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THE STUDY OF KINSHIP SYSTEMS

Presidential Address

By A. R. Rapcrirre-Brown, M.A,

For seventy-five years the subject of kinship has
occupied a special and important position in social
anthropology. I propose in this address to consider the
methods that have been and are being used in that branch
of our studies and the kinds of results that we may
reasonably expect to arrive at by those methods. I shall
consider and compare two methods which I shall speak
of as that of conjectural history and that of structural or
sociological analysis.

One of these methods was first applied to some social
institutions by French and British (mostly Scots) writers
of the eighteenth century. It was of this method that
Dugald Stewart wrote in 1795: “To this species of
philosophical investigation, which has no appropriated
name in our language, I shall take the liberty of giving
the title of Theoretical or Conjectural History ; an expres-
sion which coincides pretty nearly in its meaning with
that of Natural History, as employed by Mr. Hume
(see his Natural History of Religion), and with what some
French writers have called Histoire Raisonnée.”” 1 shall
accept Dugald Stewart’s suggestion and shall use the
name ¢ conjectural history .

The method of conjectural history is used in a number
of different ways. One is to attempt to base on general
considerations, on what Dugald Stewart calls ‘“known
principles of human nature,” conjectures as to first
beginnings—of political society (Hobbes), of language
(Adam Smith), of religion (Tylor), of the family (Wester-
marck), and so on. Sometimes an attempt is made to
deal with the whole course of development of human
society, as in the works of Morgan, Father Schmidt and
Elliot Smith. Sometimes we are offered a conjectural
history of the development of a particular institution,
as in Robertson Smith’s treatment of sacrifice. The
special form of the method with which we shall be con-
cerned in what follows is the attempt to explain a par-
ticular feature of one or more social systems by a hypo-
thesis as to its cause, i.e., as to the process by which it
came into existence.

An early example of the method of conjectural history
applied to kinship is to be found in the essay on Primitive
Marriage published by John F. M‘Lennan in 1865. You
will remember the two principal theses put forward in
that book : the origin of the custom of exogamy from
marriage by capture, and the proposition that ““ the most
ancient system in which the idea of blood relationship
was embodied was a system of kinship through females
only.” Six years later there appeared ¢ The Systems
of Consanguinity and Affinity ” of Lewis Morgan, a
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monument of scholarly, patient research in the collection
of data, to be followed in 1877 by his Ancient Society,
in which he offered a conjectural outline history of the
whole course of social development. These works of
M‘Lennan and Morgan were followed by a considerable
mass of literature, which has continued to be produced
down to the present day, in which the method of con-
jectural history has been applied in different forms to
various features of kinship organisation.

As I think you know, I regard the pursuit of this method
as one of the chief obstacles to the development of a
scientific theory of human society. But my position has
often been misunderstood. My objection to conjectural
history is not that it is historical, but that it is conjec-
tural. History shows us how certain events or changes
in the past have led to certain other events or conditions,
and thus reveals human life in a particular region of the
world as a chain of connected happenings. But it can
do this only when there is direct evidence for both the
preceding and succeeding events or conditions and also
some actual evidence of their interconnection. Thus
when Max Weber seeks to show a causal relationship
between Protestant ethics and bourgeois capitalism, one
part of his argument is a historical study of the actual
course of events in Europe. Whether the theory is true
or not this method is logically sound, particularly as it is
supplemented by a comparative study of other ethical
or religious systems and the economic organization asso-
ciated with them. But in conjectural history we have
direct knowledge about a state of affairs existing at a
certain time and place, without any adequate knowledge
of the preceding conditions and events, about which we
are therefore reduced to making conjectures. To estab-
lish any probability for such conjectures we should need
to have a knowledge of the laws of social development
which we certainly do not possess and to which I do
not think we shall ever attain.

My own study of kinship began in 1904 under Rivers,
when I was his first and at that time his only student in
social anthropology, having for three years previously
studied psychology under him. I owe a great deal to
that contact with Rivers, and more rather than less
because from the outset it appeared that we disagreed
on the subject of method. For Rivers followed the
method of conjectural history, at first under the influence
of Morgan, and later in the form of what he called
ethnological analysis, as exemplified in his History of
Melanesian Society (1914a). But in his field work Rivers
had discovered and revealed to others the importance of
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the investigation of the behaviour of relatives to one
another as a means of understanding a system of kinship.
In what follows I shall be criticising one side of Rivers’
work, but the position I now hold is the one I held in my
friendly discussions with him during a period of ten
years, ending in an agreement to go on disagreeing. My
esteem for Rivers, as man, as teacher and as scientist, is
in no way diminished by the fact that I find myself
obliged to criticise adversely his use of the method of
conjectural history.

At the outset it is necessary to give a definition. I shall
use the term ¢ kinship system ” as short for a system of
kinship and marriage or kinship and affinity. It is a
pity that there is no inclusive term in English for all
relationships which result from the existence of the
family and marriage. It would be very tiresome to
speak all the time of a system of kinship and affinity.
I hope, therefore, that my use of the term will be accepted.
It need not lead to ambiguity.

The unit of structure from which a kinship is built
up is the group which I call an ‘ elementary family,”
consisting of a man and his wife and their child or children,
whether they are living together or not. A childless
married couple does not constitute a family in this sense.
Children may be acquired, and thus made members of
an elementary family, by adoption as well as by birth.
We must also recognize the existence of compound
families. In a polygynous family there is only one
husband with two or more wives and their respective
children. Another form of compound family is produced
in monogamous societies by a second marriage, giving
rise to what we call step-relationships and such relation-
ships as that of half-brothers. Compound families can
be regarded as formed of elementary families with a
common member.

The existence of the elementary family creates three
special kinds of social relationship, that between parent
and child,. that between children of the same parents
(siblings), and that between husband and wife as parents
of the same child or children. A person is born or adopted
into a family in which he or she is son or daughter and
brother or sister. When a man marries and has children
he now belongs to a second elementary family, in which
he is husband and father. This interlocking of elemen-
tary families creates a network of what I shall call, for
lack of any better term, genealogical relations, spreading
out indefinitely.

The three relationships that exist within the elementary
family constitute what I call the first order. Relation-
ships of the second order are those which depend on the
connection of two elementary families through a common
member, and are such as father’s father, mother’s brother,
wife’s sister, and so on. In the third order are such as
father’s brother’s son and mother’s brother’s wife. Thus
we can trace, if we have genealogical information, rela-
tionships of the fourth, fifth or n'® order. In any given

society a certain number of these relationships are recog-
nized for social purposes, ¢.e., they have attached to them
certain rights and duties, or certain distinctive modes
of behaviour. It is the relations that are recognized in
this way that constitute what I am calling a kinship
system, or, in full, a system of kinship and affinity.

A most important character of a kinship system is its
range. In a narrow range system, such as the English
system of the present day, only a limited number of
relatives are recognized as such in any way that entails
any special behaviour or any specific rights and dutieg.
In ancient times in England the range was wider, since
a fifth cousin had a claim to a share of the wergeld when
a man was killed. In systems of very wide range, such
as are found in some non-European societies, a man may
recognize many hundreds of relatives, towards each of
whom his behaviour is qualified by the existence of theé
relationship.

It must be noted also that in some societies persons are
regarded as being connected by relationships of the same
kind although no actual genealogical tie is known. Thus
the members of a clan are regarded as being kinsmen,
although for some of them it may not be possible to show
their descent from a common ancestor. It is this that
distinguishes what will here be called a clan from a
lineage.

Thus a kinship system, as I am using the term, or a
system of kinship and affinity*if you prefer so to call it,
is in the first place a system of dyadic relations between

‘person and person in a community, the behaviour of

any two persons in any of these relations being regulated
in some way, and to a greater or less extent, by social
usage.

A kinship system also includes the existence of definite
social groups. The first of these is the domestic family,
which is a group of persons who at a particular time are
living together in one dwelling, or collection of dwellings,
with some sort of economic arrangement that we may
call joint housekeeping. There are many varieties of
the domestic family, varying in their form, their size,
and the manner of their common life. A domestic family
may consist of a single elementary family, or it may be a
group including a hundred or more persons, such as the
zadruga of the Southern Slavs, or the taravad of the
Nayar. Important in some societies is what may be
called a local cluster of domestic families. In many
kinship systems unilinear groups of kindred—Ilineage
groups, clans and moijeties—play an important part, *

By a kinship system, then, I mean a network of social
relations of the kind just defined, which thus constitutes
part of that total network of social relations that I call
social structure. The rights and duties of relatives to
one another and the social usages that they observe in
their social contacts, since it is by these that the relations
are described, are part of the system. I regard ancestor-
worship, where it exists, as in a real sense part of the
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kinship system, constituted as it is by the relations of
living persons to their deceased kindred, and affecting
ag it does the relations of living persons to one another.
The terms used in a society in addressing or referring to
relatives are a part of the system, and so are the ideas
that the people themselves have about kinship.

