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1. Being things You and | have often been
things among other things. If you have
spent any time in the internet, 1 you may
have experienced what | am calling
cybernetic animism , a process whereby
many in Western societies — children of
Empire and Science — become
accustomed to an ontology shared by
many in the world, but denied by our own
foundational systems of belief. Though
there are myriad understandings of the
term (see below), | am defining animism
for our purposes as the recognition of
some animating presence in non-human
entities. Internet use places users in a
context similar to animist experience:
they occupy a meeting-space with others
separated by physical space and often by
time; furthermore, some of these others
are bots — programs made to impersonate
humans in digital settings — or self-
running algorithms exerting agency and
acting in supposedly ‘“human” ways.
Within these non-bodied spaces, self-
identification does not depend on a
biologically predetermined model.

2. In what follows, | will argue that
participating in internet sociality allows
users to experience and internalize an
animistic mode of Being-in-the-World. |
explain this mode through the dual
processes of autopoiesis and ontological
filtering. But first, I will describe what |

1. BBITUICTBYIOIINE MITYKH

Mpbl ¢ BaMM 4YacTo ObUIM YE€M-TO Cpeau
npouero. Eciau Bbl IpOBENM KaKO€—TO
BpeMsI B HWHTEpPHETE, BbI, BO3MOXHO,
UCIIBITaId  TO, YTO Mbl Ha3bIBaeM
KHOEPHETUYECKUM AHUMH3MOM,
MPOIIECCOM,  TOCPEACTBOM  KOTOPOTO
MHOTHE B  3amagHbIX  OOIlEeCTBax,
ITOPOKICHHBIX AMOXOU Mopnepna,
MPUBBIKAIOT K OHTOJIOTUYECKUM
acIeKTaM rI100aIn3aIum,
npoTtuBopevamiuM  GyHAaMEHTAIbHBIM
OCHOBaM pPOJHBIX BEpPOBaHUH. XOTS
CYIIECTBYET MHOECTBO TOJKOBaHUU
sToro TepmuHa (cM. Hwmxke), Mol
ONpeNeiieM aHUMHU3M B paMKax Hallero
HCCIIEIOBAHMS KakK MPOIIECC
nepcoHupuKanuu HEUYEJIOBEYECKHUX
cymHocte.  Mcnonb3oBaHue — ceTu-
NHTepHeT MOMeEIaeT MoJib30oBaTeaei B
KOHTEKCT, CXOJHBI C aHUMUCTHUYECKUM
OMBITOM: OHU 3aHUMAIOT IMPOCTPAHCTBO
JUIsL BCTPEY C JPYTUMH, pa3/ieICHHbIMU
(U3MYECKUM TMPOCTPAHCTBOM U YaCTO
BpeMeHeM; 0oJiee TOro, HEKOTOpbIe U3
OTUX JPYrUX SBISAIOTCS OoTamu -
MporpaMMaMu, CO3JAaHHBIMU [JIsi TOTO,
yTOOBI BBIJABATH ce0s 3a JIIOAEH B
M(POBBIX YCIOBUSXB 3TUX HETENECHBIX
MPOCTPAHCTBAX | COLIUATBLHOTO OBITHS |
cCaMOMJICHTU(PHUKAIIUSI HE 3aBUCUT OT
OMOJIOTMYECKU npeaonpeiesIeHHON
MOJIEIIH.

2.B nanpHeleM Mbl 0yJiIeM YTBEPK/IaTh,
YTO WHTEPHET-COIMATN3aIUs M03BOJISET
MOJIb30BATEJISIM HUCIIBITaTh U YCBOUTH
AHUMHUCTUYECKUN CIOCO0 aKTyaJIbHOTO
AK3UCTUPOBAHMS. MBI OOBSICHSIEM 3TO KaK
IyalbHYI0O  MOJAQJIBHOCTH  TMpoliecca
aBTOIIOA3HCA u OHTOJIOTMYECKON



mean by cybernetic animism in the
Heideggerian terms of this larger volume.
Being-in-the-internet involves  the
internet’s own Interneting as an
existential a priori ( Heidegger 1996, p.
183), just as the world is constantly
worlding and the things in it are
constantly thinging. To thing as a verb is
to Be in a way that fulfils the thing’s part
of the larger worlding.2 This same
concept applies to internet things. The
affordances3 constantly afford, and that is
the manner of their thinging. Buttons are
buttoning, pictures are picturing, and
drop-down menus are dropping-down and
menuing. At the same time, bots and
algorithms are Being-in-the-Internet in
their own botic and algorithmic ways,
sorting, conversing, calculating, running,
buying, selling, impersonating. That said,
bots and algorithms are usually
understood as things, but not as things that
can Be. This is the core of the cybernetic
animist’s environment. It involves the
confluence of thinging and Being — the
recognition that things are actively Being-
in-the-internet around us, while also
thinging as a part of the internet. And so
are we. As a parallel to the non-human
persons of animist experience, we are
among (and in fact are ourselves) Being
things.

uzbeparenbHocTd. Ho cHawanma  wmbl
OMUIIIEM, YTO Mbl MOAPA3yMEBAeM MO/l
KHOEPHETUYECKUM AHUMHU3MOM B

