),
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ethnoarchaeology tends among non-ethnoarchaeologists to be equated with Bin-
fordian ethnoarchaeology (Gosden, 2002; Gosselain, 2016), or among the slightly
less ignorant, they tend to consider Hodder’s ethnoarchaeology too (Trigger,
20006, pp. 455-456).

An example of this is archaeologist Oliver Gosselain’s (20106) criticism of eth-
noarchaeology, in which he argues that the subdiscipline implicitly carries an out-
dated evolutionary and racist ideology that divides the world into modern West-
ern societies, deemed unsuitable for study, and premodern ‘exotic’ societies, con-
sidered suitable subjects. He further contends that the search for universal law-
like models of interpretation results in ethnoarchaeologists downplaying histori-
cal and cultural variation, leading to weak understandings of ethnographic con-
texts and a narrow focus on finding mere similarities or differences in the material
record. Gosselian’s (20106) criticism suggests that ethnoarchaeological theorists
abandoned ethnoarchaeology in the late 1980s for the interdisciplinary field of
material culture studies, leaving ethnoarchaeology to those mainly interested in
reproducing Binfordian and Hodderian approaches. While I will not deny that
there is truth in Gosselian's (2016, pp. 224-225) claim, he himself is a proponent
of it and further suggests that others should follow, but, in arguing for this,
Gosselian (2016) completely ignored the contemporary both theoretical and
methodological discussion in ethnoarchaeology, as well as the use of ethno-
graphic analogies in general, relating to questions of multivocality and collabora-
tion, Indigenous perspectives, deconstruction, ontologies, and expanding the
analogy-making beyond Western thought (see Cunningham, 2009; Gonzalez-
Ruibal, Hernando and Politis, 2011; Politis, 2015, 2016; Brady and Kearney, 2016;
Hamilakis, 2016; Kamp and Whittaker, 2016; Lyons and Casey, 2016; McNiven,
2016; Pratap, 2016).

Furthermore, Emily Hammar (2025) has recently revisited the concept of
source-side criticism in relation to the archaeology of pastoralism. She empha-
sises an improvement of source-side criticism, in terms of the following three
steps:

First, they [archaeologists] should engage in source-side criti-
cism, the critical evaluation of ethnographic sources of infor-
mation used for generating archaeological conclusions... Sec-
ond, archaeologists should broaden the sources available for
analogy through further ethnoarchaeological studies focused on
varied forms of pastoralism. Third, archaeologists should apply
more reliable methodologies for the selection and development
of analogies. Proposed methodologies include developing tem-
porally specific analogues rather than amalgamating historical
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and ethnographic details into homogenized models that collapse
spatial and temporal variability and working to evaluate both
positive and negative comparisons between archaceological data
and temporally specific analogues in terms of the scale of pasto-
ral mobility, types of political and social organisation, and the
degree of diversity and intensification of pastoral production.
(Hammer, 2025, pp. 106-107).

While Hammer argues that archaeologists should avoid homogenising historical
and ethnographic materials into models that collapse temporal and spatial varia-
bility, her critique bypasses the point that when analogies are drawn across dif-
ferent temporal and spatial ethnographic materials, yet relational in terms of mul-
tiple similarities, and are paired with theoretical frameworks which are critical
towards the dominant theoretical perspective, the combination can offer new
insight and perspective. By drawing on the ontological turn, the analogies can
offer what the ethnography offers the anthropologist of the ontological turn, “the
conditions under which one can ‘see’ things in one’s ethnographic material that
one would not otherwise have been able to see”. (Holbraad and Pedersen, 2017,
p-4).

Hence, I have paired improved source-side criticism with philosopher Jacques
Derrida’s notion of deconstruction.

3.4.2. Deconstructive Ethnographic Analogies

Even though the word deconstructive in deconstructive ethnographic analogies
derives from Derrida’s (2016) notion of deconstruction, the method of decon-
structive ethnographic analogies only partly draws on Derrida’s deconstruction;
in some sense, it can be argued to be the opposite of Derrida’s notion of decon-
struction.

According to Derrida, deconstruction is not a method which the philosopher
can apply from the outside onto the material in focus, which is most often texts
in a philosophical context (Caputo, 1997, p. 9). It is rather an approach to reading
in which the philosophers engage with the prerequisites, assumptions and con-
tradictions within the text itself. The aim of this attention to the prerequisites,
assumptions, and contradictions within the text is to show that its meaning is
never static and stable; rather, the text already contains multiple possibilities of
meaning, which open up to new interpretations and perspectives (Caputo, 1997;

Derrida, 2016). Thus, as Derrida emphasises, it is a common misunderstanding

96



that deconstruction secks to destroy rather than offer anything new. It always
results in new interpretations and perspectives (Caputo, 1997, pp. 8-9).

What the method of deconstructive ethnographic analogies shares with Der-
rida’s notion of deconstruction is that it also seeks to offer new interpretations
and perspectives by attending to prerequisites, assumptions and contradictions
within archaeological theories and interpretations, in this case, the basis of West-
ern thought in archaeological theories and interpretations. What it does not share
with Derrida’s notion of deconstruction is that it is a comparative, analogical
method that, instead of deconstructing archaeological theories and interpreta-
tions from the inside, deconstructs them from the outside through the analysis
of ethnographic materials.

Deconstructive ethnographic analogies are a means for archaeologists to crit-
ically question their own assumptions about reality and how that reality differs
from past realities. The function of deconstructive ethnographic analogies, com-
pared to the common use of ethnographic analogies, is not only to fill in gaps in
the archaeological materials with the help of the ethnographic material to recon-
struct the past, but it is also to reconsider and rethink archaeological theories and
interpretations, and what kind of assumptions and preconceptions these rest
upon. Thus, it is a form of source-side criticism, which shares two and one half
steps of Hammar’s (2025, p. 106) improved source-side criticism, that not only
elevates and broadens the choice of ethnographic sources and the consideration
of the political and the social, in relation to a methodological discussion on anal-
ogy-making, but also critically engages in a deconstruction of the Western mod-
ernist and postmodernist ontological preconception and premises the ethno-
graphic studies rest on as well as the archaeological theories and interpretations,
which will always, as Derrida (Caputo, 1997, pp. 8—9; Derrida, 2016) argues, re-
sult in new theories, interpretations, and conclusions.

3.4.3. Relational Ethnographic Analogies

By relational ethnographic analogies, not to be confused with relational analogies
(as opposed to formal analogies) mentioned above, I refer to Desmond’s (2014)
notion of relational ethnography.

In applying relational ethnoarchaeology, analogy-making opens up how rela-
tions between different prehistoric groups potentially could have looked. For ex-
ample, how the same kind of category of material culture would have been ani-
mated differently (Paper II), how humans perceived each other in relation to the
notion of the non-human differently (Paper IV), and how various animations of
different beings changed between different groups, and varied over time (Paper
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V). Thus, the analogies do not downplay historical and cultural variation (c.f.
Gosselain, 2010).

Furthermore, it is patt of the source-side criticism in that it makes it possible
to evaluate and broaden the ethnographic sources for analogy and account for
the relation between different groups, in both political, social, and ontological
terms, yet it still allows for an ethnographic demarcation, making it possible to
conduct detailed ethnographic research of vatious ethnographic methods and
materials, which allow for positive and negative analogies, which benefits the de-
constructive ethnographic part of the analogies.

It is common when archaeologists make analogies that they either limit the
ethnography to one particular space-bound group (e.g. Binford, 1978) or that
they freely draw on any analogy of the vast body of ethnographic material that
they find suitable (e.g. Lewis-Williams, 2002). The former most often make use
of relational analogies, and the latter of formal analogies.

The problem with the former approach is that the analogies are too narrowly
drawn, while the problem with the latter is that the vastness of the ethnographic
material makes it easy to locate a compatison that appears to fit, one that is sta-
tistically far more likely to exist simply because of the vastness of the ethno-
graphic material.

Relational ethnographic analogies offer a middle approach which accounts
for source-side criticism as well as historical, cultural, and ontological variation.

3.4.4. A Visual Ethnoarchaeology

As with ethnography, which commonly equates participant observation (Ingold,
2008; Hockey and Forsey, 2020), ethnoarchaeology is likewise equated with pat-
ticipant observation. The imaginative image of Malinowski’s ethnographer as be-
ing a lonely explorer sent off to a distant culture for the long-term study of their
alien language and customs (Gosden and Larson, 2007, p. 14) applies to the eth-
noarchaeologist as well. But the ethnoarchaeologist has been accused of conduct-
ing a simplified version of ethnographic work, something less than genuine eth-
nographic fieldwork, since ethnoarchaeologists typically do not stay long enough
in the field, nor do they undertake to learn the language of the ‘Other’ (Gosselain,
2016, pp. 220-221).

As with ethnography, ethnoarchaeology is not limited to participant observa-
tion; other methods and materials can be used too (Papers I-11).

Binford (1988, p. 26) stated, in an interview broadcast by the BBC in 1981,
that the written word is not the only historical document that archaeologists can

use for analogies. He emphasised the possibilities of using the vast number of
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ethnographic photos produced since the turn of the twentieth century. Binford
(1988, p. 26) discussed what kind of ethnographic data these photos include, first,
based on technological development to come, how an ethnographic photo can
be turned into an archaeological site formation plan, and secondly, he empha-
sised how the photos include an ethnographic context often missing in the eth-
nographic literature (this applies to ethnographic collections as well), and provide
a basis for the interpretation of the archaeological material, for example, spatial
relationships of people to hearths, houses, house to hearts etcetera.

The second of Binford’s (1988, p. 26) reasons, in combination with Pink’s
(2020, pp. 31, 155) definition of an ethnographic visual analysis as ways of know-
ing, seeing, and learning, makes the photos usable for ethnographic analogies.
Not only is it possible to slightly extend the ethnographic present further back in
time and analyse the ethnographic contexts missing in the literature, which fur-
ther allows a comparison with the ethnographic present to show historical varia-
bility, which is included in the analogy made between the ethnographic present,
recent past and the archaeological distant past — making variability part of the
past.

3.5. An Ethnoarchaeology of Ontologies

To gather the theoretical framework of new animism and the ontological turn,
presented as a metaphysical and methodological compromise (Ch. 3.1), with the
ethnographic methods and materials, discussed above, used within an analogy-
based methodological framework of relation and deconstructive ethnographic
analogies, binds all five papers together under the notion of an ethnoarchaeology
of ontologies.

An ethnoarchaeology which engages with ethnographic materials to decon-
struct Western ontological preconceptions and aims to rethink reality through a
revision, based on a theoretical framework of new animism, of secondary ethno-
graphic materials, as well as the analysis of primary ethnographic materials, which
aims to “create the condition for new thoughts” (Strathern, 1988, p. 20) about
both the past and present.

Thus, it also falls under the notion of anthropological archaeology, i.e., a ho-
listic approach to material culture that aims to contribute to the understanding
of humanity from a long-term perspective rather than understanding a particular
phenomenon in a particular time period (Pers. comm. Lemke, 2024; see also
Watson, 2009).
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While some of this approach overlaps with Indigenous archaeology and collabo-
rative archaeology, and might be included as part of them (Papers I and II; c.f.
Bruchac, Hart and Wobst, 2016), I want to emphasise the potential need for def-
initions and point out the differences between Indigenous archaeology, collabo-
rative archaeology, and ethnoarchaeology in terms of situated and non-situated
knowledge.

All of them imply different research positions in terms of the possession of
situated or non-situated knowledge and experiences. Both are, however, of equal
importance, as seen in comparative anthropology and European ethnology of
non-Indigenous peoples. For instance, an American ethnographer studying Scan-
dinavian people will approach it differently than a Scandinavian ethnographer
examining their own social context. Combining situated and non-situated
knowledge broadens perspectives on the phenomena in question, as they are
viewed from different points of departure in knowledge and experience.

An ethnoarchaeology of ontologies can serve as non-situated knowledge, yet
critical of Western ontological preconceptions and the strict epistemological as-
sumptions, alongside Indigenous archaeology and collaborative archaeology, as
it has the potential of revealing patterns that are taken for granted within the
situated knowledge, in the same way as Indigenous knowledge can reveal patterns
taken for granted in archaeology and science in general.

At the end, everything is philosophy, and it is better to turn outwards and
include the people and their ways of living rather than to turn inwards to the
rationalism of Western modernity, and its “common sense” (see Ingold, 2011a,

2011b, 2018, 2022).
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4. An Archaeology of Animism(s)

4.1. Identifying Animisms in the Archaeological Material

The question of how archaeologists can identify animisms, or traces of animisms,
in the archaeological material is a question that has been asked directly or indi-
rectly by archaeological scholars of animism since they began to draw on the
anthropologist's revisitation of animism for their theory and interpretations (see
Brown and Walker, 2008; Groleau, 2009; Domanska, 2018).

Archaeologist Timothy Insoll (2011, p. 1006), by contrast, has argued that the
archaeology of animism is an absurd concept and that animism cannot function
as an analytical concept in archaeology. This, he argues, is based on the following
reasons. First, that animism is not a coherent or clearly defined religious system,
with which I agree (Papers I-V). Secondly, the concept is historically problematic
and loaded, which I have also shown (Ch. 2.1, Papers I-V). Thirdly, animism was
inaccurately used to label entire religions; this especially applies to Tylot’s notion
of animism (Ch. 2.1, Papers I-V). Fourthly, it is impossible to reliably identify
animism in archaeological material.

It is the fourth and last reason I disagree with and regard as ill-considered.
The answer to that question, or rather problem in Insoll’s terms, is that it is not
about identifying animism; it is rather about studying archaeological materials
with animation and subjectification as theoretical premises.

The question asked is invalid: it is impossible to find something if one does
not acknowledge its existence. If the animisms of the past are studied based on
the ontological premises of the Western modernist and postmodernist percep-
tion of reality, based on the key notions of anthropocentrisnm, hylomorphism, Cartesian
dualism, and representationalism, only then is a claim such as Insoll’s valid.

Treating archaeological materials as potentially animated and as potential sub-
jects is reasonable and likely, given the ontological perceptions of reality likely
held by prehistoric hunter-gatherers (Papers 1-V). The hunter-gatherers of the

101



Palacolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic past were not neoliberalists within a capi-
talistic system who perceived their environments and non-human co-inhabitants
through the lens of Western philosophy and the key notions of anthropocen-
trism, hylomorphism, Cartesian dualism, and representationalism — key notions
which deem the logic of animism wrong, and further make it impossible to ex-
plore and discuss the ontological premises of animism as more than just miscon-
ceptions, fantasies, and childish thoughts (Papers 1-V).

It is more likely that these ontologies of past hunter-gatherers were some
form of animism, which followed the logic of animism, reasonable and rational
only to these animists (Papers I-V). These would have been animisms that may
or may not have included totemic relations and shamanic practices (Papers 111
and V).

Through an anthropological archaeology and an ethnoarchaeology of ontol-
ogies, which includes relational ethnographic analogies and deconstructive eth-
nographic analogies (Papers I-V), I have shown that the study of primary and
secondary ethnographic materials of various types can work for archaeologists as
the ethnographic methods work for the ethnographers and anthropologists who
apply the methodological approach of the ontological turn (Holbraad and Peder-
sen, 2017); i.e. that the ethnographic material reveals phenomenon to the eth-
nographer which were unthinkable to them before conducting the ethnographic
research. Ethnography, for the anthropologist, becomes, in the same way as eth-
nographic analogies do for the archaeologists, a way “to create the condition for
new thoughts.” (Strathern, 1988, p. 20; see also: Holbraad and Pedersen, 2017,
p- 4, Paper I-V). These are thoughts that make archaeologists not only reconsider
the possibility of new interpretations of materials but also ask: if these premises
of animation and subjectification are applied in the field and in excavation, what
else can be found that cannot yet be imagined?

Drawing on sociologist Robert K. Merton's and Elinor Barber’s (2004, pp.
260-261) notion of the serendipity pattern, i.e. the recurring situation in research
where a scholar encounters a phenomenon that is wnanticipated (not part of the
original research hypothesis), anomalous (inconsistent with existing theory or es-
tablished facts), and s#rategic (significant enough to seed a new theoretical direc-
tion or revise an existing one), archaeology is at its best when archaeologists dis-
cover things they did not yet know existed.

