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Remarks on %he Analysis of
Kinship and Marriage [5Fc

‘What is theory in musical composition? — Hindsight. Tt

doesn’t exist, There are compositions from which it is
deduced.’

IGOR STRAVINSKY
I

INTRODUCTION

0:consider the analysis of kinship and marriage leads at once
nto a paradox.
B Kinship is to anthropology what logic is to philosophy or
1 hd nude is to art,” declares Robin Tox; ‘it is the basic discipline
of:the subject’ (1967: 10). Certainly it is a well-established part
of:the subject: Lafitau began the comparative study of uni-
lineal descent and classificatory terminologies as long ago as
1724, and Morgan inaugurated in 1871 what has since become a
'_Eognized topic of academic investigation and theory. The
llabuses of university instruction in anthropology now invari-
ably include kinship; no textbook is thought adequate without
me treatment of it; and in all the variety of examinations in
anthropology it occupies a central and unavoidable position.
You cannot gain a certificate of competence as a social anthro-
logist without demonstrating a command of kinship theory,
Zand it is expected of most anthropologists that they will make
ome contribution to it. Indeed, most of those who have made
reat names in anthropology — e.g. Rivers, Kroeber, Radcliffe-
own, Lévi-Strauss — have gained their prominence largely
y their publications on kinship. If there is one topie, therefore,
hich is indispensable to social anthrepology, and which defines
hat social anthropologists essentially do, it would appear to
be kinship, Here, if anywhere in the subject, we should expect
to find discipline, methodical rigour, and theoretical advance.
“This much is, I suppose, a standard account of the matter;
but an inside look at what really goes on reveals a curious
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situation. The majority of students of anthropology. and th
teachers, are apprehensive and uncertain about kinship, ‘ag
they have as little to do with it as they can get away withs
Examination scripts seldom show much enthusiasm or soi‘i}'f
knowledge, and the professionals often seem not to be partiof
larly good at the practical analysis of kinship systems. Thete
a comparative paucity of published works on the topie,
progress in understanding kinship systems has been 8por:
and slight. The current theoretical position is obscure and CONz
fused, and thero is little clear indication of what future develd 2
ments we can expect or should encourage. e

In view of the constant professional attention extending ov
roughly a century, and a general improvement in ethnographi
accounts, this is a remarkably unsatisfactory situation in whafs
is supposed to be a basic discipline. Obviously, after so long
time, and so much field research, it is not just facts that
need. Something more fundamental seems to have gone wro
What we have to look for, perhaps, is some radical flaw
analysis, some initial defect in the way we approach the phen

s mena” Edmund Leach has alveady explored-this-possibility: i
his salutary address ‘R\«‘?}’}}Eki?ﬁ Anthrono]g&: (1961: 1-27)8
but there is Tittle sign that even his verve, clarity, and ingenuity,
have yet had much effect on received ideas and ordinary pra;
tice. What I want to do here, then, is to resume Leach’s icon
clasm and to loock with him for a way out of our prese
uncertainties.

A possible diagnosis may be that the trouble lies not so much
in the substantive study of institutions of kinship and marriags
as in our conceptual premisses, and most decisively in the wa;
we conceive the classification of phenomena. The failingg
hasically responsible for the present situation are, I shall argu
firstly what Wittgenstein has called ‘a eéraving for generality

(1958: 17) and sccondly the lingering delusion of a natura
science of society, a conception which has led to s kind of anad
lysis that has produced few useful results. You will already
recognize in these contentions an echo of Leach’s strictures o
‘butterfly-collecting’ and on biased premisses. For that matter
what T too want to press for is precisely to ‘take each case asi
comes’ (Leach 1961: 10). But I think there is a conceptua
therapy by means of which we can prepare ourselves better
)

e
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S16's0, and for this purpose I suggest that we should turn back
kY

wie’s Culture and Ethnology (1917) and to Wittgenstein’s

e Book (written in 1933-34, published 1958). You will see
Afisrafore that T cannot pretend to be telling you anything very
3w But since it has taken me 4 long time to see the relevance

he useful effect of views published decades ago, I suppose
ro;will be others to whom it will be helpful if I rehearse
‘on this occasion. .

rgament is presented in the form of remarks on a series
ries, not as a progressive exposition, and without any large

apparatus of scholarly and ethnographical references. I adopt

means for two chief reasons. The first is tl'mt I have alreaf]y.
fiblished enough work on kinship and marriage to excuse mé
genting any detailed demonstration of \.vhat I think ought
e done by way of analysis. This permits me to {nal.(e my
uts in a cursory style which may stick more reqdlly in the
m mory. The second reason is that a fuller citation of pro-
founcements on kinship uttered by many of my collefxgue.s
biild have to be rather dissentient, whereas my intention is
th whose opinions I agree, and not even many of t.hese. The
ntial is not to tax you with facts or with academic contro-
eigy, but to concentrate on the concepts that we are 'profes;‘
gionally inclined to employ when we ana]ys'xe mstltutx.ons of
I ship and marriage. I shall deal, rapidly, W{th the notions o
nship, marriage, descent, terminology, and incest.

| 6ibe positive. For the most part, then, I shall cite only those

II
KINSHIP

There has been a fair amount of discussion al?out what "kinship’
Teally is. My own view is that much of this debatfs is pretty
scholastic and inconsequential, and I sht%ll not recal?ltlllate any
f it or embark on yet another deﬁnitlo‘nal exercise. Let me
simply adopt the minimal premiss that kinship lms to do with
he allocation of rights and their fransmission fr.om one genera-
tion to the next. These rights are not of any spe.clﬁc kmd.but are
sxceodingly various: they include most prominently rlghts‘ of
group membership, succession to office, inheritance of property,

3
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(! locality of residence, type of occupation, and a great deal elsg} xib;‘ the books he has presumably read, and the kind of tech- -_
3"5,1: conversation he is likely to engage you in. In this case ag
ell; however, it cannot be inferred that his interest in kinship
' “be unconnected with economics or law; and in fact, of
cotirse, it will probably turn out that he has to deal with these
the sex of the persons thug related. ! orence i {6 'fiﬁ:s_a,lso and that they in turn demand a recourse to kinship.