XalJerrepoBCKux TepMuHax[l me-to B
rpo0y BepTUTCs OAMH Xaijaerrep.
beiTue-B-MHTEpHETE BKIIOYAeT B ce0s
WHTEpHETUPOBAaHUE ceTUu-IHTepHeT Kak
HK3UCTEHIMAIBHOE a Priori , TOYHO TaK
Ke, Kak MHUP MOCTOSIHHO
MHUPOU3BMEHSETCS, W BEUM B HEM
oeniectBisitorcs. To thing kak riaron
O03HayaeT OBITh TaKUM OOpa3oM, YTOOBI
3aHUMATbCSl KAKOE-TO TMOJIO)KEHUE B
npocTtpancTBe| Peub UIET 0
byHAaMEHTAIbBHOM aTpuOyTe Jr000ro
npeamera].IlogoOubIi I1OJIXOJT
MIPUMEHHUM U K UHTepHeT-Benam. Knonku
HaKUMAIOTCSI, KAPTUHKH MOKa3bIBAIOTCS,
a BBINAJAIONINE MEHIO BBITIA/IAIOT,
MpeBpaIascCh B
CIIUCOK.[ DK3UCTUPOBAHUE  OMPEIEISAET
CYILIHOCTbh. YJIOUKY YJOYKOM JEJIAeT TO,
4TO C MoMoIIbI0 He€ yasT] B TO ke Bpems,
00Tl W aJIrOpUTMbl OBITUMCTBYIOT B
WHTEPHETE CBOUMHU «OOTUYECKUMH» U
AITOPUTMUYECKUMHU Ty TSIMU: COPTUPYIOT,
KOHBEPTUPYIOT, BBIYUCJISIIOT,
3aIyCKarOTCs, TOKYAITCs, MPOJAIOTCS U
noApaxarot. Mcxons u3z storo, 60THl U
QITOPUTMBI  TIOHUMAIOTCA Kak BeIlU
CYIIECTBYIOIIUE, HO HHUKAK CYIIECTBa,
KOTOpBIE MOTYT BBITb. DTO sApO cpeasl
KHOEPHETUYECKOT0 aHUMHUCTa. ['paHb
Mexay Bempro u beituem crtupaercs B
MHTEPHET NPOCTPaHCTBE. SBISACH 4acTh
ATOTO MHTEPHET MPOCTPAHCTBA, MOKHO
MPEANOJIOKUTh, YTO €ro CBOICTBa
pacrpocTpaHsitoTcs: U Ha Hac.IloTomy Mbl

u SBIIIEMCS OBITUHCTBYIOIIUMU
BemiaMu.[B OpUrMHAIBHOM  TEKCTE
COBEPIIAECTCA  JIOTUYECKUU CKa4oK,



3.0therkin

The concept of cybernetic animism comes
out of my anthropological fieldwork with
the Otherkin, a community of folks who
identify “as non-humanon a non-physical
level, be it spiritually, psychologically, or
both” They recognize that their bodies are
biologically human but argue they also
contain non-human aspects, manifest in
non-material forms such as urges, dreams
and memories. The entities represented in
these

forms can be native to the body, but can
also come from external sources, both
spatial and temporal: past lives, other
dimensions, and works of fiction. The
label Otherkin is often used as an
umbrella term, but the community splits
into two subsets: otherkin (lowercase
“0”"), who identify as beings that do not
exist on Earth (elves, dragons, demons,
angels, fae, etc); and therians, who
identify as animals that exist (or
previously existed) on Earth such as
wolves, sharks, saber-toothed cats, and
otters ( Lupa 2007 ).The Otherkin espouse
an approach to existence at odds with
contemporary modes of Being, marking a
stark disavowal of the Cartesian
mind/body

dualism on which the West bases much of
its understanding of what it means

to be human. Current academic work
either views Otherkin identification

as a religious belief system based in
fiction ( Kirby 2008, 2013 ; Davidsen
2013, 2016 ; O’Callaghan 2015; Cusack
2016 ); as a neurological abnormality (

KOTOPBIA $I BOCIOJHHJI B CHIIy CBOHX
CKPOMHBIX CITOCOOHOCTEH ]

3.MnakoBocTh[3nech m nanee s Oymy
nepeBoauTh Otherkin xak WHaKOBOCTB,
4TOOBl ~ MOJYEPKHYTh  CXOXKECTb U
pasimune ¢ Kareropuen Jlpyroro B
(heHOMEHOJIOTHH. He  nyrate ¢
WHAKOBOCTHIO ¥ O. JIeBuHaca|

Konuenmus KHOEPHETUYECKOTO
aHMMH3Ma BO3HUKJIA B PE3YyJIbTATE MOEU
aHTPOIOJIOTMYECKOM MOJIEBOM PaboOThI ¢

MHAKOBOCTBIO, KOTOpast SABJISIETCSA
KJIFOYEBOU XapaKTEPUCTUKON
coolImecTBa TIOACH,
UAECHTU(ULIUPYFOIINX ce0s “Kak
HEYEJIOBEYECKHE Ha  HEPU3MYECKOM
YPOBHE, 97113 TO JyXOBHO,
MICUXOJIOTUYECKN WU U TO, U JAPYyroe’.
OHM  mpu3HAKOT, YTO MX  Tela
OMOJIOTHYECKU SABJISIFOTCS

YEJIOBEYECKUMHU , HO YTBEPKIAIOT, YTO
OHM TaKXKE€ COJEpP)KAaT HEUYEIOBEUYECKUE
aCIIeKTHl, MPOSIBIISFOIINECS B
HEMAaTEepHUATbHBIX dbopmax, TaKUX
HaAMEpEHHsSI, MEUYThl U BOCHOMHHAHUS.
CylHOCTH, MNOpPEACTaBIEHHbIE B 3THUX
dbopmax, MOTyT OBITh PHIOTEHHBIMHU, HO
TaK’k€ MOTYT HMMETh  JK30T€HHYIO
MPUPOJYy TAaKyI KaK MPOULUIbIC KU3HH,
JIPyTU€ U3MEPEHUsI U XYJI0KECTBEHHBIC
npousBeacHus. Apibik MIHakoBBIN 4acTo
UCIIOJB3YETCS KaK 00001IaroIniA
TEPMHH, HO COOOIIECTBO JETUTCS Ha JIBE
MOATPYIIIBI: UHBIE (CTpOoUYHast OykBa “u’”),
KOTOpbIE HWIACHTUDUIUPYIOT cedsi Kak
CYILIECTBA, KOTOPBIX HE CYIIECTBYET Ha
3emsie  (91bGBI, JpaKOHBI, JIEMOHBI,
aHrensl, ¢GeWpu U T.0.);d  TEPUAHIIBI,
KOTOpblE HWIASCHTUDUIUPYIOT cebsi Kak
’KUBOTHBIE, KOTOPBIE CYIIECTBYIOT (MM



