CHAPTER 81X
Cognatic Descent and Ego-centred Groups

1
In Chapter One, we contrasted the unilineal and cognatic
methods of recruitment with respect to the forming of des-
cent groups. The unilineal method, we saw, had the ad-
vantage of assigning individualﬂgigng: group only (father’s
or mother’s) and so creating discrete; thaf is rionoverlap-
ping groups. We can perhaps visualize this as below:
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When both unilineal principles are used, the same remains
true and a man is a wmember of one matrilineage and one
pairilineage and these exist for different purposes. Either
unilincal systera produces a discrete series of descent groups
~ lineages or ¢lans — and an individual is assigned 1o one of
these only. In a QQul}lc—dgg_gggE systern, the units of the
gystern are still discrete and non-overlapping patrilincages
on the one hand and matrilineages on the other, although
there will be members of all the matrilineages in each of the
patrilineages and vice vesa. As the wmatrilincages and
patsilincages exist for different o 0t Tat

cs, this does not mai-
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tezr, although as we saw for the Yako, it might if not skilfully
‘meshed’ produce some problems, We might itlustrate it as
below:

Diggram 2g

When we come to cognatic descent groups, however, the
picture changes. No longer is the society composed of
discreie non-overlapping groups, for as we saw, by thelr
very nature the cognatic lineages are bound to overlap
in membership, and 2 man will be a mewber of several
similav-purpose groups at the same time. Clearly, then,
these must present different souctural problems from
unilineal groups, althcugh, like the latter, they are com-
posed of the descendants of a common ancestor. In the
cognatic case, however, this descent is not limited by sex,
but all the ancestor’s descendants are included in his group,
It reprossnts the thivd atternalive open to onr sibling group:
allow both men and wemen o repreduce  the group.
We rnight illustrate it as bllows:
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unilineal descent groups. They cannot, to take a simple
exarnple, ever be residential groups. If one of these lineages
decided to keep all its members together, then it could only
do so at the expense of other lincages, by depriving them of
members. It could keep a core of members together and
compete with other lineages for the ailegiance of the
absent ones — and we have seen that something like thiy
¢an happen in some matrilineal societies ~ but there cannot,
b a rule that all members of the lincage reside together,
We cannot, in fact, predict what rules of residence there
will be. As these groups are almost bound to be dispersed,
then they could go with any rule of residence, or more likely
with 5o Gxed rule, To take another example, they could not
act as vengeance groups — a common function of unilineal
':hneaggs If a man of lineage A killed a man of lineage B,
in our unilincal examples, then B could revenge itself by
k1§1mg a mernber of A, This is easy because the membership
of B is quite distinct from that of A, But if a roan of 1 killed
a man of 2, in our cognatic example, then how could 2
revenge itself on 1 when members of 1 are also mermbers
of 2z and vice versa? One could go on adding examples
ol the problems that overlapping brings in its wake, 5o
devastating have these seerned to some theorists that they
have denied that cognatic descent groups could possibly
exist and treated them - because Principle g holds good
here and the men are in charge — as patrilineal groups in a
state of Hux, We will sce why this is later.

11

Now therc is nothing wrong with being a member by
birth of several groups. Indeed, it might cven have positive
advantages. But it does follow that unless they are modified
in sorne way these cognatic descent groups cannct function
like unilineal lineages. They share with the latter the charac-
teristic of being groups based on descent from a common
ancestor, but in accepting the cognatic mode of recruitient
they have lost the discreteness that is the unilineal descent
group’s trump card in social effectiveness.
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But the fact that they cannot [uncton quite like unilineal
descent groups should not blind us to their possible [unc-
tions, and, in some circumnstances, they may even have
survival value that unilineal groups lack, But let us fivst say
that what we have been discussing abave, Inan abstract way,
are what anthropologists. have come to term ‘uprestricted’
cogndtic descent groups; that is, those that admit to mem-

“Bership all The desdendarits of the foundmn ancestor. it is_
possible to restri mcmbershxp i
_other than sex, an S it can funciion like -
Ttheir umhneai opposﬂL numbers But for the moment
16t ug stick to the ruthlessly cognatlc version,

We could i 1mag1ne a situation in which these were cere-
monial groups, as is in fact the case with the Sagada Igorots
of the Philippines. If group 1 called its members together for
a cercmony, then it wounld be no matter that they were all
also members of other groups who had other ceremeonies;
the only clash would be over time: they could not hold dif
ferent ceremonies at the same time, But another circam-
stance that is easily imagined might get over thm pxoblcm
Say, there were in the soclety kcvcm] areus of ifig land,
and these areas had been owned originally b\,’ men who
instituted the rule that all their descendanis could graze
their catile on them. It would again be no matter that a
man had grazing rights on more than one of these — in fact
it might be a very good thing, The Igorots mentioned above
provide examples of this. "Their ancestors entered thé ter-
ritory they now hold about eight to ten gencrations ago.
Some prominent men among these early migrants cleared
certain hillsdes of trees and alf the descendants of cach man
have a right to cultivate on the patch of hillside he cleired.
Similarly, clusters of pine trees that were first claimed by a
Iqan are the possession of all his descendants who appoint a
“Warden’ to regulate the gathering of wood., Agdm take
inheritance. If there were a rule that all a man’s children
shared in his inheritance, then this would go on being
divided down the generations and his heies could form a
cognatic lineage. This ‘potential® lincage may never in
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fact amount to very much except that links would have to be
kept up in the case of the dying out of one branch of it and
a consequent ‘reversion’ of property. This would all depend
on the nature of the property. If it were, say, cattle - which
could easily be divided and shared — then there would be
perhaps less need for the group to stick together; hut if the
inheritance were impartible — say undividable land - then,
of course, the group would have to have some unity in order
joiatly to exploitit.