; stliam not denying, therefore, that the wor kinship? is useful;

1

istill less should I wish to try to reform 6@t professional

{i-”

cabulary by narrowing the definition of the word or, on the
other hand, by urging that it be abandoned altogether. What

Of';‘:)nggy:uml ¢ ;am saying is that it does not denote a discriminable class of
o i}]; systems an u henomena or a distinch type of theory. We are tempted to
£ gloa’y celined. Why this s : lﬁnk that it must have this specificity, because it is a sub-

-~> question that has never boon prop
take it up here. Lot us

2But- it has an immense variety of uses, in that all sorts of
titutions and practices and ideas can be referred to by it.
a0 . QI gmentary organization, section gystems, widow inheritance,
Qunlstance that two societies can be deseribed by the same means: p(“j]yandry, teknonymy, divorce rates, and 8o on — all these

- . topics and very many more can be subsumed under the eneral
or semantically, between them. Stil] less does it mean that the o v Y £
telabionships in question aro gencalogical _oF that they are so3

Tubric of kinship. In other words, the term ‘kinship’ is what
; Wittgenstein calls an ‘odd-job’ word (1958: 43-4), and we only
an_(;plyecl. by the fwtOI.‘B. . 3t into trouble when we assume that it must have some
. V‘.’hat:, information js gtven, thf’n’ by’ the report that an A8 enecific function. In a way, it could be said that the trouble is
Istibution has to do with kinship’? Nothing, really, aboutSilets very serious, since when we actually investigate an insti-
social f.acts. Ff)r the label designates no distinet type of pheno s tion, or compare ways of explaining it, we do not generally
f"el}a; it prov¥des no clue to comprehension; and it does not 2% speak of kinship at all. Indeed, this common circumstance
indicate the k}nd ?f analysis that will be appropriate. The use; ¥demonstrates that the word has in fact no analytical value.
of the' word ‘kinship’ is to be found, rather, in the multiple con-fi B 0n' the other hand, anthropologists do often get into trouble,
notatl.ons of common usage, in the organization of ethno» Zof o timewasting and discouraging sort, when they argue
graphical accounts, and in the conventions of academic dis-3 g}jout what kinship really is or when they try to propound
course. When an ethnographer gtves one chapter the headin Ysome general theory based on the presumption that kinship
Klr!sh'lp’, tm.d another the heading ‘Bacrifice’, we have a rough “has a distinet and concrete identity,
preliminary idea, of the different matters they will describe ++To put it very bluntly, then, there is no such thing as kinship,
II);'"&Y “;;‘13" tm"n ‘;“Ei though, that there .1'9 o 010?"3‘ connexion J48E7, 14 it follows that there can be no such thing as kinship theory.
ween them, just the same, and very likely neither will be » I ot (e Rahss .o

..
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comprehensible without the other. Similarly, if a colleague tellg

III
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MARRIAGE

.Véry similar considerations apply to the concept of marriage
and to the theoretical propositions of anthropologists about

4 5

b et o st

e

7 55

O L T S
AN




lu;u;“y iveodrin R R e N IRy S N T A T N PR Y P A IR

;. do), they too have no word for marriage. One wonders,

marriage. I need not say much about this topic becaus :
herefore, how many other societies make no lexical recognition

case has been well made by Leach: ‘marriage is . . . “a bun
of rights”; hence all universal definitions of marriage are vaig
(1961: 105).

I think there is no refutation of this argument. What T shotliz
like to re-emphasize, simply, is Leach’s conclusion that 4}
nature of the marriage instibution is partially correlated Wil
principles of descent and rules of residence’ ( 108?1%;1?&}5"5
is not s0 much correlated, though, as it is defined in any p

N

thut institution which has so commonly been regarded in
thropology as categorically essential and universal.

oon, however, as we a\dopt some technical definition of
L age, whether or not it is held to be universal, we run the
alé7of leaving out of account precisely that feature (e.g.
tity, allegiance, life-giving) which in one or other of the
goieties compared is in fact central to the institution. This is
bﬁéburse a familiar quandary in comparative studies, but I
h nk it is a question whether its lessons have everywhere sunk
_\ ly.,home. At any rate, large-scale correlations are still
iftempted, and these can be carried out only by means of
Irly strict definitions which are nevertheless presumed to be
idely applicable, but the stricter they are the less likely it is
hat they will cope adequately with social reality.

Once again, though, I am not denying that ‘marriage’ is a
very useful word. On the contrary, it has all the resources of
ymeaning which its long history has conferred upon it, and we
ghould now find it hard to communicate without these. For
that matter, it is a more indispensable word than ‘kinship’ is,
and .it directs us more precisely to an identifiable kind of
itelationship. If an ethnographer sets out to tell us about mar-
riage, we have at least a preliminary indication that he is not
going to focus directly on dam-building. But I choose this latter
ample, all the same, precisely because Onvlee has shown that

sense, if we are to bo sure that we understand what we are tryix'{@
to compare, i
In this connexion, the designation of marriage has a specia
interest. Tthnographers do not on the whole report the indi:
genous terms for marriage, or investigate the connotations of3
such terms, yet we need not look far to see that these can b
revealing. Tor instance, the modern German Ehe derives from
MHG é, éwe, law, statute, and its rg‘é;ﬁ&mwer meani
merely singles ont marriage as one of the most imporﬁml
mstitutions. "I'he English “‘marriage and B‘rencmﬁage,qy how?
ever, come from the Tatin maritus, husband; Wwhich ig usuallj; ; ~
referred to IB *mer- *mor-, represented by various words {eastern Sumba, where marriage is prescribed with the
meaning young man, young woman’. Tt is at once evident that G matrilateral cross-cousin, you cannot understand the organiza-
even two Iuropean traditions can embody, etymologically; g1 tion of dam-building unless you first understand the norms of
two quite distinct kinds of ideas about marriags. Mote than marriage (Onvlee 1949). Conversely, you cannot understand
this, there may no 6 any designation for marriage at all, Ir; {thé marriage institution without knowing the forms of co-opera-
glassical Greek, as Aristotle observed, ‘the union of man and tion which follow from it. There are also cosmological grounds
woman has no name’ (Politics, T, 3, 3). Tivon tﬁmﬁ’ggg& gib‘-botll aspects of Sumbanese social life. As Hocart says in
was essential for the preservation of the ‘houses’ (olkot : another context, “There is much more to the cross-cousin system
which were the constituent elements of the Athenian city-stntetf' than the classification of relatives; there is a whole theology . .
there was no single word which could be taken to stand for (1952: 237). But nothing in the ordinary connotations of the
‘marriago’ — nor, for that matter, were there words in classical i English word ‘marriage’ prepares us to grasp a situntion such as
Greek which stood for ‘husband’ and ‘wife’ (Harrison 1968: 1) “alior this, and nothing in anthropological usage gives the word any
And to take a contrasted enough civilization, whereas th technical value either.
Penan of Borneo do have words for husband (banen) and wife* So ‘marriage’ too, is an odd-job word: very handy in all
6 7
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. pliy_, to specify more narrowly what ‘patrilineal’ meang ina ™
rticular description does not make the rubric any more
eful; in fact, it tends to show how inappropriate it really is.

the other hand, no one needs it in order to define a single
iral’system that is under study, for an exact survey can report
social facts without summing them up under any such

Lk X . . . . .