Gerbasi et al. 2008 ; Probyn-Rapsey 2011
; Grivell et al. 2014 ); or as an

exercise in alternate epistemological
formation ( Laycock 2012 ; Robertson
2012, 2013 ; Johnston 2013 ; Shane 2014
). I understand it, rather, as a form

of animism. In an indigenous animist
culture, the idea that a person is a

wolf or demon might be taken as a matter
of course. In the contemporary

West, however, it is seen as cause for
alarm, ridicule and pathologization,
which explains why most Otherkin
choose to keep their identification “in

the closet” to colleagues, friends and often
family. Being situated within

societies that do not support animist
ontologies leads the Otherkin toward
mediating technologies (namely, the
internet) to find others like themselves.
Thus, most Otherkin sociality occurs in
digital spaces.

paHee CyIIEeCTBOBAIM) Ha 3emJiie, Takue
KaK BOJIKH, aKyJbl, ca0ie3yoble KOIIKU U

BBIIPBI. VIHAKOBBIE MPHIEPIKUBAIOTCS
noaxo/a K CYIIIECTBOBAHHMIO,
HPOTHBOPEYAILETO COBPEMEHHBIM
cnoco6aM OBbITHSI, YTO 3HAMEHYET COOOM
pemuTensHOe OTpHIIaHUE

KapTC3MaHCKOTO JAyallu3dMa pasymMa H
TCJId, Ha KOTOPOM 3ar1a11 OCHOBBIBACT
60J'II)HIYIO HaCTb CBOCTO ITIOHMMAaHUA TOTI'O,

4YTO 3HAYUAT OBITE YEJIOBEKOM.
[IpencraBnennas Hay4yHas paboTta MO0
paccMaTpuBaeT UJIEHTU(PUKAITIIO
MHaKoOBBIX KaK PEJIUTHO3HYIO CHCTEMY
yOeKICHUH, OCHOBAHHYO Ha
XyJIO)KECTBEHHON  JHTEeparype;  Kak
HEBPOJIOTHYECKYI0 aHOMAJIUIO; WIIH Kak
YIpaKHCHHE B aTbTCPHATUBHOM

AIUCTEMOJIOTUYECKOM  (DOPMUPOBAHUM.
MpI moHUMaeM 3To, ckopee, Kak (hopmy
aHMMH3Ma. B aHUMUCTHYECKOU KYJIbTYype
uJes O TOM, YTO YEJIOBEK — 3TO BOJIK WIH
JIEMOH, MOXET BOCHPHUHUMATHCS KakK
HEUYTO caMo coOoi pasymerorieecs. B
KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHOU
BECTEPHU3UPOBAHHOMN HAY4YHOMN
napagurmel, OJIHAKO, 3TO
paccMaTpuBaeTcsd ~ Kak  TOBOA A
CTUTMATH3AIMU, YTO OOBSICHSIET, OUYEMY
OOJIBLIIINHCTBO MNBaakoBBIX JTIOJIEN
MpEeANOUYUTACT JepKaTh CBOIO
UJEHTU(PUKAINIO “B CEKpeTe” OT KOJIJIET,
JIpy3eil W yacto cembu. Haxomsace B
COOOIIEeCTBaX, KOTOpPBhIE HE SIBISIOTCA
YacThl0O  AHMUMHUCTHYECKOTO  OBITHS,
WNuakoBbie 00pamaroTcss K TEXHOJIOTUSIM
nocpenHukamM(B  9acTHOCTH, K CETH-
WNutepHer), u4toObl  HaiiTu  cebe
nonoOHbIx. Takum  0Opazom, Oosbias
4acTh COLMAIBHOIO  B3aMMOJICHCTBHUS



4.The Otherkin have found each other and
formed groups across the internet
landscape, from text-based Internet Relay
Chat (IRC) and newsgroup forums to 3D
virtual environments to social media
platforms. Affiliation with these groups
has been growing at an increasing rate in
the current digital paradigm of ubiquitous
social media. The website The Otherkin
Community [otherkincommunity.net]
provides a relevant example, as it is a
well-known and frequently visited site
within the community, and, unlike social
media networks or password-protected
chat areas, it posts a tally of its
membership. By the end of 2006 — the
year the site went live — it had 47
members. When | started working with
the Otherkin in 2011, it was up to 1,500
members. As | am writing this in 2018,
membership is over 5,500. This may seem
like an exaggerated number of people who
identify as fundamentally non-human, yet
interlocutors of mine have estimated
Otherkin membership as over 10,000,
spread across different platforms and
sites. The sharp increase in number has
caused some friction within the
community. Participants who  self-
identified as Otherkin before the rise of
social networking sites like Reddit,
Facebook and Tumblr bemoan how the
younger, “Tumblr era” kin are “far too
tolerant of people and don’t stop to
consider that some people really are lying
about their experiences” (
Dreamsinger2012 ). While the Otherkin
contest boundaries of viability and

NHakoBbIX  JrOAEH  IPOUCXOIUT B
IU(POBBIX TPOCTPAHCTBAX.

4. 'HakoBbI€ JIFOAW HAILIW APYT Apyra u
chopMupoBanM TPyHIbl 1O  BCEMY
WHTEPHET-MPOCTPAHCTBY, OT TEKCTOBBIX
MHTEPHET-PETPAHCISIIUOHHBIX YaTOB H
GbopyMOB HOBOCTHBIX rpynn mo0 3D-
BUPTYyaJbHBIX  cpea W 1argopm
coIMaIbHbIX ceTeil. [IpuHaIekHOCTh K
ATUM TpyNIlaM pacTeT C BO3pacTarolein
CKOPOCTBIO B HBIHENIHEW I1MdpoBoi
MapagurMe MOBCEMECTHBIX COIUAJIbHBIX
ceteil. Be6-caitt CoobmiectBo MHaKOBBIX
Troaei [otherkincommunity.net ]
MPUBOJUT COOTBETCTBYIOIIUNA MpPUMED,
MOCKOJIBKY 3TO XOpPOIIO W3BECTHBIM U
YacTO MOCEIIaeMbIF CaliT B COOOIIECTBE,
U, B OTJIMYME OT COLMAIBHBIX CETeH WU
3aIMIICHHBIX MAapOJIEeM YaToB, Ha HEM
myOJIMKYeTCsS CIUCOK €ro y4acTHUKOB. K
koHIty 2006 roga — korjia cait 3apadoTai
— Ha HeM Obu1o 47 yyacTHuKOB. Korga Mbl
Havyanu pabotars ¢ MHakoBocThio B 2011
roay, B HeM Obu1o 710 1500 y4acTHUKOB.
Korna mbl uiem 310 B 2018 rogy, yucio
y4acTHUKOB mpeBbimaeT 5500 udenoBek.