One of the better examples of this is archaeologist Gerhard Bersu's (1940)
excavation of the Iron Age site at Little Woodbury, England, where he made
ethnographic analogies between postholes of huts in Kenya and the dark soil
circles placed in a square formation at the site, and concluded that the circles
were postholes (Hodder, 2012, pp. 20—24). Dark soil circles interpreted as
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postholes are now common archaeological knowledge, but it was unthinkable
before the analogy was made.

Another example is the “shape-edged quartz pieces” that archaeologist Oscar
Almgren (19006) reported having been found within the Stone Age site in Eastern
Central Sweden, which he dates to the time of the dolmens, but where both dol-
mens and traces of farming are missing, and the sites rather resemble the sites of
the old Stone Age. Almgren was talking about the coastal maritime hunter-gath-
erer sites of the Pitted Ware Culture (3300 — 2800 BCE). He interpreted the
shaped-edged quartz pieces as by-products of temper making used for making
pots (Almgren, 1906, p. 102), but it was not until later, when analogies were
drawn with flint napping, experiments and ethnography, that it was understood
that the shape-edged quartz pieces were by-products of tool-making and actual
tools, such as cores, flakes, scrapers, and arrowheads (White, 1968; Knutsson,
1988; see also: Lindgren, 2004, pp. 26-32).

To identify animism in the archaeological material is to, through ethnoarchae-
ology of ontologies, engage in and explore what is unthinkable from a Western
philosophical perspective. It is to acknowledge the logic of animism, in this case
present within syncretic ontologies among the hunter-herder communities of the
Ural Mountains and northwestern Siberia, and to attempt to reach the most likely
interpretations of prehistoric hunter-gatherers' ontologies (Papers I-V).

While I in this thesis (Papers I-V) adhere to the theoretical school of new
animism, and have been critical towards theoretical premises and interpretations
of eatlier paradigms of culture-historical, processual, and postprocessual archae-
ology, which takes the Western key notions for granted through both time and
space, it is known that Thomas Kuhn’s (see Musgrave, 2014) definition of para-
digm and the processes of paradigms shifts is a reduction which does not fully
correspond with reality. The so-called paradigms are rather theoretical trends,
and, as with any trend, they both criticise and build on past trends to create some-
thing new. It is a cumulative process of theoretical development rather than a so-
called crisis that results in a complete paradigm shift (see Trigger, 20006, pp. 8-9).

Based on this, I have tried to integrate recent anthropological theories of on-
tology, relationality, and new animism with archaeological methods, primarily as-
sociated with processual and early postprocessual archaeology, i.e., ethnographic
analogies and ethnoarchaeology. While these methods, as shown in Chapter 2.5,
are to some degree present in ontological and relational archaeology related to
animism, the majority still implicitly draw on ethnographic analogies, using an-
thropological theoretical frameworks grounded in ethnographic fieldwork, and
in their archacological studies. And as with the archaeological use of the related
ism’ of totemism and shamanism, within earlier paradigms or theoretical trends,
archaeologists tend not to provide their own definition of animism. This is likely
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due to the rather limited engagement with both primary and secondary ethno-
graphic materials of different kinds.

Based on the anthropological definitions of animism(s) drawn upon (Bird-
David, 1999; Ingold, 2011a, p. 113; Coccia, 2019; Vallikivi, 2024, pp. 33-34;
Stépanoft, 2026) and the results from the ethnographic analysis and the conclu-
sions, in Papers I — V, I have come to define animism and the related ‘-ism’ of
totemism and shamanism as the following: Animisms are ontologies, including
epistemologies, of different kinds in which the animation and the subjectification
of the human, as well as the non-human, equal the rational logic of perceiving
reality and the environment. Material and immaterial non-humans are engaged
within everyday life as a result of particular things happening in particular situa-
tions, based on the affordances of the non-human, which rest on the relational
ontological and epistemological premises of perceiving the one reality and the
environment in the form of reciprocal interdependence with the non-human.
Thus, ontology and ecology are inseparable, and gaining knowledge involves at-
tending to relations with the non-human. While animation and subjectification
are common practises among humans in general, to varying degrees depending
on ontology and epistemology, they occur in public as well as in private rooms
within animistic ontologies. Rooms that, in the case of this thesis, look different
throughout the recent past and present Siberian and Uralic tundra and taiga, and
should not be treated as binary positions. This is what distinguishes the more-or-
less syncretic animistic ontologies from other ontologies. Thus, animisms occur
within both what could be argued to be animistic institutions and within syncretic
forms of non-animistic institutions (see paper I for an earlier definition of ani-
mism that informed this concluding definition).

As part of these animisms, totemisms and shamanisms may be included. The
former being kinship relations with the non-human, such as animals, plants, riv-
ers, mountains, rocks, rain, thunder, wind directions, the sun and the moon, and
various spirits, demi-gods and gods, and the latter being different practises, such
as drumming, dancing (sometimes to cause a state of trance), singing, storytelling,
oral poetry, traveling to other layer of the worlds, healing, hurting, sacrificing,
making, destroying, aiding with help of ancestors, spirits, demi-gods and gods
and being keepers of knowledge and mythology, which all rests on the logic of
animism (see detailed discuss in Paper 111 and V).
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4.1.1. Human and Non-Human Animation

If the logic of animism, or at least the animation and subjectification of the non-
human, were accounted for in archaeological analyses of past hunter-gatherers,
this would make it possible for archaeologists to see beyond the limitation of
Western thought as universal in both time and space, in which the difference
between the material and immaterial and between the animate and the inanimate
is ontological a priori.

If the logic of animism is accounted for, humans must be treated as relational
beings who are, based on the affordances of the non-human, perceiving the non-
human as more or less animated and as a subject. Of importance to emphasise
here is that this animation and subjectification are fluid and vary depending on
the specific animistic ontology and what is considered rational within it. This
includes what affordances of the non-human are rational to act upon, and the
previous knowledge the animating and subjectifying human has of it and the en-
vironment in which the animation and subjectification occur. Thus, the anima-
tion and the subjectification rest on both ontological premises of perceiving the
shared environment and reality and on forms of relational epistemologies (cf.
Bird-David, 1999; Ingold, 1999).

In such a logic, a human can have more than one soul, which are not set in
binary opposition to the human body. Furthermore, these souls are not limited
to humans; non-humans can have them too, either the same form of souls, a
number of those souls, or other types of souls (Papers I, II and IV).

For the archaeological analysis, it is not necessary to reason about the onto-
logical premises of a soul or souls; it is, however, important to acknowledge the
likelihood of the animation of the subjectification, often described in the ethno-
graphic material as some form of souls, or soul giving, or spirits (Ingold, 2011a,
p. 113), among the prehistoric hunter-gatherers, and how this relation might have
affected the material traces, now separated by time from their immaterial context,
that they have left behind.

Recent studies of human-animal relations have been good at considering this
animation and subjectifying relation between the human and the non-human an-
imal, but, as argued above (Ch. 3.1), this has to extend beyond the human and
non-human animals to account for the animistic ontologies and epistemologies
of the ethnographic material. But this extension also includes critically question-
ing the static animation of the human.

Humans have not always been, and are still not always, animated and subjec-
tified as humans when perceived by other humans. It is likely, based on a com-

parison of ethnographic literature from pre-modern and early modern times to
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the present, that the differences and fluidity in human animation and subjectifi-
cation were more an ontological phenomenon of the past than of the present
(Paper 1V). Speculatively, this might be due to the spread of major religions and
globalism.

Either way, the fluidity in human animation among prehistoric hunter-gath-
erers must be accounted for. When different groups of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic,
and Neolithic hunter-gatherers, and later farming groups, meet, they likely ini-
tially animated and subjectified the members of the unknown group differently
from how they animated and subjectified themselves (Paper IV). Furthermore, it
is likely that certain non-humans, including local non-animals, were animated and
subjectified to a degree more similar to oneself than the newly met human-other
(Paper 1V). If this is accounted for in the archaeological analysis, in excavation
or post-excavation, the archaeologists must ask themselves to what degree, from
a past ontological perspective, they excavate and analyse a human subject, even
if it is clear from the contemporary scientific perspective that the object of study
is human remains.

Similar questions must be considered when dealing with non-human animal
remains, plant remains or ecofacts, material culture, and things in general (Sol-
teldt, 2024, Papers I, II and V). To what degree, from the past ontological and
epistemological perspectives, would or would not these traces have been consid-
ered a subject rather than a priori being taken for granted as an economic re-
source, functional thing or a non-functional thing used in ritual, representational
and transcendental contexts, based on Western thought and its key notions.

If such questions are asked of the archacological materials, the dichotomy
between the material and the immaterial does not hold. The archaeological ma-
terial is what remains of the relation between the material and the immaterial,
which together constitute the full understanding of the thing in question. To not
speculate about and analyse the most likely immaterial context related to the ma-
terial in focus is to not fully analyse and study the archaeological material in ques-
tion — and when analysing traces of past hunter-gatherers, the anthropology and
cthnography of hunter-gatherers, and other related nomadic or semi-nomadic
hunter-herders, has shown that this immaterial context, now lost in time, is likely
to be what anthropologist and ethnographers would have called animism(s).
Thus, this is how ethnographic analogies are used to include the logic of ani-
mism(s) within interpretations of prehistoric hunter-gatherers and their many,

over time, changing and evolving ontologies.
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4.1.2. Shamans and Non-Shaman Animists

I have stated the definition of animism above, in relation to the related “-isms’ of
totemism and shamanism, but it is also important to note the distinction between
shamans and non-shaman animists, and the implications these differences have
for archaeological analysis of past hunter-gatherers.

At present, the existence of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, and non-farming Neo-
lithic shamans (rarely found among Neolithic farmers) rests on a circular argu-
ment in which shamans from historical or contemporary contexts are projected
onto the distant hunting-and-gathering past (Paper III). It can be argued that I
have done the same by portraying the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic
hunter-gatherers as animists. However, this is not the case.

The difference relates to the universalist and the regionalist discussion within
the field of shamanism, in which the universalists argue that shamans exist
through both time and space, either as shamans or as an analytical tool, and the
regionalists, to the contrary, argue that it is a Siberian and north-central Asian
phenomenon only (see a detailed discussion in Ch. 2.4.). But as I have argued
above, animation and subjectification are common among all humans, only that
is it perceived and looked upon differently with different ontologies and episte-
mologies. The shaman, or shamans, however, only exist within particular animis-
tic ontologies. In fact, shamans exist only within Evenki syncretic animism(s),
which proto-ethnographers and ethnographers have studied only since 1672
(Witsen, 1705; Avvakum Petrovich, 1963 [1672]). In other non-Evenki syncretic
forms of animism studied in this thesis, the ‘shaman’ in those ontologies does
other things, goes by other names (e.g. N. zadibya, K. siajt. Ket, senang), and differs
in definition and in the practices they do (Paper 11I).

Certain imagery created on Siberian rocks, relatively dated to the Bronze Age
pushes back the notion of the shaman and the shamanistic practises further back
(see Devlet, 2001), and I would argue that it is likely that a position similar to a
shaman would possibly exist among the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, and non-farm-
ing Neolithic groups of Eurasia (Paper III), more so for the Siberian and central
Asian prehistoric hunter-gatherers, yet changing over time; but archaeology lacks
materials to argue for this further back than the Siberian Bronze Age (cf. Devlet,
2001).

While I have been critical of shamanic speculations, especially the shamanic
circular argument, in earlier archaeological theoretical trends, I do not dismiss an
archaeology that focuses on identifying shaman and shamanism within archaeo-
logical materials (using the notion of shaman as an analytical tool), especially in
historical archaeology and anthropology. However, I argue that it is close to, if
not entirely, impossible to separate the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, and non-farming
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Neolithic shaman from the non-shaman-animist, i.e., regular people. To do so
would be to do it backwards — to try to find the extraordinary or special when
not yet knowing how the extraordinary differs from the regular and ordinary, i.e.
the animists and all their everyday practices done — practises which must be un-
derstood, in Western terms, as both functional and ritual at the same time (Paper
I1II).

4.1.3. Animistic Imagery: An Iconography of Immanentism

Imagery in all its forms, partial and portable ‘art’, holds a special place among the
archaeological materials of the Palacolithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic hunter-
gatherers (Papers 11 and V). It is far too easy to end up in a reasoning that the
closest archaeologists can get to the prehistoric ontologies of past hunter-gath-
erers is through their imagery. This is, though, only partly a valid argument. It
does not necessarily need to be so that imagery is inherently more animated and
subjectified than, for example, an animated flint core. While this remains true,
the difference between non-imagery animation and imagery animation lies in the
plausibility that imagery evokes more of the by-time-separated and missing im-
material context, which, together with the material remains, constitutes the full
context of the phenomenon in question (Ch. 4.1.1).

These immaterial contexts of the imagery have been interpreted within the
archaeological paradigms of culture-historical, processual, and postprocessual ar-
chaeology, based on the key notion of Western thought, especially the combina-
tion of hylomorphism, iconology, and transcendentalism, which together repro-
duce representationalism (Papers II and V).

Shortly summarised, drawing on the critical perspectives of philosopher Gil-
bert Simondon (2020), Ingold (2013) and archacologists Ing-Marie Back Dan-
ielsson et al. (2012), this combination results in the following explanation: An
idea of form (morphe), deriving from the mind of the maker, which is imposed on
passive raw material (4yk), becomes a tinished object: in this case, images on cave
walls or rocks, or images carved onto tools and pendants, or carved figurines, as
part of the making is a symbolism or a representation of something other than
the image — an immaterial idea, again deriving from the mind of the maker, which
is detached from the image itself. Thus, the imagery represents only the ideas of
its makers, which are conveyed to the viewer, even the archaeologist viewing it
thousands of years later, whose aim is to decipher these symbols, i.e. iconogra-
phy, and its meaning and use, i.e. iconology.
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This representationalism, iconography, and iconology, as part of Western
thought, then project this reasoning back in time, and the difference in ontolog-
ical premises for perceiving reality is not accounted for.

As early as 1853, linguist and ethnographer Matthias Alexander Castrén noted
that the animists of the Altai Mountains did not perceive their imagery in this
way. Their images, as he emphasises (Castrén, 1853), were based on immanent-

ism rather than transcendentalism:

In our language, the word idol does not have the same meaning
as how I will be using it in the following [chapter]. Usually, it is
understood simply as an external image, a symbol of divinity,
which is conceived as a separate entity from the idol, as if it were
an existing essence unto itself [i.e., transcendentalism|. Among
the Altaian peoples, idols do not have this formal significance,
but most of them imagine that divinity is inherent in the idol,
ot, so to speak, incarnated within it. Therefore, according to
their view, the idols are actual gods [i.c., immanentism] (Castrén
1853, p. 197, authors’ translation).

I have come to the same conclusion as Castrén: that imagery in animistic ontol-
ogies is based on immanentism rather than transcendentalism (Papers II and V),
i.e. that the imagery does not represent an immaterial idea of the subject related to
the image in question (transcendentalism), but that the image in question is the
subject (immanentism). Set in a Christian context, the Jesus on the church wall
is not a representation of Jesus but is Jesus (Paper 1V).

Within a contemporary ethnographic context, this can, of course, depending
on the level of syncretism, be such that both immanentism and transcendental-
ism coexist, for example, the difference in perceiving pre-Russian Orthodox ma-
terial spirits and Russian Orthodox icons. Yet, when dealing with imagery of the
past, which most likely would have been perceived through some form of ani-
mistic ontological premises of perceiving reality, I have concluded that imma-
nentism is included within the logic of animism(s) (Papers 1-V).

