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NOTE ABOUT ORTHOGRAPHY 

Fo11ow1ng the convention used by Desmond and Jennifer Oatridge 

f.or Wt:"lting Blnumarlen, \'lords and .phrases In that language are .spelled 

.with doub.le )etters for long vowels, single letters for short vowels, 

and 'q' for glottal stops. for example, Haqaanoona. 
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CHAPTER 1 

lntroduct ton 



2 

This ts a study of social organization, especially kinship. economlc, 

and leadership arrangements, In Btnumarlen, a sma11 1·ingutstlc isolate in 

the Eastern Highlands District of Papua New Guinea. It is addressed to 

·the structure of interpersonal .relations among the adults of the community, 

In particular, how each Is related to the other according to geneaology, 

kin classification, residential location, cooperation 1n production, 

sharing, and authority. 

Blnumarlen Is unusual for this area ln that It lacks descent groups. 

The analysis of social organlzatton must therefore be directed to tracing 

1nterpersona J re 1 at Ions .. HO\~ver • the regu 1 ar l t res revea 1 ed by th.l s 
. . 

approach. and the explanations adduced for them, appear to have general 

application. even for those socletles ln the Central Highlands of New 

Culnea (abbrevlated throughout as: CHNG) with descent groups. Even In -
·ar.eas ·where soc I a 1 behav tor t s reported to be most comp 1 e tel y organ I zed 

by patrilineal descent groups there Is a great deal of Interaction, co-

;operation, sharing, leading, and following which cannot be accounted for 

.wtth llneal models .. 

Thls Introductory chapter begins with a dlscusston·of the general 

problem· posed by the explanatory limits of lineal models, the problem 

af 'looseness,• and outlines the orienting perspective of the study • 

.,.·.following background tnformatton on ~1ntm}arlen, data collection tech­

n.lques are described. The chapter closes with a brief outline of the 

'body of the dlssertat Ion. 
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GENERAL ORIENTATION: THE PROBLEM OF LOOSENESS 

It has been the convention In the ethnography of the Central High­

lands of New Gutnea (CHNG) to beg1n the description of soclal structures 

with the political constructs which deflne groups w1thin a society and 

the relations among them, then to present figures which show the degree 

to which the observed facts of composJtton, the •groups on the ground.' 
~ 

approximate the def1nltlons. \~atever Is left over, t.e., components 

of a local group which do not conform to Its definition and Identity 

as a group, Is an lndtcatlon of 'looseness.• 

Heggltt 1 s exce11ent Kae Eng8 account provides an example of this 

str·ategy (1965). Having described the llneage system. Including copious 

quantitative tabulations of sample populations, he presents, for ex-

ample, two tab1es (1965:2~0-~3, tables 88 and 89) which show the re­

sults of sample monitoring of cooperative activities (gardenlng and 

house-building). Who provides assistance and how much Is reported 

according to 1 llneage 1 affiliation and tagnatic connectton. 1 We are 

told how Pmny of those who cooperated are agnates and how many are not. 

But we d.o not know the spect fie connect1on between the host and the 

'non-agnates,•- and we do not know the spec I ftc connection between the 

host and his lineage brothers (who need not,· accordlng to Meggitt's 

usage• be agnates) who helped him, or the connection bet~reen the host 

and any lineage brothers whn dld not help him. In other words, there is 
. -
no way to pull from these figures an explanation of the or~anlzatton 

r . of cooperation beyond the general statement that 1 11neage brothers• 

help the most. Certainly that ts Important but It tells us more 

about •ttne~ge~ 1 than about the actual organtzation of cooperation. 
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Since Meggltt•s exp1tctt Intent 1s to describe the lineage system he can 

hardly be faulted for doing just that. But lf we arc Interested {n the 

regu1ar1tles of behavior wlthln local groups. the Internal soclol orgnnl-

zatfon of communities. e different reporting strotcgy ls required. 

The conventional approach has been to emphasize the structures: 

lineages, clans, and so forth. The description of thctr Identity and 

definition come's first and Is followed by consldcrnttons of the port 

'they play In various actlvlttes. But there Is on alternative strotegy. . . 

The actlvltles themselves can provide the focus of attcntfon Dnd the 

arr~ngements which organize thelr performnnco cxtr~cted and exnmlned_ 

·largely because the former approach has hcen favored, following a 

strong Interest In descent constructs. wo have few sot5 of speclflc data 

on the actual details of 1nteractlon among tndlvldua1s. except stntlstlc5 

on the degree to which vartous configurations •on the ground 1 correspond 

to the constructs used to Identify and define groups. 

If~ are Interested tn the regularities of Internal 1ocal social 

arrangements. this ls not enough. Things which dlroctly affect Inter-

community relations and the political constructs whlcn organize them 

and which define communities, are not the same things whlch produce and 

organize resldenttal aggregations and thetr everyday actlvltleJ. The 

Identity of local 9roups vis-a-vis other local groups Is not a product 

of,' and may not conform to. the composition of these residential groups. 

This Is en old lesson. Evans-Pritchard's remarkable Nuer account sepa-

rates the two clearly. When dlscusslng the political organization among 

local groups Evans-Prltch~rd notes: 



,. .. 

s 

Every Nuer village Is Bssoclated with a 11nea~e. and, though the 
members of Jt often constitute only a small proportion of the 
v11lage population, the village is Identified with them (1940: 
203). 

In the absence of political Jnstituttons providing central 
administration in a tribe and co-ordinating lts se9ments 9 it 
Is the system of lineages of its dominant clan which gtves 
structural distinctness and unity by the assoclatton of lineage 
values. \-Jit~in a common ag-natic structure. wlth the segments 
of a territorial system (1940:236). 

The association of the tribal system with a elan may thus be 
supposed to ·Influence t'he form of the 1 rneage structure (194·0: 
21f7). 

But the composition (as the f1rst cltatlon above tndlc~tes) is another 

matter. It Is not simply lineage affiliation whlch produces the rest-

denttar aggregations. the villages. They are tdenttffed by the name of 

a lineage, but their Internal organization and composition Js of a 

different order: 

A v111.age comprises a community, linked by coCTlllOn residence and 
by a network of kinship and affinal ties (1940:115). 

Huer have always felt themselves free to wander as they pleased. · 
an)d If a man Is unhappy, his faml 1y sfck, hts herds decl inlng. 
hts garden exhausted~ his relations with some of his nelghbors 
uncongenial, or merely ff he ts restless, he moves to a dlfferent 
part of the country and resides with some kinsmen ••• Nuer say 
that they usually make for the home of a m~rried sister, where 
they are certain to be well received (1940:210). 

The polltfca1 apparatus which organizes Intercommunity relations 

underwrites external (and Internal) community peace and communlty claims 

to territory. Its most stgnlflcant · tmpact on ordfnary workaday arran~e-

·ments Is to allow the productlve unl~s of the community 'autonomous• 
) 

ae~ess to baste resources. This wlder organization emphasizes c.erta.in 

relations so that ua society of patrilineal lineages Is predisposed to 

patrilocal extended famt 1 ies11 ·(saht lns 1968:64). But constructs for 
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organlzlng lnterlocal relations do not d1ctate the arrangements of ,.,ork, 

cooper.ation, and sharing which are the everyday matters of getting a 

ltvtng, the organlzation •on the ground.' These tast come up against 

practical requirements \'lhich must be met by pragmatic responses. 

The pattern of group Identity and deflnltton, particularly for 

settled communities In the absence of the state, must have a certatn 

lnflexlbtltty and app3rent permanence If It Is to provide some degree 

of tntercommunlty stabtllty and some security of attachment between the 

community and Its baste resources. On the other hand, the workaday 

arrangements for getting a 1lvtng must be patterned by social organi­

zations whtch have a reddy flextblltty, l.e., which are constituted to 

respond quickly to small 16ca1 demogrephtc changes. The business of 

livelihood ts an everyday matter and, In primitive societies, material 

production ts accomplished by very small sets of producers. Because of 

this smallness of scale, the loss or gain of one or two producers can 

quickly make a sertous difference In the organization of production. 

: Patterns of cooperation on the ground must thus allow and direct 

flexible combinations of Jndtvrduals. For the sake of productive sta .. 

blllty there must be variety In the acceptable arrangements of cooper­

ation. lineage afff1tatlon of any sort Is unsutted to this requirement. 

ijnJltneal afflllatrons do not provide sufficient variety, and cognatic 

descent affiliations, If they are restricted Jn certain ways (cf. 

Goodenough 1955) suffer the same rigidity, wht1e, If they are unre­

.strtcted. they provide Insufficient constraints to organize cooperation. 

J An arrangement which offers too many alternatives is as Inadequate as 

an arrangement which offers too few. 
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The ethnOgraphic record Is full of outstanding accounts from around 

the world which confinm the difference between the organizational form 

of super- community arrangements and ordinary workaday arrangements, e.g., 

Evans-Pritchard on the Nuer (19~0), Firth on Tfkopla (1965), Barth on 

~he BasserJ {1961}. In these cases matters of descent and 1tne~1lty pro­

vide the frnmework for the political relations among local groups. ~nd 

these dtffer significantly for each: segmentary lineages tn egatltarlan 

clans for the Nuer, the ramage or ranked lineages of Tikopia, and the 

Internally egalitarian lineages joined in ranked clans of the Basseri. 

But for all three cases the arrangements of workaday cooperation above 

the household are based on bilateral klnshtp tncludtng tn-1Dw connections. 

~ This. ls not simply the mismatch between the 'Ideal' and the •actual,' 

between the 'model' and the de facto sttuatton. The deflnltlon of local 

groups vts-a-vts each other and the definitions and Interrelations of 

their component parts, while not entirely Indepe ndent, are different 

aspects of the cultural system. And they are shaped by different con· 

stralnts; they do different things. The wtder polttlcal organtzatlon molds 

to some degree the Internal organization of local groups and selectively 

emphasizes certain relations. But the everyday arrangements must answer 

to other concerns as we11. 

~ecognltlon of the mismatch between the descent identity of groups 

and their actual composition has been stamped a 'New Gutnea 1 problem 

(cf~ Barnes 1962). the result of using 'African models tn the New Guinea 

Highlands.• But this Is not a ~tter of 1Afrtcan 1 vs. 'New ~ulnea• 

models. Sah1tns has argued that the particular political arrangements 
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of Nuer (and Tlv) which artlculate a large number of local groups Into 

relations of explicitly graduated solidarity through the mechanisms of the 

segmentary lineage (the 1 Afrtcan model' most often at Issue) is very rare, 

even Jn Africa (Sahlfns 1961). The use of descent constructs to or9anize 

Intergroup relatfons, however, t-s not rare. The •segmentary lineage' rs 

·(following Sahllns 1 restricted usage) only one type ~mong others in a 

large class of organizational forms. Other types, for example, the •terri­

torial clan' whlch Is Sahllns' (1968) label for the partsh type {Hogbtn 

and Wedgewood 1953-~, de Lepervanche 1973) most common In CHNG, are less 

•automattc,' less precise, less extenstvely effective arrangements for 

organlztng Inter-local relations of a111ance and enmity. The arrangements 

are different, but they are, In a sense, alternatives. The territorial 

clan has functions whlch are comparable to those of the segmentary ltneage 

and, as w1th the segmentary lineage, the descent phrased ldentlty of 

groups organized In this way, Is neither a consequence of, nor a necessary 

match for, their composition. 

CHNG Is an area where the features of 1oca1 organization which can~ 

.not be accommodated In patrt11nea1 models 11have received descriptive 

cachets like 'looseness,• 'openness,' 1 flexlblllty,' suggestive of a 

regional pecuttar1ty- even anomaly- but bereft of explanatory value11 

(Watson 1970:107). The argument here ts that a mismatch between the 

Identity of local groups and their composition ls not an areally unique 

phe~omenon. And moreover, It ls precisely the sort of thing to be ex­

pected. The fact that such a mismatch has received a special 1 New Guinea• 

stamp may be to some degree because here In CHNGt more than anywhere else 

In the world, anthropologists studied societies which were nearest to 



being 'pristine' functioning prtmltlve systems. They had not only In­

formant accounts of groups and thelr deflnltlon, they had the composition 

of the groups displayed before them. And the variety, whlch ln other 

cases might have been attributed to contact dislocation, had no such 

apparent source here. 

The crlttcal point ts that there are two different ~spects to social 

organization. Certainly they are not Independent, but netther can be 

simply deduced from or explained by Its degree of match to the other. 

The conventional emphasis tn CHNG ethnography has heen on the structures 

associated with the Identity and Interrelations of local groups. Thts 

study departs from that tradition. Its focus ls on the tnternnl or~ant­

zatlon of a community. Its central questions are: 'Who does what wlth 

whom?•; 'What are the social Identities of each?'; 'What are the relations 

between them?' 

In addltton to the fact that 'looseness' In local organ1zatlon has 

come to be associated wtth CHNG tn general, there Is a more specfflc 

Importance to the discovery and explanation of regularities In the 

Internal organization of Btnumarten. The tendency to associate regu­

larity and predtctablllty with untllneal arrangements and 'looseness' 

and 1optatlon• wtth deviations from •unt1fneal assumptions' Is most 

strongly evident In the work of du Toit {196~. 1975). Thls Is of 

special significance here because his \-IOrk was on Gadsup and the seat 

of his research was the village of Akuna. Bfnumarlen ts partially sur­

rounded by G~dsup-spcaking communities (It Is classified as Gadsup by 

the government for administrative purposes) and Akuna ls one of the 
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socially significant neighboring villages looking out from Btoumarien. 

D~ To It was unab1 e to account for res I dent i_a 1 ag9regations and patterns 

of lnter~ctlon In Akuna with 1 ineal models. He concluded tha.t 'optatlon' 

was the 1 rule 1 and that 1 lndividuallsm' was the •explanatory principle' 

of organization: 

·In other words, the cholce fs open to e.very ll!ature indtvtdual 
to develop new Interests or to experience new sentiments as 
~egards pepple or places, and therefore to form new friend­
ships ~nd alliances or to align with a different vlllage ••• 
Hobt11ty and affiliation [as contrasted to filiation] then 
are the Important factors In Gads up socIety a.s they a 11 ow for 
that all Important characteristic of Individualism to f1nd 
expression. The person retains the right to allgn wtth whom­
ever he desires ·and to settle in whatever vlllage he prefers 
(,du Tot t 1964:92). 

Thls seems to me more a statement of the problem for explanation than 

a conclusion of analysts. The questions are only posed, they are not 

answered. Why ts this ·choice made and not that one? Why do certain 

alignments occur and not otheis? Why settle here and not there? The 

following account of B_l·numarlen, which ls stmtlar to du Toft's descrip­

tion of Akuna ·rn ·rts lack of 1 ineal organization and the emphasis on 

ego-centric connections, shows that, In Btnumarlen at least. there Is 

pred1ctabllJty and regularity. 

In Blnumarien there are no descent groups or categories. From the 

.v1ewpo1rtt of received- ~ models everything Is 'left over looseness. 1 When 

I ~nt to Blnumdrlen I dld not know that descent groups were absent 

there and I expected and trted to find them. But just as the presence 

of descent phrased arrangements for defining and tdentffylng local 

·grpups turns on the regional relattons among communities, so the ab• 

sence of such arrangements can be related to features of the regional 
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relations among communities. An argument to that effect appears tn chapter 

two and agaln ln chapter three. 

Although the research .strategy and data collection procedures were 

not devised to deal speclftcally with a bilateral society, 1n the absence 

of descent groups there Is no ilternatlve but to study lnteractlon, co· 

operation. authority, snd so forth, as sets of specific Interpersonal 

relations~ The extensive specifics on which this study Is b~sed provide 

materlal for the demonstration of high degrees of regularity and predlct­

ablllty In Btnumarlen soctal organization. Such flndln9s prompt the 

suggestion that rest dual •looseness• tn CHNG societies wtth patr11 I neal 

·descent constructs may be a part of equally regular patterns If examined 

,from a s t m t 1 a r poInt of v J ew. 

This Is not to suggest that Blnumarlen ts 1n any way typical of 

CHNG-. Rather, Blnumarten seems to represent an extreme. Twenty-two years 

ago Read pointed to an east-west differentiation In Highland societies. 

A .pattern of 11cultura1 lntergradlng or overlapping" (1954:19) marked by 

variation tn language, rituals (the fertility rituals of the west dis­

appear movlng east), settlement patterns, pig exchanges, population 

density. The pattern of scattered homesteads with (male) members of a 

single (exogamous) patrlclan contiguously located, shifts to nucleated 

villages consisting of (male) members of more than one named clan In 

the east. The plg exchanges typtcal l_n t~e west are larger, more elabo­

rate, occur at longer Intervals, and tnteg ~ate a wider social u~tverse, 

than do stmtlar festivals tn the east. The population Is denser wlth 

larger lfngutst1c units Jn the west, where In the east language groups 

are smaller and 'more Isolated' (~ead 1954:20). And Watson referred to 
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the Highlands cast-west gradlcnts, evident ln blood group studies 
(Haclntosh et al. 1958). human effects on the biota (Robbins 
1963a). residence patterns (Berndt, this Issue (1964)), and the 
1ncreaslng size of speech coornunl tfes (Wurm, thts issue ( 196~]) 
(196~:l7). 

Varying tdeas have emerged about the significant elements of variation 

across CHNG (e.g., Strathern 1969~and about the geographical locus of 

Important shifts (e.g., langness 1964). But the ldea of a gradient 

associated to some degree with an east-west axis has held more or less 

ftrm (e.g •• Sorenson 1972, but cf. Langness 1971). 

Blnumarren ts at the very eastern edge of CHNG. To match thts geo-

grsphlcal extreme, there are a set of Interrelated organlzatlonal extremes. 

The community of 172 people Is also the ethno-llngulsttc unit, the phyle. 

This Is extremely small for CHNG where "there may be slxty thousand members 

ln a phyle ..... (de Lepervanche 1973:1). The absence of patrlltneal descent 

groups or categories ts most unusual for the Highlands where 11outstanding 

among the stmllarJttes ls the prevalent patrilineal Ideology" (Watson 

196lt:13). Blnumarten rs markedly endogamous \'t'hlle "in most Highland so-

ctettes each partsh consists ldea11y of an exog~ous patrl-clan u 
••• 

(de~ervanche 1973:31). But It is the extreme cases whtch help to sort 

·out the most significant features of any gradient and which provide the 

material necessary to account for the variation. 

GOALS AND THEORETICAL ORIENTATION 

The focus ·of thls study 1s the soci~l organization of Binumarien. 

· The main goal Is to describe r.e1atlons or cooperation, shartng, and 

lnfluence among the adults of the community, to show how these relations 

pattern according to kinship and against each other. and to account for 
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that patterning. Throughout the following chapters the strategy is to 

report sufflcJent specific details to allow analysls, then to search 

this body of speclflcs for regularities. and always to account for the 

patterns whlch appear. And also~ on occasion, to account for patterns 

~lch, though expected, do not appear. The theoretical orlentatlon of 

the study follows the general theory of prlmttlve social organization 

developed by Marshall Sahllns (most notably In 1961, 1965, 1968, 1972) 

and all the conclusions drawn herein are consistent wlth that 9eneral 

theory. although there ts explicit disagreement with Sahllns tn ~matter 

of detail about btg•men (chapter flve). 

Sahllns' theory emphasizes four aspects of prtmltfve soctal organl~ 

zat1on end focuses attentton on the1r Interrelationship. First, the 

"structure ts generalized; tn thls 1 tes Its· primitiveness. It lacks an 

Independent econom1c sector or a separate religious organlzation. let 

alone a speetal pol tttcal meehanl.sm. In a prlmJ tlve society these -are 

not so much dlfferent fnstttutlons as they are different functions of 

the same Institutions ••• " {1968:15). 

Second• the organ1zatlon of productlon 1s essentially domestic. 

Building especially on Marx and on Chayanov.sahltns elaborates the 

lmpJicattons of such an orgsnlzatlon. The sexual dlvtslon of labor, the 

small scale technology, the autonomous access households have to baste 

resources, produce an arrangement which 11antlclpates no social or 

mater·l a l re 1 at fons between househo 1 ds except that they are a 1 ike" 

·(1972:95). The Durkhetmtan notton of mechanical soltdarlty Is elaborated 

by Sahllns Into a segmentary dynamic. On the one hand there Is a tendency 

toward underproduction. The household, producing . for Its own requirements, 
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Harx•s•production for use,• tends to halt production as they are met. 

This poses a serious danger. No cushion 1s provided for the inevitable 

bad times. "Almost every family 1 tvlng solely by Its own means sooner 

or later dlscovers lt has not the means to liven (1972:101). On the other 

hand • there Is a tendency ' tO\"'ard d 1 spers I on of househo 1 ds. "LackIng . 

speclalfzed Institutions of law and order•• (1968:13), each household, 

organized to produce lts own requirements, has the rtght to prosecute 

Its own Interests with force. 

The third related aspect Is the role of organtzatlonal'arrangements 

In counteracting these tendencies toward underproduction and d(spersion. 

nEverywhere the petty· anarchy of domes·tJ c product Ton 1 s counterposed 

by larger for·ces and greater organlzatTon, tnst1tutlons of soclal-economle 

order that join one household to another and submlt all to a general 

Interest .. (1972:101)'. Obligations to give. to share, ralse production 

stghts. "Ktnshrp. chleftalnshtp, even the rltua1 order, .whatever else 

they may be, appear fn the primitive societies as economic forcesu 

·(1972:101). And these same lnstttuttons carry a crltical pol .tttcal load. 

They are .. diplomatic arrangements for keeping a modicum of peace" (1968: 

13). u~he primitive analogue of social contract ls not the State, but 

the g.t ft" (1972: 169). 

Ftna11y, the fourth aspect of primitive social organtzat1on which 

Sahltns emphasizes Is the Influence of the larger social order on the 

smaller. lnterc~unfty, regional relations tend to mold Internal 

community organlzatlon. 

The greater groups are not the smaller writ large; lt Is rather 
the other way around. The •primary• groups and relationships 
are shaped by thelr Incorporation In a larger system of a 
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eertaln type ••• The issues ••• have to do '~lth the community 
In s tribe of communities, and wlth the persistence of the 
tribe tn a world of tribes ••• The principles of higher 
organization are forged by selectrve forces In play at this 
level (1968:55). 

This perspective on Bfnumarlen socla1 organization proves illumt-

natln~ throughout. H~rever. since the primary focus of the study is the 

quantitative data of social lnteractton Jn Binumar1en. propositions 

which are not related to Sahllns' work are entertained where appropriate. 

for example 1 extensive specifics on ·lnterpersonal genealogical relations 

and kfn c1asslficat1on together wtth some particulars on the transactional 

content of each dyadtc relation shed empirical light on arguments about 

the •meaning of klnshtp terms.• 

leach's classic paper on Trobrland kinship terms {1958) suggested 

. that these were best defined as socto-spattal classifications, for example. 

· tamA (classificatory father) he deflned for a male ego as 'domiciled male -
of my father's sub-clan hamlet.• Yet the simple tests of such a propo-

sltlon could not be performed because the necessary emptrlcaJ deta11s 

were not aval1ab1e. How does a Trobriand m~le's use of this term actually 

map over the spee1ftc tndtv1dua1s In hls social universe? What does a 

specf_flc mate ego ca11 the specific Individuals who ·are 'domiciled males 

of ·hls father's sub•clan hamlet?' Eighteen years have passed since the 

pub1Tcatton of leach's paper and the Issues of the 1genealogtca1 1 versus 

•so~tal category' meaning of ktnshlp terms have stimulated every kind of 

argument except a simply empirical one. Always positions are taken In 

the absence of the relevant sort of spectflc detailed data. Recent work 

by Shaw (In preparatlon) on a Papuan terminology system puts forth 

another 'Leachian 1 Interpretation, and once again empirical confirmation 
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(or dlsconflrmatlon) Js not provided. 

This study seeks to demonstrate regularities In Bfnumarien social 

organization and to a ·ccount for them. In pursuit of these primary ob­

jectives Issues of general ethnological Interest, such as the one just 

ment toned, occasIon at ly art se. ·But secondarIly, and more part t cu 1 ar 1 y, 

this study of ~lnumarlen has relevance for our understanding of the 

tradlttonaJ social organization in other CHNG groups. Such a claim must 

be evaluated partly In light of background tnformatlon on the community 

of study: Who are the Blnumarten? 

BJNUMARIEN 

The BtnumarTen are a 11ngulstlca11y dlstlnct population of 172 

peop 1 e o·ccupy r n~ an area at the eastern edge of CHNG just west of the 

Harkham fall. They live ln three small hamlets, Maqaanoona, On1kuradurana. 

and Ubandena. along the north s1de of a valley running northe~~ t at an 

altitude of about 4000 feet. They claim about 10 square miles of terri­

tory (a loose estimate), most of wh1ch Is bush. There are no marked 

seasonal changes hut there are two •rainy seasons,• one just after 

·Christmas and one In late June and July. Dut tt ts rare · for two weeks 

to pass · at any time of the year without rain. The bush contains a variety 

of game btrds Including cassowary, small marsupials, and a few wild pigs. 

All of these are hunted but game Is ~f mtnJma1 Importance as a food 

source. 

The Blnumarlen are swlne. keepers and gardeners. who rely on sweet 

potatoes as the diet staple, They are subsistence hortlculturallsts but 
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.trade-store l terns are of some importance t .especially steel tools. Other 

goods are also purchased• e.g., rice and tinned fish, which have become 

a certaln component of all feasts~ The major source of cash for these 

things ts coffee and most- people cultivate a little to provide it 

~ F f 9 • It • 1 , chap t e r l~) • 

:Coffee was Introduced by the govern~nt In the flfties. It leaves 

·Btnumarten the same way that most trade-store goods enter lt. Traveling 

•coffee' and •cargo• cars run throughout the area. They buy coffee which 

fluctuates ·tn price. depending on the buyer•s assessment. of 1ts qual tty 

~and on the International market. Thts ftuctuat1on Is not understood 

1oca11y and generates great mistrust of the buyers • 

. 'Although lnco rp ,\ra tlon Into a wtder polltlcal and economic system 

1s slgnfftcantly In progress here, thts Is sttlt much more a primitive 

·than a peasant communi ty. Before the Incorporation of colonial control, 

·.8Jnumar1en was an autonomous pol Jttcal unl t, Interacting with neighboring 

coamun·t t t es whIch were a 1 so autonomous. A 1 though the conmun 1 ty no 1 onge r 

.controls lts own lnteract·ton Jn a wJder po1ltlca1 network, Its Internal 

.. affairs are still almost entirely an Independent local concern. And Its 

economlc base, the organization of production and d'strlbutlon for self­

subsistence. remains lar~ely as It was. 

SOME HISTORY 

. Although historical context Is always Important In understanding 

the current organlz~tton of a community, this Is especially true of 

·otnumarlen. Its recent htstory may make lt so unique as to be utterly 
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unrepresentative of any traditional comm.unlty of eastern CHNG. On the 

other hand, the general outline of thls recent history Is perhaps often 

repeated In the history of other communities tn the area. Here war, 

defeat, the fltght of refugees, drsplaced clusters of people regrouping 

to return, are commonplace phenomena. This Is the pattern ~atson has 

characterized as •organJzed flow• (1970). 

The last dispersal of Blnumarlen and thefr return as a community to 

their current location were 'post contact• phenomena. The co1on1n1 forces 

played critical roles tn these events. But the events themselves were 

largely matters of course for the Eastern Highlands. And BJnumarten does 

not show 'cultural breakdown' or dlslntegratlon at all. Perhaps. with 

certain qua11ffc~tlons. a vlslt to Blnumarien would give any student of 

· the area "the agreeable sensation of •t•ve been here before 1
" (Pouwer 

1961). 