OTO 3HAYEHHE MOXKET IOKa3aThCs
MPEYBEJIMYEHHBIM 32 CYET  JIIOJIEH,
KOTOpble HWIAECHTU(UUUPYIOT ce0si Kak
MPUHITUTTHATBHO

HeuenoBeueckre[MHakoBbIe HE
OTPUIIAIOT  YEJOBEUECKYI0  IPHUPOIY
CBOMX TeJ|, OJHAKO HEKOTOpbIC HAIIIK
PECTIOH/ICHTHI OTICHIIIA YJICHCTBO
HNnakoseix 6osee ueM B 10 000 yesoBexk,
pacmnpeneneHHbIX o pa3HbIM
miathopmMamMm W cadtam.  Peskoe
YBEIMYCHHE  YHCJICHHOCTH  BBI3BAJIO

HEKOTOpbIE€ MPEHUsI BHYTPU COOOIIECTBA.
YyacTHUKY, KOTOpPBIE



authenticity from within, they also must
defend themselves from the apex
predators of the internet: trolls. As the
internet has facilitated communication
between Otherkin and offered an outlet
for community, it has also opened them up
to criticism and outright aggression from
many who question the validity of the
concept of Otherkinity. Issues with
griefing and trolling are not exclusive to
the Otherkin community, but Otherkin

griefing is  particularly  pervasive,
dismissive and regularly violent — often
saying the Otherkin should Kkill
themselves

5. Why have so many internet users
recently self-identified in this way, in the
face of such precariousness and
aggressive opposition? Those dubious of
Otherkin identification say that people
want to believe they are “special
snowflakes” and will say anything to be
considered different. To Otherkin,
though, it’s not a choice at all. Likening
Otherkinity to trans identity, many
explain that, “species dysphoria6 sucks,”
and, “until the advent of the internet and
the veils coming down, we didn’t know
there were others like ourselves” (

uneHTudgupoBanu ceds kak MuakoBbie
JI0 TIOSIBJICHUSI TAKMX COIMAIIBHBIX CETEH,
kak Reddit, Facebook n Tumblr, ceryror
Ha TO, 4YTO OoJiee IIOKOJICHHE DMOXHU
Tumblr” “caumkomM TepIUMO K JIOASIM U
HE 33JIyMBIBA€TCSI O TOM, UTO HEKOTOPHIC
JIOOA JEUCTBUTENBHO JIYT O CBOEM
oneiTe”. B TO Bpems kak HakoBbie
OCIapUBaIOT I'PaHULIbI
KU3HECTIOCOOHOCTH M ayTEHTUYHOCTU
U3HYTPH, OHU TAKX€ TOJDKHBI 3alUINATh
ce0s1 OT TJIaBHBIX XUITHUKOB HTEepHEeTA -
TPOJUIEH. ITockonbky HNuTepner
oOnerynn oOLIEHUE MEXAYy JIPYTUMU
JIOIBMU U TPEIJIONKUIT TUIOMIAIAKY JJIst
coo0IIecTBa, OH TaKK€ OTKPbUI MX IS
KPUTUKA W OTKPOBEHHOW arpeccHy Co
CTOPOHBI MHOTHX, KTO CTaBHT TIOJ
COMHEHHE OOOCHOBAHHOCTHb KOHIICHIIHU
NuakoBoctu. [IpoOaembl co cKOpObIO U

TPOJUIMHI'OM HC SABJIIOTCA
HCKIIOYUTCIBHBIMM  AJIA COO6HIGCTBa
I/IHaKOBI)IX, HO OTBCTHAA pCaKkuuAa

M HAKOBBIX JIUIIL YCYT'YOJISICT CUTYaIUIO
— YaCcTO TOBOPAT, 4TO MIHAKOBBIC TOJKHBI
MOKOHYHUTH C COOOM.

5. Ilouemy Tak MHOTrO HHTEpPHET-
MOJIb30BaTENIE B  TOCIIEHEE BpeMs
UJICHTUPUIIUPOBATIN ce0st TaKUM
o0Opazom, nepen JUTIOM TaKou
HECTaOMJIBbHOCTU u arpecCUBHOM
onno3utuu? Te, KTO COMHEBaeTcs B
ueHTU(UKAITTT TPYTUX 01,

TOBOPST, YTO JIIOJA XOTSIT BEPUTH B TO,
YTO OHHM “‘0COOBIC CHEKHWHKH ', KOTOPBIC
CKa)XYT BCE, YTO YTOJIHO, JIUIIb OBl HUX
CUMTAIM HE TaKUMHU Kak Bce. OHaKO JJIs
MHakoBBIX ATO BOOOIIE HE BBIOOP.
CpaBauBas MHaKOBYIO HJICHTUYHOCTH C
TpaHC-UJICHTHYHOCTBIO, MHOTHE



BloodyKitten 2014 ). This claim provides
a few answers: (1) it is not a choice, and,
if it was, many would not choose
Otherkinity, and

(2) there were many Otherkin all along,
but they did not have an avenue through
which they could build community until
the internet opened one up. It seems
perfectly logical that the community grew
out of the increased global exposure social
media has introduced, but I assert that
there is something deeper at play in their
(and our) use of these technologies. The
internet not only offers a means of
sociality for the Otherkin, but also creates
the very conditions through which these
non-human identifications can become
available via the process of cybernetic
animism. Untangling this process first
requires a  discussion  of  our
understandings of animism and of the
roots of cybernetics, revealing how both
have come to act upon and through us,
largely unnoticed.