You will perceive that by using the word “ system ” I
have made an assumption, an important and far-reaching
assumption ; for that word implies that whatever it is
applied to is a complex unity, an organized whole. My
explicit hypothesis is that between the various features
of a particular kinship system there is a complex relation
of interdependence. The formulation of this working
hypothesis leads immediately to the method of socio-
logical analysis, by which we seek to discover the nature
of kinship systems as systems, if they be really such.
For this purpose we need to make a systematic com-
parison of a sufficient number of sufficiently diverse
systems. We must compare them, not in reference to
single, superficial, and therefore immediately observable
characters, but as wholes, as systems, and in reference,
therefore, to general characters which are only discovered
in the process of comparison. Our purpose is to arrive
at valid abstractions or general ideas in terms of which
the phenomena can be described and classified.

I propose to illustrate the two methods, that of con-
jectural history and that of system analysis, by means
of a particular example, and for this purpose I select a
peculiar feature of the kinship terminology of a number
of scattered tribes. When Morgan made his study of
the terminology of kinship in North American tribes, he
noted certain peculiarities in the terms for cousins. In
the Choctaw tribe he found that a man calls his father’s
sister’s son by the same term of relationship that he
applies to his own father and his father’s brother. We
miay say that the father’s sister’s son is thus treated in
the terminology as though he were a younger brother
of the father. Reciprocally a man calls his mother’s
brother’s son by the term for ““ son ”. Consistently with
this he applies one term of relationship to his father’s
sister and her daughter, and speaks of his mother’s
bother’s daughter as a ‘ daughter”. In the Omaha
tribe, on the other hand, Morgan found that a man calls
‘his mother’s brother’s son ¢ uncle ”, 7.e., mother’s brother,
and calls his mother’s brother’s daughter ¢ mother,” so
that reciprocally he speaks of his father’s sister’s son by
the term that he uses for his sister’s son, and a woman
uses a single term for her own son, her sister’s son and
her father’s sister’s son. Figures 1 and 2 will help to
make these terminologies clear.

Terminologies similar to the Omaha are found in a
number of regions: (1) in the Siouan tribes related to
the Omaha, such as the Osage, Winnebago, etc.; (2) in
certain Algonquian tribes, of which we may take the Fox
Indians as an example ; (3) in an area of California which
includes the Miwok ; (4) in some tribes of East Africa,
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both Bantu and non-Bantu, including the Nandi and the
BaThonga ; (5) amongst the Lhota Nagas of Assam ;
and (6) in some New Guinea tribes. Terminologies
similar to the Choctaw are found: (1) in other south-
eastern tribes of the United States, including the Cherokee ;
(2) in the Crow and Hidatsa tribes of the Plains area ;
(3) amongst the Hopi and some other Pueblo Indians ;
(4) in the Tlingit and Haida of the north-west coast of
America; (5) in the Banks Islands in Melanesia; and
(6) in one Twi-speaking community of West Africa.
There are some who would regard this kind of termi-
nology as ‘“ contrary to common sense,” but that means
no more than that it is not in accordance with our
modern European ideas of kinship and its terminology.
It ought to be easy for any anthropologist to recognize
that what is common sense in one society may be the
opposite of common sense in another. The Choctaw and
Omaha terminologies do call for some explanation; but
so does the English terminology, in which we use the
word * cousin ” for all children of both brothers and sisters
of both mother and father—a procedure which would
probably seem to some non-Europeans to be contrary
not only to common sense but also to morals. What I
wish to attempt, therefore, is to show you that the
Choctaw and Omaha terminologies are just as reasonable
A2
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and fitting in the social systems in which they occur as
our own terminology is in our own social system.

I would point out that the Choctaw system and the
Omaha system exhibit a single structural principle
applied in different ways, in what we may perhaps call
opposite directions. We shall therefore consider them
together, as varieties of a single species.

Attempts have been made to explain these termino-
logies by the method of conjectural history. The first
was that of Kohlerin 1897, in his essay ‘ Zur Urgeschichte
der Ehe”. Kohler set out to defend Morgan’s theory of
group-marriage, and used the Choctaw and Omaha
systems for his argument. He explained the Choctaw
terminology as the result of marriage- with the mother’s
brother’s wife, and the Omaha system as the result of a
custom of marriage with the wife’s brother’s daughter.
Kohler’s essay was reviewed by Durkheim (1898) in
what was an important, if brief, contribution to the
theory of kinship. He rejected Kohler’s hypotheses,
and pointed out the connection of the Choctaw and
Omaha systems with matrilineal and patrilineal descent
respectively.

The subject was considered again by Rivers in reference
to the Banks Islands, and, without bringing in, as Kohler
had done, the question of group-marriage, he explained
the Banks Islands terminology as resulting from a custom
of marriage with the mother’s brother’s widow. Gifford
(1916), having found the characteristic feature of the
Omaha system in the Miwok of California, followed the
lead of Kohler and Rivers, and explained it as the result
of the custom of marriage with the wife’s brother’s
daughter. About the same time, and independently,
Mrs. Seligman (1917) offered the same explanation of
the Omaha feature as it occurs in the Nandi and other
tribes of Africa.

Let me summarize the argument with reference to the
Omaha type. The hypothesis is that in certain societies,
mostly having a definite patrilineal organization, a custom
was for some reason adopted of permitting a man to
marry his wife’s brother’s daughter. Referring to Fig. 3,
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this means that D would be allowed to marry f. When
such a marriage occurred, then for G and H, f, who is
their mother’s brother’s daughter, would become their

step-mother, and E, their mother’s brother’s son, would
become the brother of their step-mother. The hypothesis
then assumes that the kinship terminology was so modified
as to anticipate this form of marriage wherever it might
occur. G and h will call f, their mother’s brother’s
daughter and therefore their possible future step-mother,
“mother,” and her brother E they will call ¢ mother’s
brother.” Reciprocally f will call G “son” and E will
call him ¢ sister’s son.” There is an exactly parallel
argument for the Choctaw system. A custom arises by
which a man may occasionally marry the widow of his
mother’s brother. In the figure, G would marry b, the
wife of his mother’s brother A. Thus E and f would
become his step-children. If this marriage is anticipated
in the terminology, then E and f will call G “‘ father ”’ and
h < father’s sister.”

Let us note that in the Omaha tribe and in some
others having a similar terminology it is regarded as
permissible for a man to marry his wife’s brother’s
daughter. Marriage with the mother’s brother’s widow
does not seem to occur regularly with the Choctaw termi-
nology, and does certainly occur without it, even in
tribes with an Omaha terminology such as the BaThonga.

The basis of what we may call the Kohler hypothesis
is the obvious fact that in each of the two varieties the
terminology and the special form of marriage are con-
sistent ; the two things fit together in what may be
called a logical way. This, I think, anyone can see by
inspection of the data. But the hypothesis goes far
beyond this. It supposes that there is some sort of
causal connection such that the marriage custom can be
said to have caused, produced, or resulted in, the special
terminology. No evidence is adduced that this is actually
the way in which things happened. The argument is
entirely @ priori. It is the essential weakness of con-
jectural history that its hypotheses cannot be verified.
Thus this hypothesis cannot be considered as anything
more than a speculation or conjecture as to how things
might have happened.