In the twent1es. Europe~n lnfluence penetrated the Highlands for the 

first time. The ftrst outsiders fnto Blnumarten were coastal Ne'tl Guineans 

~o came as Lutheran missionaries. There ts a story told In Blnumarlen 

about how the first of these men survived his arrival. As the exploring 

mlssl~nnry approached Btnumarlen, the flrst to see him was a man of 

Importance whose brother had recently died. Because the missionary was 

~artng elothes, the man who saw him thought that thts was hls dead 

brother returning, with the grave wrappings still hanging about his 

body. Only because of this he was not shot on sight. 

From the begln~tng the Btnumarlen say that their community was 

(atr1y open to outsiders. But the Initial Impact of contact was not very 

r 
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gre·at. Other routes tnto eastern CHNG by-passing Btnumarlen were favored 

putting lt •behind your elbow.• I.e., a place you cannot see. 

But there w~s a series of events associated wlth contact whfch 

had a drastic effect on the community. In the thirties the colonial 

government retaliated against Btnumarten for breaches of .the newly 

Imposed ~Austratrana • . The Blnumarien. as was their hablt, had made 

war on Wompur, a neighboring community. The government sent a puntttve 

patrol. The local story Is that through signs the people were persuaded 

to form themselves tnto lrnes. As they understood It they would recc1ve 

the trade goods, mirrors and beads, and so forth, that the officers 

displayed before them. Instead the men were tied up and taken off to 

the coast to prlso~ •. never to be seen In Blnumarlen again. The few 

men who -had not been at home, or who had fled to the bush. and the 

women end children were left defenseless and forced to take refuge from 

their neighbors by fleeing to the Markham valley. Here malaria took a 

further toll. After a year or two In exl1e the survivors returned. Patrol 

Officer C. R. Croft from the Ramu Pollee Post. Madang District, mentioned 

t n a pat ro 1 report dated 193 7/38 that the 'prev l_ous sojourn of the 

Btnumarlen In the Markham• had reduced thetr numbers from 200 to a 

present population of 69. This put the Blnumarten In a 'pro-government• 

posftton. Without the colonially Imposed peace they could be easily 

routed. 

LINGUISTIC RELATIONS 

The Btnumarlen language Is a member of the Eastern family of the 

East New Culnea HlghJand stock. It belongs to the Tatrora-Binumarten 
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·subfamily, to whtch Waffa has lately been added (Wunm 1964; HcKaughan 

1973). Talrora is a language of some 10,000 speakers (Watson 1970). Binu-

marten Is separated from Tairora•speaklng communities by surrounding 

Gsdsup speakers. The fact that Binumarien does not border its closest 

congeners suggests that at some tlme In the past this group was cut off 

and pushed to the east. However. Btnumarfen local history states that the 

people came ortgtnally from the north where they first began as one 

orlgtna1 population whlch Included Gadsup speakers some of whom remain 

In that area. The name Btnumarten was acquired only within the Jast·70 

or eo years, after they had moved to their present location: the valley 

of the river which had long been known to them by that name. 

Uritll fairly recently, there were three communttles to the north-

east whose members spoke the same language as Blnumarlen. They were so 

badly beaten by their enemies (lncludlng Blnumarten) that all the sur-

vlvors were dispersed as refugees, some of whom came to Binumarfen where 

they had klnsmen, and others to neighboring communities. Since that time, 

the Blnumarten form a small linguistic Isolate, surrounded by Gadsup 

speakers on three stdes wlth Austronestan•speaklng populations to the 

east tn the Markham valley. 

RESEARCH STRATEGY 

Rece~tly. Me111assoux has noted that: 

Though we ftnd In the current anthropo~oglcal literature 1nformatlon 
on technology, or. at best, on exchanget we have hardly any infor­
matlon on the social organization of production: who Js working 
with whom and for whom? Where does the product of the laborer go? 
Who controls the product? How does the econo~ic system reproduce 
Itself? (1972:98). 
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Concerns like these underly this study. The general questions sre '~ho 

does what wlth whom7' and 1 Why Is It they who do It together?' Since 

the plan of the research was to exhaustively describe Interpersonal re-

1at1ons of certain types ln an entire system, It was Important to flnd 

a manageably small community whlch was qul te autonomous. Blnumarlen '"as 

chosen as a research site because of Its small size and 11ngulsttc Iso­

lation. Given ~he general ethnological convention of using linguistic 

boundaries to mark social groups (Honbin Dnd Wedgewood 1953:252-253: 

Naroll 1964), Its 1tngulst1c distinctness sugge~ted that, to a certain 

sense, the communlty was not a 'representative sample' of a larger whole, 

but was Instead an entire system. 

However, to gather data on the 'whole thrng,• even for a small whole 

like Blnumarlen. an Investigator must go beyond hls own direct observation. 

It simply ts not possible for onet or even a few, fleldworkers to observe 

the tnteracttons between each pair of adu1ts tn the community In sufficient 

detail to clearly type and quantify tn some way the relations of every 

pair. If the Intention ts to map relations of multlple content among all 

the adults of even a very small community, a technique which uses Infor­

mants as assistants Is required. 

The use of Informant reports as a central data base Introduces a 

potential for severe d1stortton. The difference between what people say 

they do• and what they actually do, may be very great. If the matter of 

Interest ts actual patterns of behavior and not Individual •models' of 

. ·~· the reports must emphasize descriptive rather than normative lnfor­

IQIJtlon. 
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There ls no clear unambtguous tine between these two types of tnfor-

~nt accounts. The extremes are 'literal' reports of a specific event, 

and contrarily, generalizations about proper behavior ln certain broad 

contexts. The more speclftc the referents, the more 'objectively' descrlp-

ttve the responses. On the one ~and are reports about the tntere1ction 

between speclflc individuals, ·in a certain actlv1ty context on a partie-

utar occas ton. On the other hand are normat f ve statements about the .J nter-

act. ton between any individuals ln a gtven sta.tus re) atlonshtp, In genera I. 

The first sort of report, for. example, Is about a •certain x and y.• tn 

the matter of bulldtng a given fence, on a specific occas1on. The second 

sort I~ about 'brothers,• In the matter of cooperation. ln general. 

Much of the quantltat1ve data heretn. comes from 1nformant reports 

whtch are 11tera11y descriptive fn the sense that they were about .specific 

other 1nd1vlduals (not. e.g., kinsmen of a certain category). Jn a deflntte 

· sort of. tr ansae t I on. The questIons wh t ch e t t cIted these ·reports werE-~ · phrased 

In the B1numarlen verbal construction whlch ·means 'habltual,' as, for 
(' 

example• 1does x habttua11y build new gardens with you?• For every positive 

response the following question was 1 How often7 1 Each Bdult was both a 

·subject of study and an observer. 

Since there \-tere large numbers of observer-s. reporting -inevitably falls 

to be unlfoMm. The lack of standardization was most often due to a bias 

consistent for a11 the reports of a s_ingl_e Informant. That Is, some ·Infor­

mants seemed to consistently estimate, and so report, the behavior of others 

toward themselves In an overly generous direction, others seemed to estimate 

heavtty on the pesstmlstte side and to report as much. These lnaccuracies 

are to some degree compensated In the final coding of data. For symmetrical . 
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relations only a mutual affirmation of a certain sort of transaction, 

both parties to the dyad reporting pos~tively on the behavior of the 

other, is counted as evidence of the reciprocal activity. For asymmet­

rical relations the emphasis ts given to the cumulative evidence from 

all Informant-observers reporting on the same subject. For example. one 

of the questions asked was~~ qurlarara fee? "Does this person ~go 

above' (literally) you?" Which means, does this person 'guide your 

actions' or 1advlse 1 you. With the question asked In this form. the 

record of the nunilier of others who advtse a single Individual depend~ 

completely on the report of the 'advisee• himself. Because that gtves 

relatively free reln to individual bias that number Is not of focal 

Interest. Instead. the analysis here concentrates on the number of 

others who are 'advlsed 1 by an lndlvtdual. With the questlon asked In 

this form. the recorded number of others who are advised by anyone 

depends on the cumulative reports of all other Informant-observers. It 

Is thus not skewed by the bl~ses of one person. (At least the same 

mu1t1p1e btases affect all cases equally.) In other words, Informants' 

literal statements are a means to an end. It Is not the statements 

themselves. but the behavior they are used to record which holds central 

place here. 

An additional check on the accuracy of the reports was the presence 

of my associate, Slsta, a blg-man of the community at almost all lnter­

vlews. This worked as a check in three Important ways. First, the weight 

of hts Influence was brought to bear In explaining the necessity of 

accurate reporting. Second, he acted as Interpreter to Neo-Melanestan 

lf ~limited Blnumarien was Inadequate to retrieve additional information 



or an aslde offered by an 1nfonnant•observer. And thlrd, hts experience 

and sense of the accuracy of a given report gave me guldance In re­

checking a questionable account. 

The presence of this man. who was my companion, Informant, assistant, 
. . 

and associate throughout the f1eld perlod, rBises questions about his 

·probable Influence on the reports of tnformant~observers given under hts 

·~ye. That procedure requires some explanation. It may appear to Introduce 

a systematic blas. I thlnk more lmportant ·ty It reduced random error to 

manageable proportions. And if any systematrc bias was Introduced it was 

mtntmal. 

·The adopt1on of this procedure followed from the eterns1 problem of 

the fJeldworker~ It Is a matter of extreme difficulty to generate In 

others - even for short periods of time • an Interest tn and commitment 

10 the research In progress. In general, people simply have no stake 1n 

""' ·trytng to be thoughtful and accurate. There are a number of classic 

.accounts of de'llberate duplicity on ·the part of rnformants, for example, 

Evans-Pritchard's (19~0), Chagnon's (1968). In addition to these I was 

told a story of special pertinence here. 

Des Oatrtdge, with his wife, Jenny, and family, had spent about 12 

years worktng on the Binumarten language when ·1 arrtved In New Guinea • 

. They are affiliated with the Sunmer Institute of LlnQulstlcs and thetr 

·goal ls to translate the Bible Into Blnumarlen. Papuan languages are 

notoriously difficult for English speakers to master. It was only after 

t~ose dozen years that Des, who has an unusual natural facility for 

languages (and an alarmfng modesty), was ready to st~te that he was 
c.., 
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really beginning to understand Blnumarlen. Des told me that. having worked 

for some years on the language, he remained frustrated. (My memory of 

the detatls of this story may be faulty. The general potnt, however, 

rematns Indelibly etched on my mind.) He \«}uld work through problems 

with assistants in his study room, only to find that when he entered 

the B I numa r ten ham 1 et s and heard peop 1 e T n norma 1 conversatIon he \"'as 

unable to understand. Des Is a man who had 'proved his good falth,' so 

to speak. The length of ttme during which hls family repeatedly returned 

to Blnumarlen affirmed hls commitment to the place. He offered assistance 

to Btnumarten whenever he could. He thought of himself as trusted by the 

B1numar1en who worked for him. One day. years after he had begun his 

study. he was Jn conversation with one of his assistants and heard some-· 

thing rather llke what he heard when B.lnumarJen talked to each other. 

From this clue and wlth pattent insistence, he was able to d1scover that 

none of the complex verb forms had been shown htm. In his years of work 

a11 those who had assisted him had used only one of a very complex series 

'-' 

of tenses which affect not only the verbs themselves, but other elements 

1n a phrase. He was dumbfounded, and confronted the men of standing ln 

the eommunlty, asktng them to explain such a thorough-go1ng conspiracy. 

They gave htm the simplest of explanations: when he came and said that 

he wanted to learn their l~nguage they feared such a thing and agreed 

among themselves to dupe hfm. The reason was that If he ever did really 

learn the 1 anguage he mIght take It f. rom .them. 

-

lhe moral of this story. and others ltke Jt, Is that to assume good 

faith• and commltment to accuracy on the part of one's Informants and 

asslstants Is naive. I do not assume that S1sta was committed to the goal 
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of accurate reporting. I am persuaded thnt he demonstrated that commitment 

. ln many settlngs. H1s presence at Jntervlews of informant-observers served 

better than anything else could have done to encourage the best and most 

thoughtful reports possible. He would gtve a speech (which f was l~rgely 

able to monitor) reminding the Informant-observer of the Importance of 

his truth. He would say that the things they told me would be going to 

a very blg•man tn America (the chairman of my supervisory committee} and 

the wrath of this man at me and ultimately at them would be great If there 

~re ltes. And then, because he Is a man with a ftne psychological sensl­

t1v1ty• after the threats would come the promise of reward. He would te11 

them that this account of Blnumarlen would make their names known to a 

dlstanee before unlmaglned. That people In America would know of this 

small place and tts people. 

In spite of hts efforts. there Is a lot of noise In the record. But 

I remain convinced that because of hfs help lt ts less, by several orders 

of magnitude, than tt would otherwls~ have been. My confidence tn the 
.) 

general concordance of Informant-observer reports wtth the ~ctual behav-

lors they describe Is addttlonally supported by three other kinds of data. 

First, my own observations matched the Interactions reported herein. 

Those who are reported to behave toward each other In certain ways did. 

In faet. tend to do so under my eyes. And contrartly, those who were re­

ported no·t to act In certatn ways behaved accordingly when I observed them. 

This Is hardly an exhaustive check stnce I dtd not see all pairs of adult~ 

Jn •test• sttuattons, but as ~ 1 spot:check 1 It supports the record. 

Second, tn accounts of various events, In storles, 1n anecdotes which 

). 
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I heard tn a multitude of contexts there was nothing to dlsconftrm thts 

record. Individuals about whom stories \~re told behaved tn those stortes 

according to the Interaction expectatlons arlsJng from descriptions In 

more structured Interviews. 

And third, I collected for several weeks 'dally activity summaries• 

from a selected set of Informants. By arrangement they reported to me 

each day a description of thelr activities of the preceding day. These 

amount to 5~0 person~days. Hy ortgtnal hope was to analyse the al . lo~atton 

of time among various actlvtttes. Thls quickly proved tmposslble as 

conceived since I could ftnd no way to get estimates of the duration of 

various activities f~om Informants. But the data serves ss additional 

confirmation for the tnteractlon patterns recorded here. The 5~0 dally 

activity summaries contain accounts of who each Individual's co-partlctpants 

were In the activltles of the day and these match expectations according 

to the more formally elicited reports. 

The final judgment ·of the general Interviewing strategy rests Jn the 

value of thls study. Provisionally at least, the softness of data collected 

In the way described, seems a falr exchange for Its strengths. The use of 

Informants as observers Is the only way to get nearly complete records of 

the Interaction patterns of the adults of a community. The observations 

that Btn~~arten report of the concrete, specific, habitual behaviors of 

others, with emendations as descrlhed, stand as acceptable and useful rep­

resentations of the Interpersonal transaction aspect of social organ1• 

zatfon. 



DATA COllECTION TECHNIQUES 

The specific data gathertng procedures used here incorporate a 

technique used by .Fredrfck Rose (1960) for studytng klnshlp. It consists 

of taking a photogrdph of each fndtvldual tn the universe of study. and 
'.J 

·ustng these photographs to ask questions about the relationships ~nd 

behaviors o·f the subjects of the photographs. 

The first few months of the research ~~re spent collectlng these 

photographs. and collecting standard census data and genealogies. Ourtng 
.. 

th1s perfod the sorts of behaviors on whtch Informant-observers would be 

asked to report were Identified. And appropriate questlons were constructed 

l·n the B1numarlen language. Then e~ch adult (with the exception of stx 

women 1 three because of Incompetence. and three because they were lnad• 

vertently overlooked In the beg1nnlng) was tnd·tvtdual1y asked to report 

his observations en the behaviors of all others toward himself. Adults 

are locally deffne·d as those who have married. Everyone In Btnumarten ts 

marrted before the age of twenty, girls at least by the1r middle teens. 

boys a 11tt1e later. Stnce the local status marker of adulthood is so 

clear and unmnbtguous .• and since It ts behaviorally Important used It 

to define the universe of study. 

The observations of Btnumarlen adults were recorded tn a data matrix, 

one for each Informant-observer. The data matrix consisted of columns 

numbered for certain kinds of behavior and relatlonshtps.and rows numbered 

for each adult. The 'entry made Jn a cell showed the presence/ahsence/ 

-frequ~ncy of the behavtor defined by the coiumn for the Individual defined 

by the r~1 toward the Informant defined by the matrix. This recording 
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technique allows for systematic record keeping and easy dnta retrieval. 

And it encourages the closest possible approach to exhaustiveness in the 

collection of tnformatlon In a standardized form. Data collected in this 

way provide much of the basis for the analysis of Binumarlen tnternal 

soctal _organtzatfon: the patterns of lnteractfon among tndlvJduals. 

Cenealogtcal data ~nd residential and marital histories were collect­

ed as se1f·reports. as well as tn lengthy explanatory conversations wlth 

meny people. most especially Slsta. The record of linguistic competence 

and the possession Inventory were largely self-reports. but they were 

collected pub1tca1Jy wlth an 1nterested audience offerlng critical eval• 

uatton and demanding amendments where appropriate. · 

The data on Intercommunity relations were collected partially in 

data matrices. the rows and co1umnstn these representf.ng communities. 

Old Blnumarlen men. and. on successive occasions an old man from ~bonamo, 

one from Arona. one from Pundtbasa. and one from Kambalra, were asked 

about fighting and marriages among communttles In the set slgnfftcant to 

Blnumarlen. They were each asked about all pairs of communities and 

discrepancies were pursued for resolution. 

BRIEF OUTLINE 

'The next chapter Is concerned with the wider polJtlcal fleld. the 

Intercommunity system of relations In ~~tch STnumarten partlctpates. The 

patterns of trade 1 Intermarriage, warfare, and feasting are described 

for the Blnumarlen region. In this area traditional Intercommunity a~lf-• 

ances are absent, and there are no pig cycles or elaborate exchange chatns. 
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The mlnlmal organization of Intercommunity relations 1s largely a matter 

of geography. These characte~tstlcs of the wider field plus the linguistic 

boundedness of Blnumarien h3ve significant lmpltcatlons for the Internal 

organization of the community. 

The third chapter outlines· the qenera1 Internal social organization 

of Blnumarten. The composition of residence units Is described and a 

J 
most pervasive klnshlp construct. oosana (literally source or base), ls 

.analyzed. Bfnumarlen patterns of parenthood and marriage ere discussed 

and the klnshtp nomenclature ts reported and analyzed. Oataareprovfded 

to demonstrate that kin categories labeled In the terminology do not 

eonfonm to soclo-spattal classes. The dlstlncttons In the nomenclature 

refer to genealog1cat dtscrlmlnattons, r.e .• those based on tles made 

up of parent•chlld and spouse llnks. But the distinctions, also genea· 
,.. 

·1oglca1, which arc associated with . patterns of soc1at Interaction, are 

overridden In the terminology system. Those distinctions. the basts of 

thetr Importance. and their relation to the classificatory characteristic 

·of the kin terminology are sought ln chapter four. 

The fourth chapter ts about the Blnumarlen ·economy. The organization 

of production here conforms to Sah11ns 1 1 d~stlc mode.~ Slgnlflcant 

production attfvlttes are discussed and the cooperation and sharing of 
~ 

Individuals Ts reported. Regularities in the pattern of who cooperates 

with whom are discovered. Host Importantly, It Is not kin 'group• member-. . 
ship or kin class as defined by the termrnology system which be~t pre­

diets tntera~tton but the length of connecttng ktn tles. A special 

measure of klnshtp distance, devised to fit Blnumarfen, Is fo~nd to be 

l. 

I" 
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h1ghly correlated with patterns of cooperation. 

The fffth chapter deals wlth Internal politics and leadership within 

the community. There 1s a label fatQT ffraafa here which literally means 

1 blg•man.• It Is applied to a11 men of a certain age. Sut within this set 

of men there Is significant vartatton In Influence and prestige. The many 

ways In which these men·· C;an be ranked tend to folto,-J two maln patterns • . 

One of these emphasizes a~e and features of personality and other Individual 

characteristics. The other emphasizes productive Industry and gener~sity. 

The latter marks out bJg•men of standing. They cooperate more and more 

widely than other men. But as with men In general, their cooperation Is 

strongly patterned by klnshlp distance. The po1ttlca1 consequences of 

economic relations, and vice versa, are underlined by these quantitatively 

significant regularities. 

The sixth and last chapter ts a summary of flndtngs. It .recapitulates 

the conclusions of preceding chapters, and repeats some of the suggested 

Implications. 

s 

I 

I· 
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INTRODUCTION 

Thts chapter deals with lntercommuntty relations. the larger social 

field of which Blnumarlen is a part. Warfare no longer occurs In thts 

area, and much else about intercommunity relations has changed in the 

last ~enty to forty years. It is at this level that colonlal rule first 

-makes the greatest difference. To understand the Infernal organization 

of Blnumarlen the wlder system 1as It was 1 must be understood. And the 

picture of thts wider system ~s lmportant for understanding the patterns 

In CHNG and fn primitive socletles generally. This chapter swings widely 

Into the 'ethnographic present.' And where the present tense ls used to 

discuss warfare, this ts to be understood as the present tense of a time 

before the fighting stopped. 

Unlike the pattern In other parts of the Hlghlands, Btnumarten has 

I 

no alliance relations. t.e., no relations of traditional amity and atd. 

with neighboring communities. In thts area, If local groups are spatlal1y· 

distant enough from one another, they have no social relation as corporate 

entitles. If they are nearer they fight. Relat1ons are of continuing 

hostility and mistrust. broken only by perlodic feasttng and dancing. among 

enemy communities, an·d more solidary relations between Individual residents 

and sets of them tn trade and Intermarriage. 

Genera 11 zat Ions about the v~r lations l n sea 1 e of I ntercommu_n t t.y 

actlvltles from one region of the Highlands to another may be Inter-. 

preted to suggest a continuum of po11tJca1 variations In scale, complex-

lty, and stability. The B1numar1en area exemp11f1es a rttua1 and political 

extreme. There are no elaborate exchange chains, no ptg cycles, and no 

kcreely
Typewritten Text



Intercommunity alJiances. 

Four s1gniflcant types of Intercommunity fnteract1on are described 

and mapped: the exchange of goods, the exchange of women, warfare and 

Intercommunity feasting and dancing. Btnumarlen exch~nge ~oods with the 

residents of elghteen other communities. These communlttes define the 

soclal universe looking out from Blnumarten. (Ukarumpa. the CHNG head-

quarters of the Summer Institute of Linguistics, and Kainantu, the sub-

district headquarters of the government, are socially significant but 

In a different way, and they are excluded here, just as they are ex­

cluded In this context by Blnumarlen.) 

Of these nineteen communtttes, not all exchange women. The presence 

of this relation of intercommunity marrlape Is shown to be associated 

with spatial proximity. And of the nineteen communities, not all fight 

and n~t all engage in mutual festivities. These bwo relations. which 
I 

occur between the same pairs of communttles. are also associated wlth 

geographical distribution. 

The relationship among these varf.ous sorts of tra·nsactlons Is dis-

cussed. and the social-political organization of the area ls character­

Ized. The linguistic boundedness of etnumarten. a community of 172 

people. ls suggested to conform to, and perhaps support, the lack of 

lntercemmuntty arrangements for alllance (however shifting) and the 

extreme segmental auton~ of this local group. 

This chapter begins with a discussion of exchange chains and pig 

cyc1es because their absence In Blnumarien marks an important aspect of 

Intercommunity relations in this area. 
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AREAL VARIATION 

Describing tradlttona1 polrtlcal organization in the Highlands, 

Langness makes the following contrast between the Western Highlands and 

areas further east: 

It ts obvious that most activities, although sJmllar in outward 

appearance, are conducted on a much larger scale in the Western 

Highlands. Exchanges of pig and shell demand months of planning, 

a staggering dmount of concerted act1on on the part of hundreds 

If not thousands of people, the raising and ktlltn~ of extensive 

herds of pigs, the production of tons of surplus vegetable food, 

~nd the construction of enormous guest houses for use during the 

ceremonies (1973:157). 

Havln9 drawn thls contrast In scale and complexity, he then goes on to make 

two extraordinary statements: 

Even so, there 1 s 1 r t t 1 e "1 ~ o-he ll terature to SUg9eS t that 

·patterns of leadership a' r-. • uthorlty are slgnlftcantly different 

-In the two areas, nor has It been \'iidety argued that there may 

be variations In political organization associated with dlfferlng 

patterns of exchange (1973:157). 

Although these matters may not have rece1ved the emphasts they deserve. 

I think langness ts mistaken. Where there are elaborate exchange chains or 

pig cycles these arrangements are systematically associated wtth leadership 

and w1th Intercommunity relations of a certain type. Sorensen notes an 

associated variation In population density- s~rely · a variable with political 

concomitants: 

As one moves northwestward from the Stmbarl Anga (6/sq.mt.) to the 

South Fore (27/sq.ml.), the North Fore (54/sq.mi.) the Usurufa­

Kamano (68/sq.ml.), the Benabena (82/so.mi.), the Gahuku (83/sq.mt.), 

the Asaro (103/sq.mJ.) and the Chlmbu (over 200/sq.mi.) the politfcal 

Importance and the elaborateness of the pi~~hange feasts increases 

(1972:361). 

· Exchan9e chatns snd r1tual ptg cycles both define and require some 

degree of community peaee. They provide a wider organtzatton of 1nter-

local a111ances whlch 1 though they may shift over time. are critical for 

and receive support and reaffirmation through the exchanges. In addltlon, 

,. 
I 
I 



the wlder political order which is defined by these arrangements provides 

~ field of Increased scale and greater maneuver for big-men. This a11o~ 

an Increased elevatlon of men of dmbltion and concomitdntly a greater 

disparity between big-men and others and a potential for something ap­

proaching c1Jentshlp. (Blnumarten btg-men are discussed in chapter five.) 

Read, speaking of the Gahuku ptg cycles. says: 

The Integrative Importance of the Tdza nama can hardly be over­

estimated ••• tt seems pre•emtnentry-to acknowledge politlcal 

alliances and obligations. Traditional ties between groups are 

renc~~d ••• As many as a thousand people rnay be gathered (1952: 

17). . 

And spe~kfng of the ceremonial exchan~e chains of the Kyaka, Bulmer says: 

I have trIed to demonstrate three rna In \-Jays l n wh l ch the Moka Is 

of poltttcal significance. Firstly, the exchanges ••• create new 

extra-kin relations with sfgnJficant consequences to the ktnshlp 

and descent system as a whole. Secondly, the Moka is a particularly 

Important field for Individual enterprise fn ~alnlng power and 

prestl~e ••• Thirdly, at the group level, the festival cycle 

periodically co-ordinates the activity of the whole of Kyaka 

society ln a way no other Indigenous t~stltutton does; and In 

this, In pre-contact days. It ltmited the phystcally and socially 

destructive expression of Inter-clan hostility and competition .fn 

wa r ( 19.6 0 : t 2) • 

Recent emphasis on the ecological control provided by these events 

(Vayda 1971i Rappaport 1967, 1968) has received ·especlally wide attention 

among non-New Guinea specialists. Such models suggest, at )east tmpllcJtly, 

that we should expect a degree of unifonmtty Jn ritual cycles associated 

with the general techno-eco1ogtca1 uniformity of the Highlands. Oivale 

(1973:x1tt-xtv) has even gone so far as to characterize the New t;uinea 

Highlands as a whole on the basts of Vayda•s discussion of the ~arl!"9· 

But It Is emptrtcally clear that pig cycles are not simply reflexes 

of techno-ecology, that they are variable In scale, and that the political 

I,· 
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aspect of these events 1s one of the most Important ways In which they 

must be understood. 

·It does not seem likely In Chlmbu, nor perhaps Tn most other 

central highland societies. that the cycle is determined by 

the demography and ecological conditions of pfg production 

(Brookfield 1973:136). 

(In Chlmhu] pf9 herds are lndfvldua11y owned 8nd raised. but 

\ their main use fs ln periodtc group prestations Involving whole 

tribes numbering from 1,000 to 10,~00 persons, generally In 

association with other tribes whtch kill pigs at about the same 

.time. Each fe\>~ years, a 'pJg ceremony' (buqla gende) Is held 

at temporary vtt1age 1lke aggregations of houses built on 

ee·remonla1 ground ••• their dominant worldly function is the . 

massive givlng of prestatlons. These 1glfts 1 are made ultimately 

·by Individual to individual, but tn such a way that they are 

also shown to be given by tribal se~ments, and by tribe, to 

.parallel groups ln the surrounding population ••• (1973:134). 