6. Animism

While animist experience may seem
incompatible with contemporary
frameworks of thought, many of

animism’s underlying components could
be seen in Europe at the formation of
modern Western science and philosophy.
German chemist Georg Stahl first used the

OOBSACHAIOT ATO TaK: “BHUJIOBas nuchopust
- OTCTOI” M “70 nosiBneHusa MHTepHera u
MaJICHUST 3aBEChl MBI HE 3HAJH, YTO €CTh
npyrue, TomoOHbie Ham  camu.[be3
KoMMeHTapueB]|M3 3Toil TpeArnocChUIKH
MOXHO BbIBECTH cienyromiee: (1) ato He
BBIOOP, H, €CJTM ObI 3TO OBLIO TaK, MHOTHE
HE BBIOpAIH OBI NuakoByto
HUJIEHTUYHOCTh, M (2) BcEe ITO BpeMs
CYILIECTBOBAJIO MHOTO VMHAKOBBIX JIIO/IEH,
HO Yy HUX HE OBbUIO MYTH, C MOMOIUIbIO
KOTOpPOTO OHM MOIVIM OBl  CO311aTh
coob1iecTBo, moka HTepHET He OTKPBLI
ero. Kaxercs COBEpIIEHHO JOTUYHBIM,
YTO COOOIIECTBO BBIPOCIIO U3 BO3POCIIICTO
1J100aJTbHOTO BO3JIEUCTBUS COIMATBHBIX
CeTell, HO MBI yTBEPXKJIaeM, 4TO B UX (U

HaIlem) HCIOJIb30BaHUM ATHUX
TEXHOJIOTUN €CTh HEUTO 0oJiee TIIyOOKOE.
NuTepHer HE  TOJNBKO  MPEHJIaract

CpCACTBO COLMAJIBHOCTH IJIA MHakoBBIX,
HO M CO34aCT TC CaMbIC YCIIOBUA,
6J1ar0ﬂap51 KOTOPBIM 3TH HCUYCIIOBCUCCKUC

uJeHTU(UKAITTT MOTYT CTaTh
JIOCTYITHBIMU gyepes porecc
KHOEPHETUYECKOTO aHuMu3Ma. YToObI

pazo0paTbcsl B ATOM TIpoliecce, cHadaia
HEO0O0XO0IMMO 00CYIUTh HAllle TOHUMaHUE
aHUMU3Ma W KOPHEH KHOCPHETUKH,
packpeiBasi, Kak U TO, U APYroe CTajo
JICUCTBOBaTh HAa HAC M 4Yepe3 Hac,lo
OOJIBIIIECH YaCTH HE3aMETHO.

6. AHUMU3M
XOTS AHUMHCTHUYECKUU OIIBIT MOMXKET

IIOKAa3aTbCs HCCOBMCCTHUMBIM C
COBPCMCHHBIMU paMKaMH  MBbIIIJICHHA,
MHOI'HMC nus3 OCHOBOITOJIararommux

KOMIIOHEHTOB aHUMH3Ma MOXXHO OBLIO
yBuaeTh B EBpore npu dopmupoBanuu
COBPEMEHHOW  3amajHOM HAyKu U



term anima in 1708 to describe a physical
element of “living stuff” that vitalized
matter, along with phlogiston, or “burning
stuff” that escaped during combustion (
1708 ). Stahl’s work is often referenced in
the transition from alchemy to chemistry,
suggesting the idea of animating forces
occupies an important place in Western
scientific development. It is important to
note that, although Stahl gave us the
terminology for an understanding of
animism, anima only applied to ‘vital’
matter (living things) and that ‘inert’
matter (dead things) did not contain any,
and thus his concepts were not truly
animistic ( Harvey 2006 ). Though not
using the term, David Hume anticipated in
1757 what would be called “animism”
over a hundred years later when
describing how humans tend to see the
world around them in human terms:
“There is a universal tendency amongst
mankind to conceive all being like
themselves, and to transfer to every object
those qualities with which they are
familiarly acquainted, and of which they
are intimately conscious” ( 1889 , p. 11).
Anthropology,begotten of enlightenment
and empire itself, coined the term
animism with Edward Burnett Tylor’s
description: “the general doctrine of souls
and other spiritual beings in general” (
1871 , p. 260). This definition is
extraordinarily broad, and far from the
current understanding of the word, but it
served as a point of departure for
anthropologists to negotiate the slippery
concept for the next century and a half.

dbunocopuu. Hemenkuit xumuk [eopr
[[ITans BHOEpBBIE HCMOIB30BAT TEPMUH
“anuma” B 1708 romy st onucaHus
(u3nYECcKOro 3JeMEeHTa “XXMBOTO
BEILIECTBA”, KOTOPBII 0KUBJISLII MATEPUIO,
Hapsay ¢ (QIIOTMCTOHOM, WIHU "TOPSIIUM
BEIIECTBOM", KOTOPOE€ BBLACIUIIOCH MpHU
ropennd (1708). Ha paboty lllTans gacto
CCBUIAIOTCA MPU MEPEXOJE OT ATXUMHUHU K
XUMUH,  Opeanojarast, 4YTo  uues
OKMBJISIFOIMX CHJI 3aHMMAaeT BaXHOE
MECTO B pPa3BUTUM 3aMaJHON HAYKH.
Baxxno ormetutsh, uTo, xoTs IllTane gan
HaM TEPMHUHOJIOTUIO [IJI1 TOHUMAaHUs
aHMMM3Ma, aHUMa MIPUMEHSIIACh TOJIBKO K
"JKMU3HEHHOU" MaTepuu (>xuBBIE
cyliecTtsa), a '"HHepTHas" Marepus
(MepTBbIE BEIIM) HE COAEpKaia TAKOBOM,
U, CJIEIOBATEIbHO, €ro KOHUENLUWUU HE
ObLIIN IIO-HACTOALEMY
aHUMHUCTHUYECKUMHU. XOoTsa J[PBug FOm u
HE HCIIOJB30BAI 3TOT TE€pMUH, B 1757
roJly OH IPEIBOCXUTHII TO, UTO OoJiee cTa
JIET CITyCTs Oy1eT Ha3BaHO “@HUMU3MOM”,
KOTJa OIKCHIBAN, KAaK JIFOAU CKJIOHHBI