Now it would be equally plausible to suggest that the
special form of marriage is the result of the terminology.
If, as in the terminology of the Omaha type, I treat my
wife’s brother’s daughter as being the younger sister of
my wife, and, by the custom of the sororate, it is con-
sidered proper for me to marry my wife’s younger sister,
then I might well be permitted to marry the woman who,

in the terminological system, is treated as such, namely

her brother’s daughter. This hypothesis is, of course
equally lacking in proof. If we adopt the Kohler hypo
thesis the terminology is conceived to be in some sens
explained, but there is no explanation of the marriage
custom. By the alternative hypothesis the marriage
custom is explained, but the terminology is not. I do
not see how there can be any ground for a choice of one
of these two hypotheses in preference to the other except
purely personal predilection.
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However, while we could conceive of the marriage
custom as being the immediate result of the terminology
in a society which already has sororal polygyny, the
t;eg*minology cannot be the immediate result of the
marriage custom without the concomitant action of some
other undetermined factor. We have examples of
focieties in which a man sometimes marries the widow
of his mother’s brother, but only uses the terminology
which this marriage makes appropriate after the marriage
has taken place. Although we have no recorded instance
of" this procedure in marriage with the wife’s brother’s
daughter, it is at least conceivable that it might occur.
What is lacking in the hypothesis we are examining is
some reason why the whole terminology should be
adjusted so as to fit a particular form of marriage which
only occasionally occurs.

Let us now leave the hypothesis and examine the
structural principles of those kinship systems in which
this terminology occurs, whether in the Choctaw or the
Omaha form. It is necessary, however, to say some-
thing on the subject of kinship terminologies, about
which there has been a great deal of controversy. Morgan’s
first interest in the subject was as an ethnologist, i.e.,
one seeking to discover the historical relations of the
peoples of the earth. He thought that by collecting a
sufficient sample of terminologies and comparing them
he could reveal the historical relation of the American
Indians (the Ganowanian peoples as he called them) to
the peoples of Asia. In the course of his work, however,
he decided that these terminologies could be used to infer
the former existence of forms of social organization.
He supposed that the classificatory terminology which
he found in North American tribes such as the Iroquois
was inconsistent with the form of social organization
with which it is actually found, and therefore could not
have arisen in a society so organized, but must be a
“gurvival ”” from some different kind of social system.

This was, of course, pure assumption, but it is the kind
of assumption that the method of conjectural history
encourages us to make, often unconsciously or implicitly.
Mgprgan was thus led to a hypothesis that is one of the
most fantastic in a subject that is full of fantastic hypo-
theses. The truth is that he had quite failed to under-
stand the nature and function of the -classificatory
terminology. There is nothing that so effectively prevents
the perception and understanding of things as they are
as hypotheses of conjectural history, or the desire to
in¥ent such hypotheses.
~ One of Morgan’s early critics, Starcke (1889), was, I
believe, the first to maintain the position which has
always been my own. He held that in general a kinship
nomenclature is ““ the faithful reflection of the juridical
relations which arise between the nearest kinsfolk in each
trive.” He condemned as unsound the attempt to use
such nomenclatures to make historical reconstructions of
past societies. It would be interesting to consider why

it is that Starcke has had so few followers and Morgan
so many, but that I cannot here undertake.

In 1909 Kroeber published in our Journal a paper on
“ Classificatory Systems of Relationship.” To the con-
tentions of that paper Rivers made a reply in his lectures
on Kinship and Social Organization (1914b), and Kroeber
answered the criticisms of Rivers in his  California
Kinship Systems > (1917).

I discussed Kroeber’s. paper with Rivers when it
appeared and found myself in the position of disagreeing
with both sides of the controversy. Kroeber wrote :
“ Nothing is more precarious than the common method
of deducing the recent existence of social or marital
institutions from a designation of relationship.” This is
a restatement of Starcke’s contention of 1889, and with
it T was, and still am, in complete agreement, thereby
disagreeing with Rivers. Kroeber also wrote: It has
been an unfortunate characteristic of the anthropology
of recent years to seek in a great measure specific causes
for specific events, connection between which can be
established only through evidence that is subjectively
selected. On wider knowledge and freedom from motive
it is becoming increasingly apparent that causal explana-
tions of detached anthropological phenomena .can be but
rarely found in other detached phenomena.” With this
statement I am in agreement.

But both Kroeber and Rivers seemed to agree that
causal explanations are necessary for the constitution of
what Kroeber calls “ true science.” For Rivers anthro-
pology is a true science because, or to the extent that,
it can show causal connections ; for Kroeber it is not a
true science. Here I disagree with both Kroeber and
Rivers, holding that a pure theoretical science (whether
physical, biological or social) is not concerned with causal
relations in this sense. The concept of cause and effect
belongs properly to applied science, to practical life and
its arts and techniques and to history.

This brings us to the crux of the Rivers—Kroeber debate.
Rivers held that the characteristics of a kinship nomen-
clature are determined by social or sociological factors,
that particular features of terminology result from par-
ticular features of social organization. Against this
Kroeber held that the features of a system of terminology
“are determined primarily by language ” and “ reflect
psychology, not sociology.” “Terms of relationship,”
he wrote, ¢ are determined primarily by linguistic factors,
and are only occasionally, and then indirectly, affected
by social circumstances.” But in his later paper Kroeber
explains that what he calls psychological factors * are
social or cultural phenomena as thoroughly and com-.
pletely as institutions, beliefs or industries are social
phenomena.” His thesis is therefore concerned with a
distinction between two kinds of social phenomena. One
of these he calls institutional, defined as ‘ practices.
connected with marriage, descent, personal relations,
and the like.” These are what he called in his first

As
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paper ‘social factors.’” The other kind he speaks of as
the ““ psyche ” of a culture, “ that is, the ways of thinking
and feeling characteristic of the culture.” These con-
stitute what he calls the psychological factors.

Thus Kroeber’s thesis, on its positive side, is that simi-
larities and differences of kinship nomenclature are to be
interpreted or understood by reference to similarities and
differences in the general “ manner of thought.” On its
negative side, and it is with this that we are concerned,
Kroeber’s thesis is that there is no regular close connection
between similarities and differences of kinship nomen-
clature and similarities and differences of ‘¢ institutions,”
t.e., practices connected with marriage, descent and
personal relations. He admits, in 1917, the existence of
“undoubted correspondences of terminology and social
practice in certain parts of Australia and Oceania,” but
denies that such are to be found in California. It may be
pointed out that in Australia and Oceania they have been
deliberately looked for, in California they have not. It
may well be that in the remnants of Californian tribes
it is now too late to look for them.

In opposition to Kroeber, and in a certain sense in
agreement with Rivers, I hold that all over the world
there are important correspondences between kinship
nomenclature and social practices. Such correspondences
are not to be simply assumed; they must be demon-
strated by field work and comparative analysis. But
their absence may not be assumed either ; and Kroeber’s
arguments from their alleged absence in California remain,
I think, entirely unconvincing.

For Kroeber the kinship nomenclature of a people
represents their general manner of thought as it is applied
to kinship. But the institutions of a people also repre-
sent their general manner of thought about kinship and
marriage. Are we to suppose that in Californian tribes
the way of thinking about kinship as it appears on the one
hand in the terminology and on the other hand in social
customs are not merely different but are not connected ?
This seems to be in effect what Kroeber is proposing.

Kroeber pointed out in 1917 that his original paper
represented ““a genuine attempt to understand kinship
systems as kinship systems.” But by ‘‘ kinship system
Kroeber means only a system of nomenclature. More-
over, Kroeber is an ethnologist, not a social anthropolo-
gist. His chief, if not his sole, interest in the subject is
in the possibility of discovering and defining the his-
torical relations of peoples by comparison of their
systems of nomenclature.

My own conception is that the nomenclature of kinship
is an intrinsic part of a kinship system, just as it is also,
of course, an intrinsic part of a language. The relations
between the nomenclature and the rest of the system
are relations within an ordered whole. My concern, both
in field work in various parts of the world and in com-
parative studies, has been to discover the nature of
these relations.

In the actual study of a kinship system the nomen-
clature is of the utmost importance. It affords the best
possible approach to the investigation and analysis of
the kinship system as a whole. This, of course, it could
not do if there were no real relations of interdependence
between the terminology and the rest of the system. That
there are such relations I can affirm from my own field
work in more than one region. It will be borne out, I
believe, by any anthropologist who has made a thorough
field study of a kinship system.!

I have dealt with the controversy between Kroeber
and Rivers because, as both the controversialists point
out, the real issue is not simply one concerning kinship
terms, but is a very important question of the general
method of anthropological studies. It seemed to me
that I could best make clear my own position by showing
you how it differs from that of Rivers on the one side
and that of Kroeber on the other.