Reciprocal relationships are thus established or contrnued, 

debts are repaid or recognized. At the same time tribes and 

segments signalize thetr Identity and Interrelationship ••• 

(1973:135). 

Rttual exchange chaJns and pig cycles are the most Important ways In 

-which refatfons between local groups are organized In CHUG. A contrast can 

be drawn along a dimension of variation In the firmness and extent of 

Inter-local · all lances. At one extreme are systems "'hlch define long-term 

alliances among large sets of local groups; these are the sites of elab~ 

orate exchange chains and large scale relatively Infrequent plg feasts. 

Then there are Intermediate systems of shorter-term. more frag11e, less 

Inclusive alliances; these are the systems with smaller scale. more 

frequent p1g festivals. At the other e~treme are regions where Inter­

-toea t a 11 t ances are absent • In whIch p t g eye 1 es are absent. Here the 

pattern of Jnteractlon among local groups Js not mediated by variable 

political arrangements. tn these circumstances relattonshtp.sbetween 

eommunltles are less soclo-polltlca11y organized an·d more directly a 



functton of demographic, ecological, especially geographical variables. 

·£x3mples of the former .sort of system in which there are the most 

•organized• inter•local poli'tlcal arrangements (and associated Nith this 

very htgh population densttles) are Enga {Meggitt 1965) and Oanl {Heider 

1972)._ The Blnumarten region ts an example of the opposrte ~xtreme. The 

relations bet\~een Blnumarten and nelghbortng communttles are not molded 
\ 

'by a wider political organlzatlon. There are no pig cycles to establish 

or malntatn even brtef alliances. Blnumarien simply ftghts a11 the sur-

rounding communltTes whtch are near enough to engage. On oc~aslon. It 

may have found Itself fighting a community whtch was also engaglng a 

thlrd 1 b~t thts was only a ·~facto alliance.• It neither followed 

from nor led to mutual solidarity between the communft[es ftghtlng a 

common enemy. Subsequent chapters wl11 argue that the character of 

Blnumarlen lnterna1 socta1 organlzatlon Is slgnJftcantly shaped by 

features of the re~tonal system In which It Is embedded. 

THE CONTENT OF INTER-LOCAL REl~TIONS 

There are four Important and dtsttnct sorts of relations which 

Blnumarlen individuals and groups have wlth tndlvlduals and groups In 

neighboring communities. These are: the ~(chan~e of goods. Intermarriage 

- .often the exchange of women, warfare, and tntercommuntty feasting and 

danclng. -The ftrst of these, the exchange of goods, Is a relatlonshlp 

between lndlvtduals. The second, Intermarriage~ Involves not only the 

Individual marrtage partners but also the kinsmen of each who Involve 

themselves In arranging the match and In subsequent transactions which-

·follow from the tJes created by the marr1age. The third and fourth. 
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wa·rfare and Intercommunity festivities, are the only ones which Involve 

the community as a corporate entity. 

It Is true that Individuals who are not members of the belligerent 

communl.ttes may ·be drawn Into the f-tghtlng through personal obligations 

to some of the participa-nts.· And It Is true that not all the residents 

of a community actually eng~ge tn the hostilities. Nevertheless the 

fighting Is always de.scrlbed as between local groups and any member of 

a ·tocal group Is an approp~late target of reta 1 iat I on from the communf ty 

- .. 
to wh r ch It has current blood debts. It Is a 1 so tr.ue that not a 11 members 

of a community parttclpate to an equal extent tn Inte r community parties. 

And Individuals who belong neither to the host nor the guest communlty 

are usually present. But again, the events are defined, remembered. and 

descrtbed. as Intercommunity affairs, 

The Exch3nQe of t,oods 

·rhts sort of transaction is carried on between lndlvid~als. Blnu-

.marlen men and women take Items llke tobacco and oranges to neighboring 

communtttes to trade. These two products are known to grow with supertor 

quality here because of the sltghtly lower altitude. Other vegetable 

products are traded also, as well as dogs. plgs,.and rarely cassowary 

chicks. T.hese are traded nowadays mostly for money, or for arrows, bete1-

nut, or other animal or vegetable it~ms, .and large unglazed ceramic pots 

·which come originally, though not always directly, from the Markham. 

valley. 

Aside from the specla1 mandarin oranges whlch had been introduced 



by some of the first entrants Into the Highlands from the coast, the 

special qual tty of the locally grown tobacco, and the Markham pots, 1 

found no other 'local specialization• In the area. Epstein says that 

"all barter or trade ts based on some speclaltzatfon unless for ritual 

~easons Identical articles are exchanged 11 {1973:87). That is too strong 

a statement to apply here. Although It Is possible that the absence of 

·marked local spectallzatton In this area ts a recent disintegration of 

former patterns, the Btnumarlen who were old enough to remember what It 

was like 'beforet did not Indicate that there had been community . spcclal­

l zat ton In the past. The B I numart en used to make the t r own sa 1 t and 1 ime. 

And agaln 1 It was never suggested that these were made In extra quanti· 

t1es especially for trade. 

Another unusual characteristic of this area ts the paucity of shells, 

even for adornment. I very rarely saw any shells at all. And although one 

or two shells about the stze of a young child's fist were Included In 

marrl_age transactions, even when people were most elaborately decorated 

for dances there were very few shells In evidence. This Is likely a recent 

state of affairs. 

The condltlons of travel have changed. Even now there is danger 1n 

traveling out of Einumarten to trade. Sometimes a man wtl1 go by himself 

to another village, one where he has close ktn. But usually people go tn 

small groups, and women never go alone. Stlll 0 mobility Js -Immensely 

·greater now than before the colonially lmposed peace. And the contempo­

rary social-geography of the area Is markedly different than Jn the past. 

Eighteen corrmunlt1es comprise the set of slgnt'flcant nel~hbors for 



Btnumarlen (see map). Rinumarlen tndlviduals exchange goods with the 

residents of these eighteen other p1~ces. These are a11 the communltles 

within 3bout a stx- to elght-mlle radius of Btnumar1en, although the 

traveling dlst3nce to the farthest place Is much longer~ 

f".Jve Important changes fn the past few years have at ter.ed the pattern 

of travel and trade within thls area. First. at least four trade stores 

are within the _geographical area descrlbed by these places. Second, 'cargo 

cars' travel among some of these communities. and. during some periods of 

the ye~r, appear nearly l-teekly In 8Jnumarten - ·the 'end of the road.' 

Th1rd 1 government organized ~nd supervised (~nd taxed) markets are held 

perlodtcally near Arona. Fourth. the un11ke1Jhood of warfare. and fifth. 

the greater moblJity provided by roads affect the movement of people and 

goods wlthin thrs area. Certainly It Is not the same now as It was rn 

the past. 

I .suspect that the density of Jnteractlon may be shifting because 

of the location of the roads. In the year I was there I do not think any­

one went to visit Wompur or OmJsuan (or Merida); nor dtd I meet anyone 

from those places In Btnumarjen. It may be that these places will dis­

appear from the 11st of socially significant comnunltles, to be replaced 

by those to the east between the present set and Ukarumpa or Kalnantu 

as trlps to these distribution centers continue. 

The ttst of goods exchanged provided above does not Include metal 

potst cotton clothes, knives, axes, shovels, tlnned food, rice, salt, 

· a~d so on, because these thlngs are purchased from trade stores. And 

a 1 though they can, l.n fact must, form part of such exchange events as 



Flgur~ 2.1 - Sketch Hap (numbers re.fer to matrices) 

Kundana II 
(Apumaka) 

16b 

Sasaura 
13 

Hamaretn·Abonamo 
3 

Kambatra 
7 

Baros ira 
12 

Wompur 
8 

Omt5uan 
9 

I I 
ca. 1 m t 1 e 

Anga 
(Markham) 

18 

Mer fda 
10 
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Figure 2.2 - Census figu re s from P~trol Reports 
! : 

Kalnantu Sub-District 

1950 1955 1959-60 1965 1969 -

.1. B I n urna r i en 111 110 112 ·13lt 159 

2. Pundlbasa 357 "'8 507 60if 751 

3. .,amaretn 160 152 1 Olt 215 232 

Abonamo 137 257 200 2.23 272. 

'-· Arona I 219 241 ' 297 3~9 lt36 

Arona II 201 237 273 302 36B 

s. Tombendaka 192 224 262 301 366 

6. l<orangka 113 138 148 160 197 

7. ·Kambal ra 98 95 120 158 '185 

8. \Jompur 11,. 111 125 , ? 

g. Omisuan 
./' 96 117 .122 ? ? 

1 o. ·Mer l da 1 - , 1 ., 1 

11. Arau I 117 130 -165 -205 2~5 

Arau II 155 171 192 195 221 

12. :Baros Ira l '? ? 230 253 

13. Sasaura .286 332 361 ·lt20 ~a so 

14. Omaura 388 It 55 531 632 .767 

15. Onanlngka 248 298 31t7 ,.26 lt86 

16a. Kundana 2,.8 290 339 ItO] . ·soz. 
(Bioka) 

16b. ·Kundana I I 223 250 281 l 296 

(Apumaka) 

17. Akuna 270 299 328 395 lt50 . 

18. Anga 7 ? . ? .1 ? 

(Markham) 



marriage, they are not goods which one ordinarily acquires for other 

goods. Rather they are purchased wlth money at a trade store or from a 

cargo car. And the transactions are both functlonatly and symboltca11y 

outside the transactions among members of local groups which are dts-

cussed here. 

lntermarrt ane 

In Btnumarlen there Is a strong btas toward tntracommuntty marriage 

(see Fig. 2.3), both tn the pattern of actual marriages and 'in 1oca1 

attitudes (see followtng chapter). Both within the communrty and between 

locsl groups In thts set marrtage Is usually c~ncelved as an exchange of 

·women. When women move between communities the affinal obligations are · 

of Immediate sJgntftcance to the parties involved. Beyond these are the 

potential matrilateral ties of klnshlp bet\~en the offspring of outmarrTed 

women and their collatera-l consangutnes. providing a basts for relnttvely 

dense Interaction and the ltkeJJhood of future marriages, and avenues for 

~emo~raphfc readjustment. Used as claims on 1and and local resources 

these ties are ·trkely to be not only honored. but actively encouraged 

by members of a community who find their numbers reduced by warfare or 

other. demographic vtctssttudes and who wish to encourage Immigration (cf. 

Kelly 1968). 

Although lnd1vtduals from each of the places Jn this srea trade 

·with Individuals from at ·J the others, there have not been marriages 

between p.eople from each palr of places. The relation 'residents have 

ex~hanged women• can be displayed In the fonm of a matrix (see Flg.2.4 .). 

A 1 appears tn the ce11 defined by the community name of Its row and 

I 
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I 
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Figure 2.3 • Restderi~e just befbre current H~rrlege 
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Figure 2.3 (continued) • Restdence Just before current HarrJage 
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Figure 2.4 • Intercommunity Harr·l age 
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of lts column If residents of that palr of communities exchanged women. 

(Binumarien lntracommunity marriage Is discussed In the next chapter.) 

The communities are arranged In geographical order traveling clock­

wise along the road whrch connects them, with the four places which are 

not connected to that road Introduced approximately as It seems geo-
, 

graphlca11y appropriate. The clustering of the 1's along the diagonal 

Indicates that marriages tend to occur between residents of communities 

which are near each other ln this ordering, I.e., which are near each 

other In traveling distance along the road. Roads In thls area were 

usually built along established paths of travel and It Is the distance 

a1ong these routes. not simply dlrect spatla1 distance whfch ls clearly 

essoctated with the exchange of women. 

The average number of places with which the residents of a community 

Intermarry Is not quite 6 {mean m 5.7). If we exclude the four communities 

wh1ch are off the road to slmpllfy the geographical ca1culat1on, we can 

dlv1de the remaining communities Into neighboring and non-neighboring 

pairs using the followlng rules. No community may have more than slx 

ne!ghbors (thts· number Is suggested by the average number of communities 

with whtch any single one Intermarries). That ceiling means that some 

places which arc off the circular connecting roa~ will have fewer than 

six neighbors. With that restriction communities are assumed to have 

three neighbors on each side. ~nd those neighbors are the nearest places 

· by road. Ustng this C31cu1atlon there are ~1 neighboring pairs amon~ the 

tota1 of 105 palrs formed by the 15 places. The 37 intermarrying pairs 

overlap with these In the fo11owtng way: 

~ 

I 
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Intermarry l ng non•intenmarrylng 
patrs pal rs total 

neIghboring 
patrs 29 12 41 

non-neighboring 
patrs .8 56 61J 

total 37 68 105 

There Is~ statistically stgnlflcant relatlonshtp between nelghbor(ng and 

lntenmarrytng; chl square • 37.13, p less than .001 by chance. And ~he co­

efficient of correlation between them shows that the relatlon Is falr1y 

strong; phi • .595. 

Warfare 

Warfare has been virtually extinguished In thts area since the forties. 

And it has been eliminated as a major preoccupation of the Slnumarten men 

slnee the thirties. At that time Blnumarlen made war on Wompur and In re-

tallatlon for breaking the co1on1ally Imposed peace, the cream of the 

·flghttng men were taken off to the coast for Incarcera tion. At that time, 

most of the remaining members of the communlty took refuge from their 

Highland enemies wtth people In the Markham valley they ca11 Oadaaoa. 

The closest ldentlftcatlon I could make for thls gnoup was wlth a place 

called Anga on maps of the area. Blnumarlen agreed that this Is what the 

place Is called by the government. So I use the labe1 Anga (not to be 

confused with the Kukukuku, cf. Sorenson 1972) to Identify thts Austro-

ne·slan-speaktng lowland group. 

After the exile rn the Harkham valley. the remaining Binumarlen 



·returned to the Highlands. But they built no more men's or women's houses. 

~usbands lived with their wives and children, and male inltlatlon rites 

stopped soon after. In the forties the Blnumarlen with their reduced 

··numbe-rs relied heavily on government favor and protection. When they 

turned to the colonial author i ties tn search of redress for an attack 

·by Arona, the white men were preoccup1ed with their own war. The Btnu-

marten were told, so the local story goes. that If they had penes and 

not vagtnas they should behave like men and fight thefr own battles. 

So for a brtef period It was once agatn the 1 tlm~ of fighting.• 

Although there was some occas1onal warfare up until the early stxttes, 

there had been none stnce • . But durtng my stay war seemed very neBr on two 

occas lons. One strong threat of lntercommun I ty vlolence fo11ovved on the 

·vi-sit of some Blnumarten to the Anga ·tn tne Markham to trade for coconuts. 

'The vtsltlng men had gotten tnto a brawl and returned home with cuts and 

bruises to stir up a fighting force and return. It was never clear to me 

exactly what prompted the brawl. Apparently an exchange of stmple Insults 

·began ft. fo11owing on some rudeness of one of the hosts who was a bit out 

of temper. At any rate the Anga are long-time enemies and where etiquette 

falls with enemles there Is nothing for It but violence. Host of the old 

Blnumarten men and women tried to dissuade the young men who wlshed- to 

. return and fight. Heated discussion continued most of the morning. with 

some of the old men dramatizing ln a sort of pantomime dance tne Insecurity 

·of the old flghtlng days and arguing that thls was something for the 

government courts. But the young men's arguments - that treatment such as 

·thts from one's hosts was an Intolerable insult -built the anger. Thos~ 

trying to stop the expedition stood as a sort of road-block to prevent 

!.' 
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the men who had gathered thelr axes and bows from passtng. They even 

·hung on to the potential warriors, and one man held back behind the 

.others ·1 n th t s way, f .J na 11 y dt d g tve up. But the others d J d not. They 

must, however, have cooled . some\<~hat along the trall because they were 

fo 11 0\'led _ and persuaded to ret urn_. 

The Issue \'las finally taken to the two sub-district courts Involved. 

:It was a d''t f fl cu 1 t d 1 s pute to set t 1 e because the Anga had a tways been 

special enemies. While the fighting between Highland enemies was just as 

murderous as f1ghttng wlth the Valley people, Hlghlanders did not practice 

cannibalism on each other. But all the local groups In thts set who fought 

Markham valley groups ate and were eate~ by them. They were 'game animals' 

to eaeh other. 

·the ·secQnd time war seemd lmmtnent some B1numarten went to a big party 

.g t ven by .Pund 1 bas a. A 1 thoug·h t t Is usua 11 y t .he case that on 1 y one commun l ty 

Is Invited as a guest by the host group, there are always a few kinsmen of 

:the participants, both g.uests and hosts. from other places who are present 

for one reason or another. They may be currently vi~Itlng, or have extended 

a slm11ar lnvltatlon which is being reciprocated." On this occasion, the 

81numarten In attendance \-rere In thts. 'latter category. The guest community 

·was Tombendaka. 

Beer Is not a typical item of consumption in any kind of ~vent In 

. -
this area. It Is not eastly available and it must be Imported from Kafnantu. 

·It ls fatr1y expensive, but It does appear from time to time. like marijuana 

--
In the United State~. people here- usually. men- consume it for the In­

toxication. And since the drinker Is after a real hlgh, his symptoms a1ways 

seem slightly exaggerated, 1tke a parody of a drunk. Beer was available -at 

,. 
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the Pundlbasa party. And one of the drlnklng men from Tombendaka struck 

one of the Blnumarlen men. Stories differed on why exactly the blow was 

struck. Some saId that It was an ace l dent. But the v f ct lm \ias an o 1 d man 

whose brother had been killed 1n a fight with Tombendakn. a death which 

had never been avenged. The Pundlbasa hosts sent everyone home ·and the 

party ended. But the Blnumarlen went home to ~et th~ lr weapons ~nd 

prepare to .. flght. 

It was night and fighting Is a daytime activity. 'so the Blnumarlen 

waited and readied themselves. Before dBwn many of the young men covered 

their faces with ashes, a sign that they were prepared to fl9ht. ~t dawn 

end through most of the morning they stood ready on the ridge where the 

road leads to Tombendaka. Several women with axes and shovels stood with 

them. Twice It was reported that the Tombendaka were on their way. But 

Pundlbasa lies bet~1een Tombendaka and Binumarlen. And we eventually heard 

that the Pundtbasa had stopped the Tombendaka war party and convinced 

them to return home. Perhaps the Pundlbasa felt that the ~overnment would 

find them In some way responsible. 

It Is highly unlikely that warring will occur tn this area again. But 

many of the sttltudes, the enmity and mistrust, remain. 

The communities In thls set of nineteen which fou9ht e~ch other are 

shown 1n the matrix (Fig. 2.5). The order of the rows and columns in the 

. preceding matrix which replicates to some extent travel distance Is pre­

served here. A~atn. Inspection su~gests that spntlal distribution Is a 

significant organizer of these relatlons. The l's again cluster alon~ 

the diagonal, Indicating that communities tend to fight their neighbors. 



F t gure 2. S - I ntereorrmun'l ty Warfare 

Fights 
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4 1 1 Arona 
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8 1 1 Wompur 
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11 1 1 1 1 Arau 
12 1 1 1 1 Barostra 
13 1 Sasaura 
15 Onaningka 
14 Omaura 
17 1 Akuna 
16b 1 Kundana II (Apumaka) 



A test of thls association can be performed as above. However, here 

the average number of communities which a community fights is larger than 

the >number of places with· which the residents of a place Intermarry. Thts 

suggests that •neighborhoods' be defined as larger for thts relation. Here 

the ever3~e number of enemies ts just under eight (mean a 7.8). So we 

define an expanded neighborhood of four neighbors (rather than three) on 

each sIde. Aga t n we exc 1 ude the four communI t t es wh l ch are off t 'he road 

to s1mp1-Ify the calculation of neighboring. ·And we assign each pair of 

communities to net~hbor or non-neighbor categortes according to the 

fot1owtng rules. No community may have more than eight neighbors (the 

number suggested by the mean). With that restriction communities are 

assumed to have four neighbors on each stde. And those neighbors are 

the nearest p1aces by road. This procedure results In 54 neighboring 

pairs out of 105 total. And there are 55 pairs of communities whlch 

, fight. These categories overlap in the following way: 

pairs whtch pairs which do 
f1ght not fight total 

neighboring 
8 5~ pairs lf6 . 

non·nelghborlng 
42 ,paIrs 9 51 

total 55 50 105 . 

These fl9ures show a statistically sl~nlflcant relationship between · 

nelghborlng and ffghtlng; chi square·• 47.96, p less than .001 by chance. 

And the coefficient of correlation between them shows that the relation 

Is qulte strong; ph1 • .676. The Blnumarlen tmarry the pe·ople they fight • 

because they both marry and fight their neighbors. 
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The relationship between geographical distribution and fighting ls 

stronger (phi • .676) than the relationship between geographical distri­

bution and lntermarrlage (phi • .595). This difference In the coeffi­

cients of correlation, emphasized by the difference evfdent In Inspection 

of the two matrices. Invites the following suggestion. 

The exchange of women is a transaction between sets of ·kinsmen. Not 

only are the brides• and grooms• pdrents Involved but also many of the 

kinsmen of each. If ft ts a first marriage, the parents and probably 

several of their collateral cons~ngulnes make the Initial arrangements. 

And the bride-price and dowry wJ11 Include contributions from many 

additional ktnsmen. A marriage ts not a slng1e event and obligations 

between the kinsmen of the spouses are continuing, First come the 

several meetings and arrangements 'Involved ln. settlng up the exchange 

of women and the potential unions. Then there are the several stages 

-In 1 ts consumat Jon. And fl na 11 y the bl rth of ch t 1 dren, and theIr rear t ng, 

all of which Involve repeated transactions between the spouses and their 

efftnes and between the consanguines of each. 

However. marr1age is not a community affair. It Is the business of 

two sets of kinsmen. The members of each set are mo~tty. If not aiJ, 

eoresldents, but It Is an affair of these kln clusters and not the 

1oca1 group as a whole. Geography becomes significant because it In­

volves groups of lndlviduals 1 groups of sufficient size to inhibit 

their mobl11ty; and because It Involves conttnuous obligations between 

the parties. Sut, because tt does not Involve whole communities, and 

the units It does Involve are not strtctJy geographically defined, 

other factors may Intervene. 
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Warfare, however, Is an affaJr between communities. Whether or not 

all the men of a community fight, tne community as a whole ls blamed 

) 

and subject to reprisal. The lnteractlng units are 1ocal groups. The 

size of these groups makes geography a necessary constraint. But more 

than that, the groups are defined by geography. 

Another feature of the warfare patterns . lnvttes comment: the tstep­

llke' pattern of the l's In the matrix. If this matrlx Is taken to rep• 

resent a linear graph, I.e., the places conceptualized as points and 

the relations between them as connecting ltnes. the step pattern suggests 

a special kind of structure. Each step Indicates a complete (or nearly 

complete) maximal sub-graph, I.e •• a set of points (communJtles) al1 of 

which are directly connected to (l.e •• fight) each other. This maximal 

sub-graph may be called a clique (Harary 1959). And since the •steps' 

overlap along the diagonal, the cliques are overlapping. That 1s some 

points (communities) belong to more than one. 

This step•1fke pattern becomes even more evident when the Anga tn 

the Harkham are excluded and only Highland communities are considered 

(Ftg. 2.6). 

The presence of these warring cliques indicates that flghtlng Is 

more than competttton for resources between groups who claim adjacent 

lands. It may be that local traditions of shifting groups and terrttorles 

make 1ong•range competition for resources an Important threat. It Is 

not just nearest neighbors that may try to encroach on adjacent territory, 

· b~t any group which · Is 'close enough.• However, the proximate cause for 

flght1ng here Is not a struggle for land. Among the case histories I have 

I . 



Ftgure 2.6 • Htgh1ands Intercommunity Warfare 
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·for fighting. the initial qrlevance _was m6st commonly women, then ptgs. 

~hen other property~ e.g., stands of bamboo,gardens. 

Reported causes for secondary hostllttles 111uminate the develop­

ment of warrtng sets from another angle. Flghtlng was almost always 

·between only two communlttes at one time. But these confrontations could 

_always lead to fights between one of the two adversaries and a third 

·community. This resulted from the devious. somet1mes treacherous tactics 

.reportedly employed wherever advantageous by the antugontsts. 

If It could be arranged by one of the enemy stdes, one or t~~ 

~mbers of a third community would be persuaded to call for a vtslt from 

one or two of the lnlttator's enemles, and thus set up an ambush. \~ether 

or not the ambush was successful, the wrath of the decetved community 

- would be turned on the community whlch had allowed the ambush. 

A second tacttc was a version of the 'fra~~-up. 1 In thts area one 

.of the few classes of artifacts to be decoratively embelltshed Is arr~~ 

potnts. They are usually made of hard blackpalm wood, although some­

tlmes bamboo ts used. There are many styles, some elaborately tanged, 

some distinctively painted. some wrapped and decorated with Intricately 

·braided vegetable fiber- sometimes bright yellow orchld fiber locally 

.reputed to be poisonous. These features In their varlatlons and per­

mutations mal'e certain arrows sufficiently distinctive to be associated 

wlth particular craftsmen and communities. The 1 frame-up• trorks )Ike 

thts. Dlstfncttve arrows are obtained from other communlttes through a 

serles of exchanges. Then these arrows, rather than those of home 

·manufacture, are used tn amhush. When the victims or their survivors 
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. use the arrows to Identify the gullty man or community. suspicion Is cast 

and retaliation planned on the innocent cr~ftsman and his community and 

away from the rea1 culprits. 

Since arrows are widely exchanged In this area, there Is reason for 

scepticism about the probable success of such a ruse. However, the tactic 

was described to me on more than one occasion with expressions of adml­

ratlon for lts.clevernes$ and conffdence ln Its success. 

Astde from these devious tactics there ts a most Important charac­

terlstJc of Intercommunity relations tn thts area wh(ch helps to account 

for the presence of warring cliques. Here, If two local groups have any 

Interaction at all, i.e., have any relationship as corporate communities. 

fl~htrn~ Is an Inevitable part of lt. In other words. war Is entailed 

as an aspect of Intercommunity relations. If Joca1 groups don•t fight 

each other.then they have no relationship as communtttes. (This, of 

course. does not preclude Individual residents or sets -of them from 

Interacting.) 

However, warfare Is not the only component of Tnterc~unlty re- · 

lations. There are also festivities. l_n this region · feasting and dancing 

are not carried on among sets of local groups who do not (or are not 

supposed to) fight. These actlvit1es are not expressions of a11iance, 

rather they express a cessation in hostilities 'for the moment.• These 

actfvltles . are carried on amon~ the same sets of communities who fight 

each other. Focusing on festivities Instead of fighting the relations 

among these communities can be viewed In their 'positive• aspect. The­

cluster~ of neighboring groups which form warring cliques, also form 
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feasting and dancing cli~ues. Some lntercommunlty relations may begin 

thts way. Perhaps communities which have been guests of a common host 

extend Invitations to each other. But once relations are established 

flghtlng Is sure to follow. 

Inter-Community Feasting and Dancing 

The 1ast relatlon to be discussed Is, like warfare. a relation between 

communities as corporate groups. During my vlstt there was one particularly 

large Intercommunity festival · held In Btnumarten. These affairs Involve 

the preparation of quantities of cooked foOd, both pig and vegetables for 

the guests to consume as they sing and dance. the gathering and chopping 

of great piles of firewood to keep a large fire and a few small ones going 

through the nlght, the rolling of innumerable ci~arettes and collection of 

large quantities of betel, and the amassing of quantities of cultivated 

food and sometimes plg for presentation to the guests to be carried off 

the morntng after. They are a scaled-up version of the sort of community 

event which the B1numarlen have regularly once or twlce a month beginning 

just before Christmas and lasting until July. The guest community was 

Arona. 