This latter poini raises the questicn of residence again.
“Ithe propetty of the group is a territory, how can the group
reside in and exploit this territory ? Well, we have alrcady
sugrested a slight modification of the system that will allow
for this: a core of members could reside there, while the
absent members ¢ould Tetain rights in the la.nd without
“actually being on it; they could come and live on it if they

L_wanted to. Thig muhod could be pushed a little harder, The
group could be defined as all the descendants of the ultimate
ancestor wha elected 1o live on the lincage lands. Those who
elected to live elsewhere would lose rights to raembership
in the lincage. I some such qualification is made, then the
group is known as a resivicted’ cognatic t group. The
cognatic principle still liolds ~ all the. descendants. of the

. ultlmdl,(, ncestor have a right to the land of the group;
but unless they exercise this right, then they lose it, This
means that a man must choose which lincage to belong to of
ilie many to which he claims a link. In our L\amplc {p. 148,
tien, ego must choose whether to affiliate with 1, 2, 3, or 4,
and must, in [act, take only one of these. The result of suciva
systern would IJL_ grouns as discrcte as unilineal descent
groups, but instead of achieving this discreieness by re-
stricting recruitraent to one or other sex of the group, they
achieve it by a restriction on residence: only those who reside
with the group are members of it.

has it is that white siill holding to the cognalic principle
(a man can jein either father’s or mother’s group ele.), a
series of discrete non-overlapping groups can be formed.
The great adaptatinnal advantage that these groups have is
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Hexibility, In a society where, say, patrilineages each live on a
lirnited amount of land, it is likely that demographic pres-
surcs can result in some lineages becoming far too large for
the amount of land they hold, while in cthers the ratio of
land to members may drop over a few generatipns. We saw
mhcr how unilineal descent groups had this chink Tn their
armour — they were subject to clemoglaphu, fluctuations.
When this happ{,ns, the neatness and precision of the uni-
lineal principle which is [ing for recruitment purposes be-
comes a built-in rigidity which can throw the system off
batance. The cognatic system, on the other hand, can deal
with this contingency quite easily. If one group threatens to
become far too large for its land, then many of its members
will be members of other such groups and can take up their
land rights in these, thus redistributing the population even-
ly amongst the holdings. The fact that cognate descent
groups seem most popular in small island communities may
e due to this fact - population pressure on a small area of
land. The cognatic system here allows for flexibility, wlhile
unilineal systemn might well break down under demographic
strain, In fact, unilineal systerns do exist in small island
communities but they have to be ready to make .Idjusm—
ments 10 the face of the pressures we have deseribed. This
Imds SOME COMMENLALors 1o see the systems we have called
as results of the breakdown of a 1—,7&“1_

m. In Tact, they often have a patrilineal tnge.
There 15 a strain lowaldb keeping men together — fathers,
sons and brothers - for purposes of defence and solidarity in
work ete. This means hnt residence 15 often predeminantly
patrilocal: of the choices open to him, a man most readily
chouses to live with his father’s group. Whetler we regard
this as the result of a breakdown of patriliny — or, as other
observers have seen it, as the beginnings of a patl‘ilincai §yg-
tem ~ depends per ]mps on our views of the nature of suaial

_evolution and ch&ngL MYy own éfinion is that the cognatic

lincage method is in all probability an independent type,
brut that it could in some cases result from unilineal break-
down. It could also rigidily into unilincality in some cases,

Lag
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depending on whether circumstances tzd o the adopton of
a matrilocal or patriiocal system of residence.

A lot here depends on the idcology of the systemn, the
Mae-Ernga of New Guinea bave a predominantly pairilineal
ideclogy ~ they believe in the ‘closeness of relationship’
of zgnatcs and they have patrilineal clans and lincages
eic. But 2 lincage will allow cognates to farm ifs lands,
when there is not too much pressure on these. Thus, a man
will give land o his sister’s sons and daughter’s sons if they
need it. When pressure builds up, however, prelerence 12
given to agnates. Now the Maori of New Zealand, on the
othier hand, have a cogaatic ideology. The social unit is the
L, a terditorial group, and a man is & raember of as many
hapu as he has lineal ancestors wha were members. But here,
de facio, he has to reside in only one at a tirne. This does not
nean that he lases sights m the others as he would in a truly
restricted systern, but that, in effect, he is stuck with the unc
he chooses first. Now, here most wen choose to stay near
theit fathers and join the father’s Agiu. Also, the Macrl are
preat kecpers of genealogles which rua to encrmous lengihs,
The wore males a wan has in his gencalogy the move prosti-
gious it is, although tv trace a link through a fernale who
was a geeat princess does ot disgrace him. Afl these facis
give a strong patrilineal tinge to the hapu, but nevertheless, a
man may without prejudice join his mother’s or grand-
mother’s Aapr and he doss so guite often. Tn terns then of the
sitaation ou the gratad, with both the Mac-Fuga tuwd the
Maori we have groups ol coguates who are primarily ag-
nates using a territory and its lands. A statistical survey may
well show that cornposition of local groups is raore or less
identical between the two socicties — yet one 1s ¢ patriiineal’

and the other * cognatic’. '

Tt may be argued that the Mae-Enga cognates do not be-
cowne members of the agrartic lineages to which they attach
thermnselves, This is true, but an example we have already
discussed gaay push the argument a little further, The Yako
are divided fnto territprially based patriclans and a man is
supposed to ceside in end bea wmember of the patiiclan of bis
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father — by definition it seems, But the Yako leave a loop-
hr?le. A mnan may, if he wishes, leave and join the patriclan
of his rnother’s brother. He is adopted by the latter and he-
comes his mother’s brother’s “son’ by adoption. (This Lias an
enormous advantage as he is then his mother’s brother’s heir
both‘matrlhneally and patrilincally and he has his cake and
tats it at the same time. A eomsiderable proportion of the
Yako take advantage of this stratagem.) Thus, in any patii-
lincage there may be men who are in fact cognates by bivth
g‘ gister’s sons’y ut who have been adopted in. In what sensa
Is this system different then from the Maori? The answer
lies at the ideological rather than the practical level, What
we havein all these cases are land-holding corporations; cne
can get membership in these {or, at least, some rights) in
various ways. In all three cases, the commonest and surest
way 1g by being one’s father’s child, In the Mac-Enga and
the Yaku, one can sue for membership in victue ofa Cgt1‘11atic
connexion; but amongst the Maorl, one has a Vgl to
membership by virtue of a cognatic connexion. This may
seem a small diflerence, but it is very important,