Kinghip systems are made and re-made by Man, in the
same sense that languages are made and re-made, which
doesnotmean that theyare normally constructed or changed
by a process of deliberation and under control of conscious
purpose. A language has to work, ¢.e., it has to providle
a more or less adequate instrument for communication,
and in order that it may work it has to conform to certain
general necessary conditions. A morphological com-
parison of languages shows us the different ways in
which these conditions have been complied with by using
different morphological principles such as inflection,
agglutination, word order, internal modification or the
use of tone or stress. A kinship system also has to work
if it is to exist or persist. It has to provide an orderly
and workable system of social relations defined by social
usage. A comparison of different systems shows us how
workable kinship systems have been created by utilizipg
certain structural principles and certain mechanisms.

One common feature of kinship systems is the recog-
nition of certain categories or kinds into which the various
relatives of a single person can be grouped. The actual
social relation between a person and his relative, as
defined by rights and duties or socially approved attitudes
and modes of behaviour, is then to a greater or less extent
fixed by the category to which the relative belongs.
The nomenclature of kinship is commonly used as a
means of establishing and recognizing these categories.
A single term may be used to refer to a category of
relatives and different categories will be distinguished
by different terms.

Let us consider a simple example from our own system.

1 My position has been misunderstood and consequently mis-
represented by Dr. Opler (1937b) in his paper on * Apache Data
concerning the Relation of Kinship Terminology to Social
Classification ”; but the first two paragraphs of another of ®r.
Opler’s papers (1937a) on ¢ Chiricahua Apache Social Organiza-
tion,” state what was at that time his, and is also my, point’of
view.
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We do what is rather unusual in the general run of
kinship systems : we regard the father’s brother and the
mother’s brother as relatives of the same kind or category.
We apply a single term, originally denoting the mother’s
brother (from the Latin avunculus), to both of them. The
legal relationship in English law, except for entailed
estates and titles of nobility, is the same for a nephew and
either of his uncles; for example, the nephew has the
same rights of inheritance in case of intestacy over the
estate of either. In what may be called the socially
-standardized behaviour of England it is not possible to
note any regular distinction made between the maternal
and the paternal uncle. Reciprocally the relation of a
man to his different kinds of nephews is in general the
same. By extension, no significant difference is made
between the son of one’s mother’s brother and the son
of one’s father’s brother.

In Montenegro, on the contrary, to take another
European system, the father’s brothers constitute one
category -and the mother’s brothers another. These
relatives are distinguished by different terms, and so are
their respective wives, and the social relations in which
a man stands to his two kinds of uncles show marked
differences.

Thereis nothing ‘‘ natural ” about the English attitude
towards uncles. Indeed many peoples in many parts of
the world would regard this failure to distinguish between
relatives on the father’s side and those on the mother’s
side as unnatural and even improper. But the termi-
nology is consistent with our whole kinship system.

The kinship systems with which we shall be concerned
here all have certain forms of what Morgan called the
¢ clagsificatory ” terminology. What Morgan meant by
this term is quite clear from his writings, but his defini-
tion is often ignored, perhaps because people do not bother
to read him. A nomenclature is classificatory when it
uses terms which primarily apply to lineal relatives, such
as ‘‘ father,” to refer also to collateral relatives. Thus by
Morgan’s definition the English word ¢ uncle ” is not a
classificatory term, but the very opposite, since it is
used only for collateral relatives. Kroeber (1909) criti-
‘cizes Morgan and rejects his conception of classificatory
terminologies, and then proceeds to make use of the same
distinction by taking as one of the important features of
terminologies the extent to which they separate or
distinguish lineal from collateral relatives. It seems to
be merely the word ‘¢ classificatory *> that Kroeber does
not like. Doubtless it is not the ideal word; but it
has long been in use and no better one has been suggested,
though others have been put forward.

I do not propose to deal with all systems in which the
classificatory principle is applied in the terminology, but
only with a certain widespread type. In these systems
the distinction between lineal and collateral relatives is
clearly recognized and is of great importance in social
life, but it is in certain respects subordinated to another

structural principle, which can be spoken of as the
principle of the solidarity of the sibling group. A group
of siblings is constituted by the sons and daughters of
a man and his wife in monogamous societies, or of a man
and his wives where there is polygyny, or of a woman and
her husbands in polyandrous communities. The bond
uniting brothers and sisters together into a social group
is everywhere regarded as important, but it is more
emphasized in some societies than in others. The soli-
darity of the sibling group is shown in the first instance
in the social relations between its members.

From this principle there is derived a further principle
which I shall speak of as that of the unity of the sibling
group. This refers not to the internal unity of the group
as exhibited in the behaviour of members to one another,
but to its unity in relation to a person outside it and
connected with it by a specific relation to one of its
members.

A diagram may help the discussion. Fig. 4 represents
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a sibling group of three brothers and two sisters, to
which Ego is related by the fact that he is the son of one
of the three men. In the kinship systems with which
I am now dealing, Ego regards himself as standing in
the same general kind of relation to all the members of
the group. For him it constitutes a unity. His relation
to the brothers and sisters of his father is conceived as
being of the same general kind as his relation to his
father. Within the group, however, there are two prin-
ciples of differentiation, sex and seniority, which have to
be taken into account. In systems in which seniority is
not emphasized a man treats his father’s brothers, both
older and younger, as being like his father. He refers
to them or addresses them by the same term of kinship
that he applies to his own father, and in certain important
respects his behaviour towards them is similar to his
behaviour towards his own father. What defines this
behaviour is, of course, different in different systems.
Where seniority is strongly emphasized, a man may
distinguish between the senior brother and the junior
brother either in behaviour alone or both in behaviour
and terminology, but there still remains a common
element in the pattern of behaviour towards all «‘ fathers.”

The difference of sex is more important than the
difference of seniority, and in this matter there is con-
siderable variation in the systems we are considering.
But in quite a considerable number of systems, in different
parts of the world, there are certain features of a man’s
relationship to his father’s sister which can be correctly
described by saying that he regards her as a sort of
female father. In some of these systems he actually

As
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calls her ¢female father,” or by some modification of the
term for father. If it seems to you impossible that a
man should regard his father’s sister as a relative of the
same kind as his own father, this is because you are
thinking, not about social relationships as defined by
modes of behaviour, with which we are here concerned,
but about the physiological relationship, which is
irrelevant.

The same kind of thing happens with the sibling group
of the mother. The mother’s sisters are treated as
relatives of the same kind as the mother, both in termi-
nology and in certain principles of behaviour or attitude.
In a number of systems the mother’s brother is also
treated as a relative of the same kind as the mother. He
may be called ‘male mother,” as in Bantu tribes of
Africa and in Tonga in the Pacific. If the principle of
seniority is stressed, the mother’s brothers may be dis-
tinguished according as they are older or younger than
the mother.

Those of you who have never had any direct contact
with systems of this kind may find it difficult to compre-
hend how a father’s sister can be regarded as a female
father or a mother’s brother as a male mother. This is
due to the difficulty of dissociating the terms ¢ father’
and ‘“mother ” from the connotations they have in our
own social system. It is absolutely essential to do this
if the kinship systems of other societies are ever to be
understood. Perhaps it will help somewhat if I refer
to another terminology which seems to us peculiar. Most
of the systems with which I am now dealing have a word
for ¢“child,” or words for “son’’ and ‘‘ daughter,” which
a man applies to his own children and his brother’s
children, and a woman applies to her own children and
her sister’s children. But in some Australian tribes
there are two different words for ¢ child.” One is used
by a man for his own child (or his brother’s child) and
by a woman for her brother’s child; the other is used
by a woman for her own or her sister’s child, and by a
man for his sister’s child. I think you will see that this
is another way of expressing in the terminology the unity
that links brother and sister in relation to the child of
either of them. I am called by one term by my father
and his brothers and sisters; and by another term by
my mother and her sisters and brothers.

The same principle is applied to other sibling groups.
Thus the father’s father’s brother is regarded as belonging
to the same category as the father’s father, with the
result that his son is a somewhat more distant relative
of the same kind as the father and his brothers. By
means of such extension of the basic principle, a very
large number of collateral relatives of different degrees
of distance can be brought under a limited number of
categories. A man may have many, even hundreds of
relatives whom he thus classifies as ‘ fathers,” ¢ brothers,”
““mother’s brothers’ and so on. But there are different
ways in which this extension of the basic classificatory

principle can be applied, so that there result systems of
different types. What is common to them all is that they’
make some use of this structural principle which I have
briefly illustrated.