The year I was there this feasting and dancJng season was Interrupted 

by an experiment: the 'market party.• And It Is likely that ordlnarrly 

there would have been more occasions comparable to the Arona event. 

'Market p~rtles 1 were held by some etnumarlen nefghbors as a way to_raise 

eommuntty funds. Several local groups tn the area were p1anntng to buy 

or had just bought vt11age cars. Both the purc~ase price wlth licensing 

fees, and the price of up-keep and use. Including some sort of salary 

I 
I I 
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for a driver, required commun1ty funds. The Binumarlen pltJnned to buy 

a village car to transport produce to market, Dnd decided to have a 

aarket party to b r t ng theIr car fund c 1 oser to Its goa 1·. The I de a wns 

to have a sort of fence around the party area so that all participants 

paid an entrance fee. lnsld they would sell betel • cooked food, and 

even beer. Invitations were extended to Pundlbasa, Mamareln, and Arona, 

the understanding betng that those who came could expect to have their 

actions reciprocated by the Blnumarlen. Twice the event was disastrously 

rained out. And the Arona later sent word that they had received · their 

Invitational message too lnte anyway. After all the hopeful plans and 

work of preparation the double failure was quite a disappointment and 

It put a gloomy pall over the festival season. 

Before flghtlng w~s stopped, these parties were Important for the 

peace they entailed. They were also occtlslons for prospecttve spouses 

to attract each other. /\rona Is 'the community nearest the HJghJnnds 

Highway. Recently. work on a hydroelectric project for the Arona valley 

began. and with tt. the development of nearby Yonkl Into a town. This 

gives the Arona access to a wider variety of consumer goods than are 

usually found In the merchandise of a trade store. As a consequence, 

the status marker used by the unmarried Arona girls who came to Blnu­

marien parties was a brassiere. Marrled women dfd not ~rear them but the 

unmarried gtrls. along with their feathers. paint. elaborate headdresses. 

dancing reed skirts. and special decorative strfng bags. also wore (as 
1outer- 1 not underclothing) cotton brassieres •. I was aware of no sign 

adopted by unmarried boys, In fact those approaching marriageable age 

seemed rather shy and self-effacing at party time. It Is the married men 
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\~0 seem to be the fondest of display and lt Js usually they, rather than 

the unmarried men, whose sexual exploits on these occasions are the 

subject of gossip in the following days. 

Before the cotonta1 peace these occasions somettmes marked the 

temporary end of a pertod of extended hostility between two groups. 8ut 

they also sometimes marked the beginning. The danclng begins we11 after 

niQhtfalt around the huge pillar of a central fire. The drums with 

the t r s lmp le but unceas l ng rhythms, the chant t ng-. the ye 1'1 J ng • the f1 re-
0 • 

light danctnog, a11 in the tallest of feathers ~nd fiercest of paint, 

wt th bO\'w'S and arrows at the ready, create an atmosphere of hI ~h exc J te-

ment. It Is not hard to see the potentfal for hostile outbreaks. There 

are stortes of parties which ended in extreme tensJon. ~e~ce barely 

preserved lon~ enough for the guests . to make an exlt. Wlth the promise 

of Imminent hostilities and the beglnnlng of flghttng just followlng 

the 1 r departure. 

REGIONAL POLITICAL ORG.ANI .ZATION 

There Is on1y a very precarious and frag11e peace In these events. 

Berndt's generalization for a nearby area Is a.pt here: 

••• one dlstrlct[local grou~may be on either friendly or 
lnlmtcaJ terms with any number of others but the position 1s 
ltkely to change almost overnight. There Is no permanency in 
such matters, except In the expectation of Interaction Itself 
([1969] 1971:393). 

This Is ln marked contrast to the more lasting, sometlmes tradlt1onal1y 

fixed tie~ of alliance and relations of enmity further west. In the Blnu­

marlen region any rnteractlona1 exchange between communities, t.e •• re· 

latton or transaction In which the communities as corporate entltles are 

J: 0 

I 
t· 
I 
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the participants, ls a relation Nlth a ftghtlng component. If communitres 

Interact !! a 11 here they fight. 

In this part of the Highlands It Is not possible to construct a map 

of Intercommunity relations which show positive, neutral, and negative 

relations. In this area regional pollttcal organlzatlon is both narrower 

In scale and less complex In form. Here there are no elaborate exchange 

chains or ritual cycles to establish and maintain tntercommuntty alliances. 

Blnumarlen has no a1llance engagements w1th nel9hborlng communities. It 

Is not part of some larger (even shifting) unit of social peace. It stands 

alone and It stands against fts neighbors. Here It Is geography, not 

soelal charters whtch organized community relations. This does not mean 

that all partlcul ar lntercommunlty interactions are warlike. but there 

Is ·no continuing polltlcal apparatus to counteract potential flghts. There 

are contextual periods of peace. While one conmunfty Is the guest of 

·another certain requlreme~~. · ~ of hospitality powerfully constraln against 

flare•ups of violence. But that hospitality ends with the v1slt. 

It seems very clear that the traditional general tzatlons about varl.• 

atlons ln the elaborateness and scale of exchang.e cha·lns and pig cycles 

In the Highlands may be associated with generaltzatrons ·about variations 

In political organization. The Blnumarlen area represents both a r1tua1 

and a polltlcal extreme. 

This leek of arrangements for solidarity beyond the community seems 

·to be socio-logically associated with another unusual feature of Blnu­

marteri. Un11ke the large phyles which are traditionally the focus of 

anthropological attention In the Highlands. Binumarlen Is an ethno-llngu1s-



tlc tsolate. It Is ltngulstlcally dlstlnct from a11 its nefghbors and 

spatially separated from its cl~sest Jlngulstic congener: Talrora. 

And, although the majority of communities In the set of 19, which 

compose the relevant social universe lookin~ out from Blnumarten, are 

p&rt of the same phyte, the ,ads~p ethno-llngutstic unit, there are 

other communities In this set which, ltke Bt.numarten, are llngutsttcally 

distinct from the1r neighbors. 

Language Is such an expllcit1y ldenttfylng feature that lt has 

traditionally been used by anthropologlsts (and by the people they study) 

as an Indicator of soctn1 boundaries. But the language dlvlslons In this 

area are not social barrlersa Nearly 90% of Blnumarten adu1ts are either 

b1·· ormu1tJ-·ttngua1 (seeF'tg. 2.7). 

Berndt's comments on community Interaction In the ~amano. Usurufa, 

Jate, Fore region fit this Blnumarlen region as well: 

rrom the standpolnt of persons belonging by birth or adoption 

to any one district [local group). everyone outside Its 

bouhdartes · (apart from certaln kin) was potentially hostile. 

Nevertheless they regarded these members of other dlstrlcts 

as much the same sort of people as themselves - people with 

~om they fought, lntenmarried, joined rn peace ceremonies. 

and so on {[1969] 1971:383). 

The relevant social universe Is not limited by language borders. But on 

the other hand langua!Je differences are not socially Irrelevant: 

At the same time. re~ardless of external ttes within the 

'broader configuration, those speakln~ a common language were 

on that account assumed to ~e bound especially closely by 

common custom and practice ••• (Berndt [1969] 1971:383). 

And thts Implies the converse. Those who speak different languages are 

·rather less ·alike and more distant from each other fn custom and practice. 

The distribution of languages In this area ls not the distribution of 



Figure 2.7 - Linguistic Competence of Adults 

Subjeet .. Languages·spoken fluently Subject languages SPQken fluently 

~ ~ 

11 
~ 

Jl "' ... .. 
; c e c c 0 

·=j tO .., . ,..... "' '-- ,_ ~ - - e ., - ~ ·-i. ~ "' ~] 
tU ~ ..._, tU a ~ 

~-~ 
fV 

~ 0.. .s::. rc 4.) -ro .... ro c. .c. ro " - ro ..... 
§ ::l ~it~ t: tO ._., 

Women e j ~ t'J t: ftJ 0 -Hen "' L"C I t'\J .D ftJ ::J C) :J "' '-""0 t 10 .,lJ ~ :;, ., 
c: -o tO ro o- g V) ro 4J c "'0 ~ m o- E ...., fO .., 
.,_ cu 40 Q) C!J ~:5 ~ (tO - ro ~0 Q) q) :!2..5 t... <~ co C1 -...., 2%: < ~ a) c - ..._, %:1:: < 

' 

1 X X X )( 42 X X 
2 

l 

lf3 X X X X X 

3 X X X Z.4 X X X 
-4 * X )( 45 X X 

5 1 t.6 X X )( 

6 )( X )( X ~7 X X ~ 

"' 7 X X • X 48 X X X 

8 X X X X x 49 X X X 

10 X X X 50 X X X 

11 X X X 51 X X X 

12 X X * X X x 52 X X 

13 X X . X X ... 53 X X X 

15 X X X 54 X 
16 X X X . 55 X X 

18 X X X 56 X X X X 
19 X X 57 X X 

20 X x 58 X X 

21 X • 59 ; ,x X 

22 X X X 60 X X X 
23 X X 61 X 

24 X X )( X 62 X * 25 X X X 63 X X 

26 X ~ X 64 X X 

27 X X X 65 1 



Figure 2.7 (continued) • LinguistiC: Competence of Adults 
I 

Subjeet Lanpuages spoken fluentfy Subject languages spoken fluently 
.,...._ .-... 

11 
cg ........ 10 ... jl 

.. 
c: c: 0 c: c 0 
C) 

~] 
~ L ~ -,....... 10 L. 

- E ~ - tD - - a~ - tV -
L.. ........ 10 "' =] (D .... - ""' L~~ 

tO 

~ Cl. ..C:tc ~ 
._ ro 0. .r;m t> -fO ..... 

5 ::t ~rn c tO 0 - 5 '::) .;,{.f"' c: ro c:r ....... 

Hen 
., _ L-"0 • co ..0~ :s " Women "' ,._ "U • tO ..c ro :J ~ . 

c -o tg {b o- e ., ~ u c: -o ro ro o- e "" IU u 

- ro :t:O ., ~ ~~ L ~ - f'O xo 
" Q) ~.::. .. <:1 

al "' - '"" :Z::L < a:l \ '-=' -~ %X < 
- . 

28 ·X )( X X 66. X X 

29 X X X - 67 X X 

30 )( X X 68 X 
., 

31 X X X X 69 'It X 

32 X X X X X X 70 X X 

33 X X X · 71 X X X 0"\ 

34 ·X X X 73 X X 
. 0' 

35 X X X X 7~ X X 

37 .X X X 75 X 

38 X X X 76 X X 

39 X X X X 77 X * 
40 X If X 78 X • 
ltl X X . )( X ·x 79 X X X 

93 X X X 80 X )C 

84 X · x 
85 X X 

86 X X 

87 X X 

88 X X 

so ,., X X X 

90 X * 91 X X X 

92 X X 

*not reaily fluently but •a little' 



social Interaction. Significant social exchanges occur among linguistically 

d1stlnct c~~~nttles. But with no Intercommunity a111ances to be under­

written, 1ntergroup polltlcal charters are mlnlmtzed fn Importance. There 

are no arrangements for an Intercommunity sphere of peace. Thus community 

1deotlttes which emphasize autonomy and uniqueness serve the political 

requtrements of deflntng each local group against the world. Language Is 

.a salient social marker. 

Where traditional relations of intercomnuntty amity occur t.hey. are 

supported by descent charters, e.g., the common brotherhood of neighbor·Tn!l 

e1an parishes • . But where such binding a111Bnces are Bbsent, other markers 

of local Identity than common descent may serve. For Blnumarien, Its 

11ngu1sttc dlsttnctlveness provides definition and an ldenttfylng marker. 

Blnuma.r1en has a 1tngu1stlc, not a descent Identity. This has lmp1lcattons 

for Its Internal social organization. the subject to be taken up next. 
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l<lnBhlp and Community Oronnl zc.t Joo 



INTRODUCTION 

Thls chapter deals with the organization of Blnumarien soclal groups 

or sets and the retatlons among lndivtduals. 

The topic of groups or sets has two aspects: first the organization 

and composttlon of residence units. and second, the conceptual organi­

zation of other social segments. whtch m~y or may not correspond to or 

be def1ned by residence. Each of these aspects ls discussed In some 

detail because, whtle Blnumarlen conforms to the areal pattern of patri­

locality, It ts an exceptlon to generalizations about the pre~alence 

of patrilineal ldeologles ln the Highlands. De Lepervanche observes that 

1~lth few exceptions ••• all highland social systems have thls Ideology 

In varying degrees of brotherhood or patrilineal stress ••• " (1973:11). 

Data are presented to support the assertlon that Blnumarlen Is exceptional. 

And, guided by Marshall SahlJns' suggestion that the smaller unlts are 

shaped by thetr Inclusion In a larger system of a certain type an ex­

planation for thls absence of patrilineal desceni Is sought in the 

character of relations between Binumarien and neighboring communlttes. 

The discussion of social relations among individuals begins wlth 

a section on parenthood and marriage. The kinship nomenclature Ts de­

scr1bed and Its structural characteristics are assocfated wlth the absence 

of lineal or other corporate exogamous segments. The tmpltcattons of this 

explanation for the understanding of other systems Is discussed. 

The kin classification system ls accounted for by parenthood and 
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the patterns of marriage in Binumarlen. Socto-spatla1 distributions (e.g., 

residence, relative age) are not argued to account for terminological 

distinctions here. But, since assumed soclo-spatia1 arrangements are so 

often used to explatn nomenclatural categories (e.g., Murdock 1949. 

le~ch 1958, White 1959), a test of the match between terms in use and 

residence Is of tnterest. Such a test ts provided here. 

Thts chapter shows that there are no clear-cut corporate ktn groups 

In Blnumarten, and that labeled ktn categories do not organrze the 

community Into dyads or groups for ordinary dally actlvttfes. The question 

Is thus posed for the chapter to follow thfs one: h~~ ~workaday co­

operation and sharing or~anlzed? 

THE ORGANIZATION OF RESIDENCE UNITS 

Post-Marital Pestdence 

As Is typlcal of CHNG societies, the pattern of post-marital residence 

tn Blnumarten Is patrilocal. Out of 19 living adult son-and-father or 

•father-surrogate palrs, a11 but two of them are also co-hamlet residents. 

Eight of them live In the same house, and five of them are next door 

neighbors. And both of the exceptional pairs did follow the patrilocal 

pattern tn the past. In these two cases the sons lived wtth thelr fathers, 

and thetr wives joined them there, but, slnce then, the sons and their 

wives have moved. (Although 15 is the son of 1 he lives with 7 in 

Ubandena "'here 1 used to 11 ve; 7 1 s 1' s matr i 1 atera 1 cross-cousin and 

has no living sons of hts own. And so 15 Is hls surrogate son.) 

The two exceptional father-son patrs are 26 and hts son 27, and 32 
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and hts son 6. Immediately after his marriage 27 lived with his father 26. 

But then. after the birth of their first child, he and his wife, 8~, moved 

from the largest hamlet to the middle one. They also have a house in 

lndununua where they spend much of their tlme. This hamlet was abandoned 

ln the last few years but it ts closer to most of their gardens, and they 

now keep a house there where they live part of the time. Some years ago 

27 was lny tted by his father-In-law to ~arden with him, 41. and although 

the younger man .has not broken with his own father and brothers, he does 

.garden regularly wlth 41 now. 

The other non-coresident father-son pair ls 32 and 6; 6 worked for 

two years on the coast (he and 35 are the only two youn9 men to have done 

so) and he brought back his wife 80 from there. ~e says ~hls was because 

she threatened sutclde If he left her, and he believed she was serious 

slnce her sister was a suicide. When he brou9ht _her to Blnumarten It had 

been arranged by hts klnsmen for htm to ~rry N (one of the women Inad­

vertently omitted from parts of this study), the present wife of 25. His 

~oasta1 wtfe, 80, threatened to klll herself tf 6 took a second w1fe, but 

preparations went on despite her protests. And so one day. just before 

the wedding. she went to the house where she and 6 were llv1ng. the 

·house ~f 32, and tried to hang herself from one of the roof posts. I am 

told she was found just ln time and the event was sufficiently dramatic 

to cancel the wedding of 6 and N. And t~ was later married to 25. 

Whtle 6 and 80 were still llvlng in the house of 32, 80 bore a child 

but It died soon after birth (as did another durlng my stay), and it was 

·after thls ·that 6 and his wife moved to another hamlet. Here they live 

In the same house • although the two halves are not Internally connected • 

with 6•s a~e-mate 31 and his wife 59 and their young son. Thts Is next 
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door to 12, 31 1 S father. These men are 6's closest kin besides his parents 

and slsters. 

The patrtvlrllocal post~ar1ta1 residence pattern Is a stronq one and 

lt Is dramatized by the part of the wedding which tnvo1ves the instruction 

.to the bride to give up the home ~nd gardens of her childhood and go to 

that of her husband. It would seem that residence units based on patrl­

·lateral connecttons must necessarily build up. Whether or not patri­

lineal descent Is considered by the actors to~~ slgnlftcant. patrilocal 

·resldence mlght seem to make tt the Implicit basis of hamlet me~bershlp. 

But In Blnumarfen while residence just after marriage Is patrilocal. 

patrfllneal-Jtke structures In hamlet composition tend not to develop. 

The new couple 1s res1denttal position after marrla9e Js not a permanent 

affiliation. There ts no one tn Blnumarfen over the age of ten who has 

not lived Jn at 1east two dtfferent named places. Sometime after the 

~blrth of their first child (It may be long after) the son snd his wlfe, 

who have had their own hearth and usually have acted as a distinct 

domestic untt. build a separate house. Now, although father and son 

may make the same shifts In hamlet res.ldence. they may not. 

Ftg.3.1 sh~ the residential history of Btnumarlen men movtng back 

·from their current residence - numbered 1 - to that just preceding -

numbered 2, and so on. Only three hamlets are steadily occupled currently. 

But every adult male, except 25 who Is the youngest and was not yet born, 

end ~ who just moved to Btnumarten in the year before the research, once 

Jived In lndununua, now abandoned. And those who were born and In 

Blnumarlen at the time moved there from fofondal. also abandoned • 

. ontkuradurana. the newest hamJet,now has 6E residents and ls certainly 

flourishing, but It wlll probably wane In time. During my stay a house 
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In Onlkuradurana. 12 1 s, burned to the ground. And though it may be rebuilt, 

12 and hts family lived quite satisfactorily for the last several months 

of my stay In a second house they had in Umuana. near lndununua which 

was near their gardens (this- at least temporarily- split the nearest 

nelghborconnection between 12 and his son 31). 

It Is not posstb1e to reconstruct the order of the residence shifts 

Indicated lo the table (who moved fir.st, etc.), and so the diachronically 

shlftlng composition of these hamlets, the prcclse pattern of their 

'organized flow' Is not visible. But just after the return from the 

Harkham, everyone lived together first In Fofondal and then In lndununua. 

The lndtvldua1 motives for a move may be vartous. 12 and hts famlly 

moved (at least temporarily) because of flre. They may return or they 

may become fully settled ln Umuana and the stte of their house may go to 

someone else to build on. 41 took up residence ln Onfkuradurana, his 

second concurrently, when he married 6~ whose previous husband had built 

the house there. Or a whole hamlet may be more or less systematically 

evacuated because of disease of pigs or people, or just because few 

children are betng born. I was told that tndununua was abandoned because 

the human populAtion of Blnumarlen was not Increasing fast enough and 

neither was that of Its pigs. There ts a corroboratln~·note in a patrol 

report submitted by Patrol Officer L. Pursehouse ln 1939 that the 

Btnumarten requested permisston to move ·and ~ave the same reason to ~ 

the government at the time. (This does not date the move however. People 

·born well after 1939 were born In lndununua.) 

But a residence unit, both as a place and as a set of lndlvtduals, 

Is clearly not permanent. Fathers and sons live together. and when the 
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father dies , brothers may stay together as young men. But this may be 

slmost by defdult- lastino onl ) until somebody moves. They begin to 

shape their social space independently. 8ecause of the independence of 

each exchange tr~nsaction for marriage, they probably hrtVC different 

ln-laws. They find different kinsme n conqenlf!l Jnd so emphasize different 

connections. Slnce they are not c~embers of a corporate ktn 9roup below 

the level of the whole com~unrty, their rclf!tlons of sharing ~nd co­

operation are ego-centrically defined (see following chapter). 

Because of the high rate of com~unlty cndo~amy (discussed belcw), ~ 

description of the pattern of post-marital residence requfres a qualifying 

~slde. There are fi f teen adult women with a living · parent or parent 

surrogate in Blnu~aricn. One of these women was llving as a divorcee 

with her parents for ~st of my stay. Of the remaining fourteen, et~ht 

adult "V~emen \-~ere llvln~ \~ lth their husbands In the S{lme hamlet where 

the women•s parent or parent surrog a te resided. Nevertheless, I would ~e 

tempted In only one of these cases to classify the couple's residence 

as uxorllocal. And that case (27 and 84 drscussed above) is a reo 

arr~ngerne nt whlcl1 differs from the residence arrangement of the couple 

Jrrrnedlately after thetr marrlage. (If the seven \-tOmen remalntng, five 

are also co-resident lth the parents of the husban d - t\-,'0 of them in 

the same house as their parents-ln-l~H. In no instance dfd a couple live 

tn the same house as t he ptlre: ts of the wife. 

The local endog~~v ffid~es It necessary to qualify a unJJocal classi­

flcatton of the post-marital residence pattern since such a descriptive 

conventionally means residential affiltatlon wlth one ot the new spouse's 

kln and lmplles spattal separation from the kJn of the other spouse. This 
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latter Implication Is not entailed In Binu~rien. 

Hamlet Composition 

Maqe~anoona 

Bfnumarien is currently comrosed of three hamlets. The smallest, 

Haqaanoona, has twenty-six restdents: six adult men, stx adult women, and 

fourteen children (see Ftg.3.2). There are four houses but two of these 

~re divided into distinct sections so that each of the slx married couples 

has Its own household space. (Ourln9 my stay the house occupied by ~1, 

hls wife 91, thctr son 38, end hls wlfe 85. as welt as the children of 

each couple, was rebuilt. The old house had two rooms. each of whtch was 

reached directly from a small jotnt entrance hall without entering the 

other. However, the new house was not partitioned so that the hearths 

of each couple were locAted In opposlte ha1vcs of one large roo~.) 

The adult men consist of two sets of fathers and sons. And the ~~o 

fathers. 41 and 30, claim to be consanguines. related through their fathers 

and their fathers 1 fathers, although they cannot trace the specific 

genealogical path which connects them. Although 30 is the older of the 

two. 'the presumptive consanguineal connection places him a generation 

below ~1. Thts is the reuson for a d[screpancy in their reciprocal kin 

class assignments. While 41 calls 30 'older classificatory brother.' 30 

calls 41 1 classificatory father.• These ~en are often described as moodua 

oosana (discussed below), whlch literally means 'one source' or 'one 

trunk.' Or they are described in Neo-Melanesian as~ lain- an all­

purpose phrase with a very broad range of ~anlngs and usages. From this 

Information It appears that the hamlet Is both defined as and composed by 
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agnatic kinsmen and their wlves. 

But further explorotion shows two things which do not fit perfectly 

wlth such a conclusion. First, 33, the son of~~. ts married to 30's daughter, 

75 {see Fig. 3.3). Such a marriage ls problematic because small, unilineally 

defined groups are often exogamous. However, 33 is an ~dopted son and it 

might be argued that this marriage more firmly links him and especially . 

hts children to the patrilineal untt, if thfs were such a group. 

The second problem ls in so~e of the kin class assignments. BinumJrien 

kln terminology ls of the Cheyenne (Murdock 1949) or bifurcate generutlon 

type (Dole 1969) (see following section). Cousin terms are generatlonal, 

and avuncular/nepotic terms are bifurcate merging. Here the cross/parallel 

dlsttnctlon is obligatory in the flrst ascending generation and optlonal 

In the first descending generation. 

Destdes the putatfve connection between 41 and 30, there is a 

traceable connection bet~en 41 and 5~, the wife of 30 and mother of 19 

~nd 23 (refer to Flg. 3.3); 41 Is 54's fath e r's mother's sister's son4 

This cognatic connection puts the chtldren of 41 in the same generatlon 

as 54. Thts means that 19 and 23 have a choice. They may trnce their connec-

tlon to 41 1 s son, 38 (33 adds the C01p1lcatlon of being a brother-In-l aw). 

through elther their father 30 1 or their mother 5~. Under any circumstances, 

at least ln the absence of matrlllncallty. lt might seem likely for them to 

foll~~ their father's usage, particularly so if agnation were ideologically 

emphasized. H~1ever, 19 classifies 38 as 'classificatory mother's brother.• 

Moreover. while the reciprocal class may be lumped terminolo9ically with 

parallel kin~ so that a mnn~s sister's chlld may be either 'classificatory 

chJld 1 or optionally 'classificatory slster•s chl1d, 1 38 uses the special 
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Figure 3.3 - ~enealogical Relations among Men of Maqaanoona 
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'cross' term to place both 19 and 23. He might h<1ve chosen the brocJder 

term, lc.1vlng lt ambi9uous as to which path \\'iJS the opcr<ltlvc one. But 

there Is no ambiguity here. He classes them both as 'classifJcatory 

slstcr's chfld.' He uses the cogn~tic connection rather than the putative 

sgnatlc connectJon to identify them. 

Ontkuradur0na 

The next largest nnd the newest hamlet~ Onlkuradurann, has sixty-

elght residents: fift een ~dult men~ twenty-three women, and thirty 

children. The eight 'extro' ndult women arc accounted for by two wlvcs 

each for 16 and 13, four old widows, and two young and marriageable 

divorcees. 

Since post-marital residence fs patrilocal, the kin connections among 

the men should be the Important ones for dcflntng the structure of the 

core of the hamlet. There are fifteen adult men In thls h~mlct. Agnatic 

connections between these men are of minima l 0eneratlonal depth. All three 

traceable agnatic sets of adult men Jn Onlkuradurana are composed only of 

fathers and sons. This reflects the post-marital residence pattern but 

clearly does not Indicate a patri1tneal sociology. 

In addftlon to the traceable gcne<)loglcal l.lnks~ there are four other 

sorts of connections which provide a basls for lntlmacy and cooperation 

and which are used to make kin classtflcatlons. 

1 - traceable genealogical connection 

2- assumed genealogical connection but the details forgotten, a 
connection can be trvced to an ancestor {minimally a prlrcnt) of 
e~ch lndtvldual ~ssume d to be re18te d to an ancestor of the other 
but the precise link between these ancestors cannot be specified 
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3 ·ancestors (mlnfmally parents) core s ident in another rlace , an 
ancestor of each (minimal1y the man himself) came to Rinumnrlcn 
from the same other placet but no genealogical connection 
claimed 

~-ancestors (minimally parents) coresident in Binumarien, no 
gene~lo9lcal connection claimed 

5- the minimal connection. corcstdence but no genealogical link. 

We may Ignore the adult sons residing patrilocally, since any patrl-

l1nea1 affllratlon they mlght have would follow automatically from the 

afflliatton of their fathers. Eleven men thus rematn. These eleven men 

form flfty-ffve distinct pairs. Among these pairs there are th'enty~t ... .-o 

connections of type l, eleven connections of type 2, fifteen connections 

of type 3. nlne connections of type 4, and six connections of type 5 (the 

total of 63 exceeds 55 because in some cases more than one connectfon Is 

considered lmportBnt for a pafr). The number of these connections In 

which all the known llnks are through men are tabulated below: 

Type 
1 
2 
3 
It 
5 

Total Connections 
22 
11 
15 
9 
6 

A 11 Knovm - L f nks Throu9h Hen 
0 
2 
3 
5 
6 

\..1-lat do these numbers tndlcate7 Slnce a type 5 connection assume s no 

11nklng tndtvlduals, ~pairs wlth thts sort of connect£on must conform 

In a trivial sense to the restriction 1 a11 known links th rough men.• Thls 

conformation Is not informative since it is by defin-ition . The other four 

categories are related to e~ch other ln the following way. As the restrTc-

ttons in the deflnltton of the c~t e gory and the depth of the connection 

decrease
8 

moving from category 1 to ~. the number of connections tend 5 to 

decrease (a trend which continues Jn cate9ory 5). At the s~me tf me the 
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number of connections which arc through male links lncreascs (and again the 

trend continues in category 5). 