I;Iowewr, this discussion should make us wary of tryilyg
to force systemns too rigidly into the categories of * patrilinea E
‘cognaiic’ and ‘macrilineal’, Some fpatrilinezl’ systeens
sy in fact be much more like some ‘ cognatic’ thaa they are
l_ike other patrilineal systerns. We must always fook carc-
fully at all the rights and gbligations that people can hald 13
property, srouy membershap and in cach t_)_Lhur:j, and see how
these are distriibuted. Very 0.[161"1,'le{: lines of division b
come Blurred when this is dene, but at fcast we cscapy the
_iahacy that having said of a system that it is ‘putrilineal” we
have disposed of the most important question about it. We
%’l‘(lVﬁ, in fact, only just begun. All systemns are in a sense

transitional’; change is the law o life in s0cicly, as.well asin

Jhature, I a systern i3 faced with changing circumstances,

then it mLhc:r changes and adapts to these, or dies, Thus,
sorme cognalie systems as we see thiem operating may be the
result of adaptational changes hy patrilineal systems, bul
the opposite may be cqually true, 'Hhis golyering fact ghould
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perhaps turn us frorm asking simply, ‘into what erucuu;ﬂ
- H ¢ . EU R &Y

category should we place system XK’ to asking, ‘what are the

trends in sysicra XX [rom where s 1t coming and where does

H LR I
it seem to be going !

11
We have scen, then, that cognaic descent groups can be
of three kinds:

(. Unrestricted. Yo these, all the descendants of the ultimate
or founding ancestor are members.

a. Restricted. Xn these, all the descendants of the f(‘mn.dcr
have 2 right to mermbership, but can on}y exercise this right
if they choose, say, to live in the fm.mder s territory. :

5. What we might call pragmatically 're.virwled: In these al
the descendants remain merabers, but in practice they can-
pot take up membership in all the groups they bellong to, as
ihese are territorial, So they have to choose which one fo
aflizte with, but this s not irnmutable,

The important thing here is that 1hc' restricted v.a.rlct%
caq, in fact, funciion with the same effectiveness fiS}‘{I}lhITﬁ(&l
descent groups, and also have an added Iluxllni.n..y L’“n.;t
might turn out in sorne circumstances to b(? a pos1t1_v§ ad-
vantave. Let us look at some exarmaples ol these kinds <?f
group; in action in order o see just what they can do. \t\r‘c
have discussed the third type under the Maori, so we can
Tenve that aside lor the moment, o

Let us tum to the Gilhert Isfanders in the !’m_:lhc 10 see an
claborate cognatic system al work. The Gl.lbcl't {slanders
have several kinds of kinship group but we will concern our-
sclves with their cognatic descent groups. The rmost all-
inclusive of these is an unrestricted cognatic descent group
known charmingly as the go. Both men gnd womer l-mlc}
fand and on the death of an individual his land is le{r_lcq
between all his children. (His daughters may have rcccm:d‘
their share on rmarriage. ) As this process contimues, a tract of
land is divided and subdivided amongst the descendants of
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the origiral owner. The oo regards iwself as in a sense jointly
respansible for all the land, and members of the oo may not
sell land without the permission of all the ethers. I any line
of the so dies out, then the land reverts to the oo gencrally
and ¢ redistributed ameong the members. Members who
lcave the area In which the descent group owns land, do uot
theveby lose rights in it. Any one who is descended fromn the
original owner keeps his rights in the land and passes these
on to his children. The fact that the oo are bound to overlap
means that an individual may hold rights in several of them,
In such a systern the various plots of land that an individual
holds in the various oo territories must not be too fur from
each other or he could not work them. On small islands,
such a system of landholding is feasible, The Maaori Aapu, on
the other hand, were not so compact, and so multiple in-
heritance was relatively impossible.

Another important descent group on the Gilbert Islands
is the bwoti. 1'his 1s a segment of an oo which 18 concerned
with scating-rights in the comraunity meeting-houses.
These rights are very Important to the Gilbertese, Lach
meeting house s marked out, and certain areas of it belong
to the descendants of men who owned particular plots of
land. Now alf the descendants of one of these men would be
an o0, but not all would have inherited a piece of his land.
When a man died his land would be divided amongst his
children, and he would bequeath the land in one of his g0
to one child, that in another vo to another child . . . and so
ou. Fhus a child might be a member of an ee hut net neces-
sandly have inherited any.ol'its property ) hence he woullh not
be able to sit with the dreoti associated with the e, Fle would,
however, have got some land in atl least one oo that had
buwotr rights in ene of the meeting houses. A person would so
distribute his property to his heirs that each of them ob-
tained such a right, 'Fhe division of inheritance 1s such that
men got much more than women, and in consequence a
inan is more likely to get bwoii membership from his father
than his mother. This gives the bwofi o patrilineal tinge,
Barly wrilers often deseribed it as a patrilineage.
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The bwoti is then a common descent group whose mein-
hership is restricted to those descendants of a comrmon
ancestor who have acquired rights in & particular plot of
land.

Thirdly, the Gilbertese have the kainga. Now, every an-
cestor who founds a bweti, also founds a kainga, but the
membership rules are different, so that although each
kainga is associated with a bwati, their membership Is not co-
terminous. The rule for kainga membership is again hitched
i6 landholding, The original ancestor had lived on a certain
tract of land. Some of his descendants continued to reside
there but others moved away. Those who continued to re-
side there plus those who tad heen born and raised there but
had moved away after marriage, formed the kainga. Thus,
those who were born on the land inherited mermbership even
il they moved away; bt if they moved away their children did

not inherit membership. Thus, ila man’s parents were living
patrilocally he would belong to his father’s kainga: il they
were living roatrilocally he would belong to his mother’s. 1t
was (hus in a sense parental residence choice that determined
an individual’s keinga meobership. Since residence was pre-
dominantly patrilocal most people belonged to the father’s
kainga. Leadership of the kainga was passed on patrilineally.
This was worked by having the eligible successor reside
patrilocally so that his son would be eligible to succeed him
aned s o, Thus, the Fainea very mnch resemnbled a patri-
Linuape, but Uns esembilioee was arrived at by a route fowr
difterent from the simple rule of patribineal sUCCessIon.