_“eral label. In any case, the proposed reconsideration is not,

;d mental enough. Lewis, for example, still takes it that
fescent’ is traced in some line, only that this tracing is affected
Y;iother principles of organization’ (1965: 106). Yet it is this
éry:notion of ‘descent’ that needs investigation.

#Aimore radical course is pointed by Leach’s suggestion that
ol typifying devices as ‘patrilineal’ and ‘matrilineal’ may have
ciological significance whatever:

sorts of descriptive sentences, but worse than misleadin
i comparison and of no real use gt all in analysis,
. lahonsi b Lo iy /.7{,»5,,:3:;7*& s g
L1t Cis é’ﬁ»ﬂ&é% &é’éx‘ﬁ%,a{: @ pfllepedod S LTSy /
‘ o - i s A T Y S P
it Creltecond 9'&"“):‘{”% ’5,7 d%wf/’ '”IW//“&&%&N? - af’,’f"%
" TN < e el um ) ; Z 5 2 ey f"’u”/"é‘?’ df/b :
b4 P g i e e ever & . ;{_ el (e il - A £ -
; P2 oA . o s fp T S = 7 - s e &7 gt %
. il b G g el DEsor -
S it bp el e
The classification of modes of descent is g specially effectiy
example of conceptual difficulty, because the topic has been 3
constant anthropological concern since Bachofen and MoLenna;
In spite of this prolonged concern, however, there jg still ng
general agrecement on the mattor, '
Anthropologists habitually use terms such ag ¢
‘matrilineal’, yet cannot eg
descriptions. Even when t
dispute, it is sometimes po

it is possible to argue about whether it is g strong or a weak$
m"étuan_o,ﬁ_ﬂm__me. Such arguments might be all to the good if}
they led to cogent and agreed decisions, but for the most part
this is just what they cannot do. What we are left with is nof

818 & bracing notion, and in fact it is far from clear that there
ny convineing defence of the class of matrilineal societies.
y.own inclination is to doubt whether there are any useful
"i‘opositions about matrilineal systems which distinguish these,

& class, from societies with other rules of descent and thereby

Some anthropologists (e.g. Kobben, Lewis) have contended

o

that we cannot, assimilate different socictios on the mere groundj i
that they are ‘patrilineal’, but that {his wide desigm&‘f“ﬁ’é’édg :Yet can we do without it? After all, Bachofen and McLennan
‘bmmPonen unctions; TE {57} ‘ oreated a stir because they had discovered something; and the
of rights that are governaed by the rule of descent which decide: jiral differences between the Minangkabau and the Batak are
‘the respects in whioh societies are to be count 0al, not the result of an unfortunate typology. The troubles
thus as comparabls. "The Tang iional i bions of descent are égin, however, when we try to characterize and compare the
often mucli more significant than whether descent is traced in; ; inangkabau and the Siriond, merely on the ground that they
. the patri- or matri-line’ (Lewis 1965: 109). This approach has; E‘EMQQ_&L;_M other words, when nd the char-
i & well-established ancestry — it was embarked on by Fison in'E Roterization beyond thcwm
. 1879 and continued by Wake in 1889 — but it ig not, I think 38&1ion matritimest an en tallc asthough this label applied To
the answer. The difficulty remains that this substantive co all the other institutions also. Here I think we have a double
centration on complexes of rights makes comparison as uncon: ;nsfance of the craving for generality: we classify societics
trollable and as hard to carry out as the rights may be various, together because by some definition they possess in common the
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ksion; and incorporation, though certain rare and uncertain
pproximations to them have been reported. My point, rather,
JtHat in any society different rights may be transmitted accord-
gto;different modes. The ethnographer’s task is then to sort
#hief_ rights, according to the indigenous classification in the
fit:iplace, and to establish the various rules by which they are
pverried. To cite an extremely simple case, Penan society could
paitly analysed in this way:

e . ‘matriline: 1@, ?
ftl[.lllc__(LmdLllllll(,zll descent’, even though the rights
governed and the Tunctions they serve may be quite 1sp'§r§

and in each case we classify institutions ogether, as compor

gmﬂﬁwciémﬁa{@gﬁﬁiﬁm other usages, which'is
not be common properties of members of the cla,ss’ happia ‘
accord with that mode of transmitting the deﬁniti\:e rights}

Clearly the method is wrong, but all the same there ig 80

thing to bo wrong about. What is the solution? There i§'

}YQXWMLL‘JL‘!& hpan'xelz. to_resort to purely forfial critaf e descent name mode 1
i.e. to cense concentrating immediately on substantive an il residence mode 2
aggregates of many kinds, exercising different functions'{‘*izf inheritance mode 5

to think instead in terms of logj ibiliti '
/ n _logical passibilities. T am not
fé';rm§ to the use of systematio models, but to a far more b
procedure. It may strike you as excessively g thi
it has advantages. Y simple, bt I o
Given txyo sexes, and transmission of rights defined by th
we may distinguish six elementary modes of descent, Leti

30
denot 1 e
fo]?:w(: male by m, and female by f. The modes are then

group membership mode 6

e . s
%ﬁi‘esult is thus a complex of rights and rules, not correspond-
gféntlre]y to any single principle of descent. The jural complex
'ﬁféi_"ﬂrrived at is likely to be singular, not only in the kinds of
oy §}i:ts culturally distinguished, but also in the association of
& _'§§é'_with different modes. Only in the extremely improbable
Vet that a society were to tfansmit all rights uniformily by one

kingle mode would it conform literally to any conventional type

1. m-> BN © e
| " 'ftich as “patrilineal’ or ‘matrilineal’,
t. would of course be possible to construct a new and much

3. (m—>m)+(f—>f)
4, (m—>f)+(f—>m)
5. (m—m) || (f-=f)
6. m/f>m|f

'.I‘.hese formal modes correspond severally to functional parg
digms. Mode 1, male to male: patrilineal. Mode 2 femall)e ?
femn]e: matrilineal. Mode 3, a combination of mod’es 1 an(i
in the definition of any status: two conjoint rules of descent
i.e. hilineal. Mode 4, male to female, female to male: alternating ﬁ
Mode 5, male to male, femalo to female, " defining distiﬁg
sexual statuses: two disjunct rules of descent, i.e. parallel
Mode 6, male or female to male or female: cogna’tic. . 4
' Naturally, once alternation is admitted the number of ad(;x
tional possibilities (i.e. variations on mode 4) is increased, bik
these six modes are elementary. I ‘*]
The modes are not to be conceived as characterizing societi;"
'}QEE_EELQJX- Indced, modes 4 and 5 probably could not bd
employed socially as regular and exclusive principles of tmné‘@f;

10

X snded typology of descent systems, composed of all the
[opically possible combinations of the elementary modes. This
would give a total of 63 types. Whether this was worth doing
fv’}"b’illd depend on the results, but since my present concern is
‘undermine such typologies it is not an undertaking that T
should recommend. The intention is to preserve the specificity
bf:the social facts, yet at the same time to make possible a
¢omparison that is not based on merely contingent assemblages
of institutions or ‘functions’. This we can do by resorting to
those simple logical possibilities which govern equally both the
pfactical fabrication of social systems and our own abstract
conceptionis of the forms they can take. That is, our analysis
will be guided by the same logical constraints as must have been
effective in producing the systems that we study.