This reasoning and conclusion do not necessarily dismiss the various inter-
pretations of past images made and used by Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
hunter-gatherers, such as the imagery being the result of sympathetic hunting
magic and relating to either totemic or shamanic practices. However, I do dismiss
the theoretical frameworks on which these interpretations rest (Paper II and V);
ie. first the modernist perspective in which the interpretation rests on the dia-

chronic perspectives of unilinear evolutionism, diffusionism, and later the syn-
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chronic perspectives of functionalism, structuralism, and structural-functional-
ism, and secondly the postmodernist interactive perspectives of constructivism
and interpretivism — all of which by default rest upon the key notions of Western
thought which reproduces representationalism and transcendentalism through
both time and space.

For the archaeological, anthropological, and ethnographic analysis of imagery
made and used within animistic ontologies, or forms of syncretic animisms, im-
manence needs to be accounted for to varying degrees of syncretism (Papers I—
V).

This, however, does not mean that iconography as a method needs to be dis-
missed, since it need not entail representationalism in the same way that iconol-
ogy does. Rather, I argue, what is needed when dealing with animistic imagery of
both the past and the present is an iconography of immanentism in which the
scholar of the animistic imagery acknowledges the animation and subjectification
which is, or most likely were, related to imagery and their function to affect the
relation to the animated and subjectified non-humans in question (Solfeldt, 2024,

Paper V).

4.2. Epilogue: Animation as a theoretical premise

I set out by quoting Inna Uglova, who showed that her animist-Orthodox syn-
cretic perception of reality is only contradictory in relation to the Western mod-
ernist and partly postmodernist secular perception of reality, which rests on the
Western philosophical key notions of anthropocentrism, hylomorphism, Cartesian dnal-
ism, and representationalism, within a structural neoliberal and capitalist political
framework — a perception of reality, if uncritically taken for granted and seeking
explanations over learning and understanding will imply that the hunter-gatherers
and hunter-herders of the ethnographic present, the recent past, and the archae-
ological distant past were structural liberalists with capitalist economies who pet-
ceived and pervaded their reality based on a Western thought and perception of
reality.

For archaeology, this means a Westernised past that equates this perception
of reality with the essence and natural state of the human being, independent of
notions of time and the changes that occur over time.

My concern, in the five papers which constitute the body of this doctoral
thesis, has been with the relation between animisms and material culture, and
with how this Western modernist and postmodernist secular perception of reality

has come to form an understanding of this relation, which does not follow the
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logic of animism(s) present in the ethnographic materials of Indigenous peoples
of the tundra and taiga of the Urals and northwestern Siberia.

To seek the logic of animism(s) in the archaeological material is to seek the
immaterial relation to the material. Within eatlier archaeological paradigms, or
theoretical trends, of culture-historical archaeology, processual archaeology and
postprocessual archaeology, and to a certain degree within the potential current
archaeological paradigm of relational archaeology, certain archaeological materi-
als are more likely to reveal their relation to past ontologies than others. Such
archaeological material would include, for example, burials and imagery (Papers
1L, III and V).

I have, however, concluded that a recurring pattern in historical and contem-
porary syncretic animisms among the hunting and herding Nenets, Enets, Nga-
nasan, Sel’kup, Ket, Khanty, Mansi, and the northern Komi is that animation and
subjectification are everywhere and constitute the rational and logical way of per-
ceiving reality — a perception of reality which is based on immanentism. Hence,
the relation between animism(s) and immanentism is inseparable, yet they are not
the same, as immanentism exists as part of non-animistic ontologies, epistemol-
ogies, and institutions too.

The answer to the research questions, stated in relation to the overarching
aims of the thesis, is that the key notions of these historical contemporary syn-
cretic animisms are: animation, subjectification, and immanentism — the practices of
acknowledging life and subjectivity more or less equal to the life and subjectivity
of oneself, even though the material form and shape differ from oneself — an
acknowledgement which rest on the ontological premises of immanentism.

While these key notions, the immanent practises of animation and subjectifi-
cation, leave potential material traces, such as traces of fire (Paper I), various
forms of imagery (Papers II and V), and burials and other treatments of human
and non-human animal remains (Papers I, I1I, IV), constituting only a few exam-
ples of the diversity of the archaeological traces and remains of past hunter-gath-
erers — the practises are to the greater extent of immaterial character, and only if
the material traces are paired with its immaterial context can they be fully under-
stood.

While the immaterial context remains beyond research for the archaeologist
compared to the ethnographer, it does not mean that they should be ignored,
especially not when there are historical, ethnohistorical and contemporary ac-
counts of differences in human ontologies upon which analogies can be drawn,
and as it is highly likely that similar immaterial contexts, which changed and
evolved through time, existed in some form among the hunter-gatherers of the
Palacolithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic past.
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Thus, the immanent practices of animation and subjectification, informed by
ethnographic primary and secondary materials, analysis, and studies, are of im-
portance for archaeological theory and method development as they will extend
the discussion to include more of the non-binary relation of materials and imma-
terials, rather than ending the discussion by arguing for the vague notion of non-
human, or more than human agency, independently of differences in ontological

premises of perceiving reality.
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5.Sammanfattning

De fem artiklarna som utgér grunden f6r denna doktorsavhandling behandlar
relationen mellan animism(er) och materiell kultur samt hur den visterlindska
modernistiska och postmodernistiska sekuldra verklighetsuppfattningen har
kommit att forma en forstaelse av denna relation. Denna forstdelse féljer inte den
animistiska logiken, det vill siga en rationell animation och subjektifiering av det
icke-minskliga som existerar i manga etnografiska material och dess kontexter.

Denna visterlindska modernistiska och postmodernistiska sekulira verklig-
hetsuppfattning har formats som ett resultat av den antika grekisk-romerska fi-
losofin, vidare genom renissansen och upplysningstiden, och slutligen in i mo-
derniteten och postmoderniteten. Den grundar sig pa ett representationalistiskt
och liberalistiskt antagande: det finns en enda virld uppdelad i natur och kultur,
som minniskor tolkar och representerar genom kategorier, begrepp och symbo-
ler. Denna enda virld 4r grundad i antropocentrism och uppritthélls av en carte-
siansk dualism, genom vilken ménniskan skiljs frin naturen. En natur fri att ut-
nyttjas av minniskan, dir mening betraktas som en produkt av minskligt tin-
kande, sprak och handling.

Denna tanketradition och dess ontologiska och epistemologiska premisser
grundar sig frimst pa fyra filosofiska nyckelkoncept: antropocentrism, hylemorfism,
cartesiansk dualism och representationalism (den sista nimnda innefattar dven tran-
scendentalism, i motsats till immanentism). Andra verklighetsuppfattningar,
grundade pd andra ontologiska och epistemologiska premisser, betraktas som
misslyckade ontologier och epistemologier, ansedda som felaktiga, medan den
visterlindska moderna och postmoderna sekuldra ontologin betraktas som den
sanna och slutgiltiga verkligheten (se Bird-David, 1999).

Avhandlingens dvergripande syfte 4r tredelat. Det forsta syftet ér att studera
relationen mellan animismer, vilka dterfinns i de etnohistoriska och etnografiska
materialen, och materiell kultur bland tidigmoderna och samtida animistiska ja-
gar-samlare och renpastoralister i nordvistra Sibirien och Uralbergen. Genom
studier av etnohistoriskt och etnografiskt material (primirt och sekundirt) frin
citka 1500-talet till nutid dmnar studien identifiera dterkommande ménster som
sedan anvinds for att dekonstruera och tinka om arkeologiska tolkningar av ji-
gar-samlares ontologiska forstielse av verkligheten. Tidigare tolkningar av arke-
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ologiska material har formats av visterlindska férutfattade meningar genom ar-
keologins olika paradigm (kulturhistorisk arkeologi, processuell arkeologi och
postprocessuell arkeologi), vilket har resulterat i att férhistoriska jigar-samlares
ontologier har ansetts bygga pa visterlindska teoretiska premisser, i kombination
med att de delar av de forhistoriska ontologierna som motstrider de sekuléra vis-
terlindska premisserna férstas som felaktiga ontologier och epistemologier. Dir-
med legitimeras den visterlindska modernistiska och postmoderna sekulira on-
tologin och behandlas som universell 6ver saval tid som rum.

Det andra syftet dr att pd ett teoretiskt och metodologiskt plan bidra med
kunskap om anvindningen av etnografiska analogier i relation till samtida ny-
animistisk och relationell arkeologi, 1 syfte att férhindra att forhistoriska jigar-
samlare forstds utifrdn dessa visterlindska forutfattade ontologiska premisser.

Det tredje och sista syftet dr att utifrdn resultaten frin de fem artiklarna f&resla
centrala begrepp inom den animistiska logiken som bér betonas i arkeologisk
teori och tolkning, sdrskilt 1 studier av férhistoriska jagar-samlare. For att uppfylla
dessa syften behandlar studien féljande fragestillningar:

e Vilka dr de centrala begreppen i de animismer som aterfinns i de etnohi-
storiska och etnografiska materialen, och vilka slags materiella spar lam-
nar de efter sig for arkeologer att uppticka?

e Varfor dr dessa centrala begrepp viktiga £6r utvecklingen av arkeologisk
teoti och hur paverkar de tolkningar av forhistoriska relationer till savil
matetiella som immateriella fenomen?

e Och hur kan etnografiska analogier anvindas for att inkludera den anim-
istiska logiken i tolkningarna av férhistoriska jigar-samlare och deras
olika ontologier?

Artikel I: ’An ethnoarchaeology of ontologies. Animism(s) and the animation of
fire among the northern Komi and tundra Nenets of Northwestern Furasia’
(publicerad 1 Ethnographisch-Archaeologische Zeitschrift, vol. 59 (3)) foreslir en etno-
arkeologi med fokus pi ontologi och ny-animism, dir den animistiska logiken
kan inkluderas i den arkeologiska analysen och pa sa sitt ifrdgasitta de vister-
lindska filosofiska nyckelbegreppen som universella i tid och rum.

Som fallstudie underséker artikeln animeringen och subjektifieringen av eld
bland de norra komigrupperna och tundranenserna i nordvistra Eurasien. Stu-
dien bygger dels pé intervjuer med representanter f6r tva komisambhillen (Izhma-
komi, renskétare, och Udorasa-komi, smaskaliga jordbrukare och jgare), dels pa
urfolkskunskap som medforskare Anna Naglaya har bidragit med utifran sin bak-
grund i en renskotarsldkt pd Gydan-tundran. Detta material sdtts dven i relation
till historisk och samtida etnografisk litteratur om bide komier och neneter.
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Resultaten visar att varken komier eller neneter uppritthaller en strikt atskill-
nad mellan funktionella och rituella relationer till eld. Elden férstas som animerad
och som ett subjekt som krdver omsorg och respekt, samtidigt som den fyller
praktiska funktioner i vardagslivet. Eldens sprakande och beteende forstis som
ett universellt sprak inom vilket tecken och varningar kan fis, och dess hantering
regleras av specifika regler. Denna sammanflitning av funktion och ritual star i
kontrast till hur eld vanligen har behandlats inom arkeologin, dir den antingen
har tolkats funktionellt (inom kulturhistorisk och processuell arkeologi) eller som
en symbol frankopplad frin sina materiella och praktiska dimensioner (inom
postprocessuell arkeologi).

Utifrdn relationella och dekonstruktiva etnografiska analogier argumenterar
artikeln fOr att férhistoriska jigare-samlare sannolikt f6rholl sig till eld pa ett lik-
nande sitt som komierna och nenetserna har gjort och delvis fortfarande gor,
snarare dn att enbart behandla den som ett redskap eller en symbol inom ett re-
presentationellt ramverk. Resonemanget illustreras med arkeologiska exempel
som flintfynd i hdrdarna vid den paleolitiska boplatsen Pincevent, de avsiktligt
brinda keramikfigurerna vid Doln{ Véstonice och skillnaden mellan mesolitiska
skelett och kremationsgravar 1 norra Europa, dir en inkludering av den animist-
iska logiken Sppnar for tolkningar som annars vore svara att se — i detta fall en
animering och subjektifiering av bide fynden av flint och keramikfigurerna, samt
de relaterade eldarna. Skillnaderna i de mesolitiska gravskicken tolkas som ett
resultat av skillnader i de mesolitiska animistiska ontologierna.

Artikel II: 'Rethinking representation and animation. A visual ethnoarchaeology
of material spirits in northwestern Siberia’ (publicerad 1 Currents Swedish Archaceol-
0gy, vol. 32: 135 — 158) tar sin utgangspunkt i en kritik av hur férhistoriska huma-
noida figuriner, tillverkade och anvinda av jigare-samlare under stenéldern, van-
ligtvis tolkats inom arkeologin. Utgangspunkten idr att tolkningarna i stor ut-
strickning vilar pa de visterlindska begreppen hylomorfism och ikonologi, vilka
inkluderas som delar inom representationalism. Detta resulterar i att figurinerna
behandlas som firdiga och statiska konstféremdl, ofta 16sryckta fran sina arkeo-
logiska kontexter. Fokus har didrmed legat pa att identifiera vad figurinerna re-
presenterar snarare dn pa vad de faktiskt gor eller hur de anvindes av de minni-
skor som skapade dem.

Artikeln kontrasterar detta mot hur historiska och samtida figuriner, ofta be-
nimnda "idoletr" i etnografisk litteratur, tidigare hat tolkats som produkter av
animism, schamanism och totemism, férstddda som representationer av husgu-
dar, gudomligheter, forfider eller totems i religibsa sammanhang. Genom att
kombinera ny-animistisk teori, urfolkskunskap frin medforskaren Anna Naglaya

och visuell etnografisk analys underséker artikeln humanoida figuriner ("idoler™)
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fran nordvistra Sibirien, hir benamnda som materiella andar och forfadersbilder,
i deras egna animistiska ontologiska kontexter.

Det empiriska materialet utgdrs av visuellt etnografiskt material frin nord-
vistra Sibitien fran cirka 1600-talet till idag, med fokus pa tundranenserna och
deras materiella andar (N. Khekhe/Syadei), samt jiamférande material fran grann-
urfolk som skogsnenetser, enetser, nganasaner, sel’kuper och ketter. Materialet
inkluderar illustrationer, historiska fotografier och en kort, tidigare opublicerad,
videoinspelning som visar en nenetsisk renskétare som delar en maltid med sina
torfiadersbilder i sitt liger.

Analysen identifierar sex typer av materiella andar bland nordvistra Sibiriens
animister: mastarandar vid heliga platser; mindre tripinnesandar som assisterar
mistarandarna; férfddersbilder som férvaras i ligren och bistar i vardagliga syss-
lor; en tygande som dr specifikt kopplad till kvinnors arbete bland nenetserna;
utskurna tridandar bland selkuper och ketter; samt obearbetade materiella andar,
sdsom stenar och kvistar, som vistats en lingre tid pa heliga platser. Genomga-
ende visar materialet att dessa andar inte uppfattas som representationer av en
gud eller en idé¢ hos skaparen, utan som levande subjekt och relationella varelser
knutna till den omgivande miljon.

Utifrin denna analys argumenterar artikeln fér att hylomorfism och ikonologi
ir otillrickliga och missvisande ramverk f&r att f6rstd dessa materiella andar och
att detsamma sannolikt giller f&r férhistoriska humanoida figuriner. Istillet fére-
slas att sadana figuriner bor forstis som ekologiska, materiella och immateriella
relationer, inbdddade i ett sammanhang dir allt i miljén, inte bara ménniskor och
djur, har potential att vara animerat och subjektifierat. Artikeln ifrdgasitter dven
den vedertagna uppdelningen mellan "portabel konst" och ”parietal konst” och
foreslar att denna dikotomi dr mindre anvindbar nir den animistiska logiken in-
tegreras i tolkningen av forhistoriska bilder och dess kontexter — inklusive vilket
material de dr gjorda av och de immateriella kontexterna de kan frammana, vilket
behéver beaktas 1 hogre grad dn vad som traditionellt har gjorts.