‘ _G(g_(;(l(:ru‘mgh, who deseribes this system surmns it up taus:
e 4l three descent groups are somehow connected with

land. An ancestor having established ownership of a tract
was the founder of all three. Al of his descendants formed an
00. Those in actual possession of a share in the land are cli-
gible to membership in a bwoti. Those whose parents resided
on it form a kainga.” Thus the oo 1s concerned with rightsin the
land ; the bwoti with actual possession of a plece ofit; and the
kainga with residence on it.

Similar groups 1o {hese three - particularly the co and the
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g!i:rt]?;)a’ c;zlft;uersli 11‘16:11:; };lhzlrlpl')lncs, LrheiSOIAOmDanS'lzmdS,
: oly g ally and, of course, New Zealand
The S‘?cottlsh ‘glan’ was a form of cognatic descent grou .
._g'lmm in Gaclic simply meaning ‘clildren’ or d(—:sc(—:né‘da'1:tp'J
Because of & preference for endogamy and patri.locai rluj
Flcrme 1t, too, had a strong patrilineal tinge as 15 evidenc {
in the inheritance of surnames. But notz that every t’Lc
Highland Scot bears two names: his father’s anfd 111]_(’:
mother’s. Thus Robert McAlpine McKingon is a M‘cKiim
non through his father and a McAlpine through his moth :
- and he may belong to other clans “hy birth”, Thlis s 'S'tlibl
no longer functions except for sentimental reasong lzut 3
some of the more remote Celiic parts of the Bl‘itisﬁ; Isles 1:
fﬂesce.nt group like the oo, with very similar functions, is ‘;ZiILI
in existence, [t would be described with the old G-ac]i,{; ;‘-\;01'd
too; as ‘Clann Boghain’ for example: the children or des-
?;;I;STLHLS of Owen, over as many as eight or more genera-
At this point, the reacler might like to refer back to Chap-
ter three and look at case 5. In discussing the I‘JOSSibl; ‘eﬁ—
v;z'onr?ﬂcntal pressures that might produce various i;inds)of
grouping, I suggested that ‘transferability of skills” in m‘a‘h*s;
and thc. need o distribute a population over aa‘rricultur‘ﬂ)
plots might lead to a situation in which cither l?tc ;ncn :JI'
tlu:. wornen moved on marriage, thus creating amibslocal
residence. Tn the examplos we have just lnokf’{T at, we (1
se l@nwl this has happened in o nunber nl'm;c\; .",l‘lu“l'.!:"l‘l
(.lct‘ntlal group that we would getin case 5 wonl-d‘l'-)v Iih&:- ki
of the Gilbertese &ainga {with the spouécs cjil 1'1-'Jcn."1bvr.s;UEI}
those members who were born there and subscq‘uﬁ‘llll
jmoved‘away on marriage continued to have rights m thz
lar}d of the group, then a true kainga could easilyoc'om“ int
being. Such a combination of groups that we get i1:1 thz GilO
herts and ‘elsewhere on srnall islands, howcvcrb are ‘ver tiec{
to plots of land and localities. This is fine for ’smail isl}’fmds
hut C%Carly it would be of little use to desert nofnads (; e\i
pan.chng warrior tribes. For these, a patrilineal system h"lS
obvicus advantages and such a s'ystem of groups as we 'ih;d
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on the Gilberts would not be wiorkable, They reprcs;nlt ’a
yather fine adjustment 10 ceologival pressures: an exp mt}.:
tion of our third option which h}lmanlblology olfers for the

recruitrpent of groups ona kinship basis. 1o
Before leaving cognatic descent groups, we 5110‘1’11_ ‘EJ(J.:
haps lock at one for which case 5 in Chapter ,.thzcc graf scrve
25 the exuct model, The Iban of Borneo hive in b_ng’fmu?{-js,
and cach longhouse may contain azx:ythmg“ up to ‘Dr]:; ami 1:‘;;
each living in its own apartment. These i}am;hcs,’ 1110“'/51 (Of
bilek attcr the name of the a'pa;ftrﬂcnt, are the ii"lca '\;::[;1 g !
the society, rather than th_e longhouse a; such. N b:z}; :t
couple marry, they ust decide wh‘c:tber to iveint o hiler 0
the man or that of the woman. Thisigsa 11{omentﬁut < mami
beesuse they become memburs of the one lh;‘.?f ' 1\'m lj»lhoc .
lose tembership in the one they tun down. i a man (;( ;r(
e to go Lo his wilc’s pilek and farm the izm(.l -L)hcft 1t$\,\11;' “}:lc "
of the longhouse land}, then he Tuses all 1‘1311(35.“) }1; :ifc.’s
his natal bilek and is thoroughly mcgrpora@ into .-jS‘. thn.
The bilek family Is CROEATHOUS. } A Pa!c/g farnily Cr}m]u,,t 'ALi
of ali the descendants of the original m:vncr (i lt m Ll};cilfdn
fent, except those that liave moxlu:d zL'wrley; arﬂu ltl(:_é: :L;HQC
ren, but includes the spous.cs_of natal mera ‘er‘s_\i ¢ fmu\ "
to reside in it Flere an il’l(llVld"l.llil (i?(:s not (.11;f<)>-c-wtge e o
ot to Tive in the mother’s or father's group, bulin aly

,
1 er's or Tather’s), or the spouse’s
group {whether Lis be mnother’s or father’s), © 1

] i (¢ e versl “the Chinese practice
group. [tisa ind of cognatic version of I

of incorporating the .w.ili'(: olf a m?“ul—il,i:.)i Iiislimlc‘i]g:{([};h (1:6
feresting becanse virtoral and Useriots sidence @
:::;;llyabalanccd in {han ?ocic&y, :-m.d 1tthuefo1{,c;401rvn:::;ﬁ§
example of cugnatic 1-::01‘1111’.‘!'!‘16“111. which 1:,. n;t plf, : ﬁ;m s
panilocal. The (han are rice farmers, an _r()nr_ nce‘L :mew
very rmuch like another, so labour and skills ‘ch'ii é(m \?thh .is
{ferable. A couple on ma'r;iage therefore raust judge