- Of course, there is still ample room for the arbitrary or mis-
;‘taken discrimination of kinds of rights or modes of transmission,
as well as for speculative alternatives in the selection or classi-
fication of those rights or modes that an investigator is

B 11
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interested jn, We can hever obviate thege

and variations, but, g

least a purely formal approach giveghg

the chance of making a, Jegg biased start,

Let me admit at

ultimately be done, all
reason is that T am not,

with instructions OF ugse,
conception of descent 8ystems. Thig g \ange offers i
me, a number o advan

L. To begin by listing
their social feasibility

can be direct]

without prejudice amo

tion, a possible benefi
importance,

2. It removes the tem

univocally as patrilineal or

make a biaged choice of

once, moreover,
exposition, and that T have not disti,

trying to work

logical Possibilities, withouyt regard
or known realization, actually
better with social reality. The indj,

’~\

CIIONS (
» and these can
t which ig surely

tation to hamct i

any one kind of right

to define ‘the’ rule of descent.

3. renders less easy,
8ystems by referonce T,

consequently,

right, 0.g. membership
of jural and othey
the comparison,

In a descent group,

4. A logical analysis presentg g constant digcoy

employment or elabor
which have proved no
Phenomena,

5. The formal approael
L ; e
cal'persuasion to co]labomte, or to

out the ous omary obs
or opposed connotatio
labels,

ation of defective empi

I

t to advance our unders

sources of im Precisignd

guished exactly, ag
of the jural variables involved, The
out a techn

& comparison of difforen
o the transmission of only ome T 0
and the overri m@
ight qualify or invalidatg

75
agement to th
rical typologiés
tanding of t)g:

ation o -Lig
then be distribhyil
ng the forma] modes, not in accordan
with some theoretical Predisposition o academic fashion. 'hg
approach thus conduceg to an accurate ethnographic deg
of the Very grea
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f{«\’éonsequence of conceiving descent systqms in this way,
wid; one that has a special analytical value, is that among a
Bimber of societies compared in any formal respect there willnot
R umed to exist any empirical feature common to a]l. It

;' more readily be seen, inrother words, that they may not,
Ppose a class in the co

iTEa

¥

nventional sense, Instead, they can

y . . . Ie
thibit what might be called serial likenesses, As a simp
stration, take three societies (&, B, C), each constituted by

features (p, ..., v):
A pogr

7,8t
: c L, v .
¥ v.a,nd t be each a type of right transmitted in mode 1.
here is then a resemblance, r, between A and B, m'ld anqther,
Potween B and G, but none between A and C, Yet in ordinary
1 gﬁropological practice they could all be classed .together as
e tilineal’. A crucial misdirection can thus be given 'to our
tho ght by the uncritical employment of the received idea as
f6'what a class is; whereas to analyse and compare by reference
ormal, rather than empirical, types can l.eud' i.;o a clem:er
tyiew: of the distinctive features by which similarities and dis-

arities are gauged. .
%In sum, I am suggesting that the present theoretical con-

sion about descent has its origin in two. bm?ic conceptual
defects: (T) an addiction to empirical genert.xh.zat.lon_sLan(}i (2) a
.u.scrlpmon fo a conventional but unr-eahstm idea of mxlv a
blass 18 formed, TTiése are matiors to which I shall revert !)e (?xv
 the discussion of other topics. For the present, T must mtx(;-
‘duce a note of reserve. A direct consequence of the IH)])I‘OILO'I '
hat I am advocating iS"That comparison becomes. far more li
difffoult, and on any large and detailed scalo perhups lmpractic:
ble; for tho distribution of Tights among logical type§ mcrez;ses
~t};;-a factors in question and does not make the rights thus _
dlscnmmateﬂ any more comparable, foc e, 4% . % ;%gﬁgw

B,
acceo ()

56

4
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G Clemiyg TERMINOLOGIES
In ‘“‘ y of relationship terminologies we ought to be on
ound, one might think, than when we are dealing with
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iven though these terminologi '

& ! 8168 can apparently be tr
baclk to forrfls of classification which more nearg reesefili:‘
(;z.mx other, in their reported condition they are reall
different - yet they are still typed as ‘Crow’ And even ‘l)?t
. ]

Vefaulty, it misdirects research, and it has served no useful

oannot even say, as though in recognition of & theorotical
have undergone as . ZTOn 1L ¢ ce now accomplished, that the time has come to make this
ures, the dei;recs oflil;i‘;;é“dﬁgmﬂg‘%@gﬂmﬂﬂr P Bnoeptual change, for what I recommend is no more than what
Yool they exhibit mugt pg g lowio: pressed for in 1917. Our only advance since then, ag
this issue is concerned, has been in factual knowledge,

1 that we now possess superior ethnographic resources for the
stration of his points. Lowie argued, in his neglected but
ly work Culture and Ethnology, that any given system is
Yoomplex historical growth that cannot be adequately defined
whole by some such ‘catchword’ as classificatory, Hawaiian,
twhat not (1917: 116). ‘It cannot be too strongly urged,” he
pl_ié,sized, ‘that a given nomenclature is molded by disparate
' ""@iples’ (122). “There is no Hawaiian system, no Dakota

l;lte‘aittlher essential nor helpful in the sociolo rical
Of the socicties which are ¢h ethes ;
us classed together 2How, then, should we analyse relationship terminologies?