Artikel ITI: ’An archaeology of non-shaman animists: Rethinking archaeological
traces of shamans and shamanism(s) through the ethnography and archaeology
of Siberian animism’ (under granskning i Shaman) tar sin utgangspunkt i en kritik
av hur arkeologin traditionellt har spérat och identifierat férhistoriska schamaner
och schamanism. Utgangspunkten ir att forskare inom historisk och samtida
schamanism ofta hidnvisar till ett ursprung under den yngre paleolitiska stenal-
dern, en slutsats som i sin tur bygger pa arkeologiska studier med etnografiska
analogier som metod. Detta skapar ett cirkelresonemang dir arkeologiskt
material tolkas utifran etnografiska studier av schamanism, vilka i sin tur hdnvisar
tillbaka till arkeologin for att beldgga schamanismens djupa historiska rétter —
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utan att det arkeologiska materialet egentligen tillfér nagot utdver den etnografi
som redan finns. Ett grundligeande problem 4r ocksa att ligga till dndelsen "-
ism" pd schaman, eftersom det implicerar ett enhetligt, igenkdnnbart system, vil-
ket inte dterspeglar den komplexitet och variation som finns inom den etnogra-
fiskt dokumenterade schamanismen.

For att underséka detta problem diskuterar artikeln relationen mellan anim-
ism och schamanism och argumenterar fr att schamanism bist f6rstis som en
uppsittning praktiker som vilar pa animistiska ontologiska grunder, snarare dn
som en egen ontologi vid sidan av animismen. Detta illustreras bland annat ge-
nom Tim Ingolds (2011a) och Morten A. Pedersens (2001) definitioner av anim-
istisk och totemistisk ontologi samt genom etnografiska exempel fran tundrane-
netser, dir schamanistisk och totemistisk kunskap och praktiker visar sig vara
integrerade i en bredare animistisk relation till den icke-miénskliga omvirlden.

Som empirisk grund jimfors férhistoriska gravar som tolkats som schaman-
gravar, bland annat Lady of Saint-Germain-la-Riviére, Brno Il-graven och
schamankvinnan frin Bad Dirrenberg, med gravmaterial fran 1800-talets anim-
istiska gravfilt vid nedre Ob-floden i nordvistra Sibirien, ursprungligen griavt ut
av Daniil Janovitj 1909 och senare sammanstillt av Olga Murasjko och Nikolaj
Krenke.

Tack vare bevarade filtanteckningar och etnografiska intervjuer kunde flera
av de begravda individerna vid dessa gravfilt identifieras som schamaner med
namn och funktion — vilket ger méjlighet att jimfora faktiska schamangravar med
gravar tillh6rande "vanliga" animister.

Resultatet visar att inget av de gravseder eller fyndkategorier som brukar an-
vindas for att identifiera frhistoriska schamangravar, sisom ovanliga kroppspo-
sitioner, stora mingder eller exklusiva gravgivor, férekomst av ren- eller hjort-
horn, "andehjilpate” eller ”idolet”, respektive fysiska sjukdomstecken, pd ett till-
forlitligt sdtt kan skilja schamangravar frin gravar tillhérande icke-schamanska
animister.

Utifrin denna jimforelse drar artikeln slutsatsen att det méjligen fanns scha-
maner och schamanistiska praktiker redan under paleolitikum och mesolitikum,
men att det med nuvarande metoder dr ndrmast omajligt att sirskilja dem fran
Ovriga animister 1 det arkeologiska materialet. Artikeln foreslar ddrfor att arkeo-
login bor vinda perspektivet: i stillet f6r att forst leta efter schamanen bor forsk-
ningen utga fran att forstd stenalderns animismer, animationer och subjektifie-
ring, och forst direfter, om avvikande monster identifieras inom denna animist-
iska helhet, diskutera om dessa kan spegla schamanistiska sirdrag — sirdrag som
i sa fall bygger pd animistiska premisser.
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Artikel IV:’An ethnohistory of souls and violence: On the animation of humans
among the recent past animists of northwestern Siberia and animism in hunter-
gatherer archaeology’ (publicerad i antologin, Warming, R. F. (ed.) Violence and
Warfare in Social Context. Archaeological and Historical Studies. Stockholm: Stockholm
University & Sédertérn University) tar sin utgangspunkt i en kritik av hur den
ny-animistiska teoribildningen inom antropologi och arkeologi, trots sina viktiga
bidrag till férstielsen av animism och minniska—djur-relationer, tenderar att be-
handla animationen och subjektifiering av méinniskor som om det fungerade pa
samma sitt oavsett ontologiska och kulturella skillnader. Utgangspunkten ér att
detta ensidiga fokus pa icke-antropocentrism — dir tyngdpunkten har lagts pa
animeringen av det icke-minskliga — har lett till att subjektifieringen av andra
minniskor, sirskilt "de Andra", i stor utstrickning har f6rbisetts inom arkeolo-
gin. Detta hinger samman med en bredare tendens att, i linje med Rousseaus
forestillning om "den 4ddle vilden", framstilla férhistoriska jagare-samlares anim-
istiska ontologier som fredliga och harmoniska, en férenkling som siger emot
vad etnografiskt och etnohistoriskt material visar.

Utifrdn detta problem underséker antologikapitlet animeringen och subjekfi-
eringen av minniskor och deras koppling till rittfardigandet av vald och krigfo-
ring bland 1600—1900-talens animister i nordvistra Sibirien, med fokus pa nenet-
ser, nganasaner, enetser, chanter, mansier, sel’kuper och ketter. Genomgangen
visar att dessa urfolksgrupper, till skillnad frin den visterlindska férestillningen
om en sjil per individ, tillskriver méinniskor flera olika sjdlar — exempelvis skugg-
sjdl, fagelsjal, drémsjil, andningssjil och styrkesjdl bland chanterna och livs- och
skuggsjilar bland neneterna — som alla utgdr materiella och immateriella f6rling-
ningar av kroppen snarare dn en separat, immateriell essens, eftersom dessa sjélar
delas med icke-minskliga djur och féremal.

Centralt i antologikapitlet dr att visa hur animeringen och subjektifieringen av
"den Andre" skiljer sig frdn animeringen och subjektifieringen av den egna grup-
pens medlemmar. Genom exempel fran Viveiros de Castro (1998) och Descola
(2013) visas att fragan om vem som historiskt sett riknas som fullt mansklig inte
har handlat om huruvida den andre har en kropp, utan om huruvida dennes
kropp och materiell kultur (kldder, vapen, sprak, bostider) motsvarar ens egna.
Det etnohistoriska materialet fran nordvistra Sibirien visar att krig och vald mel-
lan klaner och urfolkgrupper — motiverade av territorium, kvinnostéld, religion
och stold av renar — var en integrerad del av dessa animistiska ontologier, inte en
avvikelse fran dem. Att d6da en fiende sags inte enbart som att ha ihjil en mate-
riell kropp, utan som en process av att skilja flera sjilar frin den relaterade krop-
pen och féremdl, vilket kunde skapa farliga, himndlystna andar. Detta férklarar
seder som skalpering, halshugegning och lingsamt dédande 6r att ge sjilarna tid
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att limna kroppen, samt bruket av skyddande andebilder, vassa féremal och he-
liga vapen (till exempel kopparpilar) som skydd mot bade materiella och imma-
teriella hot.

Utifran denna analys argumenterar antologikapitlet for att de visterlindska
dikotomierna manniska/icke-minniska, liv/doéd och materiellt/immateriellt inte
kan tas for givna som universella 6ver tid och rum. Kategorin "minniska" ér
flytande snarare dn fast och avgdrs av delad ontologi, kulturella uttryck och ma-
teriell kultur snarare dn enbart biologi och arttillhérighet. Detta far konsekvenser
tor hur arkeologer bor tolka véldsspar hos forhistoriska jigare-samlare — till ex-
empel projektiler i kroppar, eventuella spér av kannibalism eller de uppsatta kra-
nierna vid den mesolitiska boplatsen Kanaljorden i Motala — dir sidana spér po-
tentiellt kan spegla en ontologisk uppfattning om att offren inte betraktades som
fullt minskliga, snarare 4n att spegla enbart konflikt i modern mening.

Artikel V:’Beyond human kinship. A Siberian perspective on the Mesolithic and
Neolithic imagery among the hunter-gatherers of the Baltic Sea’ (publicerad i
Hunter Gatherer Research (Ahead of print)), tar sin utgdngspunkt i en kritik av hur
tolkningar av mesolitisk och neolitisk bildkonst ("patietal konst" och "portabel
konst") kring Ostersjén som regel vilar pd begreppen hylomorfism, ikonologi
och transcendentalism. Utgingspunkten ér att det framvixande forskningsfiltet
minniska—djur-relationer inom arkeologin visserligen har bidragit till f&rstielsen
av hur férhistoriska jigare-samlare relaterade till icke-minskliga djur som subjekt
snarare dn enbart som ekonomiska resurser, men att en icke-representationell
forstielse av mianniska—djur-sliktskap i stor utstrickning har forbisetts — ett fe-
nomen som kan identifieras genom etnografiska studier av historiska och samtida
jagare-samlare och pastoralister.

Utifrdn detta problem underséker artikeln, med relationella och dekonstruk-
tiva etnografiska analogier frin nordvistra Sibirien och ett teoretiskt ramverk
himtat frin ny-animism, huruvida icke-representationella minniska—djur-slikt-
skaprelationer kan identifieras i det arkeologiska materialet fran Ostersjons meso-
litiska och neolitiska jigare-samlare. Genomgangen utgar sarskilt fran chanternas
relation till bjérnen, som intar en position som "skogens herre" och sindebud at
guden Torum, samt motsvarande relationer mellan nenetser, enetser och nga-
nasaner och djur som varg, ren, trana, 6rn och korp. Dessa relationer beskrivs
som totemistiska sliktband, baserade pa animistiska premisser, mellan specifika
klaner och djurarter, dir djuret betraktas som en slikting snarare dn en symbol.

Centralt i artikeln dr utvecklingen av metoden: ex ikonografi av immanentism. Ge-
nom exempel som chanternas ristningar av bjérnbilder i cedertrid, dir bilden
torstas vara en del av bjérnens immateriella fortlevnad och reinkarnation snarare

in en avbildning, visas att bilden och det materiella varat inte utgér en dikotomi.
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Metoden innebir att bildframstéllningar av djur inte ska tolkas som representat-
ioner av en immateriell idé i skaparens, ofta bendimnd som konstnir, medvetande,
utan som direkta korrespondenser med djuret och gudarna.

Genom att tillimpa detta perspektiv och dessa metoder pd det arkeologiska
materialet argumenterar artikeln for att skilda djurarter under olika perioder och
i olika regioner kring Ostersjén intog positionen som 6verligsna varelser inom
lokala animismer: vildren dominerade bland de fOrsta jigarna i norr, dlgens bety-
delse vixte 1 takt med dess migration norrut och blev alltmer central fran cirka
7000 £.Kr., medan kronhjort intog motsvarande position lingre séderut 1 Skan-
dinavien. Sj6fagel framtrider som betydelsefull kring Onegasjén, medan sil, trots
sin nirvaro i materialet, frimst argumenteras for att ha haft en ekonomisk snarare
in en totemistisk inneb6rd. Under neolitikum identifieras dessutom hybrida
minnisko-sil-bilder i sédra Ostersjdomradet, vilka tolkas som en flytande grins
mellan minskligt och icke-minskligt snarare dn som en specifikt sdlfokuserad
animism.

Utifran denna analys argumenterar artikeln for att de vésterlindska dikotomi-
erna mellan bild och materiell vara samt mellan symbol och verklighet inte kan
tas fOr givna som universella 6ver tid och rum. Kategorin dverlidgsen varelse var
regionalt och tidsmissigt forinderlig snarare dn fast och formades av lokala re-
lationer mellan manniskor och deras icke-minskliga medvarelser snarare 4n en-
bart av ekologiska resurser (till exempel bytesdjur). Detta far konsekvenser f6r
hur arkeologer bér tolka figurativt bildbruk hos férhistoriska jigare-samlare, dér
sidana bilder potentiellt speglar totemistiska sliktrelationer, vilka bygger pa
animistiska premisser, mellan minniskor och specifika djurarter, snarare dn att
enbart avspegla estetiska eller symboliska uttryck i modern mening eller som ett
symboliskt uttryck inom missuppfattade totemistiska ontologier och epistemolo-

gier.
Overgripande slutsatser

Sammantaget visar avhandlingens artiklar pi behovet av att holistiskt integrera
den animistiska logiken, genom ny-animistiska teoribildningar, i arkeologisk och
etnoarkeologisk forskning om forhistoriska jagare-samlare och pastoralister. Ge-
nomgiende argumenteras det f6r att tolkningsfokus bor f6rflyttas fran represen-
tation till animation och att férhistoriska uttryck och relationer bor férstds genom
att ta hansyn till komplexiteten i animeringen och subjektifieringen av savil min-
niskor, inklusive "den Andre", som icke-minskliga djur, féremdl och fenomen.
En dterkommande kritik 4r ddrmed att undvika att oreflekterat reproducera den

visterlindska ontologin som universell i tid och rum och 1 stillet 6ppna f6r en
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mer mangfacetterad forstielse av savil samtida, historiska som férhistoriska
animistiska ontologier, fenomen och praktiker.

Baserat pé resultaten frin de fem artiklarna dr den Svergripande slutsatsen att
det inte handlar om att identifiera animism i det arkeologiska materialet utifran
exempelvis specifika artefakttyper eller gravskick, utan om att erkidnna den anim-
istiska logiken som en teoretisk och metodologisk premiss. De paleolitiska, meso-
litiska och neolitiska jigar-samlarnas ontologier var nigon form av animism som
féljde en animistisk logik vilken var rimlig och rationell just fér dessa animister
vars material stdr i fokus for analysen (artikel I-V). Att det r6r sig om animistiska
ontologier och tillhérande epistemologier —i linje med de synkretiska animistiska
ontologierna hos jigare och renpastoralister 1 Uralbergen och nordvistra Sibirien
— framstar som mer sannolikt 4n att det skulle handla om ontologier som liknar
den visterlindska modernistiska och postmodernistiska ontologin och epistemo-
login, med dess implicita kapitalistiska och nyliberala antaganden.

Argumentet bygger pa att likheter i nomadism eller seminomadism, ekonomi
(delvis f6r pastoralister) samt likartade miljéer skapar liknande ontologiska pre-
misser for relationerna till omgivningen och till de icke-minskliga djuren, fére-
milen och entiteterna som minniskan delar denna milj6 med.

Genom ontologisk etnoarkeologi och antropologisk arkeologi — med meto-
derna relationella och dekonstruktiva analogier — har jag visat att studiet av pri-
mirt och sekundirt etnografiskt material kan fungera for arkeologer pid samma
sitt som for etnografer och antropologer som tillimpar den onfologiska vindningen
(Holbraad och Pedersen, 2017); det vill siga att det etnografiska materialet avslo-
jar fenomen for etnografen som var otinkbara fér dem innan de utférde den
etnografiska forskningen. Etnografi, for antropologen, blir, pd samma sitt som
etnografiska analogier gér for arkeologerna, ett sitt "att skapa forutsittningar for
nya tankat" (Strathern, 1988, s. 20; se dven: Holbraad och Pedersen, 2017, s. 4,
artikel I-V). Det hir ir tankar som féar arkeologer att inte bara ompréva méjlig-
heten till nya tolkningar av material utan dven fraga sig: om dessa premisser om
animering och subjektivering tillimpas i filt och vid utgrivning, vad mer kan
patraffas som man dnnu inte kan forestilla sig?

Utifran denna teoretiska och metodologiska inging, och baserat pa resultaten
i artiklarna (I-V), definierar jag animism(er) enligt féljande: Animismer 4r onto-
logier, inklusive epistemologier, av olika slag dér animeringen och subjektifie-
ringen av det minskliga savil som det icke-ménskliga utgér den rationella logiken
tor att uppfatta verkligheten och omgivningen — en logik som genomsyrar alla
relationer, med bade det materiella och det immateriella, det ménskliga och det
icke-minskliga, och som inte 4r begrinsad till religionens eller ritualens sfir.