e best beg — his dilek or hers, .
Lhtﬁri;,b\i uzn see that out of a si.t\‘;zj_tion suihxas).\.vz thl:/;:
saged in case 5, @ number of possibilities f:ou.h cm)ulri i.n e
dominantly putri]oc:al rusidence fand (:r)TllLI-r‘llalx-]g Ll?\:ﬁ)t..[.Li,u;
land on the part of those who left would lead to a Lalbers
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situation, while a more rigidly residential rule of member-
ship wouald give us domething like the éilek of the Iban, That
such groups as the oo and the keinga scom confined (o small
islands is perbaps significant, but we should not lase sight of
the Maori — a numerous, sophisiicated and warlike peaple -
who show that a cognatic principle of descent-group forma-
tion need not be confined to atolls.
I have approachca the probiem of cognatic descent
groups backwards in comparison with the approach used
for unilineal groups. With the latter, I tried to show how the
principie of unilineal descent-group organization could arise
out of a siznple residence sitwation: in the present case 1
started with the principle of group organization and ended
with a rather tame reference o residence. The ynain reason
for this was that I wanted to align these groups firmly with
unilineal groups in the comimon category of descent groups.
Hence, started by exploring the possibility of having all the
descendants of an ancestor as members of his group, This
gives us @ continuum: at one cnd we have the unrestricted
cognatic descent group in which ail the descendanis of the
ancestor are mesabers; then we have cognatic descent
groups restricted in membership in terms of residence; then
we have descent groups resiricted in tenns of sex — that iy,
only allowing the members of one sex 1o recruit the group.
Thus unilineal groups are secn simply as one type of restiie-
ted descent group rather than as a completely separate type
of group altogether from the cognatic. All these groups share
in being common-descent groups — their fucal pointisan an-
cestor from whom all the mermbers ultimately trace descent,
The second reason that [ approached this problem back-
wards was because I am less sure of the connexion between
residence and descent in this case, As we saw eaclier, the
cognatic descent group seems to be compatible with any
kind of residenice principle — it really depends on what the
purpose of the group is. Where, as 15 usually the case, it s
concerned with the inheritance and control of land, then
prrhaps we can rore casily sce that residence on the land
might lave something to do with it The circumstances that
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favour the development of ambilocal rrlc:31df:‘nce (.C:-l-fe 5)
might well favour the growth{ of cognatic c_iesccm b( J\{pl;—
Given the transferability of skills and a sub51stcn§e-clg}1%F()l
lure ccanoy with a pressure on‘hmd, then a systemn o (,—u‘?*
natic descent groups would provide a reason.ablc SOlULm,“,}mi
chat it ailowed for a redistribution t‘)f population ?rfxgng'st tbi;
scarce plots. A system like the Gllbﬁrf:CSCrlS al,‘l 1 @1ra )
answer to the problem. F he uanStt_‘ICTCd’ Qc:§erlt} glro&q
operates in relaiion ta claims on the ff)under 8 PML’ wanr :, 1@1
cestricted descent groups operate with _rcsptct toﬂth‘-:actu’a
ownership of parts ol it, or residence on it Bucfh a‘byElL:lL'ciil
have its problems of course, not least that of Fagmu; d} 10 ;
and the product may be simaliﬂ, scattered holdings which are
: omical and difficult to farm. ‘
‘m;iff S;;;Elcnce is ambilocal, and the arcas o_f 1anc'1 concernﬁd
are distinet, then the membcrf» and their chﬂdrcn_li«\f 0
leave can either retain rights 1o t.hc land or losj'e Ller{nf,
thus producing wnrestricted or restricted df:scentﬂ g:d oups: ,
however, the people live in large se?tlements an (;m" Oi
their land, and residence rules are ﬂc:»'uble, how l-}/u:n) o.auc> ‘
aroups arise? The full set of detcrrflma.nts fc?r th{*.,st, gl.ouipi
has not yet been worked out, fmd it may b'c thﬁat an 1;1(1
pendent ideology of the equal rights of-lel children tl‘)‘ln {61.:
ance is involved, But it s hard to believe that the ideo ogyr
would survive in the face of cr1\'§1'0{11'11c111111 pressures L}li.ti
made it non-udaptational. Tdcc?iog‘lca! factors czmnf;l‘ 1 ;c
ruled oul, however, beeause it is possible - V\:‘lllvl hn.-.l]m )1 (
acdjustinents — for unilineal systems 1o survive m mTu.‘ 1-t lll.,
sarie CITCUIMSINCEs iy seenn 40 l_n‘c}:d' cognali ‘ sys! l;“h‘.t
ficology sometimes sets hard and fast lirnits, bm w:x? OTL‘L,I'J. i
allows 2 large amount of * play’, and so different systers c;n
flourish in the same conditions. But we must not forget tne
theorists who insist that cognatic systems are b}"eexlidowns ff
unilineal systems in the face o_f emrn‘onmen[al_ Presaiufcs.
Thus they inay represent an adjustment of a un?hnea sys-l
tem. Alternatively they may simply be the breeding gmunf
of unilingal systems, On this subject, we have along way yet
o go.

_belongs to the group asa
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My reason for wanting to put these cognatic groups firmly
into the category of ‘descent groups’ is largely due to the
fact that anthropologists have tended o ignore thera until
recently. Most students of kinship, following Radciiffe-
Brown, have been bemused by the hard, clean beauty of the
unilineal principle and have scen in such things as the hapu
only sports and oddities. They have either tried to assimilate
them to unilineal sysicros, or have just ignored their exis-
tence. Thus, the ‘ descent-group theory’ that gets inuch talk-
ed about really means ‘unilineal descent-group theory’,
Radeiiffe-Brown thought the advantages of the unilineal
solutions to be so obvious that he conld hardly imagine how
any soclety cowld ger by without adopting one or the other
of them. Quite a number, however, have managed to stag-
ger along despite this handicap, and we are now Liccoming
better equipped to see why and how.,

There has also been ancther confusion. Anthropologists
have thought that the cognatic principle could ust be eftec-
dvely used to form deseent groups — those based on descent
frore a common ancestor ~ and have thought that it was
solely concerned with the formation of ego-cenired or personal
groups, Ltis to these e we must now tur,

v
Dreseent groups have certain chavacteristics in common
whatever their form. They all consist of the desceridarits of a
comon ancestor; all the menubers ave therefore related to
cacly other 1n respect of such descent. They

wte’ groups, that is, groups that ¢xisti
Individuals composing them. They ex v';
individual mgmbiers come and go, but the group goes on.
Corporateness alse implies that they act ‘as a body’; thus if
onie of their members kills a man, the group.as a whole is
held respensible for the killing; or, as is often the case with
land, this cannot be alienated by an individual meraber but
o _ whole and must only pass {rom one
member of the group to another. Descent groups are not al-
ways corporatce in thislatter scose, but they abways are groups

are usually ‘cor-
ndependendly ¢
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that exist in perpetuity. They ace corarnonly excgarous,,
but this is not universally the case. It is the relation by come
men descent of all the members to each other, and corporate-
ness in the sense of perpetuity of existence that characterizes
all descent groups. Bearing this in mind, we can now look at
cgo-centricily.