I have cited I g i S : ks
ethnio connexionf iﬁgnoihlnve.stl.gat.lqn p rec}sely because: he ByZabandoning types and concentrating on principles. ‘We
er similarities of circumstance m . . . do well to amend our phraseology and to speak rather
tkinship categories, features, or principles of classification
than of types of kinship systems’ (105).
#For my part, T have tried to make this point in a number of
places, so perhaps I may simply refer you, for a recent demon-
stration, to my analysis of the Gurage terminology of social
slassification (1969). This terminology includes the features
basis on which the clagg.duc L k B = MBS and FZ( = ZC, so that by these criteria it clearly
further SOCiOIOgic{S ;]l::)s;eﬂt?Sl%‘flhz{tllon 18 apphed., and there i ng helongs to the ‘Omaha’ type. But the really interesting thing
of the class, ¥ Which ean be aseribed to members S8 hout the Gurage terminology is that it is a quite singular form
Similar_conclusiong could readil ’ of classification, particularly in the lineal equations in the line
scrutinizo other convent; onal typ yof reference, and systematically unlike any other that I have
been able to discover. I have tried to show in that paper that
ithe distribution of the terms can well be elucidated by a
sociological analysis of Gurage institutions; but at no point in
the investigation is the Omaha label, or any other aspect of
he typology to which this designation belongs, of the slightest
se. Instead, the analysis proceeds by an attempt to under-
2tstand Gurage social classification through the categories and
& principles proper to the terminology itself. The most prominent
principle of this classification happens to be exhibited in the
extensive lineal equations that are effected. But this feature
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conitituted; and in each n Judge
positions of scientific va] é i :
Brrorra value have been arrived at by mean
y V\;hut I wish to Propose therefore ig quite seriously thag th
Xind of typology, i.e. one in which the types are defined by;
i

nsolat(.:d features of named socicties arbitrarily sclected g
paradigm ecases, should b entirely abandoned. Ty is method
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? assifications in which the typical feature, in the medial three
snealogical Tevels atb least, is the distinction of statuses accord- .
;"to-whether relationship is traced through persons of the
me sex or not. The consequence of this principle is to assort
iral tstatuses into descent ‘lines, such that, e.g. F = I'B,
FBS'= MZS, S = BS, as contrasted with I 7 MB, FBS #
S,S # ZS. Examples are lineal descent systems such as
6 Kaguru, Mapuche, or Nyoro. Non-lineal terminologies have
tﬁs‘ﬁch positive feature, but are characterized by the lack of
this: principle of distinction, Examples are cognatic societics
§uoh-as the Penan, Sarakatsani, or Siwang.

his is such a simple and fundamental division of forms of
laksification that here, if anywhere, we might expect to find a
kood: correlation with institutions. There are indeed certain
pomimon associations, but it is never safe to make sociological
nferences from the presence or absence of the distinctive
feature. A lineal terminology does not entail a lineal rule of
descent, ‘and still less does it entail the presence of lincal
dWExamples of societies with lineal terminologies
ibut without fixed rules of unilineal descent or corresponding
dekcent groups are the Sinhalese of Pul Eliya and the Trio
%of Surinam. On the other hand, a non-lineal terminology can
é"ﬁ'accompanied by a lineal transmission of certain rights,
¥og. succession to office or inheritance of real property.
xamples are Bali and rural Japan. These empirical conclu-
gions accord with what I have suggested above (sec. IV) about

docs not constitute a type, or assimilate the Gurage terminoloj
to the Omaha or to any other type. It is simply one cult it
exemplification of the fact that there are only two fori
possibilities in the terminological identification of statuses}
descent system, viz. lateral and lineal. A terminology may recog
nize either dimension, exploit either possibility, in a variety
ways. All that the Gurage have done, by their lineal equatiom]
is to make an unusual exploitation of an elementary prinoip]
of classification. What is interesting, then, is the specific ¢o
figuration in which a terminology takes advantage of . thi
possible dimension of categorical order. The reagsons for whioh
it distributes certain categories lineally can only be discoverdd!
I have argued, by an intensive examination of the facts of th
particular case. A recourse to principles and to formal possi
bilities enables this to be done; but to place a terminology und
a substantive rubric such as ‘Ofnaha’, in the conventionsl
typology, serves no such purpose. We must indeed take eachy

casé as it comes; only T would add that the way we take'i
can be guided by formal considerations which helpusto recogniﬂi“‘e
more clearly the intrinsic characteristics of the cage. -
T.his example introduces the stock question about the cons
nexion between terminology and social forms. It will suppoi%
the general burden of this paper to make just a few remarks on :
this topic.
. There are presumably two main purposes in trying to estﬁl!)?
lish correlations between categories and action. One js to permif
such inferences that the analysis of a particular society shall
?)o facilitated: given a certain distribution of categories, tha
investigator will then know what to expect in his stud,y of 3
institutions. The other is to permit sociological comparison

given similar terminologies, it can then be assumed, for the

‘:’,‘Where we find lineal terminological equations, either direct
.g. MB = MBS, as among the Gurage) or alternating (e.g.
MB = MBSS, MBS = MBSSS, as among the Iatmiil), we can

Bﬂmmmglﬁnd in the sphere of institutions

xgome explicit expression of a mode of descent (in these examples,
patrilineal). But this can never be an absolute inference, as we
¥ have seen in sec. IV above, for there is no telling to what extent

sake of whatever theoretical issue is under investigation, that
the institutions will be similar also. T

The sad fact of the matter, though, is that neither of thes‘x’gﬁ ;
Fonditions obtains. The outcome has been generally discourag®
ing in these regards; but let us review the situation and see’
what lessons nevertheless emerge,

was the most important.
i: For that matter, it is conceivable, and may in one alleged

19

l.. Relationship terminologies can be divided formally into (é
lineal and (b) Tion-Tineal Yy the former term (lincal) I Tefor to s
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case be so in fact, that a terminology composed of matrilir;
should govern the affairs of o society that was preponderantl§ bmpirical investigation of each particular case.
patrilineal. In any case, even if a rule of descent could; ;
inferred from a terminology, nothing else could be. Thaf.
one could not infer what groups were formed, how rights ‘we
ascribed, or what values were recognized. 7

limitation of a fundamental kind is placed on the interpre-
of relationship terminologies by the fact that we cannot
eninfer anything about the degree of significance that a
gategory may have.

is was so well recognized by Murdock, in Social Structure,
hat- he went so far as to isolate what he called a criterion of
’fﬁmateriulity’. By this he meant ‘a negative similarity result-
from the functional unimportance of the relatives of two
up types, whereby a sufficient basis for differentiating them is
aoking’ (1949: 136). Leach, similarly, in analysing the Jinghpaw.
M"{';'ém, stressed that ‘On the one hand, individuals are classed
ether because, individually and as a group, they stand in a
ificant and important relationship to the speaker; but on the
ther: hand they may be classed together precisely because
18y are unimportant and remote’ (1961: 52).

he latter case is well exemplified in systems, as among the
Kachin, of asymmetric prescriptive alliance. In these, the
dtegories of lineal relatives are of the greatest jural importance, -
nd it is in accordance with this importance that more termino-
gical discriminations are made among these than among

