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This and the previous (June) number of Time and Mind presents some proceedings from a week-long 

international conference held at Linnæus University in late October 2017: ‘Rock Art Worldings: 

Chronologies, Materialities and Ontologies.’ The conference, which I co-organized together with 

Ingrid Fuglestvedt (Oslo University) and Antti Lahelma (University of Helsinki), gathered more than 

70 international scholars from all over the world. The conference aimed to explore different human 

cognitions and perceptions of the world, and how this might be unfolded through the global 

phenomenon that we – in the wish for a better notion – call ‘rock art.’ Its pursuit was to present a 

reconnaissance of rock art worldings; an exposé of how pictographs and petroglyphs can be used to 

explore different forms of ‘modes of identifications’ (e.g. Descola 2013), such as animism, totemism, 

analogism, and naturalism (Goldhahn 2019a). 

 

Using rock art as a starting point to explore past worldings provide us with both some advantages 

and challenges. Similar understandings are most reachable when informed methods are present in 

form of anthropological, oral, and/or historical sources; like the presented case studies by Challis, 

Hays-Gilpin, Sinclair-Thomson, Troncoso, and Zawadzka. In similar Indigenous settings, rock art was 

often used to express different kinds of wonders about the world, often described as legends, 

myths, religion, cosmologies, or ontologies by western scholars. However, it is appropriate to remind 

the reader that such information is not always easy to interpret. It has been demonstrated more 

than once that such knowledge was considered esoteric, and only revealed to those who 

participated in ceremonies and rituals, and went through mandatory initiations. As a result, 

outsiders were often kept clear from a deeper understanding of such knowledge, which has resulted 

in that we have very scant information of how, when, why and by whom rock art was created and 

used. In cases where Indigenous voices still express meanings about rock art (see David and McNiven 

2018 for an overview), we are more fortune (e.g. Hays-Gilpin). That said, even then we shall admit 

that outsiders, like myself, only can reach a very partial, or shallow, understanding of the many 

meanings of rock art. Nonetheless, the glimpses we can reach can help us to challenge our own 

worldings; a kind of contemplation and self-awareness which are necessitated to explore and act in 

the world as moral beings. 

 



Those who explore past worldings without the aid of Indigenous voices, like the articles by 

Fahlander, Fuglestvedt, Gjerde, Janik, Lahelma, Lawrence, and Porr; mainly using archaeological 

methodologies and theoretical considerations, meet other kinds of challenges and advantages. 

Based on informed methodologies, we can be encouraged by the fact that rock art often, but not 

always (Layton 2001), related to peoples’ worldings. The most obvious challenges are that without 

Indigenous voices we might only hear ourselves, our own worlding – naturalism; a worlding that 

explore the world in a very inverted tactic from known Indigenous societies (e.g. Descola 2013). In 

this case, however, our greatest disadvantage might also be our best asset, because our own 

situated shortcomings and pre-conceptions can help us reveal that we are dealing with other ways 

of knowing the world. To unfold rock art worldings from such perception (e.g. Goldhahn 2019a), 

challenge us to also include other spheres of the past societies that we wish to reconnoitre; it might 

demand that we assemble our data in more challenging ways so that it also includes analyses of 

burial ceremonies; that we explore treatments of other-than-humans in everyday life and in 

ceremonial contexts or analyses of material culture and ritual paraphernalia, etc. (e.g. Goldhahn 

2019b). 

 

It goes without saying that such holistic approaches are hard or even impossible to present in a 

single article with a given word limit and with equal restricted numbers of figures. Nevertheless, the 

preceding and current number of Time and Mind has aimed to offer momentum to remedying 

similar challenges. In all, these two issues of the journal present thirteen case studies from all 

around the world that explore animic (Challis, Fahlander, Zawadzka) and totemic traits in rock art 

(Fuglestvedt); how the mounting western notion of ‘art’, knitted with the formulation of a new 

mode of identification in the 18th Century (read naturalism), can be used to explore rock art in new 

ways (Porr); how Indigenous ontologies can ‘enliven scientific understandings of rock art’ (Hays-

Gilpin); how rock art unfolds past cosmographies (Gjerde); how engendered spaces were unfolded 

and used in relation to other-than-humans, such as different animals (Janik, Lawrence) or ‘Earth-

Beings’ (Troncoso); how newly introduced objects from western civilizations, such as guns and 

firearms, became nested in Indigenous ontologies, indigenizing these objects with new meanings 

(Sinclair-Thomson). And more. 

 

To close this short guest-editorial, I want to express my gratitude to the Managing Editor Paul 

Devereux for his impeccable cooperation with this and the previous issue of Time and Mind, and for 

his generous sustenance in our explorations of Rock Art Worldings. Paul was one of the founders of 



this journal and has been its Managing Editor since the start. Though his final edited volume is within 

sight in December (number 12:4), we wish to express our great appreciation for Paul’s role in 

broadening the archaeological field to an exploration of past and present ‘mindscapes.’ Through his 

endeavors, Paul has left a great legacy in bridging humanistic, social, and natural sciences. 
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