BUJIETh OKpYXalollMid HUX MHUpP B
YEJIOBEUECKUX  TEpPMHUHAX: “Cpenu
YeJI0BEUECTBA CYILIECTBYET
YHUBEpCcabHas TEHJICHIIHS

BOCIPUHUMATh BCEX CYIIECTB KAK CaMHUX
ce0s1 U MEPEHOCUTh Ha KaXK/bIil OOBEKT T

KauecTBa, C KOTOPBIMH OHH XOPOIIO
3HAKOMBI M KOTOpbIE OHH TIyOOKO
OCO3HAIOT . AHTpONONOrus,
MOPOXKICHHAS TPOCBEIICHUEM, BBeEJa

TEPMUH aHUMU3M C ONHCAHUEM DABapiaa
bepuerra Taiinopa: “o0rmias JOKTpHHA O
Jyliax U Apyrux AyXOBHBIX CYIIECTBAX B
1eaomM”. ITo ompeeiacHne HeoObIYaiitHO
IIMPOKOE M JAJ€KO€ OT HBIHEIIHEro
MOHMMAHUSI A3TOTO CJOBa, HO OHO



7.Animism is “one of anthropology’s
earliest concepts, if not the first” (
Willerslev 2007 , p. 2). Thus, while
anthropologists have generated a wealth
of data and theory through animist beliefs
and practices, the earliest of these theories
are founded in the colonial and
patronizing language that typifies the field
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. Many Victorian
anthropologists  were interested in
comparing indigenous cultures around the
world to the triumphs of the scientific
mind in the West, and found differing
worldviews — animism chief among them
— to be a denial of science’s truths. The
Western world had put the superstition of
religion behind it, in favor of progress and
rationality. Tylor considered animism to
be the foundation

of all religious thought, the “primitive,”
non-scientific “belief in Spiritual Beings”
(1871, p. 424). Since indigenous cultures
represented humankind in a childlike
state, the “primitives” were not at fault for
believing this way, merely mistaken.
Lévy-Bruhl considered animism to be the
product of a pre-scientific, thus pre-
logical mind, not a childlike version of
Western intelligence, but something else
entirely he called “primitive mentality” (
1926 ). Even those who saw an inherent
logic behind animist frameworks blatantly
regarded animists  themselves as
possessing lesser intellects. Durkheim, for
instance, saw totemism as a logical way of

MOCIYKUJIO OTIPABHOM TOYKOM IS
AHTPOIIOJIOTOB B OOCYKJIEHUU CKOJI3KOH
KOHIEIMIMK B TEUCHUE CIEAYIOIINX
MOJIyTOpA CTOJIETUH.

7.AHUMHU3M - OJIHA W3 CaMbIX PaHHUX
KOHILIENIIMMA AaHTPOIIOJIOTUH, €CIU HE
nepBasi. Takum 00pa3om, B TO BpeMs Kak
aHTPOIOJIOTH coOpayu OTPOMHOE
KOJIMYECTBO JAHHbIX W TEOpHM C
MTOMOUIBI0 aHUMHUCTHYECKHUX BEPOBAHUH U
MIPAKTUK, CAMbIE pPAHHUE U3 ATUX TEOPUU
OCHOBAHBl ~ Ha  KOJIOHMAJIBHOM M
IIOKPOBUTEIBCTBEHHOM HappaTuse,
KOTOpPbIA OBUI XapakTepeH B KOHILIE
JEBATHAINATOTO M Hayaje JABaALaToro
BEKOB. Muorue AHTPOMOJIOTU
BUKTOpHaHCKOM 3MOXH MHTEPECOBAIUCH
CpPaBHEHUEM KYJIbTYP KOPEHHBIX HAPOJIOB
0 BCEMY MHUPY € TpuyM@amMu HaAy4YHOTO
MBIIUICHUsT Ha 3amajae W OpUILIM K
BBIBOY, 4TO pasn4HbIC
[Mudosornueckue|MupoBo33peHus —
IJIABHBIM M3 KOTOPBIX SIBISETCS AHUMHU3M
— SBIMIFOTCS  OTPULIAHHMEM  HAy4HBIX
UCTUH. 3anaJHblii MUpP OCTaBWJI IMO3a1U
PENMTUO3HBIE  CyeBepUsl B IOJIb3Y
Iporpecca M panvoOHAIBHOCTH. Taumop
CUMTaJl  AHMMH3M  OCHOBOM  BCEW
PEIUTUO3HOM MBICIU ~TPUMHUTHUBHAS ",
HEHay4Has ’Bepa B JIyXOBHBIE
cymectBa’.  llockonpky — KyJbpTypsl
KOPEHHBIX  HApOJOB  MPEACTABISUIA
YeJIOBEYECTBO B JETCKOM COCTOSIHHM,
“ONpUMUTHUBBI” HE OBLITM BUHOBATHI B TOM,
YTO BEPUIIM TakKUM oOOpa3oM, MPOCTO
OIINOATHC. JleBu-bproib cuuTail
aHUMHU3M [POJYKTOM JIOHAYYHOI'O, TO
€CTb JJ0-JIOTHYECKOT0 pa3yma, He IETCKOU
BEpCUEH 3amaJHoro pasyma, a 4YeM-TO
COBEpILIEHHO HWHBIM, YTO OH Ha3Bal



making sense of the world and
maintaining social solidarity, but argued
that totems were chosen because the clan
itself “is too complex a reality for such
unformed minds to bring its concrete
unity into clear focus” ( 1912 , p. 222).
Even when searching for logic within
animist concepts, anthropology up to the
mid twentieth century distanced animist
practitioners from modern (i.e., scientific)
minds.  Anthropologists focused on
separating animist beliefs from their
spiritual aspects to uncover their social
meanings and functions. While this
allowed scholars to discuss indigenous
belief without Tylor’s gloss of
superstition, it prohibited any engagement
that took the experience of animism
seriously. As Leach

phrases it, spirits are “nothing more than
ways of describing the formal
relationships that exist between real
persons and real groups” ( 1954 , p. 182).
The experiences are false, but they serve
true social functions. Lévi-Strauss, for
instance, explained the totemic system not
as a tradition of large-scale superstition,
but instead part of a larger complex
structural classification system; however,
he still viewed the beliefs as symbols
rather than real experiences (1963 ). Even
when Evans-Pritchard revealed the
rationality underlying Azande witchcraft,
he did so through the Western scientific
method’s logic of observation and
replication rather than viewing the system
of belief

through its own logics ( 1951 ).