’3 Ijrescriptive terminologies can readily be identified, hy 'th
mvartant relation that articulates relations hetweon lines, s
can thus be distinguished from non-prescriptive. f:
They fall into two main types: (a) symmetric, and (b) as
metric. But this contrast, even when mosg clearly establis
does not permit inferences about the ways in which alliane
arc actually contracted. A symmetric terminology does ‘1
entail symmetrio (reciprocal) alliances but, on the conir
My govern a strictly asymmetric transference of women, 'Aj
asymmetric terminology, on the other hand, is indeed incdxﬁ
patible with symmetrio alliance, but nothing more positi\% o

or asymmetric terminologies, the exercige of preferences cag
lend a marked bias to the conduct of social relations, but

preference cannot necessarily be read off from g Prescriptive
terminology. 3

{4. The employment of any type of terminology as a practical fines. The terms for affines, wife-givers and wife-takers, com-

mmstrument of social classification can be considerably affected lete a universal classification of social relations. There are
18 three major classes of persons and groups: wife-givers,
eal relatives, and wife-takers. Actual contact will be main-
tained with some people of all three classes, but how are those
{0, be classificd with whom there is no recognized relationship?
The solution adopted by the Haka Chin of Burma and the
Mamboru of Sumba is to classify them as agnates. So the terms
for lineal relatives can apply both to the most important people
'in the social universe and to the least important. But there is
1o means of guessing this from a study of the terminology. In
other words, we cannot even tell whether, or in what circum-
stances, a term will mean anything or not.

‘All of this looks pretty negative, I admit, but I should not
wish it to be thought for a moment that I underrate the signi-
ficance of relationship terminologies. What I am arguing against |
is, in the first place, the conventional typology which — by the

21

logy itself.
The most general factor of the kind is relative age. Individua
of the same age will belong naturally to different categories, ands
individuals of different ages will belong to the same cateéory
Social relations may therefore be ordered, in principle, eit;hel"'a
by category or by relative agé. Tfige is sometimmes the dominarts
criterion in classification, then in such instances it is to some%
extent incorrect to regard the terms ag denoting distinct classe
of persons (Needham 1966a), .
Other common factors are residence, which Kroeber indeed
argued to be of fundamental importance (1938), genealogica,
degree, and collective sentiments, There are in addition in
numerable further possible factors which affect the employment’
of terminologies but cannot be inferred from them. They can

20
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tlogy tells us more than it ever can., Secondly, I am arguin

#oon. 08 gradually taking over from the Dakota principle, pro-
"uéiix"g a variety of terminologies of which none might wholly
ofréspond to either the Dakota or the Hawaiian type.
rhaps this will not sound like very much, but it was a great
to take and I do not think that essentially we can do much
tter. The central advantage of Lowie’s method is that in any
Iysis it dispenses with a crude substantive class and con-
énitrates instead on the operation of classification, Instead of;
élying upon a paradigm case, and a class of other cases bearing]
-ofe‘or less attenuated resemblances to it, the method investi-
t6s the intricate combination of classificatory principles by
y%hich any particular terminology may in fact be constitutqd.f
[hie craving for generality is checked, and the quest.for essential
iTeatures is given up. )
5In the study of relationship terminologies as well, therefore,
iwe. find that analytical advance is blocked by the familiar
gonceptual habits which have so much hindered the study of
déscent systems. The remedy is not only urged by Wittgenstein
ut-has actually been put into prior effect by Lowie. In this
¢ase too, however, there is the consequence that while analysis
s'made more exact, comparison is made more intricate and
difficult. In fact, it is hard to see how a large-scale comparison
an be carried out when each case is analysed rather than typed.
:Nevertheless, it may be that this line of argument will be
found far too simple, perhaps even obvious. Let me just quote,
therefore, what an authority (Murdock 1955: 361) has not long
4o concluded about the study of descent systems and relation-
Bliip terminologies:

:_“In anthropology, the initial classificatory task has now been
%g,‘ substantially accomplished in the field of social structure. . . .
~i5 We now possess satisfactory criteria for differentiating types
of family organization, kin and local groups, and kinship
terminology and behavior patterns. . . . These features are
.- combined with one another in particular ways to produce a

finite number of types of social organization, which in their
; totality represent a systematic classification comparable to
" those of Linnaeus and Mendelyeev.’

i o I

!~ against the related assumption that societies with sim

terminologies, in the conven

methods of analysis, after all, and_good
@e}la?ons}nip ) _terminologies are of rime a
significance in the analysis and comparisc insti ]
1 ‘ parison of institutiong gy
social action (Needham 19665: 1967) ‘ggﬁe(;:;m;&onééwwg%gﬁ?

H

XZ}‘,M limitations we are under in our interpretation of them

was not Hawaiian, he isolated a ‘Hawaij inci
;nofe (;f c}ass;ﬁcation which underlies non-lﬁﬁezrm)lntr::'lrninologié

nstead of adopting the Dakota i
a{lfstmcted ‘the Dakota principle’, fg’f%’% ?:hla’chpzi?lglg?’ 1}?
terminologies. Then there werg two ‘variants’ on therls) ll?eq‘
scher.ne: the Crow and Omaha principles of classiﬁcatio& ?t&
matri- and patri-lineal identificationa, Finally, he conceni:l , 1: d :
on thf? terminological correlates of special fo,rms of marr'a e"
including .‘prescribed’ marriage with the bilateral Cross-c rlag‘f;;
a form which he saw as ‘mirrored in the nomenclature’ of 00128131';: 13
Melanesian s'ocieties (Lowie 1917 107, 119, 150, 151, 152 ei;ém‘; l
Thus a terminology did not need to be labelled ,as a ’whOI; 21
thence !)e assigned to one type or another, because of ¢ ’: in
typological features that it happened to r;osseqs but o &m‘%
garded as ‘molded by disparate principles’. This; .n’ot onlwus o
c].oser to the facts of the matter, but it also provided aylcam
view of the historical change of terminologies; o g inst(:a: Elu.e?'
a clumsy succession of types, the Hawaiian pr,inc.ip.le con]((] l())e‘:’f:~
22 .