We saw carlicr that there were two ways of locking at any
kinship system: from the angle of the kin-groups composing.
the society and frorn the angle of the individual and his kin.
Thus, we saw that looked at from the first angle we may only
see a soclety composed of patriclans; but that in such a
society an individual may recognize cognates up to a certain
degree as relatives, and have important relationships with
matrilaleral relatives . . . and so on. Now, this is true of ail
kinship systems. G ugh has_christened these two
angles the angestor-focus .phé.?gqﬁc_zgq,:Now, iile all kin-
ship sysierns can be viewed from either focus, only some
make use of the ancestor-focus in the formation of groups —
it groups; others make use of the ego-focus in group
and it is this formation of groups on the basis of
the ego-focus that we must now look at. Let us note that
these are not mutually cxclusive methods, and a soclety can
have more than one kind of kinship group operating n it

Groups formed on the ego-focus must, of necessity, be very
different from those based on the ancestor-focus. They con-
sist not necessarily of people who have an ancestor in com-
mon, but of people who have a relaites {ego) In common who
Is not an ancestor of theirs, The best known of such groups 1s
the ,n_‘_}zib‘c{l.- This is recruited on the basis of the degree of
relationship-ol 1ts members to a comimon ego rather than a
coramon ancestor, The best way to illustrate this is by the
farniliar English notion of cousinship, Thus, all ego’s cog-
nates up lo, say, sccond cousins, could be counted as his
kinered. Diagram g2 iliustrates this by using the neutral
square to mean “person(s) of either sex’ — which stresses the
cognalic nature of the group. But it is very different from a
cognatic descent group, The men born of the kindred are:
not all related to each whereas they are all related to ego.

nd cobsing
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Diagram 32

All the members of it do not have an ancestor in coramion -
all they have in comraon is ego hirself (or herself), Thus:
every person in the society has such a group, and each
group is relative to that person. No two people. except silb-
lings will have the sarne kindeed, and kindreds will thus
endlessly overlap. We can illustrate this as below:

—

Diagram g3

(solid line = T’s kindred; dotted line = II’s kindred)
Here we have a simple kindred of first-cousin range. 11 and
‘}.II arc members of I’s kindred; T and IV are members of
1P’s kindred ; hut TV is not a member of T's kindred . .

' . and
50 on, Ifwe carry the analysis lincally — over the generations

- thu} we would find that ego’s kindred was different from
the kindred of his father, and that of his wother. Such
groups clearly then cunnot function except in relation to

the ego who is their tocus. They cannot be ‘corporate’ in
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the sense of existing in perpetuity, because once cgo dies
(and here siblings are counted as a collective ego}, the
group ccases o esist. This is not true of a descent group.
Nor do ego’s children inherit his kindred, The kindred then
is a purely prersonal group. ' .

{t s casy to see that such a group cannot perform the
same functions as a descent group. It cannot be a landhold-
ing corporation: passing on land to its descendants. Tt
cannot be in any sense a ‘constituent’ unit of the society,
because it comes in and out of existence as its [ocal egos are
born and dic. What does it do then and how does it work?
Well clearly it would be a useful group to have in societies
where people operate independently; but need on occasion
to catl in help for some purposes. The Iban, for example,
have made the biieck family their domestic and econumic
unit. They lack any form of descent group that is more
inclusive than the bilek, and the longhouse is not a corporate
unit. But the Tban put out guite spectacular raiding and
trading partics of considerable size, These are recruited
by means of the kindved principle. The Than surround ego
with a kindred of up to second cousin range. Thus each
Iban has a body of people - all those related to him up to the
degree of second cousin - on whom he can call for some
services to himsell and who have some obligations to him.
He himself of course is a rnember of several such kindreds —
those of his first and second cousing, Now when an Iban
wants to take out a head-hunting party, he calls on the
membeors of his kindred. They in tinn can call on the merm-
bers of their kindreds who are not wnembers of the original
cgo's kindred, who intum can call on ihe members of their
kindreds ... and so on unti! the requisite number of men
are mustered. Thus, in our diagram 33, (assuming that
these are second-cousin range kindreds rather than first) 1
would call on IT and I1T; 1T would call upon IV, who would
in turn call on his kindred mates other than IT . .. and sc on.
This body would then go on the hunt and share the spoils
between them.

It s also possible to muake ego’s kia in some degree res-
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pousible for him. Thus, in the payment of blood moncy, it
could well be the kindred that was the operative unit rather
than the clan or lincage. If a man killed another, then all
his kindred would have to pay out blood money io the kind-
red of the dead man who would share it between them,
Amoagst the ancient Teutons this is supposed to have been
the case, with the nearest kin to the murderer [aying mosi
and the nearest kin of the dead man receiving n;)s‘t. 11;
sorne systems (England under King Alfred for example), the
patrilateral relatives paid and received more than ’ the
mabilateral. The kindred here was known as the s —
a word that has heen wrongly appropriated by some writers
for application to unilineal descent groups, Amongst the
‘Teutonic peoples, the sib was the exogarmic unit, a?zd this
method of fixing the degree within which marriage was
forbidden was adopted by the Christian church.

The kindred could also be used for purposes of inheri-
tance, cven if'it could not e a property-owning group itscit,
rl-huaz, if a man died without heirs, his land coald revert o
his %«:mdred for distribution amongst its members — perhiaps
again on the basis of ‘nearness’,

The essence of the kindred then is that all £u0's cognates
up to a certain degree are recognized as having soree duties
towards him and seire claims on hirm. Tt s perhaps wrong
to call this 2 ‘group’ at all, bat rather should we call it a
‘category” of persons. It is never a residential wnit nor is it
corporate, and it only comes to life, as it were, when the
purpose for which it exists arises — like headhuanting or the
puyment of blood wmoney, or the regulation of raarriage, (In
the latter case it need not cxist as a group at all. All ego need
know is that he must not marry within a certain degree of
relationship.} Tt 15, then, a category out of which a group can
be recruited by ego for some purposes.