“NpUMUTHUBHBIM MeHTanuTeToM . [laxke
T€, KTO BHUJIE] BHYTPEHHIOI JIOTUKY 3a
AHUMHUCTUYECKUMU paMKamu,
OTKPOBEHHO CUUTAJIM CaMHX AaHUMHUCTOB
HelaIeKuMu. JtopKkremM, Hampumep,
paccMaTpuBaj TOTEMHU3M KaK JIOTUYECKUMA
croco0 OCMBICJICHUS MUpa U
MO JIeP KaHUS COIMAJIbHOM
COJIMJAPHOCTH, HO YTBEpPXKIad, YTO
TOTEMbI ObLIIA BEIOPAHBI IOTOMY, YTO CaM
KJIIaH “‘SBJISETCA CIUIIKOM  CJIOKHOM
peaIbHOCThIO TUTSI TaK1X
HeC(hOPMUPOBAHHBIX YMOB, UTOOBI YETKO
chOKyCUpOBaThH €ro KOHKPETHOE
eIuMHCTBO . Jlaxke B IIOMCKAax JIOTMKU B
AHUMHUCTUYECKUX KOHIICTIIHSX
AHTPOMOJIOTUSI BIUIOTH JIO CEPEIAUHBI
JBAAIIATOTO  BeKa  JIUCTAHI[MpOBaja
MPAKTUKYIOIINX aHUMHCTOB oT
COBPEMEHHBIX (TO €CTh HAYUYHBIX) YMOB.
AHTPOIONOTH COCPENOTOUMINCH HA TOM,
YTOOBl ~ OTACIUTh  AHUMHUCTUYECKUE
BEPOBAHUSI OT HUX JTYyXOBHBIX ACIEKTOB,
YTOOBl ~ PACKPBITH HUX  COIMATBHBIC
3HauUeHUd W  (QyHKIUUA. XOTS  ITO
MO3BOJISIIO YYEHBIM o0cyXnartb
BEPOBaHUSI KOPEHHBIX HApOAOB 0e3
onecka  cyeBepuit  Tailjmopa,  3TO
3ampemiano Jiroboe yyacTue, KOTOopoe
CEPhE3HO  OTHOCUJIOCH K  OMBITY
aHUMu3Ma. BeIpaxasce ero cioBamu,

IyXu - 3TO “He Oojee 4YeM CrocoObl
omucanus  (OPMAIBHBIX  OTHOIICHUH,
KOTOPBIC CYIIIECTBYIOT MEXKTY

peaJbHbIMU  JIIOJIBMHU U peallbHbIMU
rpynmnamMu’. OTH TEPEKUBAHUS JIOKHBI,
HO OHU CIIy’aT UCTHUHHBIM COLMAJIbHBIM
bynkuusm.  JleBu-Ctpocc, Hampumep,
OOBSCHSIT TOTEMUYECKYIO CUCTEMY HE KaK
TPAIULIAIO KPyITHOMACIITaOHBIX
CyeBepHii, a Kak 4acTb 0oJjiee KPYMHOH



8. The move toward taking the animist
experience seriously came about through
Hallowell’s work with the Ojibwe,
introducing the concept of “other-than-
human persons” ( 1960, p. 22). The
division of “human” and “person” here is
important. In this understanding, a human
1s purely a biological designation: “To be
a person does not require human-likeness,
but rather humans are like other persons”
(Harvey 2006, p. 18). These other persons
can be animals, trees, or rocks, as long as
they can show some sort of personhood.
Building on these ideas, Bird-David
argues animism is a “relational
epistemology,” meaning that humans do
not personify nonhumans in order to
socialize with them, but rather see human-
likeness in them because we already
socialize with them (1999). In this sense,
animism is seen in the contextual
experience of human and other-than-
human persons, following Ingold’s
argument that animism is a lived
experience of Heideggerian “Being-in-
the-World” ( 1986). A focus on
experience has influenced the so-called
ontological turn in anthropology — a group

CJIOKHOU CHUCTEMBI CTPYKTYPHOU
Kiaccuukanuy; — OJHAKO  OH  TIO-
MPEKHEMY pacCMaTpUBall BEPOBAHUS KaK
CUMBOJIbI, & HE KAaK PEaJbHBIM OIbIT.
Haxe xoraga OBanc-lIIputyapn packpbul
PallOHAIIBHOCTD, JIEKAIYI0 B OCHOBE
KOJIIOBCTBA A3aHIe, OH CHENall 3TO C
MOMOIIIbIO  JIOTUKM  HAONIOACHUS U
BOCIIPOM3BEAECHUS 3aIaJHOI0 HAYYHOI'O
METOJa, a HE paccMaTpuBas CHCTEMY
BEpOBAaHUN uepe3 €€ COOCTBEHHYIO
JIOTHKY.

8. JIBmxkeHue K Cephe3HOMY BOCIPUSITHIO
AHUMHCTHUYECKOTO OMbITAa MPOU3OILIO
Omarogapst  pabore  Xomioydmia ¢
OJPKMUOBE, KOTOPBIM BBEJ KOHIEMIIUIO
“HEYEIIOBEYECKUX JUYHOCTEN .
Pasnenenue ‘“‘gemoBeka” W “‘IEPCOHBI”
3€Ch BaXHO.[31ech PErson cuemayer
nepeBoauTh  OykBasibHO.  [IpuumHOi
CITLYKUT HappaTUBbI KYJIbTYPHOTO
HEOMapKCU3Ma, MPUCYTCTBYIOIIHE B
JaHHOW  paborTe. O uém  spko
CBUJIETEIIbCTBYET Iaccax, TIe aBTOp
cpaBHuBaeT IHakoBBIX € TpaHC-
nepcoHaMu | B 3ToM nmoHMMaHuu 4eI0BEK
- 3TO YHUCTO OMOJIOTUYECKOE
o0o3HaueHue: “YtoObl OBITH MEPCOHOM,
HEe TpeOyeTcs CXOJCTBAa C YEJIIOBEKOM,
CKOpee JIIOJUM TOXO0XKH Ha JPyrux
MEPCOH’. DTH JPYyTHE MEPCOHBI MOTYT
OBITh KUBOTHBIMH, JICPEBBSIMU  WIIU
KaMHSIMM, €CJIM OHM MOTYT MPOSIBIIATH
KaKy0-TO WHMBUAYAJIBHOCTb.
OcHoBbIBasicb Ha 3TUX wuueax, bepn-
JPBU yTBEPKIAET, UTO AHUMH3M - 3TO