We]], T do not wish to disparage Murdock’s decades of industri-
ous application to these matters, but I am bound to say that
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‘ ’ ists, however much at odds they may other- -
%be.. (1) That we know what ‘incest’ really is, whatever
1¥its regulation may take. Thus Radcliffe-Brown easily
rts, as though it were to be taken for granted, that ‘incest
operly speaking the sin or crime of sexual intimacy between
o ediate relatives within the family’ (1950: 69; italics sup-
ed)."(2) That the prohibition of incest, in spite of its highly
d patterning, is a universal, Thus according to Lévi-Strauss
‘a rule, but a rule which, alone among all social rules,
)3sesses at the same time a universal character’ (1969: 8-9).
Tt is curious, therefore, that there is nevertheless nothing like
Any:general agreement about the explanation of incest prohi-
'i‘ﬁons'. Yet the endless academic debate is carried on as if the
';;x"iegated and often unrelated theories were (1) rival explana-
fions of the same phenomenon, and hence (2) universally applic-
ble; “‘Disputes are multiplied, as if every thing was uncertain;
d these disputes are managed with the greatest warmth, as

21t overy thing was certain’ (Hume, Treatise, Bk. I).
"%fl‘hese circumstances give rise to the suspicion that here too
mething has gone radically wrong. The trouble may lie,
3 -'i‘l‘fimely, not in the comprehension of the facts or in the ingen-
fyity of the explanations, but in the conception of that which is
to be explained. It looks as though the classificatory coneepb
¥of ‘incest’ may itself actually have conduced to the confusion,
and to the negative results, which characterize the present
theoretical situation.
“Revel, in his irreverent critical comments on Les Structures
2 {lémentaires de la parenté, makes this excellent and revealing
observation: ‘If there is one thing that emerges from Lévi-
:Strauss’s book, it is that it will not do to talk about the prohibi-
tion of incest in general, because the institutions falling under
:‘fthis concept are 5o diverse and sometimes contradictory’ (1957:
£5164). It sounds a simple enough point, but I think it contains
the key. Incest prohibitions do not in fact compose a definite
class, and if this is so there cannot be a general theory that
applies to all of them.
i There are two prime considerations which support this view,
i The first is the wide and variable range of statuses to which the
prohibitions apply. The scope of application is in each case an
integral feature of the social system, and in some sense a
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1 think these statements aye mistaken in g
;1111(1);10;1] (?f a,ﬁnt,;iite émld totalglggsjﬁcation is fo‘:r;t:{ﬂ}? :l‘;lc;);‘f!:;s :
us _methodological ition has i i
which might give it o Eiﬁg%%%?}?;ﬁti%%%ﬁgzﬁ&g o
. Ye.t the J.deal continues to guide research, A recent illugtrg
ion i furnished by Romney’s analysis of the Kalmuk Mong
terminology ( 1967). 1t ig 5 long and Painstaking piece of o
and I should not desire to call jig anulyticai; %))recisﬁ)nwi%

question, but the formulatio i . :
displays very clearl  of its theorotical conclusior

type of Omaha system’ (Romne
of \ y 1965: 141), is mi
a positive result if only it meant that the Kai oy this Tight be

ud‘(}l a furtlller type to tho catalogue of ‘Omahg’
Nothing enlightening or interestin i

g has been said g},
founded clags of 8ystems, does not geem a very u T oxer

is. .. culture itself’ (1969: 12),

. The variety of explanations Proposed has been remarkable ‘4
car of menstrual blood, harmful gonetic effects, instinetive !




fio’or another form (e.g. suvang) in probably the majority of
Qzl_igltinds of the archipelago. Sumbang is commonly rendered
Hincestuous’, but it also means ‘improper’ or ‘repugnant’.
Bocial conduct it refers generally to what is offensive because
Bistout of place or unseemly, a subversion of propriety. For-
ldén- sexual congress is only one form of such unsuitable
hiviour. For that matter, sumbang covers not only incest but
miple adultery as well. And cheating at cards or some other
Amé is also sumbang. Very prominently, moreover, the word
faesthetic meanings. A connexion between the sexually
forig and the aesthetically shocking is made revealingly by a
fphirase in horticulture: a tree which has been grafted so that it
héars : blossoms of two different kinds is a pokok sumbang:
{Perosptually, the word applies to what is deformed, dishar-
fionious, or discordant. A person’s voice can be sumbang, hard
‘the ear; and an everyday material object, such as a battered
Eﬁ-board, can also be sumbanyg, unsightly. Incest, therefore,
gindeed denoted by this word, but it would be a mistake for
nethnographer to translate sumbang simply by the English
word ‘incest’.
¥In these four linguistic areas, etymological indications or
urrent usages thus exhibit a variety of meanings which cannot
alidly be classed together as the semantic component of the
gprohibition of incest.
#In addition to all this, there are cultures-in which there is no
cgch explicit notion as that of ‘incest’. In fifth-century Athens,
ot 'only was the verbal concept entirely lacking but there was
6 action at law which was or could be brought against those
flty of an offence of the kind (Harrison 1968: 22). i
A "iBy the above criteria, therefore, it is evident that_incest
prohibitions do not compose a class of homogeneous social
plienomena. The most that might be claimed is that they
¢haracteristically include certain minimal prohibitions, e.g.
that on sexual intimacy between mother and son. This is in
fiict disputable as a universal proposition, but even to concede
it would still not justify the conception that these supposedly
dommon features are what essentially define the class which is
7the subject of incest theory. It is this presumption, however,
which suggests the received idea that the differential patterns
f prohibition are ‘extensions’ of certain basic interdictions.
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lunction of it; i.e. the com lex of ibiti i
cannot .be comprehended exﬁept by I:tr(;];flsl;:llr?:i;cm 1:; B'Omg'
the institutions with which they are implicated, B tlll)is Vle“;.
o.f t'h‘e matter there are ag many different kin;is J;f inc&c(;c i
hibitions ag there are discriminabje social systemg " ~p
The second consideration is that incest prohib'itions ai:}
pm'.t moral injunctions; they are expressions of indj 9
et}ncz.tl doctrines and, whether or not they are toucheq ge'lt:li""
pecu]uu: emotional quality (something I doubt ag 4 onil
concomitant), they have cultural meanings which no at geﬂ:f :
explanation can Teasonably neglect, emp_" :
’Sorr{ething of these latter connotations can be geep in tl;

dispt%nty of tl}e words which ethnographérs translate by ¢
Enghsh word ‘incest’. Let ug begin with this word itself, te}),,k" :
it not 38 & quasi-technical term in social anthre oIo’ l:ng
phllologlcn']ly, as a particular testimony to g culturgjl trgdyit"l'l
thnt.; remains implicit in jgg composition. Tt comeg from tl;l(:é
IMM _chaste, _and belongs to & family of Romang
\wzgg_dg wx.th ﬂmm root; e.g, Freﬁgfihfﬁzgﬁgwft’;;ﬁ;;;’né to
Spanish incesto, ete. The idea ultimatg y un fBl‘leYl ‘tﬁ‘é‘“Eﬁ““T‘“gefsh
word scems therefors 0 be that Tncest i an offence againg

s

purity aﬁ%d‘“fﬁ‘éﬁra“é“égﬁ“é?wThe Germanic family of Tanigas:
oy and moral decency.” ¢ family of Tan ;
however, makes & significant contragt, In this we fing %:;%:2
gords .sucl;l t}sk (_}'gmﬂq Blutsckande; Dutch bloedschande:
orwegian bladskande, ets. Thess terms are all compomaded
oo 2:0dskande, eto. T} re all compound
the ord o blood” und Mg o g e Frsen
Idea, then, is not apparently about the puilt of ci: i
pare guilt of sullied i
but u.l)ont the public disgrace of an offence againgt kigg;lit
conceived (as we know from other evidence) ag g community (I))f