If we look back io the Gilbert Islanders, we will find that
among their kin-groups they have, in addilion to the 20,
f)ufoéz and kainge, a kindred called the wiwg. Their Malayo-
Polynesian relutives in the Northern Philippines whom we
have muentioned as having cogunatic descent groups, alo
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cormbine these with personal kindreds of third-cousin
range. The descent groups regulate ceremony and the use
of land sites; ihe kindreds deal with homicide paymenis and
regulate exogarny. They also come to the aid of an individ-
ual in trouble, but because of the overlapping of kindreds,
this is only really eflective if the trouble is between two
people 5o disturtly related that their kindreds da not over-
lap. Clearly, if the twe kindreds do overlap then some mem-
bers will have divided loyalties as they will be equally
meinbers of the kindreds of the two combatants, This, in
fact, can be quite eflective as these “overlap’ members will
then make strenuous efforts to bring about a scitlernent.
There are rnany other exarmples of the co-existence of descent
groups and kindreds, each serving different social purposes.
Kindreds can and do co-exist quite easily with wunilineal
descent groups tao, but we do not need elaborate examples
of this to see how it could work, I must again stress that the
kindred is not really a group in the sociological sense, The
Lact that amongst the patrilineal Zulu a mwan miay not marry
any woman descended from his great-grandpareats estal-
lished that each Zulu has an exogamous kindred of second-
cousin range. But that is all, Nothing else follows from this,
and the kindred has no other functicns.

‘We should perhaps clear up one point that has caused
some conlusion. One way that the kindred was reckoned
amongst the Teutons, and one way that it can always be
caleulated is in termms of stocks. Now a stock 1 all the descend-
ants of a persen or of a married paic. Thus, a kindred of
sceond-cousin rauge such as we have drawn on diagram g2,
will consist of four siocks — the descendants of ego’s four
pairs of great-grandparcats. (A, B, C, and I on our dia-
gram,) A kindred of third-cousin range, such as that of the
northern Philippines, would consist of eight stocks ... and so
on. Now, the trouble with the definition of the stock is that
it is the same as the definition of cognatic lineage, and this
causes canfusion. Some writers have called the ‘stacks” of
the Teutonic sih ‘non-unilinear descent groups’ {or cx-
arnple. The reader should be able to see what the confusion

s personal ‘groups
its des
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1 _ | . . . . v J
is here. The essential difference is of course that the Cog-\\f ]
natic lineage, in co; 1 wi her ¢ ps, Is v
e, ommon with cther descent groups, iz vy

founded at a point in time and peusists aver time from then
on; the stock of a kindred exists only inrelation o a partic-
ular ego and it disappears when he dies. If a member of: a
cognatic lineage dics, the lineage sl continues: whén thce
f()cal cgo of a kindred dics, then the ’ ‘
The ‘hncage then is defined relative to un anceslor who
remains a fixed point of reference; the stocks of a kindred are
c%eﬁncd rc]a%tive to an ege. The stocks of a kindred they are
like cognatic lilu{agrsj all the descendants of a person (u; A
couple); but unlike cognatic lincages they are not inde. © %
pendant entities, but ordy part of the circle of kin avound *F 4
an ego, Thus a cognatic lineage is a stock, but a stock is not Vi
neeessarily a cognatic lincage, and when it is simply a >
consutuent of a kindred it is really nothing like such '(1

lincage. ; o

%\g

stocks are no more,

v f
H ¢ have conceatrated above on 1he cognaiie kindred
Indeed T have not yet bothered to mernioon that there is
1 ere is
any ofhcr formn. T wanted to deal with this form of the kin-
dred fn‘:s\t? because ol the confusion that has arisen in an‘th}-u—
}DlO](.}g.y h‘or{x dividing the world into societies with unilineal 4~
\-1118 11 ~ g e pa - - 1 g I - N coq
ot by s it s st i cnty ¢
g patible with the latter was v
j.]l(,‘ [:JCI'SO!’IFII cognatic kindred. We have seen that what mac- )
vers 18 nol so much the division into unilineal and coogatic. — o
as the difference hetween the ¢g0-focus Onl ltll(‘;;l(;:lll~tll ("f’&,]‘“f}% g -\?
, ggeyjeens on the one hand with » ¢ L,
s and the anezstor-focus on the otherwith _J 4
W acscont groups. We can clinch this by showiag that other @
fotfins of personal kindred exist than the cognatic — forras i

which"employ a anilineal principle in recruitment, i we

| 3

use unilineal as synonymous with ‘unisexual’. —-_j
The kindred can be broadly defined as ‘ego’s relatives up ¢

loa certain fixed degree’. What raatters is how this ‘degree’

s d'eﬁncd.ql___th need not be defined L‘.og‘_ﬂ;}ti(::ill}f {or Dilater-

ally” as it is uswally calied in the Iit(k:ratuu-). The Kalmulk
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Mongols, for example, have a personal kindred _consisting
of all the people related to ego through males within a fixed
degree. This is illustrated below:

I

EGO

Diagram 34

Say the fixed degree involved is that of .sccond cous_in:;:lurp -
Al the descendants through males of his great-grandfather
{father’s father’s father). Then ego’s kindred would _]Jc ﬂm'ose
people” on the diagram who are shaded, You rrnghttxm-;
mediately object that this is a lineage é‘all’ t}}e d‘cscfi-.r;c{a'r;]tu
through males of a cormon ancestor. S.o it 1s, but- 1<'.c,7 ( e
stock of a kindred it is not a lineage decided upon i terms
of descent from an ancestor, but in terias of the dcgrcc‘r)t
the relationship of its members to ¢go. Thus, all the [-'Jt'(-)l_}lfi
on the diagmm'arc the dcsccndan‘ts oi,a coramon :13157@:\,{0-1 ,
but they are nob all mcmbers of cgo Sr}ili').d'['f;d. lhl.lix.(‘, m‘
white however are members of ego’s j‘fath.er’s Finelred. J,les
‘the point of reference for mcmbershiP is ego 'fmd. nOL an
ancestor as a fixed point of reference. %0 confus‘(:. this group
— known as a pairilateral kindred — witha Pamhneage is to;
[l into the same error as we discovered in th‘e co_nfusmg
of cognatic lineages. with the stocks of a cognatic k@dred.
The Kalmuk case should underline the fact that the real
distinction i between the two focl = ego and ancestor:
Letween descent proups and personal groups. EVCI.l when cgo-
centred groups recruit unisexually they are stilt more like
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cognatic kindreds than they are like unilineal lineages. The
fact that they recruit unisexually has some important
effects that makes them different from cognatic kindreds, it
is true, but it does not turn them inte lineages.