What I am trying to show you is that the classificatory
terminology is a method of providing a wide-range kinship
organization, by making use of the unity of the sibling
group in order to establish a few categories of relationship
under which a very large number of near and distant
relatives can be included. For all the relatives who are
denoted by one term, there is normally some element of<
attitude or behaviour that is regarded as appropriate to
them and not to others. But within a category there
may be and almost always are important distinctions.
There is, first, the very important distinction between
one’s own father and his brother. There are distinctions
within the category between nearer and more distant
relatives. There is sometimes an important distinction
between relatives of a certain category who belong to
one’s own clan and those who belong to other clans.
There are other distinctions that are made in different
particular systems. Thus the categories represented by
the terminology never give us anything more than the
skeleton of the real ordering of relatives in the social life.
But in every system that I have been able to study they
do give us this skeleton.

If this thesis is true, if this is what the classificatory
terminology actually is in the tribes in which it exists,
it is -obvious that Morgan’s whole theory is entirely.
ungrounded. The classificatory system, as thus inter-
preted, depends upon the recognition of the strong social
ties that unite brothers and sisters of the same elementary
family, and the utilization of this tie to build up a complex
orderly arrangement of social relations amongst kin. It
could not come into existence except in a society based
on the elementary family. Nowhere in the world are the'
ties between a man and his own children or between
children of one father stronger than in Australian tribes,
which, as you know, present an extreme example of the
classificatory terminology.

The internal solidarity of the sibling group, and its
unity in relation to persons connected with it, appear in"
a great number of different forms in different societies.
I cannot make any attempt to deal with these, but for
the sake of the later argument I will point out that it is
in the light of this structural principle that we must
interpret the customs of sororal polygyny (marriage with
two or more sisters), the sororate (marriage with the
deceased wife’s sister), adelphic polyandry (marriage of a
woman with two or more brothers, by far the commonest
form of polyandry), and the levirate (marriage with the
brother’s widow). Sapir, using the method of conjec-
tural history, has suggested that the classificatory termi-
nology may be the result of the customs of the levirates
and sororate. That the two things are connected is, I
think, clear, but for the supposed causal connection there
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is no evidence whatever. Their real connection is that
they are different ways of applying or using the principle
of the unity of the sibling group, and they may therefore
exist together or separately.

An organization into clans or moieties is also based on
the principle of the solidarity and unity of the sibling

It is necessary, for our analysis, to consider briefly
another aspect of the structure of kinship systems,
namely the division into generations. The distinction of
generation has its basis in the elementary family, in the
relation of parents and children. A certain generalizing
tendency is discoverable in many kinship systems in the
behaviour of relatives of different generations. Thus we
find very frequently that a person is expected to adopt
an attitude of more or less marked respect towards all
‘his relatives of the first ascending generation. There are
restraints on behaviour which maintain a certain distance
or prevent too close an intimacy. There is, in fact, a
generalised relation of ascendancy and subordination
between the two generations. This is usually accom-
panied by a relation of friendly equality between a
person and hisrelatives of the second ascending generation.
The nomenclature for grandparents and grandchildren is
of significance in this connection. In some classificatory
systems, such as those of Australian tribes, the grand-
parents on the father’s side are distinguished, in terminology
and in behaviour, from those on the mother’s side. But
in many classificatory systems the generalising tendency
results in all relatives of the generation being classed
together as * grandfathers ”” and ¢ grandmothers.”

We may note in passing that in classificatory termino-
logies of what Morgan called the Malayan type, Rivers
the Hawaiian type, and Dr. Eggan (1933), more recently,
the ¢ generation ” type, this generalising process is applied
to other generations, so that all relatives of the parent’s
generation may be called ¢‘father” and ¢ mother” and all
those of one’s own generation may be called ‘“ brother ”’
and ¢ sister.”

‘There are many kinship systems in various parts of the
world that exhibit a structural principle which I shall
speak' of as the combination or merging of alternate
generations. This means that relatives of the grand-
father’s generation are thought of as combined with those
of one’s own generation over against the relatives of the
parents’ generation. The extreme development of this
principle is to be seen in the system of four sections of
Australian tribes. I shall refer to this later.

While some systems emphasize the distinction of
generations, in their terminology or in their social struc-
ture, there are also systems in which relatives of two or
more generations are included in a single category. So
far as I have been able to make a comparative study, the
various instances of this seem to fall into four classes.

group in combination with other principles. Tylor
suggested a connection between exogamous clans and the
classificatory terminology. Rivers put this in terms of
conjectural history, and argued that the classificatory
terminology must have had its origin in the organization
of society into exogamous moieties.

I

In one class of instances the term of relationship does
not carry a connotation referring to any particular genera-
tion and is used to mark off a sort of marginal region
between non-relatives and those close relatives towards
whom specific duties and over whom specific rights are
recognized. The application of the term generally only
implies that since the other person is recognized as a
relative he or she must be treated with a certain general
attitude of friendliness and not as a stranger. A good
example is provided by the terms ol-le-sotwa and en-e-
sotwe, in Masai. I would include the English word
¢ cousin *’ in this class.

A second class of instances includes those in which
there is conflict or inconsistency between the required
attitude towards a particular relative and the required
general attitude towards the generation to which he
belongs. Thus in some tribes in south-east Africa there
is conflict between the general rule that relatives of the
first ascending generation are to be treated with marked
Tespect and the custom of privileged disrespect towards
the mother’s brother. This is resolved by placing the
mother’s brother in the second ascending generation and
calling him ¢ grandfather.” An opposite example is
found in the Masai. A man is on terms of familiarity
with all his relatives of the second descending generation,
who are his ‘‘ grandchildren.” But it is felt that the
relation between a man and the wife of his son’s son should
be one not of familiarity but of marked reserve. The
inconsistency is resolved by a sort of legal fiction by
which she is moved out of her generation and is called
“son’s wife.”

A third class of instances are those resulting from the
structural principle, already mentioned, whereby alter-
nate generations are combined. Thus the father’s father
may be called ¢ older brother ” and treated as such, and
the son’s son may be called ‘ younger brother.” Or a
man and his son’s son may be both included in a single
category of relationship. There "are many illustrations
of this in Australian tribes and some elsewhere. An
example from the Hopi will be given later.

The fourth class of instances includes the systems of
Choctaw and Omaha type and also certain others, and in
these the distinction between generations is set aside in
favour of another principle, that of the unity of the
lineage group.

Since the word lineage is often loosely used, I must
explain what I mean by it. A patrilineal or agnatic
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lineage consists of a man and all his descendants through
males for a determinate number of generations. Thus
a minimal lineage includes three generations, and we can
have lineages of four, five or n generations. A matri-
lineal lineage consists of a woman and all her descendents
through females for a determinate number of generations.
A lineage group consists of all the members of a lineage who
are alive at a particular time. A clan, as Ishall use the term
here, is a group which, though not actually or demon-
strably (by genealogies) a lineage, is regarded as being
in some ways similar to a lineage. It normally consists
of a number of actual lineages. Lineages, both patri-
lineal and matrilineal, exist implicitly in any kinship
system, but it is only in some systems that the solidarity
of the lineage group is an important feature in the social
structure.

Where lineage groups are important we can speak of
the solidarity of the group, which shows itself in the
first instance in the internal relations between the
members. By the principle of the unity of the lineage
group I mean that for a person who does not belong to
the lineage but is connected with it through some impor-
tant bond of kinship or by marriage, its members con-
stitute a single category, with a distinction within the
category between males and females, and possibly other
distinctions also. When this principle is applied in
the terminology a person connected with a lineage
from outside applies to its members, of one sex,
through at least three generations, the same term of
relationship. In its extreme development, as applied to
the clan, a person connected with a clan in a certain way
applies a single term of relationship to all members of
the clan. An example will be given later.

The Omaha type of terminology may be illustrated by
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the system of the Fox Indians, which has been carefully
studied by Dr. Sol Tax (1937). The features of the
system that are relevant to the argument are illustrated
in the accompanying diagrams (Figs. 5-9). Shading
indicates membership of the lineage.