Moving from catego~f 1 to 5 the genealogtcal component In the con­

nectton decreases from maximal to zero, while the residential component 

Increases from zero (except as implied by ~enealogical links) to maximal. 

The distrrbutlon of frequencies sug9ests a preference for genealogical 

emphasis. but an assoctatron between Incre~slng residential emphasis and 

an Increasing proportion of male links (this conforms with the post­

marital residence pattern). Any cognatic connection ml9ht be reduced to 

or supplemented by a l~~er category (type 2 or 1} through men, I.e •• for 

eny connection whtch Includes female links. a less speclftc connection 

through males can be assumed. But there seems no tendency to do thls. 

The figures show no special emphasis on patrittneallty. Apart from 

the three Individual father-son sets, there ls nothtng like an 8 agnatfc 

core• in this hamlet. Instead Its residents fit into an Interlocking 

cognatic and ln-law ne~rk. 

ffnschhafen: The Hlsslon 

Jhe largest hamlet and the oldest site of occupotion tn Btnumarlen. 

Ubandena, has seventy~nine residents. There are also twe1ve residents 

who Identify wlth the Finschhafen orea and form a spatially distinct 

1m1sslon enclave.' This latte r group is excluded from the study. I con­

sider that omission rr~st unfortunate. The follrn~tng is a long aside which 

explains - that exclusion. 
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Since I was interested in the patterns of social interaction. I wels 

especially eager to see how this mission group articulated with the 

Blnumarlen communlty. In all my encounters with members of this set they 

emphasized their distinct tdcntfty. Thls distinctness was also emphasized 

by other residents of BinumarJen. Relative moral superiority was em­

phatically claimed on each side. And yet, in many ways these people 

who Identified \-llth Flnschhafen were very much a part of the Blnumarien 

communlty. gardening and getting a living side by side with their Blnu­

marlen neighbors. cooperating and sharing with th m. participating In 

community events and decisions. 

The Interplay of solldarJty and division suggested organization 

patterns of special Interest. But from the early days of my stay the 

people ln thls group p~rrted my questions about genealogical relations. 

I was so counting on collecttng detalls of interpersonal interaction 

Involving the mission set that f was not prepared to accept their refusal 

to participate. t was sure that tt was only a matter of time and of 

flndlng the right appro~ch. But tlme passed and th~y refused my requests, 

so I decided to press the issue. 

It was generally known tn the ~T.munity that one man was the most 

Influential member of the Finschha fen enclave. And I was told tha~ tt was 

at hts bidding that the others refused my entreaties. One day~ when ~ had 

been In Blnumarlen several months. there was a big discussion about pay­

ment o-«lng on a case of beer. The man {I had assigned hlm number 9 for 

my records} who seemed res pons i b 1 e for the F i nschhafen ref usa 1 1as In 

attendance. 
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I sat down next to hJm, he 9reeted me, and we talked a bit. Then 1 

asked htm about helpTn~ me In the research. He sard no, they ,~re from 

another place. If someone \-t'Cre doing this at thelr place, then they 

would participate. But, they had another blood. I said yes, it was true 

that hls people \~re from the coast. Aut they live here, and he and one 

-of the adult women (assigned number 81 for my records) grew up here. It 

did not nmtter, for what f was Interested In \.Jas \o~here hls ancestors 

had lived. De~ and Jenny Oetrtdge (the Sll couple) were answering my 

questions and their ancestors "'ere from another place. They even ore\., 

up elsewhere, but they had ltved here on and off for a long tlme. Instead 

of answering he sort of shushed m~ and satd he had to listen to the 

dtscusston. So I let htm. 

\le sat there for t"ro hours and Nhen the debt for th: beer hDd been 

fully discussed from all c --- ·::.elvable directions and was clearly exhausted 

as a toptc some people got up to leave. So dld 9. I followed and stopped 

hlmo I said 1 w~,ted to understand thts and \~uld he please explain it to 

me. Those who had been dr 1ft i ng svJay rega t hered around us to watch {some­

thIng I had hoped to avo l d but nov1 t t cou 1 d not be he 1 ped). Ue opened 

the argument of 'another blood' again. I said, again" that didn't matter. 

But, alrlght• I could see I must accept their decl~Jon. lt was thef r 

business. I just wanted to anderstand why. 

8y now he was less nervous and more an~ry. He said. alright, If I 

.gave them enough money they would do Jt. told him that I was gtvfng a 

lot of money for very 11tt1e work. He knew th~ t. He sald noD a large 

fortune would c~~ to me from thls. Only lf I payed them ~ccordlngly 

(Neo-Melanestan: hamas handet) would they participate. Very aware of the 
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audience, I said that this was not a thing for money. Their story would 

be ln libraries so that anyone could come and read of them wlthout paying. 

(This difficulty of explanation I hnd encountered before and would aqaln. 

Each time It seemed to get worse rather than better, a collection of many 

books telling the story of many things secmd to sound more and more ma~lcal 

e~ch tlme 1 tried to clarify it.) He said, if we tell you the thinqs 

about us, what we kn~~ and what we do, then you have our secrets and the 

wealth of our ancestors,whfch belongs to us, will go to you Instead. 

This was an alarming turn to things, one I should probably have 

&ntlctpated, but had not. There, in a public forum, twas beino charged . -

wlth serious malevolent Intent: ~xproprtation of the cargo from the 

encestors. I sald, t knew nothlng of such things. And he continued, to 

me, and all assembled• if the Binumartcn \':ere foolish enough to give 

~May thet r secrets and glve up the cargo of their ancestors, that \-..'as 

their business, 

Perhaps my alarm \-Jas unwarranted. But 1 felt that the audience 

welghlng his ~~rrls against mine could so easily be persuaded that he was 

rlght. Thls would make me not only an enemy, but a dan9erous one. 

_One of the Blnumarten men answered him, saying that it was his (9's) 

business. Jf he didn't want to help me, that was up to hlm. 1 simply 

stood there for a bit, trying to calm my racing pulse. Then f slowly vmlked 

8'VJay. went home envlstontng possible serious trouble and feeling ex-

tremely alone and isolated, no motor vehlcle. no radio, no help. Most 

espec t a 1-l y J felt a gu 1 f between myse 1 f and my neighbors. 1 had hand 1 ed 

the situation badly,but even after lengthy reflection I was unoblc to 
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conceive a s~tlsfactory reply or explanation. At any rate, after thfs epi­

sode t dccepted the refusal of the mtsslon to participate ln thfs research. 

Ubandena 

Ubandena ls the largest Blnumarien hamlet. In the two smaller hamlets 

the genealogical connections included only the most rudimentary agnatic 

clusters, fathers and sons. Such gcnerattonally shallow sets would not 

even be counted as patrilineal according to the distinction suggested 

by rortes ~lhlch separates filiation. parent-child ~~nnections, from 

11nea1tty, connections with at least a three-generation depth (Fortes 

1959:206~7). 

In Ubandena the genealogical connections among men include s~~e 

agnatic paths of greater length. There are three clusters of adult male 

kinsmen analytically distinguishable as agnates (though not locally so 

distinguished). One of these is a set of father and sons only, but 

the other two show a greater depth. 

One of the latter contains 21 5 35, and 8. The father of 35 and 8 

dled when they were both very young; 21 took a significant part in the 

care and upbringing of the boys 0 at ftrst particularly for 35 whose 

mother was dead. The mother of 8, 64. married her deceased husband's 

brother's son and this couple had five children before 64 was again 

widowed. Thereafter, 21, who had no lfvlng sons acted more and more as 

surrogate father for 8 as well as 35. · Actually, then, the relation 

between 21 and these two men ls that of father and son substitute. 

The largest 'agnatic cluster' Is made up of a man and hJs sons and 
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deceased brother•s sons. The nuclear family In which thrs cluster began 

has produced an astoun ding nu~ber of descendants in three generations. 

There are ~9 living dcscend~nts of the pnrents of 3 currently resident 

In Blnumarien, I.e., more than~ quarter of the population of the entire 

corrrnunlty. These people do not share a common name, nor do they act as 

a untt or claim rights or obllgatlons collectively. eut they can be 

described as moodaa oosdn a . All the adult m~ les tn thls set are conslstent~ 

ly grouped in the discussion of oosnnn which follows the next section. Of 

the 49, 26 are re 1 a ted th rough rna 1 es, t. e., ana 1 yt rca 11 y agnates (and 

It happens that all living adult males ln the co9nntlc set fall wlthln 

this subset). 18 of these 26 agn~tes live Jn Ubandend. Of the clght who 

do not.four are married women llvtng \.,tlth their husbands Jn Onlkuradurdna. 

And four are chfldren living wlth foster kin ln Onikuradurtlna. In addition 

· to this transfer of children, four of the adults In this set had been 

either adopted or fostered by others. There Ts no poslttvc value placed 

on very large families so that those who have many children tend to 

foster them out or alloW their adoption. 

The preceding discussion was Intended to demonstrate that although 

Blnumarten residence Is pa t rilocal, there fs not a patrilineal blas In 

hamlet composition. But resldentlsl org~nlza tJon fs one thing and structural 

Ideology may be quite another. lgnorln~ residence, consider the vtays tn 

which people tBlk about their afflllatlon to social subsets. How~ aside 

from resldence, 1s the co~nunlty conceptually subdivided above the level 

of the household? 
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THE ISSUE OF LtNEALITY 

In Bfnumarien there are no unilincal descent constructs of any 

sort. By that I mean any social units for which me~bership depends on 

a c1atm of unllincal descent from a common ancestor. There are no 

ancestor focused categories named or otherwise. Since the occurrence 

snd nature of descent concepts in CHNG nre ITidtters of some interest 

In the areal literature. this requires some elaboration. 

The great Importance of dlstin0ulshlng between ego-focused and 

ancestor-focused kinds of klnshrp constructions has been especially 

emphasized only ln the last couple of decades. Th~ antidote to the 

confusions of previously co~~n and accepted tJSnge has been slow to 

take effect. The three lundmark publications which appeared at almost 

exactly the same time, Levi-Strauss's Elementary Structures, Murdock 1 s 

SocTal Structure, and Radcliffe-Brown's •rntroductlon• to African 

Systems of Kinship and Harria0e~ all shared the same errors~ the con­

founding of ancestor focused and ego-focused kln constructs and a 

mistaken appraisal of the ubiquity of unlllnear descent. Murdock 1 s 

Socla1 Structure, for example 11 used 1 bllatcral descent• to desci"'l b/. a 

characteristic of societies without ancestor focused categories (pp. 

~~G~5), those with non-unilin~a~ descent, nnd those for which 1 bilateral 

klndreds' were reported irrespective of whatever other structures were 

presentaswell (p. 158). 

The overemphasis on unlllneal descent to the neg1ect both of other 

kinds of ancestor focused unlts and ego-focused constructs has been 

crttlclzed with salutary suggestions in several papers~ notably Coodenough 
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1955 and 1972. and Free-an 1961. Scheffler {1~73l has recently suggcst€d 

that It is just this confusion \-mich underl Tes the 'Ideology vs. 

sociolo9y' problem In Cn~G. He argues thNt 1 fa~~er-son' 'brother­

brother' 1di~ for local group unity \-Jhfch ha!e been Interpreted 

as Indicators of patrilineal descent ideolo~y ~Te often better inter­

preted as Barnes has done: matters of'patrifil nat ion,' dnd this must 

be clearly distln9ulshed froirt descent. The sig-r.u f fcance of the dis­

tinction is in the difference between 1 ego-f~ed' calcul~tions and 

ancestor-focused ones. If local groups arc net ~ased on common dcscente 

but rather on ego-focused klnshtp connections. tnen the problere of 

'accretions' and the ~CC'CrnrilodatJon of non ... agna~es ts not a n'.atter of 

violating de~cent Ideology at all. The problern~r Scheffler says, Ts 

ln the models not In the racts. 

However ldely applicable Scheffler 1 s re~eptuollzatlcn is for 

CHNG (and I h.a"-e cons l de~ab 1 e doubts) , the dis tlioc t ion he brings l n to 

focus ls an iftPQrtant one. When we ta1k about kF.ash lp phenomena, It is 

necessary to be clear ~+~ther we are dealing w~~ mdtters of descent or 

matters of ~focused ktnshlp. Structural expertatlons will vary markedly 

depending c~ ~ich of these lt is. But I suspec~ that lf Scheffler's 

d1scusslon contributes to clar(fication of or~ ~xob lem~ .It may exacer­

bate another very lmport~~t one. 

Sahllns has written about the confusion between a group's composi t ~on 

and Its social Identity, pofntTng out that the s;ame constraints do not 

shape both ~nd that most certainly the latter U$ not slm~ly a reflex 

of the former .. In fact. he suggests that '~vhere des cent Ts en9a~ed tn 

the political domaJn, as a charter of terrlto~i~t communities and 

I 
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political actlonS11 (1965:104). the direction of dependence may most 

·usefully assumed to be the reverse. 

The overlying descent structure Is no expression of the underlying 

descent composltlon. Something to the opposfte: the major descent 

system orders genealo9ical facts ln allegiance to Jts own 

principles ~·· A serious objectfon is In order to the popular 
tactlc of perceiving structural principle (•jural rule') as the 

outcome of how people reassociated on the ground and in fact ••• 

(We hear talk of the supposed confusion between kinship and 
descent. \~at of the more e~reglous confusion between descent 
and res i den c e 1 ) ( 1 9 6 5 : l 0 6 ) • 

·\la.tson has emphas l zed the t mportance of th' s d 1st (net ron. 

A patrtllneel ideology need not be regarded as Incidental or 
acc1denta1 merely because the composition of local groups some­

·tlmes poorly approximates the expected norm. An ldeolo~y, too 

may 'have a job ~o do,' just as, we are so often reminded, 
a structure does. The job or purpose of Ideology, moreover, 
may not be Identical to that of the socioJoglca1 arrangements 
(1964:14). 

The point Is Important but the language used here.though conventional, 

'Is misleading. The dfstlnctlon Is not so much between composition or 

sociology and ideology as tt Js between different levels of organization. 

· local · composttlon has both •sociological' and 'ldeolqglcal' aspects and 

Intercommunity arrangements are a matter of 1 composlt1on 1 and •socto1ogy 1 

as we11 as 'ideology.• 

·strathern's lan9uage ts better and he makes a similar potnt when he 

says 1 "tn comparing Highland societies we must bear In mind the dlstlnctlon 

between dogma ~pplled as a calculus of Intergroup relations and as dogmas 

applied to processes of affiliation to ~roups 11 (1971:36). The Issue here 

·Is the composltto~ and Identity of residence units as contrasted with 

the composition and Identity of larger social categories. 

There Is a long ethnological tradition whfch derives the latter from 
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the former, congruent wfth the tendency to associate residence patterns 

with composition and descent structure with Ideology. Thus, as the 

classtc text has tt, ideology emerges from social organ.~zation. Harvin 

Harrts h3s gone so far as to assert that 11residence fs an etrc 

phenomenon while descent is what goes on Inside of peoples' headsu 

(1971:335). But to the extent that residence Is patterned by . ktnshlp 

connections it clearly has a crJttcal Ideological aspect, and Harrrs•s 

distinction cannot hold. lnste~d It Is a matter of different social 

units, overlappln~ and contrastlng, greater and smaller. Each has a 

composition and tdentlty. each has structural and Ideological aspects, 

end each may be shaped by different pressures because of the 'Jobs' 

they do. 11 Each level (each k1nd of group) has a range of functions: 

economtc. ceremonlal, defensive, and so forth each organizes certain 

necessary taskstt (Sahltns 1968:16). 

There 1s a long ethnological tradttlon. much broader than •cultural 

materialism' which derives _larger soctal structures from smal ter •on 

the ground' arrangements, particularly descent organizations from 

residence distributions (Titlev 1943, Murdock 1949, ~oodenough 1955). 

tJnlltneal desce~rt categories are seen to develop from unllocal extended 

families and non-unl11nea1 descent from ambi1ocal ones~ The greater 

g~ups are the smaller wrtt large. The derivation ts both structural 

and evolutionary. It all happens from the Individual or from the family 

out. But ethnographically there is Qfteo a lack of congruence between 

descent structures and local arrangements. It is a matter of r~cord 

that the same sorts of local arrangements may be associated with 

alternate descent constructs. The cognatic Haor1 hapu with Its patrilineal 
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bias and the patrillnedl clans with cognatlc ~ccrettons of some CHNG 

societies are favorite examples (e.g., Fox 1967). In addition classic 

patrilineal descent systems present a paradox, the 11E.-P. paradox; an 

Inverted relation between commitment to agnation tn prlnclple and 

comml tment to It t n deed" (Sah l ·i ns 1965:1 OS). Both techno Jog i cat and 

•structural' 'Inside-out• strategies can offer only 1 1a~• to accommodate 

1 

such thtngs. 

''Why not look from the outstde tn? 11 {Saht ins 1965:106). 

[Certain} emp1rtca1 materials tntimated a connection bet\-Jeen the 

devetopment of lineallty tn the lntercommunity sphere and Its 

significance wlthtn political se~ments. Where the superstructure 

turns on se~mentary lineage relations, the Internal doct.rlne of 

partlclpatlng blocs is more definitely lineal. Wh~re the super­

structure ts not descent ordered- ~nd allrance, feud and ranking 

develop more exiguously on other bases- the lineal do~ma of 

political segments is underdeveloped despite a c1earcut bias 

In membership (Sahlfns 1965:105). 

Sah1tns' proposition that lntercommunlty relations are critical In 

· shapln~ community components has recently received statlsttcal conftr-

matt on. Ember • Ember and Pasternak pub 11 shed the resu Its of 11cros s-

cultural research on the conditlons that may lead to the emergence of 

unlltneal descent and some of the major variations thereof" (1974:92). 

They provide "data consistent with the theory that the presence of war­

fare In unllocal soctetles is the catalyst for the development of a 

conception of unllineal descentu (1974:92). This is clearly an example 

of the larger system, 'the community In a tribe of communities,• i.e •• 

the wtder association of populations and resources, shaping .the local 

'primary groups' and patterns of face-to-face interaction. 

The general emphasis on the features of the wider system as crtt1cal 



var.l ab 1 es in account t ng for the form taken by component un l t s, suggests 

·re•examlnatlon of the sorts of .things unlllnea1 descent arrangements 

actually do. The overemphasis on unillneal structures in the classlc 

1Jterature was partly a result of the popular assumption that they were 

·un t que 1 y su.l ted for a my r tad of soc I a 1 func t tons. Other ·s true tures cou 1 d 

,not perform these functions because only unilineal descent 'entails 
\ 

"nambl~uous membership In units wh·tch (given exogamy) are "clearly 
/' 

differentiated, tsolable discrete kJn groups, whtch never overlap with 

,others of their ktnd11 (Murdock 1949:60-61), and whlch ex1st In perpetuity. 

On t 'he other hand an ego- focused aggregate of k t n 11can rare 1 y act as a 

collectlvJty" because of overlapping membership ...... It ls not a group 

except from the pol nt of vtew of a part t cu 1 ar t nd I v t dua J •• -1 t has no 

conttnufty over ttme•• (Murdock 1949:61). Goodenough has pointed out 

··numerous ways Jn which non-unJllneal descent unlts may be restricted to 

.produce soclal groups which have the charactertstlcs, enumerated by 

. Murdock. of un i 1 t nea 1 descent un t fs. ·Freeman has shown how e{lo- fo·cused 

;a!;Jg.rega t tons may 11 nk together to ·form action groups of su rpr t s 1 ng s 1 ze 

and rea 1 effect J veness ·(1961). 

l':he pol nt of relevance here ·J s that eornmun l ty and 1 nt·ra-communl ty 

ldentttles - the usual locus of descent constructs tn CHNG - have a 

.functlon different from organizing local day-to.-day cooperation and 

·composition. ~he characterist.lcs of untlinear descent ·unlts outlfned 

·by ·Murdock may actually have ·little relevance for 'who e1ssoclates with 

whom' In many societies. Instead, ·f:1ce-to-face cooperatlon .may be guided 

by .pragmatic concerns which may even contrad1ct hut do not disturb the 

descent structure. The latter has other things to d'o. 
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A11 this may seem very tangential following earlier assertions that 

:)n Blnumarien there are no descent constructs of any sort. The purpose 

of the excursion Is twofold. rtrst, a11 this provides the back9.round 

for an explanation of the character of Blnumarlen community organization 

whtch Is different from the general areal pattern. Second, this back­

ground clarlftes t~e status of the assertion that patrl1inea1 descent 

constructs are lacking In Btnumarten. This Is not just an assertron 

about local composftion (which current wisdom would predict to be non­

.agnatlc whatever the local conceptions). It ts an assertion about the 

·local deftnrtton and Identity- of Btnumarten and lts sociological 

components. 

THE ABSENCE OF PATRILINEAL DESCENT IN 81NUMARlEN 

Ember, Ember, and Pasternak found an association between the pre-

sence of w~rfare In unt1oca1 societies and the development of unl1lnea1 

descent. But how does Blnumarten square with this generalization? War­

.fare Is (or was) certainly present here and the residence pattern ls 

·un11oca1. And yet there Is no 1 conceptlon of unllinea1 descent.• Ember, 

Ember, and Paste~nak "consider a society to have unJllneal descent when 

most people tn the society belong to at least one group. of pers9ns who 

concelve of themselves as descended from a common ancestor linked to 

them (either through the male or the female ltne) by known and/or pre­

sumed genealogical connections" (1974:69). Unllineal descent Is absent In 

Blnumarlen, why? Another of thetr f1ndlngs Is suggestive. They dlstlnguish 

·between lnternal and external warfare following Ember and Ember 1971. 

1nterna1 warfare ts ftghttn~ "within the society" and external warfare 

I 
!' 
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Is fighting ·•'with other socleties11 (1971:582). 

In dectdlng \-..'here a given society left off and other societt~s beQan 

we relied upon the ethnogrdpher's judgement. If he spoke of warfa~e ' 

with a group that he labeled with a different tribal or cultural 

name, and this other group was clearly not the society to which he 

was generD1Jzing his ·data., we wou·ld classify such warfare as 

external. (Incidently it seems that most ethnographers differentiate 

societies, thefrs vs. others, in terms of language differences; 

that Is If two groups are referred to as different tribes or 

societies, It usually seems that the lan~uages spoken by them are 

not mutually Intelligible, although there may of course be bi­

linguals Jn each group){Ember and Ember 1971:582). 

Given this usage Binumarlen ts characterized by external warfare only. 

There ts no internal war as defined because the 1soctety 1 and the 

communtty are coterminous. Using this distinction, Ember. Emoer and 

Pasternak found that 11soctetles with lnternal warfare tend to have at 

least one mostly contiguous untlineal descent group, whereas those with · 

external warfare on1y were not as likely to have such groups" (1974: 

92·93). Since Blnumarien has on)y external warfare as defined. it 1s 

unlikely to have contiguous descent groups. A descent group Js counted 

as contiguous "If almost all the core members (unllineally related 

members) 11ve 1n a single territory (section of a community, whole 

community. neighborhood. or district} without being separated by people 

of other descent groups of the same type ..... . or If 11a substantial number 

of the core members 11ve contiguously" (197lt:78). 

· If we assume that by • core members • they mean those of the sex \oJh i ch 

Is brought together by the unilocal residence rule. It would not be 

possible to actually disperse core members in a •society• the size of 

Btnumarlen. If any descent groups w~re present, the core members would 

a11 1fve tn the sa~ •territory,' •community,• or 'district' because 

there ts only one .. Thus If BTnumarten fs unlikely to have contiguous 

-
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descent groups, 1t ts unlikely to have any descent groups at all. 

The flndtngs of Ember, Ember. and Pasternak (and those of Ember 

and Ember 1971; Otterbein 1968, 1970; Olvale 1974; DJvale, Chdmberis
1 

and Gan~loff 1976) suggest that llngulsttc boundaries have significant 

lmpll.catlons for social morphology. Spect flcally for Binumarlen they 

suggest that Its linguistic uniqueness may be the critical factor In 

·accounting for the absence of descent constructs here. 

The Intercommunity sphere for Binumarten Is •external' only. as 

cpposed,for example.to Tatrora, Bena Bena, r,ahuku. Chtmbu, Enga, Haring, 

Slane, and so on. That ls 1 all lnteractton between Binumarlen, a 

eommunlty, and other communttles crosses ethno11ngutsttc boundaries. 

B1numarten ts surrounded by nefghbors but tt ls un1lke the run of 

CHNG cu1tura1•11ngulstlc units where 11there may be 60,000 members In 

-a phyle. although some are smaller ••• Host phylae are dlvlded Into 

e number of ••• autonomous local groups. The population [of these local 

groups] rarely exceeds 50011 (de Lepervanche 1973: 1-2). Blnumarten. the 

-community of 172, whlch ts the •autonomous local group' Is also the 

maximal '1Jngu1stlc unit,' the phyle. It distinguishes Itself f~ Its 

neighbors as tndlvtdua1, distinct. un_tque. Thts uniqueness ls most 

clearly symbolized by t ts linguistic 1dentlty. Binumarlen•s neighbori-ng 

communities are not 'brothers.' Its Intercommunity relations are not 

1tnea1. Nor are they 'brothers-in-law.• These relations do not seem 

to be genealogtc:ally conceived. Every Blnumarien has ktnsmen tn nelg-h• 

boring communities, and these are important Jinks. But Binumarien and 

netghbortng villages are either . too distant for community leveJ Inter• 

.eourse or they are enemies, with the degree of active hostility always 
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In flux. And ktnshtp idioms are not used to describe this larger social 

organization. 

Strathern•s comments on Me1pa are relevant here: 

At the highest ['trtbe 1 and 'trlbe section•] and at the lowest 

[lineage] levels a kinship model fs used to conceptualize groups 

and their interrelations, while fn between, at the level of the 

clan and sub-clan, there ls addttlonal stress on territorial and 

residential Idioms (1971:34). 

But what t s perhaps most Important In (the k I nsh t p] ld toms Is not 

their precise patrilineal or cognatic reference. but their rhetorl­

ea1 appeal as charters for group unity, based on the assertion 

of sharing somethln~ fundamental, whether thts ·. ~ common semen 

or common blood (t971:35). 

·ror Blnumarlen 1nterlo.ca1 relations are not conceptualized In a ktnshlp 

~del because the same poltttcal function fs otherwise served. 

Here local aggrandizement, distinctiveness, solidarity agafnst the 

world, and freedom of manoeuvre are the overrld1ng structural con­

cerns (Sahllns 1965:105). 

And here, a 1 facllltatln~ doctrine' of patrlJlneallty ts not required, 

because there ts a salient crrterlon of Btnumarlen uniqueness: its 

language. Blnurnarien clearly •share something· fundamental• which sets 

them apart from thetr neighbors and symbolizes thefr •solidarity against 

the world.' Watson suggests that: 

Quite likely the patrlllneal Ideologies of many parts of the High­

lands should be regarded. at least In one of thetr functions, as 

providing an idiom in tenms of which loca1 groups may speak of 

others and . of themse 1 ves to others ( 1964: 14 ) .• 

The very unusual features of Btnumarlen•s ethno-tingulstlc Isolation may 

·provide a 'functional alternative.• 

Before the demise of net~hborfng villages llngutstlca11y jdentrfted 

with Blnumarlen, some Intercommunity relations may have been, at least 

partla1ty, conceptualized In lineal terms. But even then the majority of 

r 
I 
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neighboring communities were linguistically distinct from the Binumarten 

set. Most likely that arrangement obviated the full elaboration of a 

descent ideology as the 11charter of terrttorlaJ communities and political 

aettons, 11 In fact. In all discussions of intercommunity relations, even 

relations wtth Sasalda, Ornama, ~nd Anaslna (the •etnumarten• speaking 

vtllages) k1nshtp tdJoms were never used. 