Animation och subjektifiering 4r de centrala begreppen som definitionen vilar

pé, men de ska forstds som immanenta begrepp — det vill siga att animeringen
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och subjektifieringen inom dessa ontologier varken faller inom representational-
ism eller transcendentalism, utan utgdr delar av relationen animisten har med sin
omgivning samt med icke-minskliga djur, féremal och entiteter som animisten
delar sin omgivning med.

De immanenta praktikerna animation och subjektifiering, s som de framtri-
der i det etnografiska materialet, dr dirfor betydelsefulla f6r arkeologisk teori-
och metodutveckling. De vidgar diskussionen till den icke-bindra relationen mel-
lan material och immateriellt, snarare dn att avsluta den med det vaga begreppet
icke-manskligt eller mer-dn-minskligt agens — oberoende av vilka ontologiska
premisser som faktiskt styr uppfattningen av verkligheten.
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6. Pesrome

[Iare crarteii, COCTAaBAAFOIINX OCHOBY HACTOSAIIEH AMCCEPTAITUH, ITOCBA-
IIIEHBI OTHOIIEHIAM MEKAY AaHIMH3MOM (B PA3HBIX €TI0 ACIIEKTAX) U MaTe-
PHUAABHOI KYABTYPOH, 4 TAK/KE TOMY, KaK 3aITAAHOE — MOAEPHHMCTCKOE U
ITOCTMOAEPHHUCTCKOE — CEKYAAPHOE ITOHHMAaHHUE PEAABHOCTH (DOPMH-
pyer Hallle IIOHHMaHHUE 3TUX OTHOIIEHHH. DTO IIOHHMAHUE HE CACAYET
COOCTBEHHON AOTMKE aHHMH3Ma, 3aKAIOYAIOIIECHCA B PAIIMOHAAU3HPYIO-
IIIEM OAVIIIEBACHUU U CYObEKTUBAIIMH HE-YEAOBEYECKOIO M IIPOCACKIBA-
FOIIEHCA B 3THOUCTOPUYECKUX H ITHOIPA(OUYIECKUX MAaTEpPHAAAX M HX
KOHTEKCTAX.

DTO 3aIIaAHOE MOACPHHUCTCKOE U IIOCTMOAEPHHUCTCKOE CEKYAAPHOE I10-
HHUMAaHHE PEAABHOCTH HCXOAHO CAOKHAOCH B PAMKAX AaHTHYHOM TPEKO-
puMcKOl brAaocoduH, ITPOAOAKUAOCH B 110Xy Bospomaenusa u Ipo-
CBEINICHHA M, HAKOHEI], C(POPMUPOBAAOCH B €O COBPEMEHHOM BHAE B
3II0XY MOACPHA U IIOCTMOAEPHA. B ero ocHOBe ACKHT CAEAyIOIIIAs perpe-
3EHTAIIMOHAAUCTCKAS. M AMOEPAAUCTCKAsA ITOCBIAKA: CYITIECTBYET EAMHBIN
MHP, B KOTOPOM IIPOTHBOIOCTABAECHBI IPUPOAA U KYABTYPa, MUP, KOTO-
PBIIT AFOAH HCTOAKOBBIBAIOT U IIPEACTABAAIOT CEOE C IIOMOIIBIO KATErO-
pHii, ITOHATHH M CHMBOAOB. DTOT EAMHBIA MHUpP AHTPOIOIEHTPHYCH,
B3TAAIA HA HETO OITUPAETCA HA KAPTE3UAHCKUM AYAAU3M, OTACAAFOIIIUIT Je-
AOBEKA OT IIPHPOABI — IPHUPOABL, KOTOPYIO YEAOBEK BOACH 9KCITAYATH-
pOBaTh, — W TPAKTYET IMOPOKACHHE CMBICAOB KaK IPOAYKT YeAOBEYe-
CKOT'O MBIITIACHUS U A3BIKA.

DTa HHTEAAEKTYAABHAS TPAAUIIHUA U €€ OHTOAOTMYECKHIE U SIIHCTEMO-
AOTHYECKHE TTOCBIAKA OCHOBBIBAFOTCSH ITPEKAC BCETO HA UETBHIPEX KAFOUE-
BBIX (PUAOCOMDCKIUX IIOHATHAX: aHINPONOYeHINpUM, 2UNeMOPPUIM, Kapriesuar-
cKutl yanusm v penpesermayuornantsm (IIOCACAHUIT OXBATBHIBAET TAKKE TPAHC-
IICHACHTAAN3M, ITPOTHUBOIIOCTABAECHHBIN HMMaHEHTH3MY). HBIE cro-
COOBI HOHUMAHUSA PEAABHOCTH, OIIUPAFOIIHECS HA HHBIE OHTOAOITYECKUE
1 3IUCTEMOAOTHYECKHE ITOCBIAKH, PACCMATPHUBAIOTCA KAK HECOCTOATEAD-

HBIC OHTOAOIYH M 3IITMCTEMOAOIMH U HpI/I3Ha}OTCH OH_II/I60‘-IHBIMI/I, TOrAQd
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KaK 3aIIaAHas MOAEPHAA U IIOCTMOACPHAS CEKYAAPHAS OHTOAOTHSA CINTA-
eTCA HCTHHHOM M COOTBETCTBYFOIIEH pearbHOCTH (cM.: Bird-David, 1999).

[Ipeanaraemas AMccepTarus IIPECACAYET TPH OCHOBHEIE IieAn. Bo-
IIEPBBIX, B HAIIIEM HMCCACAOBAHHH PACCMATPUBAIOTCA OTHOILCHHS MEKAY
PA3AHYHBIMU ACIIEKTAMHU AHIMHU3MA, 3a(PUKCHPOBAHHBIMU B 9THOUCTOPHU-
YECKOM M 3THOIPa(pUYECKOM MaTEpHAAE, U MATEPHAABHOH KyABTYPOH
OXOTHHKOB-COOMpaTeAEll M OXOTHHKOB-OAEHEBOAOB CeBepo-3ammaAHOI
Cubunpn u Vpasa. Onmpasch Ha STHOUCTOPHUYECKHE U 9THOTpadHIECKIe
MATEPHAABI IO STUM OOIIIECTBAM, OOHUMAIOIIHE IIEPUOA C Hadara X VI B.
AO HAITIUX AHEH, MBI CTPEMUMCH BBIABUTH YCTOMYNBLIC 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH,
ITO3BOASFOIIIUE ITPOAHAAUZHPOBATH U IIEPEOCMBICAUTH PA3AHYHEIE APXE0-
AOIMTYECKUE HHTEPIPETAIIMH OOINECTB OXOTHHKOB-COOHMpATEAEH M HUX
CIOCOOBI BOCIIPUATHA PEAABHOCTH. B OOABIIMHCTBE ITAPAAUTM APXEOAO-
IITYECKON HAYKU CYILIECTBYIOIIIE HHTEPIIPETALINN AO CHX IIOP POPMHPO-
BAAHCH HA OCHOBE 3AITaAHBIX IIPEACTABACHHIT, PE3YABTATOM YE€rO ABHANCH
BECTEPHU3AINA OHTOAOTHI AOUCTOPHYECKHUX OOIIIECTB OXOTHUKOB-COOH-
pareAeii M IIPUBBIYKA MCCACAOBATEACH PACCMATPUBATH UX KAK YHUBEP-
CAABHBIE BO BPEMEHHI U IIPOCTPAHCTBE.

Bo-BTOpBIX, B HAIIIEM MCCACAOBAHHH MBI CTPEMUIMCA BHECTH OIIPEAC-
ACHHBII TEOPETHKO-METOAOAOTMYECKON BKAQA B OOAACTH IIPHMCHCHUSA
3THOrpapUYECKUX AHAAOTUI B KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHON HOBOM aHHMU-
CTHYECKOW M PEAAIIMOHHON aPXEOAOTHH, C TEM YTOOBI IPEAOTBPATUTH
HICKA)KEHUE KAPTUHBL IIPOIIAOTO B YCAOBHAX HEKPHTHYCCKOTO IPUHATHA
3apaHee 3aAAHHBIX ITOHATHH, BHPA0OTAHHBIX 3AITAAHOH OOBACHHTEABHOMN
TPaAHITHEH.

B-Tperpux, onmmupasch Ha Pe3yABTATHI IATH CTATEH, COCTABAATIOIIIX OC-
HOBHOI KOPITYC ACCEPTAIINN, MBI CTABUM IIEABIO IIPEAAOKHTE PAA KAFO-
9YEBBIX IOHATHH BHYTPH COOCTBEHHONW AOTHKH aHHMH3Ma, KOTOpad
AOAKHA OBITH OCOOBIM OOpasoM aKIICHTYHPOBAHA B APXCOAOTMYCCKUX
TEOPHUAX U MHTEPIPETAIUAX, TAABHBIM OOPa3OM IIPHMEHHTEABHO K Pac-
CMOTPEHHIO AOUCTOPHYECKUX ODINECTB OXOTHHKOB-COOHpaTEACH.

AAf AOCTIDKEHISA 9THX LEACH B pabOTE CTABATCA CACAYIOIINE HCCAC-

AOBATEABCKIEC BOHpOCbI.

o KakoBBI KATOUYEBBIE TOHSITHA aHI/IMI/IBMa/aHI/IMI/ISMOB, 06Hapy>1<1/1—

BaCMBIC B STHOUCTOPHYICCKOM H 3THOI‘paCbI/I‘I€COM MaTepHaAc, 1
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KaKOTO POAQ MATEPHAABHBIE CACABI, AOCTYITHBIE (DHKCAITIHI ApXEO-

AOTHYCCKUMHU CPCACTBAMU, OHI OCTABAAIOT?

e [loyeMy 3TH KAIOYEBEIE ITOHATHA CTOAD BAKHBI AAfl PA3BUTHA ap-
XEOAOTHYECKUX TEOPUN U KAK OHU BAHAIOT HA HAIIN MHTEPIIpE-
TAIlMF MATE€PHAABHBIX W HEMATEPHAABHBIX (PEHOMEHOB IIPO-

IIIAOTO?

e Kakum oOpasom stHOrpadHYecKre aHAAOTHU MOIYT OBITH HC-
ITOAB30BAHBI AAfl BKAIOYEHHUSA COOCTBEHHON AOIMKU AHUMH3MA B
Pa3AMYHBIC HHTEPIIPETAIIMH OOIIECTB AOUCTOPHYCCKIX OXOTHU-

KOB-COOHpATEACH 1 MX OHTOAOTHIT?

Crartpa I: B cratse «An ethnoarchaeology of ontologies. Animism(s) and
the animation of fire among the northern Komi and tundra Nenets of
Northwestern Eurasia» («9THOapxeoAOrus OHTOAOTHH. AHUMHU3M(BI) U
OAYVIIIEBACHHE OTHfA § CEBEPHBIX KOMU U TYHAPEHHBIX HeHIleB Cepepo-3a-
mapAHON EBpasum») IIpearoKeHa 9THOAPXEOAOIMYECKAs KOHIIEII A, ¢o-
KYCHPYVIOIIAACA HAa OHTOAOTMH U HOBOM AHHMH3ME. DTa KOHIICIIIUA
IIPEAYCMATPHUBACT BKAIOUYCHHE COOCTBEHHON AOTHKI aHUMH3MA B APXEO-
AOIMTYECKUI aHAAU3 U CTABHT IIOA BOIIPOC YHHBEPCAABHOCTH KAFOYEBBIX
3aaAHBIX (PIAOCO(CKUX IOHATHI BO BPEMEHU U IIPOCTPAHCTBE.

B xadgecTBe Kefica B CTaThbe PACCMOTPEHBI OAYIIIEBACHHE U CYObEKTHBA-
LA OTHA § CEBEPHBIX IPYIII KOMHU U TYHAPEHHBIX HeHIes CeBepo-3amaa-
Hoi EBpasun. ViccaeaoBanue ormpaerca Ha HHTEPBBIO C IIPEACTABHTE-
ASMH ABYX COOOIIECTB KOMH (MKEMCKHUX KOMH-OACHEBOAOB H YAOPCKHX
KOMHI — MEAKHX 3€MACACABIIEB M OXOTHUKOB) M HA TPAAULINOHHBIC 3HA-
HUA U IPEACTABACHUA, IIPEAOCTABACHHBIE coaBTOpoM (AHHOI Haraoii),
ITIPONCXOAAITIEN N3 OACHEBOAYECKONM CEMBH, KOYVIOIIEeH B I'BIAaHCKOIT
TyHApPE. MaTepuaA pacCMOTPEH B COOTHECCHHH C AAHHBIME ITHCHMEHHBIX
HICTOYHHKOB U COBPEMEHHON 9THOIPaUIECKON AUTEPATYPOI O KOMHU U
HEHIIAX.

Pe3yAbTaTsl IIPOBEAEHHOIO aHAAHM3A IIOKA3BIBAIOT, 9YTO HU KOMH, HH
HEHIIB HE IIPOBOAAT CTPOIOTO PA3AHYUA MEKAY (PYHKIIMOHAABHBIMU U
PHTYaABHBIMU ACIIEKTAMH OTHOIIEHNI ¢ OrHEM. OrOHB IIOHUMAETCH 1 KAaK
HEYTO OAYIIEBACHHOE, H KaK CyOBEKT, TPEOYIOIINI 3a00TH U YBAKEHUA,
BBIIOAHSAA IIPH 9TOM IPAKTHYECKHE (PYHKITUH B ITOBCCAHEBHON KHU3HHU.

TpCCK 1 IIOBEACHHE OIHA ITOHMMAKOTCA KaK HpI/IHaAAC)KHOCTb YHI/IBCP—
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CAABHOTIO A3BIKA, B KOTOPOM MOKHO «CUHTATB» 3HAKH U IIPEAOCTEpErKE-
HUfA, 2 OOpaIlleHUEe C OTHEM PEIYAHPYETCA OCOOBIMU IIpaBHAAMH. Takoe
repernaeTeHne (PyHKIIHOHAABHOIO U PHTYAABHOIO KOHTPACTHPYET C TEM,
KaK OTOHb OOBIYHO TPAKTYETCA B APXCOAOIUH, TAE €r0 PACCMATPHUBAIOT
AuO0 (DYHKITHOHAABHO (B PAMKAX KYABTYPHO-HCTOPHYECKOHM M IIPOIIEC-
CYaABHOM apXEOAOTHH), ANOO KaK HEKOTOPBIH CHUMBOA, OTOPBAHHBIH OT
CBOUX MATE€PHAABHBIX U IPAKTUYECKUX H3MEPEHHUH (B PAMKaX IIOCTIIPO-
IIECCYaABHON APXEOAOTHH).

Ormmpasce Ha PEAAITHOHHBIE U ACKOHCTPYKTHBHBIE dTHOrpadpryecKue
AHAAOTHH, B CTAThe OOOCHOBAHA TOYKA 3PEHUA, COTAACHO KOTOPOU AOH-
CTOPHYECKHE OXOTHHKH-COOMPATEAN, BEPOATHO, OTHOCHAHMCH K OIHIO
CXOAHBIM OOPa30M C T€M, Kak B HEAABHEM IIPOIITAOM K OTHFO OTHOCHAHCH
— M OTYACTH AO CHX ITOP OTHOCATCSA — KOMH H HEHIIBI, HE PACCMATPHBAS
€ro TOABKO KaK OPYAHE MAH TOABKO KaK CHMBOA (B PaMKaX PEIIpe3eHTa-
IIHOHAAMCTCKOIO OOBACHEHHA). DTOT TE3NUC IIPOUAAFOCTPUPOBAH PAAOM
APXECOAOTHYECKHUX IIPUMEPOB: HAXOAKAMHU KPEMHSA B OYAraX ITAACOAUTH-
ueckoii croauku [lencepan (Pincevent), HaMepeHHO OOOHGKEHHBIMH Ke-
pamugeckumu purypkamu B Aoabau-Becronmie (Dolni Véstonice), a
TAKKE PASAMIHEM MEKAY ME3OANTHICCKIMU TPYIIOIIOAOKCHHIAME U I1O-
rpeberusAMu 110 00psAAy kpemannu B CeBeproii Epore. Bo Bcex atmx
IIPUMEPAX BKAFOYECHIE COOCTBEHHON AOIMKH aHHUMH3Ma OTKPBIBACT IIyTH
MHTEPIIPETAIINH, KOTOPBIC HHBIM OOPa30OM TPYAHOPA3AHYHMBL: 3AE€Ch 9TO
OAYILIEBACHHUE U CyOBEKTHBALINA KPEMHSA 1 KEPAMIYECKUX (DUTYPOK U CBA-
3aHHBIX C HUMH PHTYaABHBIX KECTOB C yuacTueM OrudA. Paszamdns B Me30-
AUTHYECKHX ITOIPEOAABHBIX OOBIYAAX HHTEPIPETUPYIOTCA KaK CACACTBHE

paSAI/I‘-II/If/‘I MEKAY ME3OAUTHICCKMHI AHUMHUCTHUYICCKIMH OHTOAOI'SMIL.