In his own patrilineal lineage a man distinguishes his
relatives according to generation as ‘‘ grandfather”” (GF),
“father”’ (F'), ““ older or younger brother ”’ (B), ““son” (8S),
 grandmother ” (gm), ‘ father’s sister >’ (fs), ‘“ sister *’ (sis),
and “daughter’’ (d). I would draw your attention to
the fact that he applies a single term, ‘‘ brother-in-law<”
(BL), irrespective of generation, to the husbands of the
women of the lineage through three generations (his own
and the two ascending generations), and that he calls
the children of all these women by the same terms,
“nephew” (N) and ‘““niece” (n). Thus the women of
Ego’s own lineage of these generations constitute a soxt
of group, and Ego regards himself as standing in the
same relationship to the children and husbands of all of
them, although these persons belong to a number of
different lineages.
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Turning to the mother’s patrilineal lineage, it can be
seen that a man calls his mother’s father ‘‘grandfather,”
but calls all the males of the lineage in the three suc-
ceeding generations ‘‘mother’s brother”” (MB). Simi-
larly he calls the women of these three generations, except
his own mother, by a term translated as ‘mother’s sister ”’
(ms). He applies the term ‘‘father”’ (F) to the husbands
of all the women of the lineage through four generations
(including the husband of the mother’s father’s sister)
and the children of all these women are his ‘‘ brothers”
and ““sisters.”” He is the son of one particular woman @f
a unified group, and the sons of the other women of the
group are therefore his ‘‘ brothers.”
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In his father’s mother’s lineage Ego calls all the men
and women throughout three generations “ grandfather *’
and ‘‘grandmother.”” The children of these * grand-
mothers ”’ are all his ‘“ fathers’’ and ¢ father’s sisters,”’
irrespective of generation. In his mother’s mother’s
Vlﬂineage he also calls all the males ““ grandfather ’’ and the
females ‘‘ grandmother,” but I have not thought it
necessary to include a figure to show this.
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In his wife’s lineage a man calls his wife’s father by
a term which we will translate ‘‘ father-in-law >’ (FL). It
is a modification of the word for * grandfather.””l The

1 The Fox terms for father-in-law and mother-in-law are
-modifications of the terms for grandfather and grandmother. In
the Omaha, tribe the terms for grandparents, without modification,
are applied to the parents-in-law and to those who are called
“ father-in-law ’ and “ mother-in-law  in the Fox tribe.
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sons and brother’s sons of the ¢ fathers-in-law” are
¢‘brother-in-law ’ (BL), and the daughters are ‘‘ sister-in-
law ” (sl). The children of a ¢ brother-in-law ** are again
“ brother-in-law > and ¢ sister-in-law.” Thus these two
terms are applied to the men and women of a lineage
through three generations. The children of all these
“ sisters-in-law * are “ sons ” and “ daughters.”
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Fig. 9 shows the lineage of the wife’s mother. In
this lineage, through three generations, all the men are
called “ father-in-law ”” and all the women ‘ mother-in-
law.”

Is the classification of relatives in the Fox terminology
simply a matter of language, as some would have us
believe ? Dr. Tax’s observations (1937) enable us to
affirm that it is not. He writes :

“The kinship terminology is applied to all known relatives
(even in some cases where the genealogical relationship is not
traceable) so that the entire tribe is divided into a small number
of types of relationship pairs. Each of these types carries with it
a more or less distinct traditional pattern of behaviour. Generally
speaking, the behaviour of close relatives follows the pattern in
its greatest intensity, that of farther relatives in lesser degree;
but there are numerous cases where, for some reason, a pair of
close relatives ¢ do not behave towards each other at all as they
should’.”

Dr. Tax goes on to define the patterns of behaviour for
the various types of relationship. Thus the classification
of relatives into categories, carried out by means of the
nomenclature, or therein expressed, appears also in the
regulation of social behaviour. There is good evidence
that this is true of other systems of Omaha type, and,
contrary to Kroeber’s thesis, we may justifiably accept
the hypothesis that it is probably true of all.

Charts similar to those given here for the Fox Indians
can be made for other systems of the Omaha type. I
think that a careful examination and comparison of the
various systems shows that, while there are variations,
there is a single structural principle underlying both the
terminology and the associated social structure. A
lineage of three (or sometimes more) generations is
regarded as a unity. A person is related to certain
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lineages at particular points: in the Fox tribe to the
lineages of his mother, his father’s mother, his mother’s
mother, his wife, and his wife’s mother. In each instance
he regards himself as related to the succeeding genera-
tions of the lineage in the same way as he is related to
the generation with which he is actually connected. Thus
all the men of his mother’s lineage are his ‘‘ mother’s
brothers,” those of his grandmother’s lineage are his
‘ grandfathers,” and those of his wife’s lineage are his
¢ brothers-in-law.”

This structural principle of the unity of the patrilineal
lineage is not a hypothetical cause of the terminology. It
is a principle that is directly discoverable by comparative
analysis of systems of this type; or, in other words, it is
an immediate abstraction from observed facts.

Let us now examine a society in which the principle of
the unity of the lineage group is applied to matrilineal
lineages. For this I select the system of the Hopi
Indians, which has been analysed in a masterly manner
by Dr. Fred Eggan (1933) in a Ph.D. thesis which has,
unfortunately, not yet been published. The most signi-
ficant features of the system are illustrated in the
accompanying figures.
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A man’s own lineage is, of course, that of his mother.
He distinguishes the women of his lineage by generation

as ‘“‘grandmother” (gm), ‘“mother’ (m), ‘“sister’ (sis),
“mniece’” (n) and ‘“grandchild” (ge). Amongst the men
of his lineage he distinguishes his ‘“mother’s brothers”
(MB), ‘“brothers” (B) and ¢ nephews” (N). But he
includes his mother’s mother’s brother and his sister’s
daughter’s son in the same category as his brothers. The
structural principle exhibited here is that already referred
to as the combination of alternate generations. It should
be noted that a man includes the children of all men of
his own lineage, irrespective of generation, in the same
category as his own children. Figure 10 should be care-
fully compared with Fig. 5, for the Fox Indians, as the
comparison is illuminating.
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In his father’s lineage a man calls all the male members
through five generations ¢ father’’ and, with the exception
of his father’s mother (his * grandmother ’), he calls all
the women “‘ father’s sister.”” The husband of any woman
of the lineage is a ‘grandfather,” and the wife of any
man of the lineage is a “mother.”” The children of his
“fathers’ are ‘‘ brothers’’ and “sisters.” Fig. 11 should
be carefully compared with Fig. 6.

In his mother’s father’s lineage a man calls all the
men and women through four generations ‘‘ grandfather
and ‘ grandmother.”
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The Hopi do not regard a man as related to his father’s
father’s lineage as a whole, and the principle is therefore
not applied to it. He does call his own father’s father
¢ grandfather.”

Dr. Eggan has shown that for the Hopi this classification
of relatives into categories is not simply a matter of
terminology or language, but is the basis of much of the
regulation of social life.

What is, I think, clearly brought out by a comparison
of the Fox and Hopi systems is their fundamental simi-
larity. By the theories of conjectural history, this
similarity is the accidental result of different historical
processes. By my theory it is the result of the systematic
application of the same structural principle, in one
instance to patrilineal and in the other to matrilineal
lineages.

I cannot, of course, discuss all the various systems of
Choctaw and Omaha type. The variations that they
show in certain features are very interesting and impor-
tant. If you wish to test my theory you will examine
them, or some of them, for yourselves, and the easiest
way-to analyse any system is to reduce it to a set of
lineage charts similar to those given here for the Fox and
the Hopi. For any system such a set of charts will
reveal the exact way in which the general principle of
the unity of the lineage is applied. The manner of
application varies somewhat, but the principle appears in
each system of the type.

You will doubtless already have noticed that in these
systems there are an extraordinary number of relatives
of all ages to whom a man applies the terms ‘‘ grandfather >’

and ¢ grandmother.” There is, I believe, a good reason
for this, which should be briefly indicated. It is a general
rule in societies having a classificatory terminology that
for all the various relatives included under a single term
there is some more or less definite pattern of behaviour
which is regarded as normal or appropriate. But there
are important differences in this matter. In certain
instances the pattern can be defined by reference to
specific rights and duties, or by specific modes of beha-
viour. For example, in the Kariera tribe of Australia
a man must practise the most careful avoidance of all
women who are included in the category of  father’s
sister,”” of whom there are very many and of whom his
wife’s mother is one. But in other instances all that the
application of a term implies is a certain general attitude
rather than any more specific relation. Within such a
category there may be a specific jural or personal relation
to a particular individual. In many classificatory
systems the terms for grandfather and grandmother are
used in this way, as implying a general attitude of friend-
liness, relatively free from restraint, towards all persons
to whom they are applied. Grandparents and grand-
children are persons with whom one can be on free and
easy terms. This is connected with an extremely wide-
spread, indeed almost universal, way of organizing the
relation of alternate generations to one another.