As long as a recognized category of persons exists in the
society which has as its point of reference an ego to whom
all the category are related, then whatever 1ts compositon
such a group will be of the kindred type, even il it is not
symmetrical and cognatic. Thus, ou the island of Truk in
the Pacific, where the corporate units are mairilineages,
each ego Is surrounded by a group of rclatives, which 13
named, and composed thus:

1. Ego’s grandparents and grandchildren

2. The members of his matrilincage

5. The members of his father’s matrilineage

4. The children and grandchilcren of the members of his
matrilineage

5. The children and grandchildren of the members of his
father’s matrilineage.

This group, as I said, has a name, and certain rights and
dulies towards ego; it is coustant ouly [or siblings, and its
mmembership is fixed by degree of relationship to ego. Here
it is not so much a case of an ego-centred group co-existing
with unilineal grouping: the cgo-centred group absorbs
ego’s unilineal groups. In & number of unilineal socicties,
such clusterings of kin around cgo exist, bui they are néc

calways by any means formalized and given a nwne and

duties towards cgo, This example stresses then the diflecenes
between analysing a kinshio system [rom the cgo-focus -
which can be done for any kinship systemn —and the systein
itself using the ega-tocus as a means of forming groups or
categories of kin for various social purposes.

There is a great deal more that we could go into here, but
space and probably the reader’s patience forbid. Enough
perhaps to have grasped these essential points:

1. 'Phat the division hetween groups descended from an
ancestor and groups based on degree ol relationship to an
ego s fundamental,
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o. That both kinds of group can recruis either cognatically
or unisexually.

3. That these modes of’ grouping are not mutually ex-
clusive and can co-exist in one society serving different pur-
poses.

The fact that two otherwise different systems both usc,
say, the cognatic principle of recruitment, is important and
rnakes it worth comparing them. But it should not lead us
to lurnp thera together on this. one criterion. To help
clarify this point [ offer diagram 35. Here the intersection
of two factors — focus, and mode of recruitment — gives us
our types of grouping.

Foous

Recrultment ego ancestar

st

unrestricled cognatic

Unrestricted caognatic kindred lineage
Resricted
‘unilaterat” kindred unilineal lineage
by sex :
other ? restricted cognatic

lincage

Diagram 35

The blank cell could be filled by an example of an cgo-
centred group restricied on the basis of residence with ego,
although [ know of none at the morment.

Obviously the system of cognatic kindreds rings a bell for
mast readers as it resembles our own kinship system which s
however, unformalized and lacks named kindreds. We
simply recognize that relatives on both ‘sides’ of the farily
are our kin, and we may interact with these, invite themn
to ceremonics ete, Unldess the personal kin-group is form-
alized in sorne way, it is perhaps better to speak sirnply
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o‘f ego’s kinship neiwark, and to spell out its form and func-
tions,

Owr own system s primarily concerned with the nuclear
family- as its basic unit, and continuity over time is not of
great irnportance. At ego’s marriage two fiamilies are linked
— his own and his wife’s, The family he s born into is some-
tmes called by sociologists his “family of orientation’, {a
ba}‘bar‘ous usage — ‘discrientation’ waight be more appro-
priate in many cases). The faraily he forms at marriage is his
‘”family of procreation” {(very ambiguous but now accepted.
Thus, our ‘kindred’ cuusists of linked nuclear families — cgo’s
{iarm:ly of orientation, his farmily of procreation, his wili’s
family of ovientation, the families of procreation of his
siblings and children, and so on.

e

D iagr&m 56

The limit of recognition of nuclear-fainily” linkage tends to
e narrow. This system is more reminiscent of the Shoshone
or some Eskimo than of the more elaborate systerns we have
been discussing here. Copnatic descent groups can lorm oun
an ad hoe basis if propexrty is involved, but there is not, above
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the level of the family, any extended kinship group to which
people must belong. If such groups arise, it is to meet speci-
fic eventualitics; they are not constituent units of the social
structure with legal status,

CHAPTER SEVEN
Lixogamy and Direct Exchange

i
ArTer the uphill struggle of the last chapter 1t will perhaps
be refreshing to turn back to the fundamental topic of exo-
gamy; a topic we have been taking {or granted up to naw,
We saw in Chapter two how prohibitions on incest autorma-
tically produced erogamy — because of the association of sex
and marriage — but that the reverse was not necegsarily true.
In consequunce, we could not accepu that all exogarmic regu-
lations were simply ‘extensions’ of incest prohibitions, We
saw in the subsequent chapters how exogamy presented a
problem to those descent groups that practised i, because 1t
made themn lock outside themselves for brides, and so forced
them into relationships with other descent groups. _

Now “forced” here 35 shimply a fgurative way of speaking
about the situation, and it may be misleading. Why should
the descent groups not actively wanf to marry women other
than their own? In many cases they will not think too con-
sciously about it; the rule of exogamy, whether it applics to
lineage or clan o hoth, s, like the incest hoo, a part of
cultural inheritance. Bat, unlike the incest taloo, it bene-
fits are more obvious to the people practsing it, and they
can oftea verbalize these quite cogently. It rmay here be the
case that the continuing benefits of the rule may in fact be
closely connected with its origin — which was niot the case
with the incest taboo. Like a geod preacher, T will offer you
a text for my sermon on exogamy:

‘Then will we give our daughters unie you, and we will
take your daughters to us, and we will dwell with you,
and we will become one people.” (Genests 34:106.)

I am not original in offering this text; the anthropologist