)’
1 ) h

COT:L’,jQﬁEd Bf,,,.fl,.@m,c ers ";neaning resﬁécﬁih;gf;‘(;);a“fgardei" and 3
%“?.i’ﬁ relationship Jalso: kind,~ clasg,” Egkfa“‘émﬁxencei “Tn'
(;nssné‘;ﬂ‘(;"(i‘h“i‘ﬁelse political theory the SEET)KiTiEy “of ‘TTfé““”a;tate :
depended on the ‘five relationships’ (wu lun), vi i

‘ » Viz. sover
su.b]ect,‘ fathe_r/son, elder brother/younger brother husb‘:f(ril//?
wife, friend/friend, The offence in this case, then ’is that of 5

disrupting a jural and mora] order, namely that of confusin
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'.l.‘hus Murdock writes that ‘incest taboos and exogamous restrigd
tions of whatever sort seem clearly to be extensions of the g,
f;aboos between parent and child and between brother and sié
in the nuclear family’ (1949. 284). This of course is neitherlo 'i
inference nor established fact, but the very Presumption 1gn
cates the diagnosis of the initial conceptual error about inceg
I.n this case also the difficulties arise from the invalid constifi
tion of a class and, especially clearly, the unbounded exerg}
of the craving for generality, 3

i ocess to socially recognized valuables is always socially .
sgulated; the regulation expresses the evaluation.

XL

-Rules define what is permitted and what is prohibited.
% N N

:1:}16 regulation of access to women is in these respects
; ggﬁ;like any other kind of regulation; access to certain cate-
g ;ries of women is permitted, and to certain others is
b_ibited. These rules, positive and negative, compose in any
sparticular instance a coherent set and should be compre-
'§”ﬁded as such, - i.e. correlatively. It is methodically
lefective to consider only prohibitions, apart from permissions
i d}lprescriptions, and it is yet more invalid to consider only
solated prohibitions as though these alone were definitive or
ntial,

oY
hat is at issue in the study of ‘incest’ prohibitions is simply
8inegative aspect of the regulation of access to women. All
hat is common to incest prohibitions is the feature of prohi-

as in the reinterpretation of the conce
seem feasible either, for there are no

-conclude that ‘incest’ is a mistaken sociological concept »

Before we do 80, let us make a brief appreciation of the
d not a universal. There can henco be no general theory of

situatiop. Bach set of cultural prohibitions forms g coherentl§
but variablo assemblage of rules; the contextual explication of
these rules demands a recourse to history, language, moralv
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semantic explication of the ruleg of one societ ;
at all to those of another., T ey ot epply
Here, then, is a Ppossible line of argument about incest theor}

or

he intention behind these remarks has been to argue that
lithropological research has been misguided, in even the sup-
osedly basic topies of kinship and marriage, by certain con-
ceptual failings. The most consequential of these is the uncritical
attachment to an inappropriate conception of a ‘class’, namely
! _}hat a class is a number of objects possessing certain attributes,
for even perhaps only one attribute, in common. What is com-
;ixon, moreover, has been conceived as a specific or essential
feature, and this feature has been represented in empirical
E@iljms. This mode of thought is the product, I have been con-
stending, of a craving for generality. The craving is the resultant,
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L. In each instance, we are dealing with explicit rules, i.e. wit
c'o]lectivo representations. These ruleg mmay perhaps h,m;e.emo
tm{ml concomitants, and for all we know may even be grounded i3
ultimately in some common ingtinct or psychic character, by i
cmpirically we can deal with them only as social facts. T

2. The rules, by definition, have to do with access to women,

3. .Women are social valuables; for many peoples, and in the
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Wh'&t is common to descent systems may be only that they
r ‘6usly exploit certain logical possibilities in a sexually deﬁne.d
Smission of rights from one generation to the next. What is

Wittgenstein maintaing, of number of tendencies, the fir
of which is: ‘

“The tendency to look for something in commop to all;
entities which we commonly subsume under a genera] te;
~ We are inclined to think that there must be something’ Ip: ] 10 ;
common to all games, Say, and that this common propertgf 5 ities in the c.:la:sglﬁcaf;lon of sexual ;ta,:us?. “;hiz;)gtliz 301'111‘;:;2
the justification for applying the general term “game” to'tk c'est prohlbltlon.f; is .merely the acd o proh enem.l o
varions games; whereag games form g Jamily the membg j{;thus be son.lethmg In common, uhn er tezu‘z tig noral fe OI:
of which have family likenesgeg, Some of them have the samg not necessarily a definite set Off: charac ‘fa‘msro},xibli)tion ,for
nose, others the same eyebrows and others again the same tial features. The comr;;l:nin :;t;u::g ;)1 atli)ons v diﬂ};rent
of wa]kmg; and these likenesseg overlap’ (1 958:17), roapost e moSul somparant

Wittgenstein argues is responsible
ity is our Preoccupation with the
he method of reducing the explana-

There need not be, ace ingly, any one thing that th
Phenomena, of ‘kinship’ have in common, or that the Phenomenj
of ‘marriage’, ‘descent’, ‘re]ationship terminology’, or ‘incest'}
respectively have in common, Under each general term thy
instances may be clagsed together, instead, as in Spinning
thread we twist fibre on fibre: ‘And the
does not reside in the fact that Some one fibre runs thro
whole length, Lug in the overlapping of many fi
genstein 1953, gec, 67). The trouble, however, ig
inclined by our conceptual habitg to assume that
be something in common t all the phenomeng that we clag
together as ‘kinship’ and the rest, and it iy thig unanalysed
premiss that leads us into theoretical difficulty. Wittgenstein’s
Tesponse to this kind of confusion in other fields of inquiry i§
the injunction: ‘Don’t say there must he something common/s
or they would not he called [ X~ but, Joof; and see whether thers 2§
is anything common to all’ (1953, geq, 66). The consequence of
doing 50 in socia] anthropo]ogy is, T Suggest, the realizatio
that the phenomena clagseq as ‘kinship’, for instance, do not, in?
all cases possess any specific features gucl as could justify the'
formulation of general propositiong about them, :

& explanation are removed.
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