In the Fox and Hopi systems all the members of the
lineage of a grandparent are included in one category
with the grandparents and the attitude that is appropriate
towards a grandparent is extended to them. This does
not imply any definite set of rights and duties, but only a
certain general type of behaviour, of a kind that is regarded
as appropriate towards relatives of the second ascending
generation in a great many societies not belonging to the
Choctaw and Omaha type. ‘

I should have liked to discuss this further and to have
dealt with those varieties of the Omaha type (such as
the VaNdau) in which the mother’s brother and the
mother’s brother’s son are called ‘‘ grandfather.” But I
have only time to draw your attention to a special variety
of the Choctaw type which is of great interest in this
connection. The Cherokee were divided into seven
matrilineal clans. In the father’s clan a man called all
the men and women of his father’s and all succeeding
generations “‘ father ”’ and ¢ father’s sister,” and this clan
and all its individual members had to be treated with
great respect. A man could not marry a woman of his
father’s clan, and of course he could not marry into his
own clan. In the clan of his father’s father and that of
his mother’s father a man calls all the women of all
generations ‘‘ grandmother.”” He thus treats, not the
lineage, but the whole clan as a unity, although a clan
must have numbered many hundreds of persons. With
any women whom he calls ‘grandmother” a man is
allowed to be on free and easy terms. It was regarded as
particularly appropriate that a man should marry a
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*“ grandmother,” i.e., a woman of his mother’s father’s or
father’s father’s clan.

Let us now return to a brief consideration of the special
customs of marriage that have been proposed as causes
of the Choctaw and Omaha terminologies respectively.
Marriage with the wife’s brother’s daughter is theoreti-
cally possible and does perhaps actually, though only
occasionally, occur in some of the tribes having a system
of Omaha type. Though there has been no marriage of
this kind in the Fox tribe in recent times it is spoken of
as a custom that formerly existed. We have seen that
the marriage custom and the terminology fit consistently.
The reason for this should now be easy to understand,
for a little consideration will show that this particular
marriage is an application of the principle of the unity
of the lineage combined with the custom of the sororate
or sororal polygyny. In the usual form of these customs
we are concerned only with the principle of the unity
of the sibling group. A man marries one woman of a
particular sibling group and thereby establishes a par-
ticular relation to that group as a unity. The men are
now permanently his brothers-in-law. Towards one of
the women he stands in a marital relationship, and there-
fore towards the others he is conceived as standing in a
similar relationship which may be called a quasi-marital
relationship. For instance, they will regard his children
as being their “ children.”” Thus it is appropriate that
when he takes a second wife, whether before or after the
death of his first, he should marry his wife’s sister.

I am quite aware that sororal polygyny can be attri-
buted to the fact that co-wives who are sisters are less
likely to quarrel seriously than two who are not so related,
and that the sororate may similarly be justified by the
fact that a step-mother is more likely to have proper
affection for her step-children if they are the.children of
her own sister. These propositions do not conflict with
my explanation but support it, for the principle of the
unity of the sibling group - as a structural principle is
based on the solidarity of brothers and sisters within one
family.

When we turn to systems of the Omaha type, we
see that in place of the unity of the sibling group we now
have a unity of the larger group, the lineage group of
three generations. When a man marries one woman of
this group he enters into a relation with the group as a
unity, so that all the men are now his brothers-in-law,
and he at the same time enters into what I have called a
quasi-marital relationship with all the women, including
not only his wife’s sisters but also his wife’s brother’s
daughters, and in some systems his wife’s father’s sisters.
The group within which, by the principle of the sororate,
he may take a second wife without entering into any new
social bonds is thus extended to include his wife’s
brother’s daughter; and the custom of marriage with
this relative is simply the result of the application of the
principle of the unity of the lineage in a system of patri-

lineal lineages. The special form of marriage and the
special system of terminology, where they occur together,
are directly connected by the fact that they are both
applications of the one structural principle. There is no
ground whatever for supposing that one is the historical
cause of the other.

The matter is much more complex when we come to
the custom of marriage with the mother’s brother’s
widow. This form of marriage is found associated with
terminology of the Choctaw type in the Banks Islands,
in the tribes of north-west America and in the Twi-
speaking Akim Abuakwa. But it is also found in many
other places where that type of terminology does not
exist. Nor is it correlated with matrilineal descent, for
it is to be found in African societies that are markedly
patrilineal in their institutions. There does not seem to
be any theoretical explanation that will apply to all the
known instances of this custom. There is no time on
this occasion to discuss this subject by an analysis of
instances.

I must briefly refer to another theory, which goes back
to Durkheim’s review (1898) of Kohler, and by which the
Choctaw and Omaha terminologies are explained as bein
the direct result of emphasis on matrilineal and patri-
lineal descent respectively. We have, fortunately, a
crucial instance to which we can refer in this connection,
in the system of the Manus of the Admiralty Islands, of
which we have an excellent analysis by Dr. Margaret
Mead (1934). The most important feature of the Manus
system is the existence of patrilineal clans (called by
Dr. Mead ‘ gentes ’) and the major emphasis is on patri-
lineal descent. The solidarity of the patrilineal lineage
is exhibited in many features of the system, but not in
the terminology. However this emphasis on patrilineal
descent is to a certain extent counterbalanced by the
recognition of matrilineal lineages, and this does appear-
in the terminology in features that make it similar to
the Choctaw type. Thus a single term, pinpapu, is
applied to the father’s father’s sister and to all her female
descendants in the female line, and a single term, patieye,
is applied to the father’s sister and all her descendants
in the female line. The unity of the matrilineal lineage
is exhibited not only in the use of these terms, but also
in the general social relation in which a person stands to
the members of it, and is an important feature of the
total complex kinship structure.

One of the strange ideas that has been, and I fear still
is, current is that if a society recognizes lineage at all iti.
can only recognize either patrilineal or matrilineal lineage.
I believe the origin of this absurd notion, and its per-
sistence in the face of known facts, are the result of that
early hypothesis of conjectural history that matrilineal
descent is more primitive, 7.e., historically earlier, than
patrilineal descent. From the beginning of this century
we have been acquainted with societies, such as the
Herero, in which both matrilineal and patrilineal lineages
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are recognized; but these were dismissed as being
“transitional ”’ forms. This is another example of the
way in which attachment to the method and hypotheses
of conjectural history prevents us from seeing things as
they are. It was this, I think, that was responsible for
Rivers failing to discover that the Toda system recognizes
matrilineal lineage as well as patrilineal, and that the
islands of the New Hebrides have a system of patrilineal
groups in addition to their matrilineal moieties. Apart
from the presuppositions of the method of conjectural
history, there is no reason why a society should not build
its kinship system on the basis of both patrilineal and
matrilineal lineages, and we know that there are many
societies that do exactly this.

In my criticism of the method of conjectural history I
have insisted on the need for demonstration in anthro-
pology. How then am I to demonstrate that my inter-
pretation of the Choctaw-Omaha terminologies is the
valid one ? There are a number of possible arguments,
but I have time for only one, which I hope may be
considered sufficient. This is drawn from the existence
of terminologies in which the unity of lineage or clan is
exhibited, but which do not belong to either the Choctaw
or the Omaha type; and I will mention one example,
that of the Yaralde tribe of South Australia.

The Yaralde are divided into local patrilineal totemic
clans. A man belongs to his father’s clan, and we will
consider his relation to three other clans: those of his
mother, his father’s mother and his mother’s mother.
The Yaralde, like many other Australian tribes, such as
the Aranda, have four terms for grandparents, each of
which is applied to both men and women. The term
maiya is applied to the father’s father and. his brothers
and sisters and to all members of 'a man’s own clan of the
second ascending generation. A second term, naitja, is
applied to the mother’s father and his brothers and sisters,
1.e., to persons of the mother’s clan of the appropriate
generation. The third term, mutsa, is applied not only
to the father’s mother and her brothers and sisters, but
to all persons belonging to the same clan, of all genera-
tions and of both sexes. The clan is spoken of collec-
tively as a man’s mufsaurus. Similarly the term baka
is applied to the mother’s mother and her brothers and
sisters and to all members of her clan of all generations,
the clan being spoken of as a man’s bakaurui. The
structural principle here is that for the outside related
person the clan constitutes a unity within which dis-
Ainctions of generation are obliterated. Compare this
with the treatment of the lineages or clans of grandparents
in the Fox, Hopi and Cherokee systems.