An OrJgtn Story 

The story of the beginning of BJnumarlen has familiar CHNG elements. 

Deenoa 1s the name of the critical figure In thts .story. He can be 

connected to the genealogies of some Blnumarten as a great, great grand­

father of the oldest adults. Some who can name him as an ancestor are 

connected through cognatic llnks, some through agnatic links. Dcenoa 

lived In Sasatda, a linguistic congener of Btnumarlen. now extinct. The 

story of h1s arrival at Binumarlen and the origin of the community fo1J~. 

Deenoa•s brother (whose name Jj forgotten) ktlled a large pig. He 

distributed the meat but gave none to Deenoa. When Decnoa saw what was 

happening. he was angry. He went to his brother and asked him why he, an 

own brother. had been gtven none. The brother replied that plenty of 

times Deenoa had killed p1gs and given none to htm. Oeenoa was very 

angry. He sald, 11Never mtnd me, but what of my wives and children? Every­

one else Is eat1ng pig and they must_ go ~o bed without lt. That Is a 

very bad thtng."But the brother was unmoved. 

·oeenoa took hls wives and children and walked and walked until they 

came to Fofonda1. He left them there and told them he would be back that 
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night. Then he carried hund1cs of tall grass ond rut rt In piles under 

trees along the path, ~nd returned to Sasalda. 

The men \~rc all asleep in the men•s house. He crept ins Ide and 

found his brother. There he shot hrm ~s he lay, twice. Then he r~n from 

-the confusion In the dark as hfs dylnQ brother cried out. He rnn along 

the road carrying a len9th of bamboo with burning grass Inside. Yhcn 

he came to the first pile of Qrass he had left In the path he 1lt lt 

and ran on. Then to the next pile, he 1ft It and rnn on. And so he rnn 

until he came to the pl~ce where his wives and children waited for h1m 

and there they lived. 

Although Dcenoa Is Identified by this story as the founding father 

of the community. his nnme Is not used to Identify or define either the 

community as a whole or any component of lt. In fact, his nnmc fs not 

even Included In the genealogies of those who trace n speclf1c connection 

to hlm unless on · Is very Insistent about maximal remembered depth. 

The elements are here. A descent Identity for the community could be 

constructed but It Is not. Host likely this Is a consequence of the 

character of Intercommunity relations. Sahllns'generallzotion nbout the 

"connection between the development of 1Jneallty In the Intercommunity 

sphere and Its slgnlfJcance within political segments11 (1965:105). sug~ests 

the following prediction. Given the absence of Jfnea1 models for external 

relations In Blnumarlen, It Is probable that lineal models wJ lJ not be 

significant for Internal organization either. 
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OTHER SOCIAL UNITS 

Oosana 

~ulte ear1y In the fle1d period It was exp1alned to me that sons 

Inherited land from their fathers but daughters did not because they 

would marry and live with a man from another oos~na. ~owever. a man 

may arrange to claim rights In his wife's hrothers'land through~ s1mp1e 

ritual whtch Includes the presentation of a plg; and If he does so. he 

then can transmit those rights to those who Inherit from hfm. 

This sounded like conventTonat patrilineal Inheritance and l assumed 

that lt Implied patrflfneally structured land-holding unlts. At tho 

time I still assumed that Blnumarlen was typically patrlltneal 1 even If 

those I talked to were strangely reticent about group membership and 

group boundaries. 

later on,however.l was told how a boy received the explanation and 

description of hls land rights from his mother's brother as a p<-~rt of 

his Initiation. This seemed to me In clear contradiction to earlier ex­

p1anattons about the patrilineal Inheritance of rights In lnnd. But the 

coOtradlctlon was not In the explanations, It was In my Inferences. 

took the wron~ lesson from the first account. Instead of emphastzlng that 

· land rights tend to be he1d by men- the point Intended- I had focused 

on the father-son transfer and Inappropriately assumed It was exclusive 

Instead of exemplary. 

Consider a,nother series of apparent contradictions. The term oosana 

has many meant ngs. When peop 1 e are of one oos ana (II te ra 11 y t source , 1 base) 



JOt. 

they may be of the same age, or the same generation. or the same 'patrt-

1oca1 extended family' (because one meaning of oosana ls the family unit 

of the government census records), or the same 'kin aggregate.• This is 

the only term I could find in Blnumarien that comes close to 'kin group.' 

To understand its meaning In the sense 1iste~ last above. a series of 

seven Btnumarien assertions about oosana membership which exclude 'age• 

or •generation' usages are listed ln Fig. 3.6. 

I begtn with presentation of this table to provide a data base for 

the discussion of the nature of this construct: oosana. Certain analogies 

may be drawn with 1 famtly 1 or •relatives• tn American usage. although they 

are In no sense. equivalent to oosana. Like the term oosana, these American 

labels s1gnify constructs which are flexible tn extent, e.~., they can 

Include many sorts of cousins or none at all; but these levels of differ~ 

entlal fncluslon are not clearly defined• 1lke the levels of segmentation 

described. for example. by Evans•Prltchard for Nuer lineages (19~0). And 

they are also alternatively parttttonable, e.g., they may tnc1ude or exclude 

certain In-laws and collaterats, and each of the subsets produced by par-

tltlontng may also be 1 familfcs• or 'relatives.• · 

,And. like these American constructs, social context of use does not 

provtde a clear spectficatton of the range of reference. It is not the 

case tn Btnumarfen that alternative oosana groupings are associated with 

dlstJncttons of context, as different 'structural poses' (Gearing 1958) 

for different actlvltles. The chapter.wht~h follows thls one examines 

the organization of certain activities. That chapter shows that the 

elements whtch remaln consistent In a11 these associations about 

oosana compositions are sJ~n!flcantly associated wtth cooperatlon ln - .. 

· . 



105 

figure 3.6 

Assertions about oosana comoosltlon* 

I. ~n occJslon, e.g., Tn dfscussion of a large feast which should just precede clc~rlng bush for new gardens Jn ~ugust, Blnumartcn was described as composed of the oos0n~ of 41 and the oosana of 26. 

11. fn apparent contrast to thls, sometimes, e.g., Tn a dispute nbout the fate of cash pooled to begin a savings fund for a village car. 
the oo5ana of 30 \ .... as dis t I ngu 1 shed from thnt of 4l , both of these from the oosuna of 21. and all three of those from the oos ano of]. 
(This is not exhaustive.) 

Ill. Thls div1ston was further elaborat~d on occasion, e.g •• fn ~ dts­cussion of land oHnershlp, by listing all oos<1na heads hlch in­
cluded three of the four men me ntioned ln ~~nd some other 
Individuals as well. 

IV. In apparent controst to assertions II und Jtt above, the members of qt•s oos ~ na were, e.g. t in a discussion of the payment made to a man's in-\aws at the puberty observances of his child» enumerated 
In 1 t s ts \,rh 1 ch l nc 1 uded some of the men ot he rwi se reported to be 
oosana heads. 

V. After innumerable frustratingly abortive attempts to get people to sort photo~raphs of Individuals into meaningful sets not defined 
by age (which was always the first mode of catc~orizatlon), two young men (38 and 37) provlded 0 and rcpe~ted, a sorting into four oosana. The composttton of these dlffers from that suggested by 
the preceding assertions. 

VI. Contrasttno wlth V above; all the adult men of the community were occaslonslly, e.9.P in a discussion of lond rights 0 grouped Into five oos ~na tvh l ch diffe r In compositIon f r om the precedIng e,·haus t i ve 
division. 

VII. In contrast to the specific assignments of assertion V and VI, 10 was. In occasional conversations both with and about hlm. assigned to the 
oosana of 41. 

Vllt.Summing all these assertions fn search of consistent elements (read the t able on the follov.tlnq page down, Instead of across), the adult men who are consistently grouped toqether 1 t.e .. , v1ho are never placed In different oos~na tn a slngte assertion 0 form seven setse 

* these el9ht descriptions refer to the arrangements shm~n on the 
following page 
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production activities. But the flexlblllty of oosana aggregates Indicated 

by the data presented here su9gests that oosana alignment may not be a 

good predictor of \mo cooperates with whom. Ch~pter four, which follows, 

will conflnm that. 

To demonstrate the f1ex1b1e~ ln fact ambiguous, reference 'of the 

label oosana. the series of specific assertions about oosana alignments 

ere listed In Fig.).6. This list raises two polnts. Flrst, each of the 

assertions Is 'true• In the sense that It was reaffirmed and not simply 

a matter of error, mlslnformatlon, or practical jokes on the ethnographer. 

And second, the set of assertions does have an Internal consistency. 

Oosana In the sense of aggregates of kinsmen are not 11clearly differen-

·t1ated 1 lso1able. discrete kln groups, \-ihlch never overlap wtth others 

·of their klnd 11 {Murdock 1949:60-61). The slze, extent, and boundaries of 

en oosana are not fixed. The set of kin which ls counted as an oosana may 

be divided• and In more than one way Into sub-sets which are also oosana. 

·And yet there 1s a tendency toward soclo-centrlc standardizations so that 

they lack -the usual ego-centric charactertsttc of ktndreds which vary 
I 

In membership depending on the focal ego. These sets are not so much 

overlapping as nested. 

\lith the exception of three men. all the assertions of internal 

organization reflect a consistent dua1 division whlch is Indicated by 

the Jtne down the center of the list. Within thts basic dual division 

there are several subdivisions. Each of these subdivisions ts an alter-

native way of dividing up the same mu1tldlmens1onal social space. These 

alternatives are all based on seven consistent groupings, four of 
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whlch are father-son sets, three of which are more extensive clusters. 

These are listed and labeled \'¥'ith letters In the table.(Four more 

clusters might be extracted: one conslsting of 5 only, one consisting 

of 93 ond 2, one conslsttn9 of 22 nnd 29, and one consisting of 20 ond 

~. But since these appear In only one of the oraanizational nssertions - . 
they are disregarded for the following discussion.) 

These clusters are grouped together fn ways which are not simply 

a function of genealogical distnnce but some more complex measure of 

social space, adding residence to genealogy Dnd perhaps features of 

sociability like friendship and compatlblllty. For 41 1 s side, the 

comblnatlons are unambiguous. Reading from the bottom up: first C ts 

grouped with D assertion VI (thls matches the composltJon of the 

smallest hamlet Maqaanoona), contrastln9 with A and with B. Then B 

Is added to C and D assertion V (41 Is married to the mother of 8). 

This Is an Tnterestln~ order of accretion stnce 41 and 21 are blg-men 

In the communlty one might expeet - given received notions of eompetl­

tlve big men - that they would ftrst each bid for the affiliation of A. 

But ln Binumarfen blg men do not compete for fol tov-Jlngs. Then finally 

A Is added to B, Ce and 0-assertlons IV and I. 

On 26 1 s side the combtn~tlons show alternative ordering: either E 

with G contrasting wlth F assertion Vt (this conforms somewhat tore-

sldenttal dlstrlbutton slnce most of the members of E and all the members 

of G live tn the largest hamlet Ubandena). or alternatively with F 

assertion V (most of whose members Jive tn the middle hamlet Onlkuradu­

rana} contrastln~ with G. (The ambtgulty of 11's affll!ation may come · 

from the fact that he fs consangulneally connected toG- agnatlcally. 
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as It happens, he ls 31 s patrtlatera1 parallel cousin ~nd was the foster 

father of 39 .• But all the members of r, live ln Ubandena, while 11's 

neighbors In Onikuradurana are the members of F. and qQ ls married 

to 11•s adopted daughter.) The alternatives depend on the assignment 

of F. This amblgutty may be partly due to the fact that 1 came to 

Blnumarfen with his fathe-r from Sasalda, one of t·he commu~tttes, now 

extinct, _whlch was 1 tngulstlcal ty tdenttfted with BlnumarTen. - l's mother 

was from Btnumarlen. 26 ts his mother's brother's son. But when 11 s 

father dted, hts mother married out of Blnumarten again. Nevertheless, 

the genea1ogtca1 connectlon between 26 and 3 is more distant. Some 

connection Is assumed between 26's father's father and 31s father's 

father's father- th~Jr ancestors were classlflcatory brothers. 

The exception to a consrstently drawn dual division are 2~. 16, 

and 10, each of whom appears alternately on the side of 41 and then 26. 

The ambiguity of lO's affiliation results from the fact that h1s father 

was )•s father•s sister's son and the brother of 79 (22's wife) and so 

-also the brother of 29 1 s mother. \4hen tO's father died, 53, his mother, 

marrled 41. Through his father, 10 trace5 e1osest .klnshlp to the members 

ot 26's side. Through hts step-father. 41, he traces closest kinship 

to 41's stde. 

As for 16• through his deceased father he claims a putattve but un• 

traceable connection to 41. 16 married 61. the daughter of 51. who Is now 

married to 26. 26 Is 16's mother•s mother's slster•s husband. (tn addition 

to this, 16 was originally adopted as an Infant from Pundlbasa. This Is 

the place to which 26 has close ties.) The fathers of both of these men 

died when 10 and ·16 were still boys and this probably contributes to their 

I . 

I. • 
' ' 
! 



110 

over1appln~ affiliations. 

The ambiguous asstgnment of 24 has a dffferent source. He and his 

wlfe ~9 moved to Btnumarlen as adults. They ca~ from Omama; ltke Sasaida 

this community was a llnguistfc congener of Binumarlen and Is now extinct. 

·2~•s father's sister was the mother of 21; 24's mother married the father 

of 22. Since 2~ Jacks more exte~stve ties, 'these specific connections, 

In addition to common ancestral place affiliation with several other 

Individuals, tie 24 wldely to Blnumarlen but not tightly to anyone. 

Neither at the htghest nor the lowest level are these oosana groupings 

all ordered by common descent. At the lowest level. the smallest sets 

are exogamous &s Incest restrictions require. Above that, more tnc1ustve 

oosana are not. If only .ststers and daughters are considered, and no 

women of greater genealogical distance, a directed graph whJch repre· 

sents the movement of such women In marriages among the lowest level 

groups can be constructed. A11 the marrl~es whtch define this set occurred 

before I arrlved. Such a graph Is shown In F1g.3.7. There are three 

points to be made about this digraph. 

1. There are no symmetrlca1 connections between any palr of points 

In the graph. This means that although tne · dtrect exchange of 

women Is a common and positively valued marriage pattern (see 

following), the direct exchange of full sisters never has occurred 

In this set. (There are some examples of literal sister exchange 

In the 9enealogles but they are rare.) 

2. Of the seven points representing the consistent lowest level 

groupings, all but one of them (F) have both gtven women and 
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Figure 3. 7 - t,ovement of Women funon9 lowest Oosana Sets 
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.received them from others in this set. F consists of 1 and his 

three sons; 1 has no daughters and no sisters so lt is lack of 

•resources• and not necessarily anythlng else which makes F 

exceptional In this way. In other words the graph Is connected -

each of these grouping - Is related •tn-taw' to some of the .others. 

The heavy emphdsts on community endogamy ts clear. 

3. Subgraphs constructed for each side of the dual division which 

groups A, B, C, and 0 In contrast to E, F, and G are connected, 

I.e., all the· lowest · level divisions give women or receive them 

from others on the same side • the sides are not exog3mous. How­

ever, there are no cycles, t.e., no series of arro\~ can be 

traversed so that leaving a point It Is possible to return to 

that potnt. This mesns that within each half, women move In one 

dtrectlon • some points only give women (transmitters) and s~ 

only receive them (receivers). But when the tWo sides are con­

sidered together the literal •ctrculatlon• of \vomen ts evident 

even l.n this restricted set. Each point except F both gives 

~n to and receives them from other. points in the graph. Thus, 

~tie there Is no direct exchange of women among the groupings 

represented by the points in thls fl9ure, the exchange of women 

between the two sides, the largest gro~pfngs, Is direct. 

! -
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RElATJONS AMONG INDIVIDUALS: PARENTHOOD AND MARRIAGE 

eJ1atera11ty 

In addition to 'moodaa oosana 1 (one oosana). moodaa fidfka- ·literally, 

One blood- Is used for very close consangulnes. On seve ral occasions lt 

was explained to me that this phrase meant 'having at )east one p~rent 

·(of either sex) In common,' but the few times t heard It used In con­

versation. the relationship It referred to was more distant. It may be 

that tn these cases the phrase was used as hyperbole but It seems more 

likely that ln ordinary use It means •close and clearly traceable con• 

sanguine.• 

A general CHNG pattern Is exemplified by Watson's description of 

Talrora. ·~e stbs of Talrora phratry are named, and their members 

elatm descent through male progenltors to a common ancestor. usually 

male. or more often a group of ancestors who 1rved in a certain place" 

((196~ 1971:230). rn Btnumarten there Is no special label for agnatic 

kin and there Is not even a phrase to Indicate s~ch relatives. Thts Is 

In clear eontrast to other CHNG groups. even cognatic socletles like 

the Hull "(Glasse 1968), who 1Tngulsttca1ly mark agnatic connect~ons. 

Not only Is there no spectal label or even unlabeled construct, but 

.where there are multlple paths of co~nection between two kinsmen, and 

this Is commonly the case In Binumarlen. one path becomes the con­

ventional referent. the conventional tracing between the two, and there 

Is no p~ference for connections through men. 

The ~taphor for conception and ~estatlon ts a common ·Highland one: 

l· 
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'A woman Is the string bag which carr1es the chlld planted by the man.' 

It suggests that connections between mothers and their chlldren are 

different from and less substantial than connection between fathers 

and their children. but Tn my experlence this distinction was never 

used to evaluate genealogical links. 

PhysJolo~lca1 Parenthood and Adoption 

It ts usually assumed that the father of a child Is the man married 

to Its mother. But the Bfnum!rlen are aware of the role of·physlologlcal 

paternity tn conception and the possible mismatch between Tt and socla1 

paternity. tt seems to be the belief (although my data on this are 

l1mtted to a single male Informant) that several acts of sexual Inter­

course are required to build up a child, and since It Js assumed that 

the man having regular sexual relations with a woman rs her husband. 

even a few known extramarital encounters do not affect the assignment 

of physiological paternity. 

The tie consequent to physlologtcal connectlpns between parents and 

children Is recognized as having spectal strength. In two cases where 

children were adopted while very young, they do not even use classifi­

catory parent terms for the1r physiological parents but use the cross 

relative - classificatory aunt and uncle terms 1nstead. Most, ~erhaps 

a 11 other adu 1 ts and many ch t 1 dren 1 n the commun tty know of the actua.l 

connections but they say that the adopted ones, even though now adults, 

do not know their •rea1' parents. I was told that this knowledge had 

been kept from them because the adoptJng parents have put so much time 

and energy Into rafstng the children and If the latter discovered the 

·!. 

I· 
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truth they would abandon the parents they know and return to their 

•real' parents and the work of those who raised them would not be re-

turned tn the cate and attention that adult children owe their o1d 

parents. 

Both the secu~lty of the secr~t and the predicted results of its 

revetatlon are difficult to credit fully. The security of the secret 

seems doubtful since 'everyone else' knows (even 1 !). And the pre­

dicted results might be questioned since on several occasions I have 

heard some one declare In anger that he ts 1 dlsown1ng' a certain ktns-

man becsuse of some action that relative had taken or had fatted to 

take. Usually this follows perceived breaches of theclhlc of ·sharlng 

and tt has no lasting Implications. 

In addltlon to the suggestion tn such arguments that ties based on 

phystologtcal connections have a special power, there was an event 

during my stay which underlined the local Importance attached to these 

links. A teen-age girl got 1nto a row wtth her mother's male first 

~eoustn 1 s step daughter. The latter Js an adult who had been widowed 

and dtvoreed and who had an adopted son of abo~t 8 years old. The 

dtffteulty began when the boy was distressed by some d~scipllnary action 

performed on hlm by the teen-age girl - his classificatory mother. His 

'number one mother• (a Neo-Melanesian convention sometimes used In 

BJnumarten, although as 1n thJs case, not necessarily to mean •real• 
• 9 

In the phy~lological sense) sided with the boy. There was quJte a fight, 

both verbal Insult and physical blows flew. The older woman Included In 

her attack the following taunt: the man that the glr1 thought was her 

father wasn•t her real father at all. The glr1 was disturbed. She went 

I 
I 

I. 
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to the man she had just learned was her real father and asked him If 1t 

was so. Caught completely by surprise he denied it. Then she went to 

an older man. a wise man. a big-man of the community. He told her that 

the man she had confronted was her re31 father (and the woman who had 

opened the secret was lectured and later directed by a public court to 

pay an Indemnity to the girl for disturbing relationships Important to her). 

Her 'real father• was her mother's first husband, although the two 

had been divorced before the birth of the girl. She determined to leave 

the house of her mother and the man who had ralsed her and move · Into 

the house of her newly discovered father ~nd hls wife and children. 

The man who had raised her was very much upset. He loved the girl and 

had been her father since she was born. The stress of the business was 

asgreat for htm as tt was for the girl. In a few days things were 

calmer and eventually • a few months later- the girl's marriage was 

arranged - both f~thers havlng a hand tn lt. 

A11 this suggests that the tte consequent to physlologlcal connectrons 

Is of notable Importance. Importance which Is dramatized by htdtng 1t 

under a classtftcatory cross term fn some cases of adopt[on. The sort 

of adoption Indicated by the term1nologlca1 conspiracy Is not the only 

way In which responslb1lity for children can be shifted. although tt ls 

the most radical and permanent sort of shift. There are also several cases 

1n which adults who either produced no children or whose chlluren died 

took over the care and responslbttlty of a child born to a close kinsman. 

Or a wldow or wldower, unable or dtstncllned to care for a cht 1d. glves 

up the child to a kinsman. Often the child has full knowledge of the 

transaction. Sometimes the arrangement rs that care and responsibility 
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sre shared out by seve ral relattves, sorr~tlmes a sln91c patr. wlth the 

•rea1' pnrent or parents re-involved when the chlld is of age to marry. 

So far as I ~m ~ware there are no special terms to distinqutsh these 

different sorts of ado ptlon or fosterage. And the only rttual marker 

know of is that tn the most complete sort of ~doption the new father 

kills a pig and presents tt to the 'real' parents as a part of the 

transaction. 

Incest 

There Is a match here between Incest prohlbltlons and exogamy. The 

connectfon between the two ts emphasized by the rule which says that a 

man should marry his classlficatory brother's \'rldow unless he has eaten 

plg that was hers. In that case he has treated her as n s1ster. he must 

neither court nor marry her. 

The exogamte prescription Is described and explalned locally most 

often as Incest avoldance. And the Incest prohtbitlon -which Is extended 

even to second coustns regardless of the sex of any linking kinsmen-

Is phrased less as a tnboo than as Bn observation on sexual excTtabJlity. 

As they put lt. 'one 1 s skin does not get up.• 

In keeping with this, there are no dvotdances between opposite sex 

siblings (or parents and children); they may see each other naked and 

sleep alone together in the same house. In fact, they found my questioning 

about such things quite silly. 

But this is not as tldy as 1t .sounds. Marriages between kinsmen who 

·~ 
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are second cousins or closer should be ruled out -or fall to occur­

because such kinsmen do not sexually attract each other. But I was also 

told that occasionally two young people who had not studied their 

genealogies and dldn 1 t know of their close connection became sexually 

Interested In each other and It was the task of their elders to quAsh 

the Improper liaison. In other words. incest doesn't occur because tt 

wouldn't be fun and nobody wan.ts to. except sometimes when we have 

to stop them. Like most local explanations for incest avoidance, the 

BJnumarten one Ts only partly an explanation. 

The Blnumarlen fJt Fox•s (1967) prediction that a people 1 s attitude 

toward Incest Is probably consistent with their attitudes t~rd sex 

In general. Sexual abstinence was required In the o1d days for fighting 

Men. (And thls has a quasi-contemporary correlate. An old man ~o had 

worked ln the gold ffe1ds at Wau several years ago told me that he was 

painfully kicked tn the ankle during a soccer game arranged for the 

workers. He attributed the Injury to some sex p1ay the previous night 

with a woman he was seeing then. He k~ the danger and they had not 

actually had Intercourse. but they had come sufficiently close to cause 

the Injury. He said that If they ~had intercourse, the kick would 

surely at least have broken hts 1eg.) But unlike the Highland stereotype, 

the Blnumarlen are not obsessed with ideas of sexual pollution. Gossip 

about sexual behavior Is rampant. Of course. sex and marriage a~e flrmly 

linked• but extramarital and premarltal sex occurs. Joking ahout sex 

and sexual Insults are common and the attitude toward Incest seems·just 

as easy going. (I did not. however. hear any joking about ha;eosexual 

actlvlttes.) 
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Howevert the attitude toward restrictions on sexual behavior amon9 

ift-laws is another matter. Two cases of parent-khlld-in-law offenses 

~ to my attention. One of them involved a man In a neighboring 

village who was widowed and living with hls widowed daughter-in-law. 

That arrangement in Itself wa unexceptionable. But after a time the 

~ made sexual advances toward her father-In-law. explaining that 

theywere 11vlng as husband and wife In all other respects. -and she 

had a great desire for htm. He was horrlfled ~nd there was a public 

outcry, and then a public court. Although the woman dtd not give u~ 

her Intentions eas11y and at first refused to show shame for her action, 

she finally bowed to public pressure. 

The second case Involved a Binumarten woman (52) who had divorced 

her B1numarlen husband and marrled a Pundlbnsa man. That marriage ended 

Ia scandal and she returned to Dlnumarlen when the PundibasD man began 

~carry on a sexual relationship with his daughter-in-Jaw. Aside from 

offenses against the rest~Jctlons among tn-laws. one other example of 

sexual behavtor was considered revolting. This was a story about an old 

R2ft raping a prepubescent girl and causing her death. 

Except for such rare cases most heterosexual behavior Is a matter 

for public discussion and amusement. but this does not mean that there 

Is DO sexua1 jealousy In Blnumarien. On almost any ~ek some sort of 

eDNDOtlon growtn~ out of sexual jealousy enter~alns the community. It 

nay be a fight between spouses or bet\~en co-wl~es. Such fights are 

cowzmn and perhaps the latter are exacerbated by the residence patterns 

~lch followed on the destruction of the men 1 s houses with the return 

f~ exile In the ~arkham Va11ey years a~o. Now, rather than men 1lvlng 
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separately ~nd each wife having a house, men live with their wives in 

the same house. 

Community Endo~~my 

:There Is a strong tendency toward community endogamy l_n the actual 

pattern of marrlaQCS (see Fig. 2.3 chapter 2), and It ts the stated 

preference of the people. During my stay, a few young girls just 

past puberty left Blnumarten -together to flnd husbands among either 

the ~Den \-.-orktng on one of the plantations In the area or t~ose tn the 

work force of the government project just underway at Yonkl. \~en thetr 

dfsappear~nce ~as discovered, one of the Komi tis (there are three .of 

these positions In Btnumarlen set up by the government as sort of 

policemen under the villa~e councilor) went after them. They were 

roundly cuffed• dra~~ed h001e, and a court was held. ·(These courts are 

·described In Chapter ftve.) Here the outrage was not only that young 

women - a most ·rmportant local asset - might have been lost without 

proper payment to the communlty, but that If something were not done 

quickly. these gtrls might marry out of Blnumari~n. Their senior close 

kinsmen were entreated to ~1ve speclal attention to arranging matches 

as soon as poss1b1e. 