Cratpa II: B crartse «Rethinking representation and animation. A visual
ethnoarchaeology of material spirits in northwestern Siberia» («[lepe-
OCMBICAfIA PEIIPE3CHTAIINIO U OAyIlIeBACHHE. BusyaspHasd sTHOAPXEOAO-
rus MaTepuasbHbIX AyXxoB CeBepo-3ammaanoii Cubupm») B KadecTBe OT-
IIPABHOII TOYKN IIPUHUMAETCH KPUTUYIECKUM B3TAAA HA IIIPOKO PACIPO-
CTPAHEHHYIO B APXCOAOTUH HHTEPIIPETAIINIO AOUCTOPHYECKUX aHTPOIIO-
MOP(MHBIX  (PUIYPOK, H3TOTABAUBABIIUXCA U  HCIOAB30BABIIHXCA
OXOTHHKAMH-COONPATEAIMI KAMEHHOTO Beka. VICXOAHAs IOCBIAKA CO-

CTOHT B TOM, YTO HOAO6HaH HUHTEPIIpETANNS B 3HAYHUTEABHON Mepe oI~
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paroTCA Ha 3aITAAHBIC TOHATHA I'MAEMOP(MHU3MA U MKOHOAOTHH, ABASAFO-
Iyecs KOMITOHEHTAMHU pelipe3eHTarmoHasusMa. IIpm takom moaxoae
UrypKH TPAKTYIOTCA KAaK 3aBEPIIEHHBIC CTATHYIHBIE OOBEKTHI UCKYCCTBA,
HEPEAKO OTOPBAaHHBEIE OT CBOHUX aPXEOAOTMYECKHX KOHTEKCTOB. Tem ca-
MBIM BHUMAHHUE HCCACAOBATEAA COCPEAOTAIMBACTCA HA TOM, 47720 3TH (Hu-
I'YPKH H300pakaAd, 2 HE HA TOM, KK OHH (DYHKIIMOHUPOBAAHU B ACHCTBH-
TEABHOCTH W KaKUM 00pa3om ACIIOAB30BAAMCH CBOMMU CO3AATEAAMII.

DTOT ITOAXOA COIOCTABAAETCH B CTAThE C HMHBIM ITOXOAOM, IIPH KOTO-
POM CTApUHHBIE M COBPEMEHHEIE (DUTYPKH, YaCTO HMEHYEMBIE B THOTIPA-
dpugeckoll AmTEpATypE «HAOAAMI», OOBIMHO HHTEPIPETHPYIOTCA KaK
IIPOABACHUA AHIMH3MA, IITAMAHU3Ma ¥ TOTEMH3Ma, IIOHUMAEMbIE B Kade-
CTBE M300paKEHUIT AOMAIITHUX OOroB, OOKECTB, IIPEAKOB HAH TOTEMOB B
PeANTHO3HBIX KOHTEKCTaX. COCAMHAA TEOPHIO HOBOTO AHIMHU3MA, TPAAH-
IIIOHHBIE 3HAHHA U IPEACTABACHUSA, IIPEAOCTABACHHEIE COABTOPOM (AH-
ot Haraofi), 1 BusyaAbHBIH 3THOrPaUYECKU aHAAU3, MBI PACCMATPH-
BaeM aHTporomopdusie durypku («aporopy) Cesepo-3amapsnon Cu-
OupH, HA3BIBAEMBIC HAMY MAZePUaNbHbIMIU 0YXaMU Y U0GDaNCeHUAMU HPedKO6,
B UX COOCTBEHHBIX AaHUMUCTHYECKAX OHTOAOTMYIECKHX KOHTEKCTAX.

OMIIIPUYECKYIO OCHOBY 9TOM YaCTH HMCCACAOBAHUA COCTABAAECT BH3Y-
aApHBIT oTHOTpadmIecknii matepuas Cesepo-3amasnoit Cudupu ¢ XVII
B. AO HAIIINX AHEH — C aKIIEHTOM Ha TYHAPEHHBIX HEHITaX M UX MaTEpH-
AABHBIX AyXaxX (HEHEIIK. X9X9 U (7031), 4 TaAKAKe CPABHHTEABHBIH MaTEPHAA
ITO0 COCEAHUM KOPEHHBIM HapPOAaM (ACCHBIX HEHIIAM, SHIIAM, HIAHACAHAM,
CEABKYIIAM M KeTaM). DTO PUCYHKH, cTapbie (pOoTOrpadpuu i KOpOTKasd He
ITyOAMKOBABIIIASICA PAHEE BUACO3AIIHICH, HA KOTOPOH HEHEIKUH OACHEBOA
ACAUT TpAIe3y B CTOMOMUIIE CO CBOMMU AYXaMH-IIPEAKAMH.

Hanr anaAms 1T03BOAMA BEIACAHUTD ITIECTH THIIOB MATEPHAABHBIX AYXOB
y aaumucToB Ceepo-3amaanoit Cubupm: (1) Ayxu-xossfeBa CBATHAUIIL,
(2) MeHBIIIIE AYXH B BHAE AEPEBAHHBIX ITAAOYEK, IIOMOTAIOIINE AYXaM-
xo3seBaM; (3) M300paKEHNA IIPEAKOB, XPAHUMBIE B CTOHOMINAX U ITOMO-
raroInye B IIOBCECAHEBHBIX A€AAX; (4) PUIYPKH U3 TKAHU, OTHOCAIINIECH ¥
HeHIIEB K cdepe KEHCKOTO TPyAa; (5) AyXH, BRIPE3aHHBIE Ha ACPEBBAX (Y
CEABKYIIOB U KE€TOB); (0) HEOOPAOOTAHHbBIE MATEPHAABHBIE AYXH — KaMHU
U BETKH, AOATOBPEMEHHO IpeObiBarormue Ha cBaruaninax. CoOpaHHBIl

MaTepHaA BO BCEX CAYYAAX ITOKA3BIBACT, IYTO 3TU AYXH BOCIIPMHHMATOTCA
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He KaK H300paKeHusA DOKECTBA HAM HEKHE HOCHTEAN 3AMBICAA UX CO3AA-
TEACH, 4 KAK 'KUBBIC CYOBEKTHI M PEAAI[HOHHBIC CYIITHOCTH, CBA3AHHBIC C
OKPY/KAFOIIIEH X CPEAOIL.

Ha ocroBaHuE IPOBEAEHHOTIO aHAAN32 MOYKHO YTBEP/KAATD, ITO IHAC-
MOpP(HU3M 1 HKOHOAOTHUA — HE BITOAHE AACKBATHBIC I AQJKE BBOAAININE B
3a0AYIKACHIE IIOAXOABI K TIOHIMAHHIO 3TUX MATEPUAABHBEIX AYXOB H 9TO
CKA32HHOE, 10 BCEH BUAMMOCTH, CIIPABEAAHBO U AASL AOUCTOPHYECKIX aH-
TporroMopdHEIX GHUIYPOK. BMecTo 5TOr0 MBI IIpeAAaraeM paccMaTpUBaTh
TaKkne (PUIYPKH KaK 9KOAOTHYECKHE — MATEPUAABHBIE 1 HEMATCPUAAD-
HBIC — OTHOIIICHISA, BCTPOCHHBIC B HEKOTOPBIA KOHTEKCT, TAC BCE JAE-
MEHTBI OKPY/KATOIIEH CPEAB — ATOAU H JKHBOTHBIC — ITOTCHIIHAABHO fB-
AAFOTCA OAYIIIEBAEHHBIME U CYObEKTUBHPOBAHHBIMHE.

B crarpe Tamke CTaBHTCA IIOA BOIIPOC YCTOABIIIEECA ACACHHE Ha
portable art (nckyccrBo MaAbIx popm) u parietal art (MOHYMEHTAABHOE HC-
KyCCTBO): 3T AUXOTOMHS OKa3bIBACTCA MEHEE IIOAC3HOH, KOTAA COOCTBEH-
Haf AHUMHICTHYECKAS AOTHKA BKAIOYACTCA B MHTEPIPETALINIO AOUCTOPH-
YECKUX H300PAKEHHI U MX KOHTEKCTOB, 4 TAKAKE IIPH AHAAU3E MATCPUAAA,
U3 KOTOPOIO 9TU HU300PAKEHHA CACAAHBI, I YYBCTBEHHOIO BOCIIPHATH,
KOTOpPBIE 9TH M300PaKEHHUA CIIOCOOHBI OBIAM ITOPOAUTE. Beem aTmm ac-
IIEKTAM CACAYET YACAATH HAMHOIO OOABIIIEE BHHUMAHHE, YEM ITOT ACAA-

AOCBhb AO CHUX HOp.

Crarpa III: B craree «An archaeology of non-shaman animists:
Rethinking archaeological traces of shamans and shamanism(s) through
the ethnography and archaeology of Siberian animism» («Apxeororus
AHIMHCTOB-HEIIIAMAHOB: IIEPEOCMBICACHHE aAPXCOAOIMYECKAX CACAOB
IIAMAHOB M IIAMAHHU3MA,/ IIAMAHU3MOB IIPH IIOMOLH 9THOrpadouu u ap-
XEOAOTMH CHOMPCKOTO aHUMH3Ma»| B KA9ECTBE OTIIPABHOM TOYKU IIPEA-
AATACTCS KPUTHYCCKHH B3LAfA HA IIPAKTHKY TOLO, KAK B apPXCOAOIMH
OOBIYHO IIPOCACKUBAIOTCA M MACHTU(DHUIIUPYIOTCH AOUCTOPUICCKUE 11~
MaHBI 1 IramMaHu3M. VICXOAHAS TIOCBIAKA COCTOUT B TOM, YTO HCCAEAOBA-
TEAH APEBHETO U COBPEMEHHOIO IMAMAHHM3MA YaCTO IIPEAIIOAATAIOT €ro
BCPXHEITAACOAUTHICCKAE HCTOKH, — HO 3TOT BBIBOA OIIHPACTCS HA ap-
XEOAOIIYECKHE PAOOTHI, HCIIOAB3YIOIIHE STHOTPA(DUICCKIE AHAAOTHH B
Ka4eCTBE METOAA. BO3HMKAET KPyr B apryMEHTAIINN: aPXCOAOTMYICCKUM

MaTCepuaA HHTCPIIPETUPYETCA HA OCHOBAHHNH STHOI‘panI/I‘-IﬁCKI/IX AAQHHBIX
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O IIaMaHHU3ME, KOTOPHBIE, B CBOIO OYEPEAb, OTCHIAAIOT OOPATHO K apXeo-
AOTHH, 9TOOBI OOOCHOBATH TAYOOKHE HCTOPHIECKHE KOPHHU IITAMAHU3MA;
B ACHCTBUTEABHOCTH CaM IIO Ce0e apXEOAOTHIECKHII MaTEPHaA HE AOOAB-
AfIET HHYETO HOBOIO CBEPX TOTO, UTO yiKe mMeercs B arHOrpacpum. Erré
OAHA KAIOYEBas IIPOOAEMA, 3aTparuBaemMas B CTaTbe — IIPUOABACHHE K
TePMUHY #aMar cyPDUKCA -#3M, 9TO TOAPA3YMEBACT CAHHOOOPA3HYIO U
XOPOIIIO OIIO3HABAEMYIO CHCTEMY, HO HE OTPAKACT CAOKHOCTH H BapHa-
6eApHOCTH 9THOTPAUIECKH AOKYMEHTHUPOBAHHBIX PA3HOBUAHOCTEH IIIa-
MaHHU3Ma.

YTOOBI HCCACAOBATH 3Ty IIPOOAEMY, MBI OOCYKAAEM COOTHOIIICHIE
AHMMHU3Ma 1 IITAMAHH3MA ¥ OOOCHOBBIBAEM B3TAfIA, COTAACHO KOTOPOMY
IITAMAHH3M MOZKET OBITh HAHAYYIIIM OOPa3OM ITOHAT CKOPEE KaK COBO-
KYIIHOCTD IIPAKTHUK, OIIMPAIOIIUXCSA HA AHIMUCTIYICCKIE OHTOAOTHIECKIE
OCHOBAHUfA, HEKEAU KAK CAMOCTOATEABHAS OHTOAOTHSA, OAHOIIOPAAKOBAS
AHUMH3MY. DTO HAAIOCTPUPYETCH, CPEAU IIPOYETO, OIIPEACACHUAMU AHHU-
MHUCTHYECKOH U TOTEMUCTHYECKOI OHTOAOIUH, IPUHAAACKAIIIME THrMy
Wuroasay (2011b) u Mopreny A. Ileaepceny (2001), a Taxxe srHOrpadu-
YECKUMH IIPUMEPAMU II0 TYHAPEHHBIM HEHIIAM, ¥ KOTOPBIX ITTAMAHCKUE I
TOTEMUCTHYECKIE 3HAHUA U IIPAKTUKH OKa3BIBAIOTCHA BCTPOCHEL B DOAce
IIIIPOKOE AHIMHUCTUYECKOE OTHOIICHHUE K HE-4EAOBEICCKOMY OKPYIKAIO-
IIIEMY MUPY.

B xauectBe smMmupraeckoil Oa3el B CTAThE HCIIOAB30BAHBI AOMCTOPH-
YeCKUe ITOTPeOCHMsA, HHTEPIPETHPYEMBIC KaK IOrpeOEHNs [IIAMAHOB, —
B ToM uncAe sxenruHa n3 Cen-’Kepmen-aa-Pusbep (Saint-Germain-la-
Riviere), morpedenne bpro II u mramasxa n3 baa-Aroppentepra (Bad
Dirrenberg). DTi KOMIIACKCHI COITOCTABAAIOTCS C IIOIPEOAABHBIMI MaTE-
pHAaAaMI aHUMUCTHYECKOro MoruAbHuKa XIX B. B HH30BpAX O0OU B Ce-
Bepo-3anaanon Cubupu, packomanuoro A, T. Snosugem B 1909 r. u
mosAHee obpadborarroro O. A. Mypamko n H. A. Kpenke.

bBaaroaaps cOXpaHUBIIIMCA ITOAEBBIM 3AIIUCAM U 3THOIPAHIECKIM
HUHTEPBBIO, HECKOABKHX IIOTPEOEHHBIX HA 3TUX MOIMABHHKAX YAAAOCH
HACHTH(HUIIUPOBATh KAK IIAMAHOB (IO MMEHAM AHWII M HX COIIHAABHOI
PYHKIIHH), 9TO HO3BOAHAO COIOCTABUTH ACHCTBHTEABHBIC ITTAMAHCKUE
IIOIPEOEHHSA C ITOIPEOCHIAME «PAAOBBIX» AHUMUICTOB.

[ToAydeHHBIE PE3YABTATEI IIOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO HU OAHH H3 IIOIPeOaAb-
HBIX OOBIYA€B U HU OAHA U3 KATETOPHM HAXOAOK, OOBIYHO HICITOAB3YEMBIX

AAS HACHTHcpI/IKauI/H/I AOHCTOPHUYECKHAX ITAMAHCKUX Horpe6eHHf1 (Taxme
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KaK HEOOBIYHBIE ITO3BI ITOIPEOEHHBIX, OOMANE HAM HCKAIOYNTEABHBIN Xa-
paxrep IOrpe0aAbHOIO MHBEHTAPS, HAAUYHE POIOB CEBEPHOIO MAH OAa-
TOPOAHOIO OACHSA, «AYXOB-IIOMOIIHUKOB» HAH «HAOAOBY, (PU3HYECKHE
[IpU3HAKH OOAE3HEH ITOrpeOEHHBIX), HE ITO3BOAACT HAAEKHO OTAHMYHTDH
IIIAMAHCKIE ITOrPeOEHUs OT IOrPeOCHNIT AHNMICTOB-HEIIIAMAHOB.