The Yaralde terminology for relatives in the mother’s
clan is shown in Fig, 13. It will be noted that the
mother’s brother’s son and daughter are not called
mother’s brother (wano) and mother (nenko) as in Omaha
systems. But the son’s son and daughter of the mother’s
brother are called ‘“ mother’s brother ”’ and “mother.” If
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we wish to explain this by a special form of marriage it
would have to be marriage with the wife’s brother’s
son’s daughter. I do not know that such a marriage
would be prohibited by the Yaralde system, but I am
quite sure that it is not a custom so regular as to be
regarded as an effective cause in producing the Yaralde
terminology, and it would afford no explanation what-
ever for the terminological unification of the clans of
the father’s mother and the mother’s mother. The
structural principle involved is obviously that of the
merging of alternate generations, which is of such great
importance in Austra.%a., and which we have also seen
in the Hopi system. A system very similar to the Yaralde
is found in the Ungarinyin tribe of north-west Australia,
but I will not do more than refer to it.

Earlier in this address I said that I would try to show
you that the Omaha type of terminology is just as
reasonable and fitting in those social systems in which
it is found as our own terminology is in our system. I
hope I have succeeded in doing this. On the basis of the
elementary family and the genealogical relationships
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resulting therefrom, we English have constructed for
ourselves a certain kinship system which meets the
necessities of an ordered social life and is fairly self-
consistent. The Fox or the Hopi have on the same basis
constructed a relatively self-consistent system of a
different type which provides for the needs of social
cohesion in a different way and over a wider range. We
understand the terminology in each instance as soon as
we see it as part of an ordered system. The obvious
connection of the Omaha terminology with the custom
of marriage with the wife’s brother’s daughter is seen
as a relation between two parts of a self-consistent
working system, not as a relation of cause and effect.

If you ask the question, “ How is it that the Omaha
(or any other of the tribes we have considered) have the
system that they do ?”’, then it is obvious that the
method of structural analysis does not afford an answer.
But neither does conjectural history. The proffered but
purely hypothetical explanation of the Omaha termino-
logy is that it resulted from the adoption of a certain
unusual custom of marriage. This obviously gives us
no explanation until we know why the Omaha and other
tribes came to adopt this custom. The only possible
way of answering the question why a particular society
has the social system that it does have is by a detailed
study of its history over a sufficient period, generally
several centuries. For the tribes with which we are
here concerned the materials for such a history are
entirely lacking. This is, of course, very regrettable,
but there is nothing that we can do about it. If you want
to know how England comes to have its present system
of constitutional monarchy and parliamentary govern-
ment, you will go to the history books, which will give
you the details of the growth of the system. If there
were no records at all of this historical development,
would the anthropologists think it worth while to spend
their time in making conjectures as to what it might
have been ? ‘

Even when there are historical records, they only
enable us to discover how. a particular system has grown
out of a somewhat different particular system. Thus
it would be possible to write a historical account of the
changes of the kinship system of England during the
past ten centuries. This will take us back to the Teutonic
bilateral sib system, as exhibited in the institution of
wergeld. But we still should not know why the Teutonic
peoples had this kind of system, while the Romans had
a different system of agnatic lineages. The great value
of history for a science of society is that it gives us
materials for the study of how social systems change.
In this respect conjectural history is absolutely worthless.

But if you ask, not how the English kinship system
or the English political system came into existence, but
how it works at the present time, that is a question that
can be answered by research of the same kind as anthro-
pological field-work, and historical considerations are

relatively, if not absolutely, unimportant. Such know-
ledge of how social systems work is of great value for
any understanding of human life. It often has been
and still is neglected by anthropologists who consider it
their principal task to write the history of peoples er
institutions that have no history.

If you accept the analysis that I have given, but still
wish to apply the method of conjectural history, what
you have to conjecture is why all the tribes that have
been enumerated elected to construct their kinship
systems on the basis of the unity of the lineage. £

What kind of results can we expect to obtain from
the method of sociological analysis ¢ Nothing, of course,
that will be acceptable as significant by those who demand
that any explanation of a social phenomenon must be a
historical explanation, or by those who demand what is
called psychological explanation, ¢.e., explanation in
terms of the individual and his motives. I suggest that
the results that we may reasonably expect are as follows :

(1) It will enable us to make a systematic classification
of kinship systems. Systematic classification is an
essential in any scientific treatment of any class of
phenomena, and such classification must be in terms of

'general properties.

(2) It enables us to understand particular features of
particular systems. It does this in two ways: (a) by
revealing the particular feature as a part of an organized
whole ; (b) by showing that it is a special example of a
recognizable class of phenomena. Thus I have tried te
show that the Choctaw and Omaha terminologies belong
to a class which also includes the Yaralde terminology,
and that these are all special applications of the general
principle of the solidarity and continuity of the lineage,
which appears in many other forms in a great number
of different societies.

(3) It is the only method by which we can hope
ultimately to arrive at valid generalisations about the
nature of human society, .., about the universal
characteristics of ‘all societies, past, present, and future.
It is, of course, such generalisations that are meant when
we speak of sociological laws.

In the method of conjectural history single problems
are usually considered in isolation. On the other hand,
the method of structural analysis aims at a general theory,
and a great many different facts and problems are,
therefore, considered together and in relation to one
another. It is obvious that in this address, inordinateky
long as it has been, I have only been able to touch on a
few points in the general theory of kinship structure. I
have dealt briefly with one or two other points in earlier
publications. That particular part of the general theory
which has occupied us to-day may be said to be the
theory of the establishment of type relationships. I have
mentioned the tendency present in many societies to set
up a type relationship between a person and all his
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relatives of the parents’ generation, and the even more
marked tendency to establish a type relationship, usually
one of free and easy behaviour, towards the relatives of
the grandparents’ generation. I have not tried to deal
with this except incidentally. The major part of the
exposition has been concerned with two structural
principles which are themselves examples of a more
general structural principle or class of principles. By
the principle of the unity of the sibling group a type
relationship is set up between a given person and all
the members of a sibling group to which he is related in
a certain way. It is by reference to this principle, I
hold, that we must interpret the classificatory terminology
and such customs as the sororate and levirate. By the
principle of the unity of the lineage group a type relation-
ship is set up between a given person and all the members
of a lineage group to which he is related in a certain way.
It is by reference to this principle, I hold, that we must
interpret the terminologies of the Fox, the Hopi and the
Yaralde, and other similar systems in many scattered
parts of the world.

If you will take the time to study two or three hundred
kinship systems from all parts of the world you will be
impressed, I think, by the great diversity that they
exhibit. But you will also be impressed by the way in
which some particular feature, such as an Omaha type
of terminology, reappears in scattered and widely spread
regions. To reduce this diversity to some sort of order
is the task of analysis, and by its means we can, I believe,
find, beneath the diversities, a limited number of general
principles applied and combined in various ways. Lineage
solidarity in one form or another is found in a majority

of kinship systems. There is nothing at all surprising
in the fact that terminologies of the Choctaw and Omaha
type, in whieh it finds what may be called an extreme
development, should be encountered in separated regions
of America, Africa, Asia and Oceania, in many different
families of languages, and in association’ with many
different types of ‘‘ culture.”

Last year I explained in general terms how I conceive
the study of social structure (Radcliffe-Brown, 1940b).
In this address, by means of a particular example, I have
tried to show you something of the nature of a certain
method of investigation. But do not think that this
method can be applied only to the study of kinship. It
is applicable in one way or another to all social phenomena,
for it is simply the method of abstractive generalisation
by the comparison of instances, which is the characteristic
method of the inductive sciences.

Why all this fuss about method, some of you may
perhaps ask ? We cannot reach agreement as to the
validity or the value of results unless we first reach
some agreement as to objectives and the proper methods
of attaining them. In the other natural sciences there
is such agreement ; in social anthropology there is not.
Where we disagree, it should be the first purpose of
discussion to define as precisely as possible the ground
of difference. I have put my case before you, without,
I hope, any unfairness towards those with whom I dis-
agree. It is for you to judge which of the two methods
that I have compared is most likely to provide that kind
of scientific understanding of the nature of human society
which it is the accepted task of the social anthropologist
to provide for the guidance of mankind.
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