Some Indication that this pressure for community endogamy Is not 

a recent development comes from a story told about the beginnings of a 

f1ght between Btnumarlen and Omama. This was one of the other communities 

In which people spoke the same language as Binumarien. 1t was loc~ted 

just to the northeast before Its people were beaten and scattered by · 

their enemies. The story goes as follows. Some of the unmarried girls 
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of BlnumarJen had had occasion to meet some of the unmarried boys of 

Omsma. One day they planned secretly to have a party somewhere ln the 

bush. The· Binumarten girls took some food. and, wlthout attracting 

attention. set off for the-meeting place. However, one unfortunate girl 

had a younger sister \~O was determined to jotn the older gtrls. ~~en 

they tried to put her off she only followed at a d'lstance- near enough 

to keep track o( them but far enough that they did not see her. The 

boys and girls met and the fest(vittes began. When the younger g[rl 

came upon the scene, she saw not only party trapplngs and the boys of 

Omama but also assorted couplings that suggested trouble. She turned 

and ran back to Blnumarlen and told her tale. When the older men heard, 

they were at once upset and amused and they called the Btnumarten un­

marrt ed boys to·gether and to1 d them that 'someone was poach t ng ·the l r 

gam~•. The Blnumarlen men and boys set off at once to halt the party. 

When they came upon the scene the boys of Omama -were taken - In the 

e·1 ass 1 c manner .. by utter surprIse. They fled In tot a 1 dIsarray, wl thout 

the1r weapons .and without thetr party finery. The wayward gtrls were 

herded home and soon promised to the homeboys. ~owever, the boys of 

Omama cried of the i"r df shonor to theIr e 1 ders • who. sent word that all 

would be forgotten lf the Blnumarten would return the 'tems lost. Since 

the Blnumarien saw no justtc~ In that, old enmities were dusted off and 

the fighting began again. 

It must be emphasized that when J was told this story the ·outrage 

to the young Btnumarien boys was not that thelr 'slsters'were being 

taken without recompense, but clearly that their potential wives were 

belng taken from them. The metaphor of game anima1 for sexual partner 

Is a common one In Blnumarfen. (The · same metaphor Is used for enemy 
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groups that are eaten: sex and food.) 

There ts a posttlve value on marriage within the communJty and a 

tendency toward tt. There ts also a positive value on kin ties with 

neighboring places. The latter follow from marriages with individuals 

·from these places and creat~ avenues of assistance and sharing be~en 

communities, ~fe passage and shelter ln •enemy country. 1 Both in­

~arrlage and out-marrtag~ are quite prorer but tn both cases marriage 

tends to be between tndlvlduals who are. at least Tn some distant way. 

previously conne~ted, Since women move at marriage. this •previous­

connection• means that a woman married ln from another place (wtth the 

two rare and recent exceptions of wives brou~ht back from the coast) has 

not only 'ln-lawS 1 In her new home but some consangutnes a$ well. Con­

ventionally these classificatory kinsmen of the bride are reclasstfied 

as In-laws by the groom, although before hts · marr~age they were his 

consangulnes too. These 'brothers• of the brlde are not post hoc or 

·•fictive' (cf. langness 1969 on the Nupasafa). It is their connecticn 

to the ln•married women and her closer kinsmen that allows the marriage 

to be arranged In the first place. In Binumarlen, marriage ts usually 

by the direct exchange of women and women are not exchanged between 

total strangers. On the other hand women are not exchanged between very 

close kinsmen. If kinsmen are closely connected to each other, then they 

are usually mutually connected to the prospective brides and the incest 

proscription ls In play. Bes1des, one cannot exchange women with a~the·r 

who 'has• the very same women. 
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Marriage by Exchan~e 

··The b.<> most important feat-ures of -marrf age patterns here are 

:1) ·the direct exchange of women_. and 2) the independence of each set 

.. of exchan!les. The 1 atter means t;hat the parties to the exchange are not 

.corporate groups \'ih i ch incur last J·n9 ob 1 i gat J ons. Each exchange is 

.complete ·tn ltself 1 and not a part of a continuing relationship between 

-'1ntermarrylng _mot etles or lineages or cont tnuous discrete kin groups of 

:any sort • 

. ·The . dIrect exchange of women ·Is never a matter s J mp 1 y bet\~een two 

:·brothers exchang t n~ s 1 s ters or between two fathers exchang fng daughters. 

Hany other ktnsmen are always i -n-volved. But these kinsmen ne-ither 'form 

·nor ·represent a corporate g.roup ·whtch continues to exlst beyond the one 

-transaction. By •corporate groups• I mean "groups ·that exist t.ndependently 

:of the Individuals composlna tbem. They ·exist 1 tn perpetuity;' ·Individual 

· members -come -and go, but the group goes on. :corporateness also lmp1les 

that they act as a body ••.• " .(;"ox 1967:163.) • .Instead those tnvolved - ln 

•the exchange o" each slde p-artJc·lpate ad hoc and through their lnd1vtdual --
-connectIons to the pr t mary p~rt l c .l pants. ., n fact. occas l on a 11 y someone 

may participate on both sides of the exchan~e at once. Contributing Items 

to the set glven by the groom's ·kin and at the s~ t~me contr.lbutlng to . 

the th lngs gl ven by the 'brl del.s k.l n. 

'This pattern ls an exception to Murdock's (1949) appraisal of the 

dlsadvanta9es of 1 the ktndred. 1 .Ue notes that the absence of unl tIneal 

. . ·e?Cogamous divisions creates a dlfflculty for the Tenino. In marriages 

there ts no unambiguous way to assign the people related to the bride 
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and to the groom to one side or the other. And yet, ''they cannot play 

·two contrad t ctory rot es at once. u 

These problems ~re settled only ~fter protracted discussrons 
emon~ the parties concerned ~nd persons in authority and they 
·not Infrequently ~enerate jealousy, friction, and injured 
feelings (194·9:62). 

The B1numarlen system manages this situation wlthout such serious difft-

culty. ·ft does not deflne bride 1 s contributing kinsman ~nd groom's 

eontrlbuttng kinsman as necessarJly •contradictory roles.• Those who 

are not closely connected to either of the marrying pair may contribute 

-to each s t de. Th t s t s .not to say that marr J age arrangements are sImp 1 e -

-and always satisfactory to all. But in Blnumarlen stress usually follows 

·Insufficient partlcipation ·not an excess of tt. 

·-The two mat n features of marr l age patterns • d t rec t exchange and the 

Independence of each transaction. can be Illustrated only anecdotally. 

-1 dld not ask ·the questions wh Jch now seem so obvious ·(e.g., Who was 

exchanged for 'th.ts woman? ~.h~t was her relationship to the groom? \t!hom 

··d·ld she marry? etc.), and -two th lngs prevent a d t rect extrapo 1 at ton of th t s 

·lnfo~atlon from the record of unlons. The data' whlch would indicate which 

marriages are a part o·f the same tr:lnsactlon are mlsslnfl; and some 

·~rrtages which were contracted as part of ~n exchange-represented by 

.. unions In this set are not recorded here (those~ that were terminated 

.quickly without Issue, those Involving individuals who moved away, etc.). 

Durln9 the year I w~s In Blnumarleri there were three weddings held 

and one betrothal which was contracted and then cancelled during my stay. 

Thls -set of events not only illustrates the direct exchange of women both 

as a loca11y valued pattern .and as an observable state of affairs, but It 
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also shows the cornpllcatfons which prevent working back from a record of 

marriages and genealogies to sets of exchanges. 

Since these were first marriages, none of the new spouses appears in 

the set of adults who form the basis of much of this study. Since they 

"were not and never had been married when the research began, they were 

not at that time locally counted as adults (although one of the young men 

was considered past the age when he should have married, and the fact 

that he was quite content to put off adult responsibilities earned him 

a 1oca1 reputation for laziness). The individuals Involved will -be 

assigned letters, A through H, for this dtscusston. Significant genea­

logical relations are Indicated ln Frg.3.8, where numbers correspond to 

the Identification number fer adults used elsewhere. 

All four of the matches have some connection to each other and they 

show the marriage of kinsmen. But two of them (A a E, C a G) show the 

direct exchange of very close kin - A's fu11 sister, C's second cousin 

or step-sister- while the genealogical -connectt.orrs betv.teen the men 

recefvtng wlyes and the •ststers• being exchanged are longer for the 

other patr. Two circumstances are of special significance. First, each 

of the Individuals has stbllngs (actual full) who are not involved Jn 

this set of exchanges. Some of them are already married as part of other 

t.r~nsact ions • some of them are s t 111 ch 11 dren. But the marrt ages of these 

other siblings. both past ~nd future. are part of exchan~es which are 

separate from this set. If these marriages of siblings trere added in 

and a sort of sum attempted by way of analysts, the pattern of exchanges 

would be quite obliterated. There must be occasional marriages which are 

not by direct exchange and to add to the confusion more than stbJln~s 
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lnUSt be considered since the women exchanged need n()t be and _rarely are 

.actual s1bltngs of the men. 

The second matter of lm~ortance ts that the betrothal of D and H 

W8$ cancelled without ~ffecting the other marriages and it was not re­

placed by another pairing to complete the seto The father of D, ~1. had 

agreed to the arran~ement under pressure. although he -had neve~ been 

very happy wtth tt. The husband of B's mother 51, 26 1 Is the oldest man 

tn the community. For some reason he became detenmlned to see hts ·young 

:step .. son marrted Jmedlately. so that he, 26, could see the boy settled 

·as an adult before he d1ed. His detenmtnatlon was unshakeable. and 41 

.ftnal ·ly ~ave In to constant argument. I •m not sure what ~1' s Qualms 

'were; It may have been that he had his eye on another prospective brlde 

'for hls son o_ Anyway. after a short time he cancelled the en~agement 

~na m3de a public speech which was partly to the effect that he need 

·not take this young 9lrl H for hts son even though she was owed. He 

would get the wlfe he wished for D when he w1shed to get her, because 

·(and here he he 1 d up the arm of h t s favor t t~ - hIs s tep•daughter • the 

full sister of A and G) he had the wherewithal. This, his step-daughter, 

was the pay for a wife for his son • 

. The event ts recorded ·here to under1tne the pattern of woman ex­

change, to emphasize the independence of each set of exchanges. and to 

111ustrate that one could not suecessf~11y reconstruct the exchange 
. . 

working back from the record of marriages for at least two reasons • 
. 

. First. 1t Is not possible to tell from the record of marriages a1one 

~lch unions are part of the same transaction. The marriages of some 

·full stb1tn~s may be ln Independent sets (the usual state .of affairs), 

·while those of more distant kinsmen may be In the same exchange. And 
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second, the set of unions which represented the tnlttaJ arrangements may 

very likely not appear fully In a future record. 

However, evf4ence of the orig1na1 exchange may rematn in that •ex-• 

·In-laws and 'ex-• In-laws 'to be 1 often continue to use In-law terms for 

-each other. Years later a woman who has married someone else and even 

born ch!ldren may still be classed as a daughter~tn-law by the parents 

of a man she was once promised to but never marr1ed. 

The three marriages and one betrothal discussed here perpetua~e the 

pattern of direct exchange In previous marriages between 1 ~1 1 s stde' and 

'26's side.• the dual oosana dlvlsfon discussed In a preceding section. 

The ftgure sh~~s more details of the pattern condensed in the digraph 

In Flg.3.7.There are a number of marriages wtthln each of these stdes. 

lhe part1es to these marrlage transactions are always con~lomerates of 

Interested kin. The closer the kinsmen to e1 ther the bride or the groom .•. 

the more probable and extensive the Involvement. But there are no corpo-

rate groups which make the exchanges. Those who are Involved ln arrangin9 

a marriage end orgsnlz1ng its ceremonial requirements are an~~ group, 

Involved for that partleular set of events but with no tendency to per• 

slst as a group beyond lt. Those who parttctpate fn the exchange of 

goods associated with the marrtage. a more tnclustve set of kinsmen, 

likewise c~~ together for those events only. As noted above, It may 

happen here that the same 1ndividual Is engaged on both sides of the 

exchange, both as a kInsman of the brIde and of the groom. a·s we 11 • This 

must have an Implication for the tendency to directly exch~nge women. 

~ere ktn groups are present. classificatory sisterhood or daughter· 

hood may be determined by group membership. So that two groups may 
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exeh~n9e women on a ·mode) of sister exchange with the actual connection 

between and the number of men getting women and women being given a 

matter of little Interest. The relations of debit and credit between . 

groups may fluctuate rath~r Jazily over ttme, with no strong push toward 

Immediate or contlnuous even ng of accounts. But with no corporate kin 

groups to provide a fund of women and to share out a debt t-hat anyone 

can .pay. the problem of reciprocity must be handled in another way. 

Each man must ·work his accounts by partlctpating In the exchange 

arranpeme.nts of his close kinsmen. And these arrangements must generally 

aIm to come out even, s I nee a cred t tor who does not cot 1 ec t now wll1 

have no estate to charge. 

KIN CLASSIFICATION 

The Elements: What Counts as PArenthood and Harrtaqe 

Atkins (1974c) has pointed out a distinction between ·the 1mJcro-

-- structure• and the •macrostructure' of kinship calculation. Microstructure 

bas _ to do with the Internal structure of the things conventionally labeled 

parenthood and marriage, the. two relations which are the primitives • the 

baste elements - of k1nshtp. That is,what are the sorts of relations that 

are to count as examples of parenthood, what kinds of relations count as 

spouse links? f~acrostructure has to do wt th the ways 1 n which parent-child 

relations and marriage relations are combined Into ethnographically (or 

ethnologically) significant strings, e.g •• Into sets of elasses which are 

labeled to produce a kin term~nology. 

The microstructure of ktn calculation In Btnumarten has been dis­

cussed above. In sum, the bundle of thlngs which count as parenthood ln 
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Blnumarlen are patterned on physiological parenthood but Include substi­

tutes for It: adoption, fosterage, •step' parenthood. All these thlngs 

should set up equivalent domestic relatfons between adults and ·children • 

and they are all kinds of parent-chlld relations here. There are some 

additions. \~en a child has grown to adulthood and set up housekeeping 

on his own It may happen that one of hfs parents remarries. If this 

happens In Blnumarlen the new spouse of a parent may be classed as a 

parent as well, even though there fs no 'domestic relation' equivalent 

to that set up by physiological parent-child ties. Just as In Amer1can 

kinship •replacements count.• In fact, the parental relation In ~lou­

marten Is very like the microstructure of the parental relation In 

America as 1 know It, ~lthough the le~al trappings are lack1ng nnd 

there Is more f1ex1btllty In the number of parents one may have. 

The microstructure of marriage. however. Is not like that of 

American marriage. Several thing'S count as marriage ln Olnumarten. There 

Is the fu11f1edged exchange transaction wl th all Its elaboration, whlch 

Is the usual pattern of first morrlage. But after that, although the 

exchange of goods between new t n-1 avts Is usua 1. as Is an exchange of 

goods between a womarr's second (or third. etc.)' husband and her In-laws 

through the marriage just preceding, two •consenting adults' become full 

spouses just by actin~ like Jt. In 8ddltfon, spouse links as a matter of 

kln calculation are not necessarily dlssolved In Blnumarlen by the 

dissolution of the union. 'fx' ln-l~ws ~ay continue to class each other 

as • Jn-1 aws. • And not only does marr I a~e cast a sh~dow we 1 I af~er Its 

passing, ft also casts one before. A betrothal. even If It does not 

culminate ln a domestic set-up may be counted as a marrlage so that 

'ln·law• relations are calculated In terms of 1t. However, these last 



131 

two patterns are not obligatory. In some cases divorced spouses reclassify 

each other as consanguines, as do kinsmen who were calculated as in-laws 

through their marriage. This, then, is the microstructure of Oinumarten 

kin calculation. Now we turn to the macrostructure of the kin terminology. 

Klnshlr Nomenclature: The Categories 

The kln tenms are shown fn Fig. 3.9, wtth loose English glosses. more 

or Jess traditional definitions which may also be read as approximate 

glosses of the rigorous Grafik deflntttons, and ffnally definltfons ·In 

Craflk 1 a notation Invented by Atklns (1974a, 197~b. l97~c). Thls is a 

elasslftcatory system. In theory, the collateral dlstance between traceable 

k1n may be very large, although the heavy genealogical lnvolutton as shown 

for example In Ftg. 3.8 makes that unlikely. Clearly, all the Individuals 

who might be traced by the genealogical paths defined here ·- which might 

Include a large segment of the hemisphere at least - are not counted as 

kinsmen. This Js the conventional boundary problem, familiar In Engllsh 

wtth cousins. The definitions are to be understood like this: If someone 

1s counted as a kinsman, and lf the basts of the klnshtp is a path with 

the given shape 1 then the term used will be the one so defined. 

The matrix (Fig. 3.13) shows the kin term assignments that all adult 

men make for each other. Here the rows and columns are defined by the 

ldenttfy1ng number of the men and the entries In the cells Indicate the 

k1n classtficatton corresponding wlth the Fig. 3.9. These assignments were 

elicited by showing the man Identified by the row number a photograph of 

the man 1dentlfled by the column number and asktng 'Maa fastqafa ant - -
nag t r a !.!:!:.. 1 

( I i t e r a J.J y - th 1 s man you wh a t say 7 ) • I • e • • • what r e 1 at i on s h t p 



Figure 3.~ - Ktnshtp terms and def1n1ttons 

Term Eng1 tsh Gloss DefJnTtton (approx. gloss of Graflk) Graflk DefJnitlon• 

1 • qtkoofe 'c1assfftcatory any male who 1• (tho spouse of)** a 
Mua Cl' P'-o- P1 · father' first ascending generation para11e1· •; ·a; /e 

consanguine*** of ego IO~sl s 

2, q.tnoofa 'class1f1eatory any female who ts (the spouse of)** 
~ M'""e7 9'- p\ c- P1 It · 

mother• a first ascending generation ao 
parallel-consanguine of ego 

I0·$1 a 

3. falql • class 1 fteatory any first descending generation ·; 
. . 

ch f 1 d • consanguine of (a spouse of)** Mu·:: q\ P'" p1 /e _. 
ego w 

N 

3a. qlnauq1 'classificatory any first descending generatron -; Mucr C1" P" o- p1 /e nephew/niece, collateral cross-consanguine of a1 
man speaking' (a spouse of)** a male ego J1·.sl .s 

3b. qfmaaku • c 1 ass t ft cato_ry any male first descending gener- -; M .... 
. . 

son' atlon consanguine of (a spouse G'" P'- .p1· ~/e. 
of)** ego 

, 1. 

3c. qtmasmuqt 'classJftcatory any first descending generat1on -; M"' cr. qn pn i:f p1 nephew/niece. collateral cross-consanguine of cro /e 
woman speaking' (a spouse of)** a female ego t1·,1 s 

3d. q1rsamuna 'classtffcatory any female first descending gener• * 7 
. . 

p1 
daughter' atton consanguine of (a spouse M" <1'- P" OOI~ 

of)** ego 

lt. qttaetoofa 'classlftcatory any female who ts {the spouse •; q~ pt 
grandmother' of)** a second ascending gener• 0"'0 

Mu P:l /~ 
ation consangurne of ego 



Term 

5. q t·neakufa 

6. qtnaufa 

7. q I maamufa · 

8. q·lnatql 

9a. qlsaJfaqafa 

9b. qlfaqanefa 

10. datquafa 

11. qlmaaqlfa 

Eng11 sh Gloss 

· 'e lass I ft catory 
grandfather' 

'classJfleator)' 
uncle 1 

• c 1 ass 1ft catory 
aunt• 

1classtftcatory 
grandchild' 

1 ct ass l f I eatory 
great grand-
k I nsma.n' 

• c 1 ass if l c:atory 
great great 
g randk t nsman' 

Ftgure 3.9 (continued) 

Deftnft1~n (approx. gloss of Graftk) 

any male who ts (the spouse of)~* 
a second ascending generation 
consanguine of ego 

any male who ts (the spouse of)** 
a first ascending generation col• 
lateral cross-consanguine ~f ego 

any female who Is (the -spouse of)** 
a ftrst ascending generation co1-
1aterat cross-consanguine of ego 

any second descending generation 
consanguine of (a spouse of)** 
ego . 

anyone who ts (the spouse of)** a 
third ascendtnp generation kinsman 
of ego and reciprocally 

anyone who Js (the spouse of)** a 
fourth ascending generation 
kinsman of ego and reclprocally 

•slbllng-ln-1aw 1 any male spouse of a sa~e gener­
ation collateral consanguine of 
ego and reciprocally 

'slb1Jng~tn-law 1 any female spouse of a same gener• 
ation collateral consanguine of 
ego and reciprocally 

Graflk Definition* 

., 
cr1 M"' q~ p~ p2 

+I a-, Mua qn pnct p1 
11·.&1 ~ 

~I O'o M""a G" P"'c- P1 
. J1·$l :; 

-, M"' ~i. pt P'l. 

t.; Mu Clt pt. pa 

~I M"' 
. . ' . '1~ P" . ptto 

~ cr1 M1 qnpn 

~ o-o M1 qnp., 

I~ 

/e 

le 

/(! 

/e 

/e. 

/e 

/e 

... 
w 
w 



Term English G1oss 

t2. qtneaku • parent•/ . 
daughter•tn-1aw 1 

13. qalraamaku 1parentM/ 
son•in•law' 

15. daraaq f 

16 • q t s oo k 1 fa 

'co-parent­
In• law' 

•opposlte ... se>e 
classificatory 
stbllng' 

17. akaqapasaa 1 c1asstflcatory 
brother. man 
speaking 1 

17a. qtkaqa 1 e1asslflcatory _ 
younger brother• 

i7b• qlpasaafa •ctasslftcatory 
older brother• 

18. daunanaafa •classificatory 
s t ster, woman 
speaking' 

Ff gure 3.9 (eont i'nued) 

Deflnltlon (approx. gloss of Greflk) 

any female spouse of a first 
deseendtng generation consanguine 
of ego and reciprocally 

any mate spouse of a first 
descending generation consanguine 
of ego and reciprocally 

any parent of the spouse of a 
child of ego, reciprocal [rare] 

any opposite sex same generation 
collateral consangulne of ego 

Graflk Deflnltlcn• 

!f 

!j 

t;p1 

t; 

cro 

a 
1 

crl1·sl 

M'CJ1 Gt p'-

M191 ql p'-

M191 

C1" pn 

any male who ts a seme generation 
collateral consanguine of a male _ o/ a; qnpn 

~ ego, reciprocal[used for distant ktn) 

a male later born same generation 
collateral consan~uine of an 
earlier born ego. 

a male earlter born same gener­
ation collateral consanguine of 
a later born ego 

a female same generation col· 
lateral consanguine of a female 
ego 

•; Cr1 .fttl" pn~ 

•; . 0"1 17-R" P"/1 .. 

~I o-0 
qopn 

IE! 

le. 

le 

ale. 
~ 

a; le 

le 

/e 

O(,le 

... 
w 



Term 

18a. dauna 

18b. q I nasaafa 

19. faaql 

English Gloss 

'cJasstflcatory 
younger sister' 

•ctass1flcatory 
older sister' 

1husband' 

Figure 3.9 (eont tnue·d·) 

Deftnltlon (epprox. gloss of Greflk) 

a female 1ater born same gener­
ation collateral consanguine of 
an earlier born ego 

a female earlier born same 
generation collateral consanguine 
of a l.ater born ego 

any male spouse of a female 
ego 

Craflk Definition* 

+f cro /J$1n pn ;3• I e. 

+; cro f?+gn pn ,t.J- /e 

+; 
o-1 M1 cole 

20. qtnaaqe 'wt fe 1 any female spouse of a male 
ego 

•; 0"0 M1 ~/¢! ... 

21. qloonafa 1 c 1 ass t fl eatory 
co-wl fe 1 

any female spouse of (a same 
generation consanguine of)*ft 
a spouse of a female ego 

~I o-0 Mi 
. • 

M1o:/e · q .. p~ 
0 

* Thts notation ts used according to the assumptions and conventions outlined In '!Graftk: A Multipurpose 
Kinship Metalanguage11 (Atktns 197/fc). For a brief expl-Jcatlon see Appendlx A. 

** Definitions refer to kinsmen Indicated when the phrase tn parentheses ts omitted and when tt l5 Included. 
For example: . . -
1. qtkoofa • any male who Is a flrst ascending generation parallel consanguine of ego 

~ • any male who ts ~spouse 2f a ftrst ascending generation parallel consanguine of ego. 

•~• Parallel here means that the Immediate link to ·the generatlonally juntor terminal ktnsman ts the same sex 
as his/her generation mate In the path. The terminal kinsmen (a~ are para11e1-consangulnes whl 1e (b) are · 

cross-consanguines. The parallel condition is met in a logically trivial sense with lineals (the Immediate 

1Jnk to the generattonally junior terminal kinsman is the same sex as him/herself)e They are thus counted 
as parallel klnsll)en. (a) a ~ . (b) .. ~ 

w 
Vt 
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Is he to you7 1 

Zeroes tn the matrix Indicate that Instead of responding wtth a kin­

ship term, the man who was asked responded with some sort of •negative,' 

most often ·~ oosana' (1itera11y- another ltne or source). As the rare 

zeroes _ln ~he matrix show, most Binumarien classify each oth~r as kinsmen. 

One man. ~. Is exceptional. Although his wife was born -and raised tn Btnu-

marten • . she had left some years ago when they marrted, The family had just 

)moved to Bfnumarlen the year before thls research and~ ts st111 somewhat 

an outsider as the high number of negatives g1ven hlm shows •. If he Is dis-

counted, only ten men fall to classify every o,ther man as a ktnsman. Of 

these. seven are young men, and, although thts mlght Indicate change, I 

·thtnk tnstead tt ts youthful brashness (most especially on the part of 2 

and 8). 

The speclflc links In a genealogical path between kinsmen are usually 

of lltt1e Interest. In fact. connections are learned not by tracing such 

paths but by addtng a 1lnk to the classlflcatlon used by a parent, e.g., 

' -he Is my gtkoofa because he is my father 1 s glpasaafa 1 or 'she Is my Qlsookt 

because her father ts _my mother's qlsookJfa.• Children, and even young 

adults, know few of the spectfte_ conne~tlons between themselves and even 

fairly close kinsmen, and although most of them learn more as they grow 

older. genealogical details are simply not stgntftcant to most people. This 
l 

makes the Graflk repre:;entatlon - even beyond tts other virtues - particular-

ly feltcttous for thts case. The uneva1uated collateral distance measures. 

1 and n, are very likely to remain unevaluated even tn specific use. -- ~ -~ 

Personal names are used In address only by spouses, parents for their 

children, close age-mates who are not also In-laws, and by the old for the 
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young (unless they are In-laws). Othen~tse elther a kin term, or, more 

often. a form of teknonomy Is used Tn address. and usua11y for reference 

as we11. The particular form is not rigidly fixed. ft may be the name 

of a child, e.g., 'X 1 s mother,' or of a spouse, a grandchild or grand-

parent. Since a new bride cannot politely be called by name by the in­

laws she lives with, and since she as yet has no children, she may be 

addressed as the 'mother• of one of her plgs. Sometimes a woman who ~as 

married tn from outside the community and \<iho Is an tn-1aw to practlally 

everybody (except the few 'consangulnes 1 who· helped set up the exchange) 

may be given the name of another young woman whose name lt ts proper to 

ea11. 

Structure of the Ktnship Nomenclature 

81numarlen kin nomenclature ts classificatory with the 'consangulneal 

system• of a type labeled Cheyenne by Murdock (1949) and recently bi­

furcate generation by Dole (1969}. This type has bifurcate merging 

(lroq·uofs .. type} terms tn adjacent generations, but· generational (Hawaiian) 

·In ego 1 s own generation. These terms are applled to step-ktn as we11. In­

law terms are self-reciprocal, marked for sex of the inmarried spouse 

and for relative generatfon. First and second ascending generation con· 

sangutneal terms have a conventional 'baby talk' or child's form. These 

continue to be used by adults to address their parents. (And I have .heard 

old men address · their wives with the 'baby talk 1 fonm of 'mother.•) Rarely 
I 

I have heard the 1 baby talk' a~uncular terms used by adult women tn address. 