“pensroHHas AIUCTEMOJIOTHS
O3HayvaroIas, 4TO JIOTH HE
MEePCOHUPUITUPYIOT  HENIOACH, YTOOBI

O6H_IaTBC$I C HUMH, a CKOPEC BUAT B HUX



of theorists who argue for understanding
existence as the experience of completely
different realities, rather than simply
differing epistemological views on a
single reality. Philippe Descola —a part of
this “turn” — explains the world not as a
“complete and self-contained world
waiting to be represented according to
different viewpoints, but, most probably,
a vast amount of qualities and relations
that can be actualized or not by humans
according to how ontological filters
discriminate  between environmental
affordances” (2014, p. 273). In other
words, we experience only what we can,
and hence we are not necessarily
experiencing everything that is there.
Furthermore, these ‘“ontological filters”
are not Dby-products of institutions,
epistemological frameworks, or cultural
patterns, but rather the “basic assumptions
as to what the world contains and how the
clements of this furniture are connected”
that form those systems ( 2014, p. 273).
The idea confronts us with the possibility
that, as members of Western societies and
thus its filters, we are unable to perceive
environmental elements animists do, even
though they may be right in front of us.
Simultaneously, it implies that we bring
with us basic assumptions of our own
Being that some societies might find
unthinkable, such as an innate
comparability between humans and
machines — the foundation of cybernetic
theory

YeJIOBEYECKOEe CXOJICTBO, IOTOMY YTO MbI
yke obiraemcsi ¢ HUMH. B 3TOM cmbIcie
aHUMU3M paccMaTpuBaeTcs B
KOHTEKCTYaJbHOM OMBITE YEJIOBEUECKUX
U HEYEJIOBEYECKUX IEepCOH, CIeays
aprymMeHty MWHroapga o TOM, 4TO
AHUMHM3M - OTO TMEPEKUTHIA  OMbBIT
XaWJIeTTepOBCKOTO “boITHA-B-MUpE”.
AKIIEHT Ha OIbITe TMOBIUSJI Ha TakK
HA3bIBAEMbIH OHTOJIOTUYECKUN TTOBOPOT B
aHTPOIOJIOTUM - TPYIIy TEOPETUKOB,
KOTOpbIE€ BBICTYMAIOT 3a IOHUMAaHUE
CYIIECTBOBAHMS  Kak  IEpPEKUBAHUS
COBEPUIEHHO pa3HbIX PEalbHOCTEH, a HE
MIPOCTO PA3TUYHBIX SMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKUX

B3IJISII0B  HA  €IUMHYI0  PEaJbHOCTD.
Owmnn  Jleckona — 4acTb  3TOro
“noBopoTa” — OOBSCHSIET MHpP HE Kak

“NONMHBIA M CAMOJOCTATOYHBIM MM,
OKUJIAOIIMI, YTOOBI €ro MPEACTABUIN B
COOTBETCTBUM C PA3TUYHBIMU TOUYKAMU
3peHus", Ho, CKopee BCEro, Kak OrpOMHOE
KOJIMYECTBO KA4eCTB M  OTHOILIEHH,
KOTOpPbIE MOTYT OBITh aKTyaJIM3UPOBAHbBI
WJIY HET JIFOJbMH B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT TOTO,
KaK OHTOJIOTUYECKUE buIBTPHI
pa3IMYalOT OKpPYKEHHUE” Hpyrumu
CJIOBAMM, MbI IEPEKUBAEM TOJBKO TO, UTO
MOXEM, U, CIeAOBaTeIbHO, MbI HE
00s3aTENbHO NIEPEKUBAEM BCE, YTO €CTh.
bonmee Toro, »tTHM ‘“‘OHTOJIOTMYECKHE
GUuIbTpe”  SABISIIOTCS HE MOOOYHBIMHU
MpOayKTaMu WHCTUTYTOB,
AMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKUX paMok U
KyJbTYpHBIX NAQTTEPHOB, a CKoOpee
“0a30BbBIMU MPEANONIOKEHUSIMU
OTHOCHUTEIBHO TOT'0, YTO COJAEPKUT MUP U
KaK CBSI3aHbI AJIEMEHTBI 3TOT0 «MUPOBOTO
UHTEphEPa»”’, KOTOPhIE (POPMUPYIOT ITH
CUCTEMBI. JTa WJEs CTAaBUT HAc NEpen
BO3MOXHOCTBIO ~ TOrO, 4TO, Oyayuu



YJeHaMU  3alajJHblX  OOILIECTB W,
CIIeIOBATEeNbHO, HX (UIBTPAMHU, MBI
HECTIOCOOHBI BOCTPUHUMAThH AIJIEMEHTHI
OKpY’KaIOIle Cpelpl, KaK 3TO JAEJA0T
aHUMHCTBI, JAXKE€ €CIIM OHU MOTYT OBITh
npsMo nepen Hamu. OJTHOBPEMEHHO 3TO
MOJIpa3yMeBaeT, 4YTO Mbl MPHUHOCUM C
co00i1 0a30BbI€ MPEIOIOKEHUS O HALLIEM
COOCTBEHHOM CYIIECTBOBAHUH, KOTOPbIE
HEKOTOpble OOLIeCTBA MOIYT CYECTb
HEMBICIUMBIMU, TaKW€ KAaK BPOXKACHHAA
COIOCTABUMOCTh ~ MEXJIy JIIOABMHU U
MallMHaMHd — OCHOBAa KHOEpHETUYEeCKOU
TEOpUHU.