Ha ocHOBaHHI 5TOrO COIOCTABACHHUA B CTATHE ACAACTCH BBIBOA, YTO
IIIAMaHbl U IIIAMAHCKUE IIPAKTUKH MOTAU CYILIECTBOBATD ViK€ B ITAACOAUTE
U ME3OAUTE, HO AOCTYIIHBIC CCHYAC METOABI ACAAIOT ITOYTH HEBO3MOK-
HBIM HX BBIACACHHE CPEAH IPOYHX HOrpeOEHHBIX. [ToaToMy MBI ITpeana-
raeM pasBEPHYTb HCCACAOBATEABCKYIO IIEPCIIEKTUBY: BMECTO TOTO UTOOBI
Cpasy HCKaTh IIIAMAHOB, CACAYET HCXOAUTD U3 ODIIErO IIOHUMAHMSA CYITIe-
CTBEHHBIX ACIICKTOB AHUMU3Ma, OAYIIEBACHUA U CYOBCKTUBAIINN B SIIOXY
KAMEHHOTO BEKA M AHIIIb 32TEM, IO BBIABACHHIH BHYTPH 3TOTO aHHUMUCTH-
YECKOIO KOMITACKCA OTKAOHSIOIIUXCA 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH, MOKHO OOCYK-
AQTB, MOIYT A 9TH OTKAOHSAIOIINECHA 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH OTPAKATH IITAMAH-
CKHE IIPAKTUKH — IIPAKTHKH, KOTOPBIE HCXOAHO CACAYIOT aHIMHUCTIYC-

CKHM ITPEAITIOCBIAKAM.

Crarea IV: B cratee «An ethnohistory of souls and violence: On the
animation of humans among the recent past animists of northwestern
Siberia and animism in hunter-gatherer archaeology» [« THOHCTOpPHSA AYIIT
U HACHAHA: 0O OAYIIIEBACHHH AFOACH y HeAaBHUX aHnMuCTOB CeBepo-3a-
mmapHon Cubupnu 1 06 aHUMH3ME B aPXEOAOIMH OXOTHHKOB-COOHMpare-
A€»| B KAYECTBE OTIPABHON TOYKHU ITPEAAATAETCA KPUTHKA TAKOTO ITOAO-
AKEHUA ACA, IIPU KOTOPOM HOBAs AaHIMHUCTUYECKAA TEOPHUA B aHTPOIIOAO-
IUI U APXEOAOTHH (AAKE C YIETOM €€ BAKHOIO BKAAAA B IIOHUMAHUCE AHI-
MH3Ma N OTHOIICHHH AIOACH U JKHBOTHBIX) CKAOHHA TPAaKTOBATb
OAYIIIEBACHHE U CYOBEKTHBAIIUIO AFOACH COBEPIIIEHHO OAMHAKOBO HeE3a-
BHCHMO OT OHTOAOTHYECKHX M KyABTYPHBIX pasamduil. Mcxoamas mo-
CBIAKA COCTOHT B TOM, YTO T4 OAHOCTOPOHHAS HE-aHTPOITOLEHTPHYIECKAs
dokycupoBKa, IIpU KOTOPOH BHHUMAHHE COCPEAOTATHBACTCH HA OAYIIIEB-
ACHUU HE-YEAOBEYECKOIO, IIPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTO CYOBEKTHUBALINA APYTUX
AIOACH, U IPEKAE BCero — Apyz0z0, B ApXEOAOTHH OKA32AACh BO MHOTOM
VIyIIeHHOH. MBI CBA3BIBAEM 3TO C DOAEE OOINEH U CO3BYIHON PYCCOHCT-

CKOMY HpﬁACTaBACHI/IIO O <(6A211“OPOAHOM AI/IKHPC» TCHAﬁHL[I/IefI 1/1306pa—
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KATh AHUMHUCTHYECKHAE OHTOAOTHU AOUCTOPUYECKIX OXOTHHKOB-COOMPa-
TeAeH MHPHBIMH U TAPMOHHUYIHBIMH, — HO 9TO YIIPOILEHUE, IIPOTHBOPE-
Jarree KOHKPETHBIM 9THOIPA(OUYECKUM U 9THOHCTOPIYECKIM AAHHBIM.

Mcxoas U3 9TOro, MBI PACCMATPUBAECM OAVILEBACHHE U CyOBEKTHBA-
LIMIO ATOACH U UX CBA3b C OIIPABAAHHEM HACHANA U BOHHBI Y AaHIMHUCTOB
Cesepo-3amaanoii Cubupu XVII-XIX BB., IIpeKAe BCErO y HEHIIEB, HIa-
HACAHOB, SHIICB, XAHTOB, MAHCH, CEABKYIIOB H KETOB. AHAAN3 ITOKA3BIBACT,
YTO 9TH KOPEHHBIE HAPOABI, B OTAHYNE OT 3AITAAHBIX IIPEACTABACHHH O
HAAUYHH § Y€AOBEKA OAHOM AYIIIH, IPUIIICBBAIOT YEAOBEKY HECKOABKO
PasHBIX AyII. B 9acTHOCTH, ¥ XaHTOB 9TO AYIIIA-TEHb, AYIIA-IITHIIA, AYIIIa-
COH, AVIIA-ABIXAaHUE W AYIIA-CHAQ, Y HEHIIEB — AVIIA-)KH3Hb U AYIIIA-
TeHb. Bee aTi AyIi IpeACTaBAAIOT COOOIT HE OTAGABHYIO HEMATEPHUAAD-
HYIO CYIIHOCTB, 4 Pa3HbIC MATCPHAABHBIC M HEMATCPHUAABHBIC IIPOAOAKE-
HUSA TEAQ, IIOCKOABKY 9TH AVIIH ABASIOTCA OOIIHMHE Y Y€AOBEKA C KUBOT-
HBIMHU U IIPEAMETAMI.

KaroueBoe MecTO B 3TOH rAaBe 3aHHMACT ACMOHCTPAIUA TOIO, 9EM
OAYVIILIEBACHHE U CYOBEKTUBAIUA py2020 OTAMYAIOTCA OT OAYILIEBACHUA U
CyOBEKTHBAIINN YAEHOB COOCTBEHHOI rpymmbl. Ha mpumepax, onryoaunko-
BaHHBIX B paboTax (Viveiros de Castro 1998) u (Descola 2013), mokasaro,
YTO BOIIPOC O TOM, KOTO CIHTAAH IIOAHOIICHHBIM 9E€AOBEKOM, COCTOSIA HE
B TOM, €CTb AH Y 9TOTO /|py2020 TEAO, 2 B TOM, COOTBETCTBYIOT AH 9TO TEAO
U MaTepUAABHAA KYABTYPa (OACHKAQ, OPYIKHE, A3BIK, KIAHIIA) CBOUM COO-
CTBEHHBIM. DTHOMCTOPUYECKNN Marepuas 1o Hapoaam Ceepo-3amaa-
HOI CHOMPH IOKA3BIBAET, YTO BOMHBI M HACHAME MEHKAY POAAMH H OT-
ACABHBIMIN I‘pyHHaMH HAaCCACHUA, MOTI/IBI/IpOBaHHI)IC TeppHTopHeﬁ, yMI)I—
KAHHEM HEBECT, PEAUTHEH U KpaKeH OACHEH, OBIAM HEOTHEMAECMOH dYa-
CTPIO  COOTBETCTBYIOIINX  AHUMHUCTHYCCKHX  OHTOAOTHI, a  HE
OTKAOHEHHEM OT HHUX. YOHICTBO Bpara MBICAMAOCH HE IIPOCTO KaK YHH-
YTOKCHHE MATEPHAABHOIO TEAQ, 4 KAK IIPOIIECC CCIAPHUPOBAHISA HECKOAD-
KHX AYIII OT COOTBETCTBYFOIIIUX UM TEA H IIPEAMETOB, KOTOPBIE MOTAH I10-
POAHTD OITACHBIX 1 MCTHTEABHBEIX AYXOB. DTUM OOBACHAIOTCSH TAKUE OOBI-
9an, Kak CKAABIIIPOBAHHE, OTCEYCHUE TOAOBBI M MEAACHHOE YMEPIIBAC-
HUE, AAFOIIEE AYIIIAM BPEMS ITOKHHYTH TE€AO, 4 TAKKE HCIIOAb3OBAHHE
OXPAHUTEABHBIX H300PaKEHUN AYXOB, OCTPHIX IIPEAMETOB U CBAIIICHHOIO
opyKuA (HAIIPHMEP, MEAHBIX CTPEA) AAA 3AIIIUTH OT MATEPHUAABHEIX U HE-

MaTCpHUAABPHBIX YIPO3.
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Ha ocroBanum 3T0ro aHaAM3a MBI YTBEPHKAAEM, UTO 3aITAAHBIE AHXO-
TOMHH YE€AOBEK/HE-4EAOBEK, KU3Hb/ CMEPTh, MATEPUAABHOE/ HeMaTepH-
aABHOE HEAB3A O€3 OrOBOPOK IIPHHHMATH KAaK YHHBEPCAABHBIC BO Bpe-
MeHHU 1 npoctpaHcTBe. Kateropus «geAoBex» MOABIKHA, a He (DHKCHPO-
BAaHA, M OIIPEACAACTCA OHA ODIIIHOCTBIO OHTOAOTHH, KYABTYPHOH perpe-
3EHTAIIMU M MATEPUAABHON KYABTYPBI, 4 HE OAHOMH AHIIIb OMOAOTHEH U
BHAOBOI IIPUHAAACKHOCTBIO. | [pHHATHE 9TOrO BBIBOAA ITO3BOASIET BBICKA-
32Th HEKOTOPBIE PEKOMEHAAIIIH KACATEABHO TOTO, KaK apXEOAOIaM CAE-
AYET HHTEPIIPETUPOBATH CACABI HACHANSA § AOUCTOPHIECKIX OXOTHHUKOB-
cobupareaeil. B kadectBe IpHMEPOB MBI IPHBOAUM HAKOHEYHHUKH,
HaHACHHBIE B YEAOBEYECKUX TEAAX, BOSMOMKHBIE CACABI KAHHHOAAH3MA
HAHM HAMEPEHHO YAOKEHHBIC YePEeITa Ha ME3OAUTHYIECKOM TaMATHIKe Ka-
HaabpiOpAcH B Myrase (Kanaljorden, Motala): Takme CACGABI HOTCHIIH-
AABHO MOIYT CKOpPEE OTPaKATh TAKOW OHTOAOTHYECKHH B3IAAA, IIPU KO-
TOPOM KEPTBBI HE CUYUTAANCH ITOAHOIIEHHBIMH AFOABMH, HEKEAH KOH-

Cl)AI/IKT B COBPCMCHHOM CMBICAC.

Cratpa V: B cratee «Beyond human kinship. A Siberian perspective on
the Mesolithic and Neolithic imagery among the hunter-gatherers of the
Baltic Sea» [«3a mpeaesamu geroBedeckoro poacrsa. CuOupckas mep-
CITEKTHBA HA ME3OAUTHYECCKHE UM HEOAUTHYIECKHIE M300PAKEHHA § OXOT-
HUKOB-coOHpaTeAei BaATHKI»| B KadecTBe OTIIPABHON TOYKH IIPEAAATa-
eTCA KPUTHKA TAKOTO IIOAOMKEHIA ACA, IIPA KOTOPOM MHTEPIIPETAIIII ME-
SBOAUTHUYCCKHUX U HEOAUTHUYICCKUX H306pa)K€HHI>i (((MOHyMCHTaAbHOFO)) n
«MOOHABHOIO HCKYCCTBA») B baATHIICKOM perroHe, Kak IPaBUAO, HCXOAAT
U3 IPEACTABACHHUI THAeMOpPdU3Ma, MKOHOAOTHH W TPAHCIICHACHTA-
Am3ma. VIcXOAHAS ITOCBIAKA COCTOHUT B TOM, YTO CKAQABIBAIOIIICECHA B ap-
XEOAOTHH HCCAEAOBATEABCKOE HAIIPABACHHE, H3YYarOINEe OTHOIICHHSA
AIOACH W JKUBOTHBIX, 3HAYUTCABHO YAYYIINAO HAIIE IIOHUMAHHE TOTO,
YTO AOMCTOPHUIECCKHE OXOTHUKH-COOMPATEAN OTHOCHANCH K KHBOTHBIM
KaK K CyOBEKTaM, a HE TOABKO KaK K 9KOHOMIYECKOMY PECYPCy, HO BMECTE
C 9TUM HEPENPE3EHTAIINOHAAUCTCKOE IIOHUMAHIE POACTBA AFOACH M 7KU-
BOTHBIX OCTAAOCH BO MHOTOM ymymieHHbIM. OAHAKO 9TOT (peHOMEH
MOKHO BBIABHTD IIPH IIOMOIIN 3THOIPA(PHYECKUX HCCAEAOBAHUI HCTO-

pI/I‘ICCKI/IX %8 COBpﬁMCHHbIX OXOTHI/IKOB—CO6I/IpaTCAeﬂ 1 CKOTOBOAOB.
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Mcxoast u3 5TOM IIPOOAEMBI, MBI HCIIOAB3YEM PEAAILIMOHHBIEC U ACKOH-
crpykruBHble dTHOrpacpudeckue anarornu us Cesepo-3amapnoii Cu-
OHpPHM U TEOPETHUYECKYIO PAMKYy HOBOI'O aHHIMH3Ma, YTOOBI IIPOBEPHUTD,
MOKHO AW BBIIBUTH HEPEIIPE3EHTAITMOHAAMCTCKIE OTHOIIIECHUSA POACTBA
ATOAEH M ’KHBOTHBIX B aPXEOAOTMYECKOM MATEPHAAE ME3OAUTHYECKUX U
HEOAUTHYECKIX OXOTHUKOB-coOmpateAerl permona baarmku. Harrr ana-
AM3 OIIIPAETCH ITPEKAE BCETO HA AAHHBIE OO OTHOIIIEHUAX XaHTOB K MEA-
BEAFO, KOTOPBIM 3aHHMAET ITOAOKCHHE «XO3fAHMHA A€Ca» W ITOCAAHHUKA
BepxoBHOro Oora Topyma, a TakixKe Ha COOTBETCTBYIOIIHE OTHOIICHHSA
HEHIIEB, SHIICB M HIAHACAH K TaKHM KUBOTHBIM KaK BOAK, CEBEPHBII
OAEHB, KYPaBAb, OPEA M BOPOH. DTH OTHOIIEHUA OINCHIBAFOTCH KaK TO-
TEMHCTUYECKIE POACTBEHHBIE CBA3H MEKAY KOHKPETHBIMU POAAMH U BH-
AAMU YKUBOTHBIX, UCXOASIINE U3 AHUMHUCTAYCCKON ITOCBIAKH, COTAACHO
KOTOPOT'O KHBOTHOE CYUTAETCH POACTBEHHHKOM, 4 HE CHMBOAOM.

