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table 1
Residence Mode After First Years of Marriage (v216)
and Andromous Fishing for Subsistence (v858)

Anadromous Fishing
Primary Mode
of Subsistence

Not
Virilocal Virilocal Total

No 14 13 27
Yes 1 7 8

Total 15 20 35

x2 p 3.9, p p .048

more typical of agricultural societies than of foragers
(Testart 1982).

While Otterbein’s hypothesis about why hunting and
fishing favor virilocality is not borne out by male sub-
sistence contribution, it led me to discover the anadro-
mous-fishing effect. When the anadromous-fishing com-
plex foragers are excluded, foragers are even less virilocal
measured by my preferred variable (early and later years
of marriage) than I had concluded. Only 8 societies (30%)
are virilocal, while 7 (26%) are uxorilocal and 12 (44%)
are multilocal. I thank Otterbein for stimulating this
discovery.
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Klein and Stanfield-Mazzi (CA 45:404–5) cite Lewis-Wil-
liams as saying that shamamism is restricted to hunter-
gatherer societies. In fact, Lewis-Williams (2002:132) re-
marks that shamanism is not so restricted, as Furst (2002)
has pointed out and a survey of the literature on shaman-
ism will confirm (see Thorpe 1993, for example). Quite a
number of agriculturist and pastoralist cultures have sha-
manic features. Since the rites and experiences associated
with shamanism differ considerably, even within the
“classical” shamanic complex of Siberia and Central Asia
(Siikala 1985, 1992), close definition of the term is diffi-
cult. Nevertheless, there are some features which are com-
mon to all shamanic cultures. The following could per-
haps serve as a definition: cultures that can be classified
as shamanic are those which, as a minimum requirement,
possess religious functionaries who draw on the powers
in the natural world, including the powers of animals,
and who mediate, usually in an altered state of con-
sciousness, between the world of the living and that of
the spirits—including the spirits of the dead. This ex-
cludes those religious functionaries, such as Christian
priests, who do not draw on the powers of nature, in-
cluding animals, and it incorporates the meaning of the
word from which “shaman” is derived, the Tungusic term
saman, denoting as a noun “one who is excited, moved,
raised” and as a verb “to know in an ecstatic manner”
(Grim 1983:15)—that is, through an altered state of
consciousness.
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Jolly offers a thoughtful and in some respects fresh re-
sponse to our recent reply to David Lewis-Williams, who
in the June 2004 issue of current anthropology re-
sponded to our earlier (2002) article criticizing use of the
term “shaman” in scholarly studies of Mesoamerican art.
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Like so many scholars he is still unwilling to abandon the
term altogether and so proposes a new definition of “sha-
manic cultures.” His citation of Lewis-Williams to the
effect that shamanism is not restricted to hunter-gatherers
does not really engage and therefore does nothing to in-
validate our lengthy argument that there are no reliable
criteria for diagnosing shamanism cross-culturally. For
Jolly, these are cultures in which “religious functionaries”
mediate between living human beings and the spirit world
by drawing “on the powers in the natural world, including
the powers of animals.” His definition of shamanism
therefore differs from more traditional definitions in em-
phasizing the source of the powers of “shamans” rather
than the means by which they acquire them.

It is clear that our article failed to convince Jolly that
there is no consistent set of “shamanic features” that re-
late more complex societies in any meaningful way to
simpler, hunter-gatherer societies. He takes such features
as a given in his comments. Although he apparently does
not see any danger in lumping together disparate kinds
and levels of social organization under the single rubric
of “shamanic cultures,” we continue to view this kind of
homogenization as a mechanism, however unintentional,
for “othering” the cultures included in the category. This
perceived danger was a major impetus for our article that
Jolly simply does not engage.

Fortunately, he does not include among the most im-
portant of these “shamanic features” either adherence to
a particular cosmological schema or the use of hallucin-
ogens, neither of which, we have argued, can be traced
across the board. Moreover, to his credit he evades the
problems inherent in the notion of a mandatory altered
state of consciousness by acknowledging that not all “sha-
mans” profess to enter into such a state. He does, however,
cling to the notion that such altered states are usual in
“shamanic cultures,” thereby ignoring our homage (p. 388)
to Roberte Hamayon’s point that there is no empirical
way to confirm or deny the existence of a trance. We also
offered (p. 388) some examples of individuals often de-
scribed as shamans who either do not profess to have at-
tained an altered state of consciousness or make no se-
mantic distinction between waking and dreaming. Since
the claim to have entered into an altered state is found
in societies of all levels of complexity, we do not see it,
even if only “usually” found among “shamanic cultures,”
as a meaningful means of linking them together.

We do find intriguing Jolly’s suggestion that what binds
“shamanic cultures” together is their belief that certain
individuals can work magic by means of their special re-
lationship with the animal world. A wide array of cultures,
both past and present, seem to meet this criterion. In Me-
soamerica alone, this belief has been well documented
time and again. However, the Aztecs—source of the slip-
pery word nagual, which we (2002:391–92) showed had
nothing to do with a belief in an animal co-essence—were
not among them. Moreover, Mesoamericans seem to have
come up with a variety of ways of relating to animals, in
some places believing that certain individuals could trans-
form themselves into animals and in others that virtually

everyone has an animal (or plant or other entity) alter ego.
Where everyone has an animal alter ego, a relationship to
a special animal obviously cannot serve as a diagnostic of
a shaman. Moreover, we know that priests in some highly
complex, centralized societies also claim to have a special
relationship with one or more animals, as was the case
in ancient Egypt, where some gods took the form of an
animal or a part-human, part-animal being and their
priests appear in art wearing headdresses representing
those animals. It seems to us that, for Jolly’s definition to
work, the exact nature of the relationship between man
and beast would have to be more carefully thought
through and much more sharply defined.

Most important, to our mind, is the fact that Jolly’s
proposed definition of “shamanic cultures” is based solely
on ideological grounds. He assumes from the start that
the “shaman” is a “religious practitioner,” a bias that we
criticized in our 2002 article as eliding the social and po-
litical roles played by the individuals identified as “sha-
mans.” By excluding from his definition of “shamanic
cultures” the political and economic roles of the individ-
uals he describes as “religious functionaries,” Jolly implies
that their control of the spirit world was simply that and
not a special means of implementing and maintaining
social and possibly political control. It remains our opin-
ion that any viable definition of “shamanic cultures”
would have to take into account how the actions of the
“shaman” serve the interests of a particular person or
group. For us, the real base of power always lies in the
material world. Thus, while we greatly appreciate the ef-
fort and creative thinking that Jolly has put into coming
up with a new and, in some ways, improved definition of
shamanism, to our minds he has neither fully confronted
nor solved the problem.
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