LleHTpaArPHOE MECTO B CTATHE 3AHUMACT Pa3padOTKA METOAA, KOTOPBIN
MBI Ha3bIBaAEM ((HKOHOFPQ.@HCIZ NMMAaHCHTHU3MA». H’z], TAKHX HpI/IMean KaK
XAHTBIIICKHE PE3HbIE N300PAKECHIA MEABEAA HA KEAPE, TAC CaM 00pa3 Io-
HIMAeTCH KaK YacTh HEMATEPHAABHOIO IIPOAOAKEHNA M PEHHKAPHAITUN
MEABEAA, 4 HE KaK €ro H300paKeHUe, MBI IIOKA3bIBAEM, YTO OOpa3 U MaTe-
pHaABHAS CYIITHOCTD HE COCTaBAAIOT Auxotomun. Harr metoa mmpearoaa-
raeT, YTo H300PaKEHUS KIUBOTHBIX CACAYET HHTEPIIPETUPOBATH HE KaK pe-
IIPE3EHTAIINH HEMATEPHUAABHBIX HACH B CO3HAHUU CO3AATEAS, YACTO NME-
HYEMOI'O XYAOKHUKOM, 4 KaK IIPAMBIE COOTBETCTBHA KUBOTHBIM 1 OOTaM.

[Tprmvenss a1y TOUKY 3peHNA H COOTBETCTBYFOIITHI ITOAXOA K APXEOAO-
ITYECKOMY MATEPUAAY, MBI CTPEMUMCH AOKA32Th, YTO B PA3HBIE IIEPHOABI
B Pa3HBIX palloHaxX BaATHKM CTaTyC BBICIIINX CYIIECTB B AOKAABHBIX BAPU-
aHTAX AaHUMHU3Ma 3aHUMAAHM PAa3HBIE BUABI KHBOTHBIX: V TIEPBBIX OXOTHH-
KOB Ha CEBEpe IPeOOAaAAA AUKUI CEBEPHBIN OACHDB; 3HAYCHHUE AOCA
POCAO IO Mepe €To MPOABIKEHHA K CeBepy, M MpuMepHO ¢ HadaAa VII
TBIC. AO H. 3. OH CTAHOBHACHA BCE DOACE AOMHHHPYIOIINM; FoxHee, B CKaH-
AMHABUH, COOTBETCTBYIOIIEE ITOAOKEHHE 3aHIMAA OAATOPOAHBIH OACHb.
Boaomaasarorize mrursl ObIAM 3HAYHMEL B paiioHe OHEKCKOro o3epa,
TOTAQ KaK TFOAE€Hb, TAKAKE XOPOIIIO AOKYMEHTHPOBAHHBINA B HAIIIEM MaTe-
pHaAe, IMEA, KaK MBI ITOAATAEM, ITPEKAE BCETO SKOHOMHYECKOE, 4 HE TO-
TemMHOE 3HadYeHuE. B armoxy HeoanTa B 10:kHON wacTH baaTuiickoro pern-
OHA BBIAIBACHBI TAK/KE THOPHAHBIEC H300PAKEHUA YEAOBEKA-TFOACHSH, KOTO-

pI)IC AOAKHBI OBITD I/IHTCpHpCTI/IpOBaHbI CKOPCC KaK ITIOABHZKHAA T paHI/IL[a
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MEKAY YEAOBEKOM U HE-YEAOBEKOM, HEKEAH KaK CIIEIN(DUIECKI KTIOAE-
HHUL» AaHIMHA3M.

Ha ocHoBaHum 9TOr0 aHAAM3a MBI YTBEPKAAEM, UTO 3aIIAAHBIE AMXO-
Tomun 06pa3/ MaTEPHAABHOCTb U CUMBOA/ PEAABHOCTD HEAB3S Oe3 Oro-
BOPOK IIPUHIMATH KaK YHUBEPCAABHBIE BO BpeMEHHN 1 ITpocTpaHcTse. Ka-
TErOpPHA BBICIIIETO CYIIECTBA OBIAA PETHOHAABHO M XPOHOAOTHYECKH H3-
MEHYHBOMN, 2 He (PUKCUPOBAHHON, M OIPEACAAAACH AOKAABHBIMU OTHO-
IITEHUAMI MEKAY AFOABMHI H COCYITIECTBYFOIITUMH C HUMH KHBOTHBIMU,
BBICTYITABIITUMH HE TOABKO B POAH 9KOAOTHYECKOIO Pecypca M OOBEeKTa
npombicAa. [IpunATHE 5TOTO BBIBOAQ ITO3BOAAET BBICKA3aTh HEKOTOPHIE
PEKOMEHAAITIN KACATEABHO TOT'O, KAK APXEOAOTAM CAEAYET HHTEPIIPETH-
poBaTh (PUIypaTUBHBIC H300OPAKEHHA Y AOUCTOPUIECKIX OXOTHHKOB-CO-
Ouparescii. Takue N300paKEHUA TOTCHITHAABHO OTPAKAIOT TOTEMUCTH-
YeCKHUE POACTBEHHBEIE OTHOIIEHUA MEKAY AFOABMHU U KOHKPETHBIMU BH-
AAMU JKHUBOTHBIX, HCXOAAIINE U3 AHUMHUCTAYECKUX ITOCHIAOK, M HE ABAS-
FOTCA 9CTETUYECCKUM HAM CHMBOAMYECKUM BBIPAKEHHEM B COBPEMEHHOM
CMBICAE CAOB2, — H T€M OOAEE OHU HE ABASIOTCHA CHUMBOAMYECKHIM BBIPA-
“KEHHEM BHYTPH HEBEPHO IOHATHIX TOTEMUCTHIECKIX OHTOAOTHIT U 3ITH-

CTEMOAOTLHH.
Obuyue 6v160001

BasTere B COBOKYITHOCTH, CTATBH AUCCEPTAITIH ACMOHCTPUPYIOT HEOOXO-
AMIMOCTB IIEAOCTHO MHTEIPHPOBATH COOCTBEHHYIO AaHUMUCTHYECKYIO AO-
TUKY, ITOAAEPKAHHYIO TEOPETHYECKHIMHU AOCTIKEHUAMH HOBOIO aHH-
MH3Ma, B APXEOAOIHYECKIE H THOAPXEOAOTHIECKHIE UCCACAOBAHIA AOH-
CTOPHYECKAX OXOTHHKOB-COOMPATEACH I OAECHEBOAOB. Bo Bcex craThax
OOOCHOBBIBAETCSA B3TAfIA, COTAACHO KOTOPOMY HHTEPIIPETAIIHOHHBIN (hO-
KYC AOAKEH CMECTUTBCH C PEIPE3CHTAIIMH HA OAYIIEBACHUE U YTO AOH-
cropruueckre (POPMBI KCIIPECCHH U OTHOIIEHUH CACAYET IOHHMATDL C
YIETOM BCEH CAOMKHOCTH OAVIIEBACHHA M CYOBEKTHUBAIIMH KaK AIOACH
(BrAFOUAs pye0z0), TAK M KUBOTHBIX, IPEAMETOB H fABAeHUI. CKBO3HAA
AMHUS KPUTUKH 3aKAIOYACTCA B TOM, YTO HEOOXOAMMO H30eraTh Hepe-
PAEKCHBHOTO BOCIIPOH3BOACTBA 3aITAAHON (PUAOCO(CKON OHTOAOTHH

KaK YHHBepcaAbHOﬁ BO BpCMCHI/I %8 HpOCTpaHCTBe; BMECTO 3TOI'O CACAYCT
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HICKATH ITyTH DOACE MHOI'OIPAHHOTO IIOHUMAHNA COBPEMEHHBIX, HCTOPH-
YECKUX M AOHUCTOPHYECKHX AHUMHUCTHYECKHX OHTOAOTHI, ABACHHH M
IIPAKTHK.

Mcxoas U3 Pe3yABTATOB IIATH CTATEH, HAI OOIIHUIT BEIBOA COCTOHT B
cAaeAyroreM. MBI yTBEPKAAEM, UTO 33Aa9a 3aKAFOYACTCA HE B TOM, YTOOBI
OIO3HABATb AHUMH3M B aPXECOAOTHYECKOM MATEPHAAE — CKAKEM, ITO
OIIPEACAEHHBIM THIIAM APTE(PAKTOB HAU IOIPEOAABHEIM OOBIYAAM, — a4 B
TOM, YTOOBI IIPU3HATH COOCTBEHHYIO aHUMHUCTHYECKYIO AOTHKY TEOPETH-
YECKOH M METOAOAOTHYECKOM ITPEAITOCHIAKOI mccAaeaoBanuA. OHTOAO-
I'HH OXOTHHUKOB-COOHPATEAEH ITAACOAUTA, ME3OAUTA M HEOAUTA IIPEA-
CTaBASIAML COOOM HEKOTOPBIM BapHAHT aHUMH3MA, CACAVIOIINE €ro coo-
CTBEHHOI AOTHIKE, — AOTHKE, KOTOpad OBIAQ OCMBICACHHOI 1 PAITHOHAAD-
HOH MMEHHO AAA TE€X aHHMHCTOB, Y€ MaTepHaA HAXOAHTCA B (pOKyce
amaamsa (crateu 1-V). To, 94TO HMCCAEAYEMBIE APEBHIE AHIMUCTHYICCKUE
OHTOAOTHH H CBA3AHHBIE C HUMH 3ITUCTEMOAOTUHI OBIAM OOAEE CO3BYUHEI
CHHKPETHYECKIM aHUMHCTHYECKIM OHTOAOTHAM OXOTHHKOB H OACHEBO-
AoB Ypara u Cesepo-3amaanoii CHOHpPH, IIPEACTABAACTCA HAMHOTO OO-
A€e IIPaBAOIIOAOOHBIM, YEM TO, YTO OHH IIOXOAUAN Ha 3AITAAHYIO MOAEP-
HHCTCKYIO U ITOCTMOAEPHHUCTCKYIO OHTOAOTHIO H SIIHCTEMOAOTHIO C €€
MMITAUITATHBIME KAITUTAAUCTHYECKUMH 1 HEOAHOEPAABHBIME ITPECYIIIIO-
3UNUAMA. DTOT APTYMEHT ABHBIM OOPAa30M OIIMPAETCH Ha HACIO, COTAACHO
KOTOPOH CXOACTBO B KOYEBOM HAU IIOAYKOYEBOM OOpas3e KU3HH U B XO-
3AHCTBEHHOM YKA3AC, 4 TAK/KE CXOACTBO IIPHPOAHOH CPEABI CO3AAFOT
CXOAHBIE OHTOAOIMTYECKUE IIPEAITOCBIAKH AASL OTHOIIIEHHH AFOAEH C OKPY-
JKAFOITIEH CPEAOM M C TEMH KHBOTHBIMHU, ITPEAMETAMHU M CYIIECTBAMH, C
KOTOPBIMH 9Ty CPEAY AIOAU PA3ACAAIOT.

ITocpeAcTBOM OHTOAOTHYECKON 3THOAPXEOAOTHH M aHTPOITOAOTHYE-
CKOM apXEOAOIHH U C IIOMOIIIBEO METOAUKHI PEAAIINMOHHBIX U ACKOHCTPYK-
THUBHBIX aHAAOTHIH, HAM YAAETCA IIOKA32Th, YTO H3YYEHHUE IIEPBUYHOTO U
IIPOU3BOAHOIO 3THOIPAPUIECKOrO MAaTEPUAAA MOMKET OBITH HCIIOAB30-
BAHO aPXEOAOTAMH HE B MEHBIIIEH CTEIIEHHU, YEM OHO HCITIOAB3YETCHA COO-
CTBEHHO 9THOTpadbaMU M AHTPOIIOAOTAMHU B OOIIIEM KOHTEKCTE OHTOAO-
rugeckoro nosopora (Holbraad and Pedersen, 2017), — Apyramu cao-
BaMU, 3THOrpapUYECKUil MaTEpHAA OTKPBIBAECT STHOIpady ABACHMUSA, He-
MBICAUMBIE AAfl HEIO AO HadaAa 3THOIPapHYECKOrO HMCCACAOBAHHAL

OrHOTpadHUA AA AHTPOIIOAOTA CTAHOBUTCA — TAK 7K€ KaK 9THOrpadpude-
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CKHE aHAAOTHH AAA APXEOAOra, — CIIOCOOOM «CO3AATH YCAOBHA AAA HO-
BeIX MBICAe» (Strathern, 1988, p. 20; cm. tawke: Holbraad and Pedersen,
2017, p. 4; crateu I-V). D1i mAen 3aCTaBAAIOT aPXEOAOTOB HE TOABKO 3a-
HOBO PacCMATPUBATH BO3MOXKHOCTb HOBBIX HHTEPIIPETAIINI MaTCpHAAQ,
HO M CTaBUTB BOIIPOC: €CAM CUCTEMATHYECKI IIPUMEHATD HACH, UMEFOITIHC
IIPEATIOCBIAKAMI OAVIIIEBACHIE U CYOBEKTHUBALINIO, B IIOACBBIX YCAOBHAX
1 BO BpeMs PACKOIIOK, TO 9TO €IIE MOKET OBITh OOHAPYKEHO U3 TOTO, YTO
AO CHX ITOP HEBO3MOKHO OBIAO BOOOPA3UTH?

Mcxoas B3 3TOTO TEOPETHKO-METOAOAOIMYECKOTO IIOAXOAQ U U3 Pe-
3yAabTaToB crareii (I-V), Mer onmpeaeasem aHEMHU3M (BI) CACAYFOIIIIM 0Opa-
30M: AHIMHU3MBI — 3TO Pa3AHYHBIE OHTOAOTHH M COOTBETCTBYFOIIIHE MM
SITHCTEMOAOTHH, B KOTOPBIX OAYIIIEBACHHE U CYO'bEKTUBAIIHA KAK YEAOBE-
YECKOTO, TAK 1 HE-9EAOBEYECKOTO ACKAT B OCHOBE PAIIMOHAABHON AOTHKY
BOCIIPUATHA PEAABHOCTH M OKPY/KAFOIIETrO MHPA; 3Ta AOTHKA IIPOHM3bI-
BAET BCE OTHOIIICHHA — KaK C MATEPHAABHBIM, TaK H C HEMATEPHAABHEIM,
KaK C YEAOBEUECKHM, TAK I C HE-YCAOBEYCCKIM — I HE OTrPaHHYEeHa cpe-
PO PEAUTHH HAHU PUTYaAQ.

OayrreBAeHHE U CyOBEKTUBAIINA — IIEHTPAABHBIC ITOHATUA, Ha KOTO-
PBIX ACPIKHTCA AAHHOE BBIIIIE OIIPEACACHHUE, HO IIOHIMATh UX CACAYET KaK
HNMMAaHCHTHBIC, ApyI‘I/IMI/I CAOBaMU OAYLT_[CBACHI/IC nu CY6'I)CKTI/IBQ,HI/IH
BHYTPH 9THX OHTOAOIMI HE OTHOCATCA HU K PEIIPE3CHTAITHOHAAN3MY, HI
K TPAHCIICHACHTAAU3MY, 2 COCTABAAIOT YACTD TEX OTHOIIICHHH, B KOTOPBIX
AHIMHICT HAXOAHUTCA C OKPY/KAIOITEH CPEAOH, a TAaKKe C KUBOTHBIMH,
IIPEAMETAMH M CYIIECTBAMH, C KOTOPBIMUA OH 3Ty OKPYKAFOIIYIO CPEAY
pasAeAsier.

VIMMaHEHTHBIC IIPAKTHKA OAYILICBACHISA 1 CYObEKTHBALIIH B TOM BHAC,
B KAKOM OHH IIPEACTAIOT B 3THOIPA(PHUECKOM MATEPHAAE, 3HAUUMBI AAS
PasBUTHA APXEOAOTHIECKON TeopuH U MeToAoAornn. OHU pacIIUPAOT
ITIOAC O6CY7KA€HPIH HC6I/IHaprIX OTHOIIICHUI MC}KAy MaTCpI/IaAI)HbIM M HEC-
MATEPUAABHBIM M IIO3BOAAIOT OTKA3aThCA OT PACIIABIBYATOIO IOHATHA
AreHTHOCTH HE-4EAOBEYECKOIO HAH «DOAEE-9EM-IEAOBEIECKOIO» — BHE
3aBHCHMOCTH OT TOTO, KAKIIE€ IMCHHO OHTOAOTHYECKIE IIOCBIAKHI OITPEAC-

AAFOT TAKOE BOCHpI/I}ITI/IC pCaAbHOCTI/I.

Iepesoo 1a pyccxusi Bayv. C. Kyuseuntosa
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