As Pospisil (1960) and Lounsbury (1964) have noted (cf. Kay (1965) 

then Tyler (1966)) the tross-paral1el or bifurcation distinction 
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characteristic of Iroquois is quite different from the cross-parallel dis­

tinction of Dravidian systems (cf. Scheff1er 1971). In the latter, the rel­

ative sexes of generation mates in the entire genealogical path linking two 

kinsmen are significant for proper classtftcation. In the former. 'ordinary 

Iroquois,• tt ls only the relative sexes of one set of generation mates which 

make the difference. Those are the generation mates 1n the generation just 

senior to the generationa11y most junior terminal kinsmen. It Js this Iroquois 

form of bJfurca~lon that characterizes Blnumarlen and allows proper classifl­

catJon, figuring only from the classtftcatfon used by a parent rather than a 

reconsideration of the entire path. Dravidian terminologies are characteristic 

of prescriptive marriage systems, or. following Needham (1973), Dravidian bi­

furcation Is characteristic of 'prescriptive terminologies.• Blnumarien Is 

not a prescrJptJve marriage system. and It has the normal Iroquois. not the 

Dravidian characterlstlc. Nevertheless, an 'alliance' perspective does prove 

suggestive of the behavioral logic of the terminology. 

To repeat, thts ts ln no sense a prescriptive marriage system. There ts 

not a 1poslttve marriage rule,' no labeled class of klnsmen which includes 

potential spouses. It does not have a 1prescrtpttve terminology.• I.e., a 

nomenclature In whtch distinctive In-law terms are lacking. It has no unl­

llneal, or any, descent groups. It Is not an 'elementary structure• for which 

the ••one and only criterion rests in the fact that, preferred or prescribed, 

the spouse Is the spouse solely because she belongs to an alliance category 

or stands In a certain kinship relationship to ego11 (levi-Strauss 1969:xxiv). 

Here, one's own marriage has no bearing on that of one's children, except ln 

the se·nse_of ruling out certain people as mates through the Incest restric­

ttbn. It does not rule In a class of future spouses. But a baslc insight 

for elementary structures applies here. 
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In The Elementary Structures of Kinship (1969[1949]) Levi·Strauss 

suggests that the widespread distinction between cross and parallel 

cousins might be seen as a simple consequence of sister exchange. So 

·that cross~para11e1 distinctions follow from relative position vis-a-vis 

the exch~nge. Brothers gtvtng up sisters In exchange are In a credit 

posl.tlon, husbands receiving wlves contract a debt. The men of father's 
.-

9roup contract a debt when they receive mother, the men of mother•s 

,group galn credlt when they give her up. rather and his brothers are 

on the opposite side of the debt-credit relation from mother 1s brothers. 

In the s~me way mother and her sisters are on the opposite stde of the 

debt•credlt relation from father•s sisters. ~ather 1 s sisters are the 

women given up In return for mother. Siblings of the same sex hold the 

same position toward an e~chan~e of women by their own group, sisters 

are gtven up and received by othe.r groups. Brothers give up sisters 

and receive wtves from other groups. Mother's brothers are wlfe·glvers, 

father and his brothers are wlfe·takers. The distinction between cross 

and parallel cousins results when these obligations are perpetuated into 

the following generation. The children of same-sex siblings are ln 

equivalent positions tn terms of the exchanges In the preceding genera-

tlon, the children of opposite sex siblings are tn opposite positions. 

This argument dertves cross~paralle1 oppositions from •stster• ex-

change. But the exchange of 'sisters• by itself fs only sufflcfent to 

pr~duce that distinction tn one generation. If cross-parallel distinctions 

are to extend beyond the generation of defining exchanges. there must 

be, In addition to the obligations of the exchange. some social entJty 

perpetuated over the generations which Js charged wtth those ob1tgatlons. 

w1th the debts and credits of the exchange. There must be some corporate 
j .. 



group to retaln continuing liability. Crnss-parallel dlstln~tions In the 

first ascending generation may dertve from the exch~nge of women Jn lt. 

S.o that 'mother 1 s male ~eneratton mates' .are co11ectfve1y wife-givers 

, (mother glvers) - Flg. 3.9 term 6, and father and father's male gener~tJon 

mtes are wtfe-takers (mother- akers) - term 1, wht le father's female 

generation mates are women gtven up by father's kln - term 7, and mother 

and her female generation mates are women glven up by mother's kln 

tenn 2. In fact. this ts the sort of distlnctJon characteristic of 

lroquots (as opposed to Dravidian) bJfurcatJon: all of parents• opposlte 

sex generation mates are classed as cross relativ-es and all of parentst 

same-sex generation mates nre classed as parallel. But the associated 

d~bts and credits are not automatically perpetuated Into the follrn~Jng 

generation. Thts can happen only if the uMlt whtch contracts the debt 

or holds the credit Is perpetuated. Othen~lse the debt and credit re­

latlons which appear as bifurcation dlstlnctlons In the ftrst ascending 

generation only come lnto belng tn the next generation when marriages 

are contracted ln ft. And they appear notes cross-parallel dlstlnctlons, 

but as 'own kin' vs. 1 ln-1aw' dlstlnctlons. 

All this suQqests that where the parties to an exchan~e of women 

are not corporate un11lneal segments, a classification system which 

bifurcates the ftrst ascending generation (and perhaps rectorocally the 

first descending) but does not bifurcate cousins, I.e., bifurcate gene­

ration or Cheyenne nomenclature, would seem to classify ktn according 

to slgnfflcant 'alliance' d1stlnctlons. The 'bifurcation• of ego's O\~ 

· generation wtll follow on the debts and credits of marriages co~tracted 

within that generation. 
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In the Blnumarten terminology the debt-credtt obligations of t~e 

parental generation are not perpetuated Into the following generation. 

From egots potnt of view, these are •my parents• . in-laws' ~'my own 

:J n-1 aws.' T·here are no 1 J nea 1 groups and so there is no corporate It ab J 11 ty 

as Is charactertstlc of lineage organization. In ego 1s own generation 

.new debt•cred~t relations are contracted. These are independent of those 

In the preceding generation, except In the 'complex structure sense• 

that cettaln marriages are ruled out by them as Incestuous. tn thts 

generation. if ego ls ·a woman, she ts exchanged to her husband by her 

'brother.• Her 'brother• tn turn collects a wife from somewhere else. 

The same tenmlnol~lcal distinctions and equations are made In this 

generation as tn · the first ascending but here they are In the In-law 

categories. Whereas ego's mother's brother's wife Is tenntnologlcally 

.equated wl th ego's father's sl ster - and they both move tn the oppos 1 te . 

direction to mother. ego's wife's brother 1s terminologically equated 

with his sister's husband - and they are both on the opposite side of 

the exchanges from ego. (The actual transactions are accomplished by the 

elders of the prospective spouses. not by the spouses themselves. The 

exception Is when a man of some maturity Is acquiring an additional 

wtfe. but even then some of his kinsmen will be InvolVed in the arrange-

ments.) 

This view abandons the conventional separation of •consangutneaJ• 

f~ •tn-law' terms for analysis. The benefit of such a departu~e Is In 

showing how the system of kin tenms 1s connected with other aspects of 

social morpholopy. 
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This also Illuminates a minor but curious characteristic of the 

.pattern of social restraint. There are some speech restrictions and 

avotdance behavtors associated with some of the ktn classes. These to 

·not seem to be ve~· rigidly adhered to. except the general avoidance 

of the personal name, although informants say that they once were more 

carefully observed and that the current moral laxity is a change and 

a sign of youthful decadence. At any rate. these restraints apply to 

•tn•laws' who are collectively called amusal (this may be a new usage 

.following Neo-He13nesian tarnbu) which literally means taboo or forbidden. 

But a few of them also apply to other classes of kln: grandparents and 

•aunts and uncles.• Slnce these latter are 'parents• [n·laws' the logic 

of their Inclusion with own ln•laws In this association with restraint 

·ts a. reflection of the same underlying oppositions which are reflected 

~ an the kin terminology system. 

A feature of the '1 n·l a\"1 terms deserves spec t a 1 emphasis. 1 n-1 aws 

are those kinsmen linked by a connecting path 1n whtch 1) one of the links 

1s a marrlage and 2) that marriage occur s 1n the same generation qr a --
generation junior to that of the terminal positions. In other words, thts 

class Includes the spouses of generationally non-senior consang.utnes 

and thetr reclprocals. Within the set of labeled In-laws there are two 

dtmenstons stgnificant for tenminological discrimination: relative 

generation (same or alternate) and the sex of the terminal kinsman 

directly linked by marrJ~ge. This latter di~ension again reflects the 

circumstance of the exchange of women. 1f the tenmina1 kinsman directly -

linked by marriage Is a woman {relations 1abe1ed by terms 11 and 12), 

then the relation between her and her In-laws of both sexes is that of 

an lncomer. · She belongs to a new social setting. in a sense replacing 
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a sister/daughter. 1\nd ff her husband dles or their union ls otherwlse 

terminated, she wlll be expected to remain ln thls new setting, to 

marry his 'brother.• (She shou1d not marry hts nctua1 brother but a 

classtftcatory one.) She has been exchanged and nm~ belongs there. 

If, on the other hand, the terminal tn-1Bw directly linked by 

marriage Is a man (relations labeled by terms 10 and 13), then there­

lation between him and his ln-l~ws of both sexes Is that of a receiver. 

His In-laws have given up a sister/daughter who has left them to join 

him. tf ~dies. the Joss Is to those who rece.lved her. Her husband's 

In-laws are under no conventional ob11gatton to provide another woman. 

Again. each set of exchanges Is Independent. There are no corporate 

descent groups to Incur lasting obligations. In Blnumarlen the levirate 

Is practiced (wJth the quallftc~tlons mentioned), locally phrased: a 

woman should marry her lmaaqln~ . But the sororate does not occur here. 

The remaining ktn tenms (excepting self-reciprocals for kinsmen three 

generations distant an f four generations distant, (9a and 9b), neither of 

which I ever heard used between or In reference to 1Jv1ng people) are a set 

~fch differentiate relative aQe between generation mates (17a and b, 18a 

and b), to be taken up below, and the reciprocals for first and second as­

cending generation terms. These last are simply generational except for 3a 

and 3c. the reciprocals for the •aunt and uncle' terms whtch are optional 

speclflcs. The kinsmen they Indicate are often labeled by the Inclusive 

terms for all first descending generation consanguines. This Is the only 

place 1n the termlno1ogy which offers alternative ways of dividing up 

· the genealogical space. Agaln the allfance perspective Is relevant. 

Parents classify each ot··.er 1 s consangulnes as ln·laws. The exchange 



oppositions of these distinctions Influence the c1ass(ficatlon of the 

children so that the children use bifurcated aunt and uncle terms (6 and 

7). But there Is no equivalent Influence on the cl~sstflcation behavior 

of aunts and uncles and they may or may not use the special nlece and 

nephew terms. The morphology of ~hese optional terms clearly Indicates 

that they are special reciprocals of the avuncular-amttate terms. 

There Is a ftnal point to be made about these cross terms. The Neo· 

Helanestan word kandere, which usuatly means •matrilateral kln 1 (Hlha11c 

1971:105) 1 has a different meaning In Blnumarten. The phrase~ kand~re 

Is not used here. •matrilateral kln 1 Is not a locally significant category. 

An associated meaning of the word, used to refer to Individuals or re­

lations between Individuals. ls a reciprocal along the nepotic, 1mother 1s 

brother• • •a man•s sister's son.' But ln Btnumarien th(s meaning ts 

expanded so that the term Is used - even as a part of conversations 

othenw1se entfrely tn Btnumarlen - to mean •cross relative fn an adjacent 

gene~atJon,• t.e •• not only 'classificatory mother's brother' - 'a man's · 

classtftcatory slster•s child•' but~ 'classificatory father's sister' 

• •a woman's classificatory brother's child.' Thts Is the class of kins­

men defined by the set: qlnaufa {6), qtneuql (3a). qlmaamufa (7), 

qlmaamuq1 (3c). 

The Opposing VIew 

This account of Btnumarien kinship nomenclature shows how certaJn 

features of the social organization. marriage and parenthood, under1k the 

distinctions made In the terminological system. But such an approach has 

been criticized. Specifically. the application of 'alliance' Insights to 
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New Culnea systems has been judged unprofitable • 

••• brief observations on a few New r,uinea societies suggests that 
11al1tance system" models are not likely to be of much use in helping 

. us to understand them, whatever value those models may turn out to 
have in other areas of the world, this being also open to considerable 
doubt (Scheffler 1971:253). 

Scheffler's posltton on this matter Is a part or his general argument 

ebout the structure and reference of the nomenclature systems usually 

referred to as kinship termtnologles. The disagreement between Scheffler 

and others.on the one hand • and t~eedham and others, on the other, has 

entered the literature as the debate about the socla1 category vs. genea-

logical meanlng of *kinship terms.' Thls debate appears on the surface as 

a simple polemic. But more than one Issue Is Involved. Those engaged Jn 

the debate argue about the thfngs whlch are sJgnlfted by words usually 

called 'ktnshtp terms,• I.e., do they refer to genealogtcally defined 

posftlons or to social categories defined by things ltke group member-

ship? On this Issue I am ln agreement with Scheffler and lounsbury who 

argue the genealogical nature of kinship. Thts ts tn opposttton to Needham 

who has made such extraordinary statements as, for example: 

Let me simply adopt the minimal premise tha~ kinship has to do with 
the allocation of rlghts and theIr transmission from one gen-eration 
to the next. These rights are not of any specific kind ••• They 
are al1, however, transmissible by modes which have nothing to do 
wlth the sex or genealogical status of transmitter or recipient. 
Certainly they have no intrinsic connectfon ·wfth the facts, or the 
cultural Idioms, of procreation ••• 

These jural systems and their component statuses can be genealogically 
de fl ned ••• [but th r s does not] mean. that the re 1 at i onsh t ps In 
question are genealogtc~l or that they are so conceived by the 
actors (Needham 1971:3-4). 

These statements seem to rule out any crtterla for dlstlngulshlng kinship 

from a great number of other things. Needham ha.s adopted a general strategy 
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which hardly seems likely to advance our understanding of human social 

organization. 

This analysts of Blnumarten ktnshlp affirms my agreement wlth Scheffler 

and lounsbury as to the genealogical nature of kinship, and provides 

additional support for such a po~ltJon. An examination of the kin terminology 

In use, as a subsequent section witt demonstrate, Indicates that it ts 

genealogical connectfon which determines the assignment of kln terms, not 

relative socio-spattal position. Thts quantitative demonstration supports 

the scepticism Scheffler and lounsbury Indicate about the degree .to which 

ktn terms tn use flt non-genealogical status distributions. 

Host ethnographic reports of a neat and simple correlation between 

terminological and jural statuses rest on little more than casual 

observation, not on rigorous Independent structurnl analyses of 

the terminological and jural status systems, and so It may be 

that the correlation Is less common than a superficial examlnatlon 

of the ethnographic literature might suggest (1971:153). 

But after these rna t te rs of most t mportan t agreement • I have object 1 ons 

to the Scheffler and Lounsbury approach. Ftrst they deflne genealogical 

connection In the following way: 

• • • 1 et us sImply state that by "genea 1 o~:d ca 1 connect Jon'.' we 

designate those culturally posited forms of Interpersonal connected­

ness that are held to be direct consequences of processes of 

engendering and bearing children that have the property of In­

dissolubility. To phrase thJs another way, genealogical connection 

1s employed here as a general cover term for a wlde variety of 

culturally postulated forms of congenital relatedness between 

persons (1971:38). 

For purposes of analysTs genealogical connections are represented by kin-

type notatton. "Klntype notations represent nothing more than genealogical 

chains connecting ego and [other] persons" (1971:69). But since the kin­

type notation used by Scheffler and lounsbury Includes, as of course It 
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Is more to 'genealogical connection• than the •culturally posited con· 

genital relatedness• of their explicit dcfinitlon. Not only parent-child 

1 tnks. but spouse 1 Inks as well are the basic elements of genealogl.ca1 

c~nnection. And Just as the local ~dels of parent•chlld connections ar~ 

relevant for the construction and use of genealogical models tn the analysis 

- of cultural phenomena (Scheffler and lounsbury 1971 passlm), so the local 

models of spouse ·connections are also relevant. By the latter I do not 

mean the social relations between spouses just as by 9enealogtcal connection 

Scheffler and lounsbury do not mean the social relations ·between kinsmen. 

I mean Instead the 1tnk 1 the tte, the connection, t.e., marrl~ge as a 

structural basts of relatedness. the structural arrangement ~pon wh1~h 

~ny soclal obligation ls based. As soon as It Is agreed that not only 

parent .. ch 1.1 d 1 inks but spouse links as we 11 are the bas I c urd ts of gene a· 

lo9fcal eonn~ctlon, many of the Insights of Lev1•Strauss•s alltance vlew 

become relevant. 

A second matter of disagreement has to do ~lth the status of the 

analyt1cal procedures employed by Scheffler and lounsbury. To the extent 

that their 11structura1 semantic ~nalysesu are one of a series of alternative 

approaches to the analysts of the structure of kinship tenminologtes. r 

have no objection. But they argue that thelr approach ls much more than a 

procedural alternative. 

They say that many kinship tenms. those which are classificatory ln 

the Horganlan sense and some others as well, are polyserntc. These terms 

have (excluding metaphorical usages) two dtstfnct senses, a •primary sense• 

and an 'extended sense.• '~he root concept sl9nlfled by a polysemlc tenn 
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ts here described as lts structurally primary signification or its primary 

s~nse" (1 971: 11). The ref ore, a sat t s factory ana lys 1 s must "discover the 

primary denotata (or focal types) for each term and the rules whereby the 

· terms are extended from the foca 1 types to the derivative types, l .• e., the 

rules of tenninol~Jcal exten ion" (1971: 15). 

The mode of analysts Itself predefines whtch •senses• are the prlm~ry 

ones. "One or more members of each termino1ogrca1 kin class - the genea-

l09lcally closest member of that class • are regarded as the fOcal member 

or members of that c 1 as s 11 (Scheff) er and lounsb~ry 1971: 50) . ... Here Is the 

polnt of difficulty. The procedures of structural semantic analysis require 

that ~ertaln particular ~embers of a kin class be deflned as primary. Thts 

says nothing about the empirical status of such distinctions. But lounsbury 

and Scheffler have argued that the distinction between prl~ry and extended 

senses ts not just a procedural requirement of the method of analysts. They 

argue that It reflects a crttlca1 fact about the tenmlnologies themselves. 

'They say that the difference between primary and extended senses. 

between foca l and derivative types ts a conceptual dtstlnctton indicated by 

linguistic and semantic clues. It Js 

••• commonly described by anthropologists as one between •own• or 

•·true• and 'classificatory• kln. A 1c1assificatory• klnsman of one 

kind or another is a kinsman to whom a particular tennis app1Jcab1e 

but who Is not a kinsman of the type or types denoted by the tenm 

when Jt ts employed In Its primary sense (Scheffler and lounsbury 

1971:Z.4) .. 

As long as the llngulstlc and s~anttc clues pick out the genealoglca11y 

closest members of a kin class as 'own• or •true.• any argument must be one 

·of.tnterpretation. But. if It should happen thet IJnpulstlc and semanti~ 

Indicators such as these fasten on members of a kfn class which are not 
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.of the assertions made by Scheffler and lounsbury. 

In Blnumarlen linguistic qua1JfJcatlons which carry a semantic indt-

cation of some sort of primacy are used to distinguish certain members of 

classificatory kln categories. But these quallficatlons controvert the 

·Scheffler and lounsbury assumption In two ways. First, they do not necessarf-

1y lndtcate the genealogically closest member of a kln category. Typical of 

Blnumarlen usage Is the example mentioned above, where a woman was described 

as -the •number one' gtnoofa (c1ass1ftcatory mother) of her adopted son. Or 

·the case of 35. who referred on occasion to 21 (his father's patrllatera1 

parallel cousin) as hts •number one• glkoofa. Since 3S•s father is dead, 

21 has taken on the social obligations of a father to hlm. Second, thls 

dlstlnctton refers to social rather than genealogical aspects of the re-

latlon. Scheffler and lounsbury themselves tnslst that ~enealoglcal con• 

neettons not be confused with the social reJatlons of kinship: 

Relations of 9enealoglca1 connection, or kinship proper. are 
fundamentally different from and are logically and temporally 
prior to any social relations of kin. Relatlons of genealogical 
connection may be described as components of .. ethnoscientlflc11 

(sometimes 11ethnobiologlca1 11
) theories. In contrast 0 the social 

relations of kinship consist of any rights or duties, or prlvlleges 
and ob1igat1ons. that a culture ascribes bet\~en kln in general 
or between particular reciprocal kinds of kinsmen that It 
distinguishes (1971:39). 

I suggest that the tndicatlons 'true,• •real,' and . so forth. reported Jn 

the literature may very often refer to social Instead of genealogical 

aspects of Interper-sonal relations .• 

Aside from the Binumar1en case, there Is another salient exception to 

the match between linguistic and semantic markers for "foca1 11 members of 
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a category and the genealogically closest members which the analysis must 

take as focal, irrespective of other evidence. 

One of the most Important early papers in the controversy between the 

11socla1 category .. and the "genealogical" models of kinship was Lounsbury's 

classic analysis of Trobrtand terminology (1965) In reply to leach (t958). 

Trobrland terminology Is of the Crow-type, subvariety Ill according to 

Lounsbury's classlflcatlon based on variations in the skewlng rule. For 

this type• one term, tabu tn Trobrtand, refers to FM, FZ, FZD, FZDD, and -
many other kin types as well. According to the calculation of genealogical 

dlstance prescribed by structural semantic analysis one must judge that 

"between F'H nnd FS, the former Is the genenl og t ca 11 y c 1 oser'' (Lounsbury 

1965:1~9). Thus Lounsbury must choose FM (and other equally close kintypes) 

as the focal kin type. the primary meanln~ of the term tabu (1965:150). 

Following the structural semantic analysis of Trobrland kin termlno1-

ogy. when he Is dlscusstng the sociological lmp11catlons of the equivalence 

rules used tn the analysis, lounsbury himself makes the following reference 

to Malinowski. "•·. the Trobrtanders are quoted as having told Mallnowskl ••• 

'To marry a!!_~ [cross-cousin] Is right; the true tabula [the first cross­

cousin] Is the proper wife for usu• (Lounsbury 1965:176). In other words, the 

Trcbrtanders say that the first cross-cousin Is the true tabula. This is a 

UJtngulsttc and semantlc11 Indication of a Trobriand conceptual distinction, 

but because It does not dJstlngutsh the closest genealogical member of the 

class. father's mother, It must be l~nored ln a structural semantic analysis. 

The choice of the genealogically closest member as the focal referent Is 

dictated by the technique of analysis not by emplrlcal evidence of any sort. 

Aside from these criticisms of the Internal sufficiency of the argu-
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ments made by Scheffler and Lounsbury, I have a more basic criticism of 

their general strate~y. They argue that: 

the sole empirical and theoretical justlficatfon that can be 
offered for employing equivalence rules tn the analysis of systems 
of kin classification Is "the extenstonlst hypothesis 11 (1971:71) 

and that 

.,. the attempts of Morgan ~nd later scholars to develop a general 
structural typology of systems of kin classification have not 
been successful, largely we think because none of them have taken 
suffl cJent account of the factors of extension and polysere~y 

(1971:152). 

They affirm the 1extenstonist. hypothesis' as a model of how kin nomenclature 

systems are actually built. Thetr Implication is that these systems are 

constructed through process of extension, wtth rules of equivalence pro-

gresslvely extending the range of labeled kin categories from ego outward. 

For the Bfnumarlen case the contrary vlew, consistent with the general model 

of cultural systems used Jn this study, ts more useful, namely that kin 

terminologies are systems of labels for classes of genealogical relations, 

I.e., those relations formed by parenthood and marriage links. In this view, 

a kin terminology has a certaTn organrzation determined by the wlder struc­

ture and changed by chan9es In it. It Is an "outside lnu rather than an 

••t ns t de out11 mode 1 of soc 1 a 1 organ 1 zat ion. From such a perspect lve the 

central alliance Insight 11 that klnshtp nomenclature and marriage rules 

are complementary aspects of a system of exchanges ••• 11 {Levi-Strauss 

1969:xll1) are of critical utility. 

Scheffler says that: 

The difficulty with alliance-systems models ls the same as with 
some 11Afrlcan models" of un11ineal descent systems- they are too 
hollstlc, both for the societies for which they were originally 
propounded and for others as well (1971:253). 
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I agree that we need a clearer mapping of the structural elements of both 

terminology systems and social organizations. Only In that way can we 

specify tn greater detail and with more authorlty which of these elements 

go together. Our analysis should grow more refined• wlth a more careful 

8P.preclatlon of variations and co~tl _nuing attempts to account fqr the 

11mlts on posstb1e combtnattons, tt1e occurrence of .alternative forms, and 

the order. and mechanlcs of transformations. Aut Scheffler wants to replace 

perspectives whtch see the wlder system as decisive with an extenslonlst, 

ego-out vtew. He wants to entirely dlscard both alliance and descent ·models. 

I th1nk the problem ls the way the Insights of levi-Strauss and Evans­

Pritchard have been used by others. The insights themselves remain of 

major slgnlftcance. The Btnumarlcn case ls clearly lllumtnated by an 

alliance perspective whtch rejects the extenslonlst hypothesis and retains 

the vtew that the wider system and· Its reproduction are critical In shaping 

component relations. In thts It opposes Scheffler 1 s negative assessment of 

the utl11ty of alliance views. But the analysTs here also malntalns a hold 

on the genealo~tcal nature of ktnshlp, following levi-Strauss rather than 

Needhnm. On that point It finds agreement wlth Scheffler and Lounsbury. 

~lder 1mp11catlons 

The label 1 btfurcate generation• was suggested by Gertrude Dole 

(1969). ·~his variant combines generation cousfn terms with bifurcate 

merging avuncular-nepotic termsu (1969:105). She polnts out the pre­

valence of such systems noting that more of the cases which Murdock 

enumerates In Social Structure (19~9) for his •ttawailan organization• 

class have nomenclatures of th1s sort than any other. Bifurcate generation 
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outnumbers •standard generatlon• 13 to 11. And Dole reports that ln her 

own files, which contain 150 terminology schedules with generatfon cousin 

tenms 1170, or nearly one-half, have bifurcate merging avuncular terms, 

while less than one-fifth have generation avuncular tenns .. (1969:106). 

In addltton to the fact that this sort of system Is very common. 

Dole notes that nomenclatures of thls type are .,associated wlth a par­

ticular feature of kinship structure wlth sufficient re9ularlty to sug~cst 

a causal relationship. Thls feature Is kln ~roup endogamy, which In turn 

1s associated with demographic disturbances an~ disruption ~f the 

alignment of kln relat1ons" (1969:107). 

Demographic disruption causes kin group endo~amy; kin group endogamy 

In turn causes bifurcate generation nomenclatures. It fs the latter 

association which Is of special Interest here, that between kln group 

endogamy and nomenclaturesof this type. One more case, the Blnumarlen. 

adds little to Dole's Impressive documentation. But the Kulkuru case 

which she uses to examlne the mechanlcs of this association suggests 

that bifurcate generation terminologies are unstable and transitlonal • 

that they appear as a step be~en other classification systems and the 

development of full generation terminologies~ That they may be transltlonol 

Is clearly attested In her study. But the sheer number of cases of this 

type sug~ests that under some circumstances such a system may be fairly 

stable. The preceding functional account of the Btnumarlen system shows 

that the connection between community endogamy and bifurcate generation 

te~tnology may be of a different sort than among the Kutkuru and that 

nomenclatures of this type need not be transitional at all. 
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Dole's explanation of the association be~en kin group endogamy and 

bifurcate generation terminology for the Kuikuru system goes like this. 

Amon~ the Kuikuru 11there are no lineal segments, and In fact no corporate 

groups of any ktnd other than families and unstable residence groups 

(extended househo 1 ds]" ( 1969:1 09) • 

••• the Kutkuru state some preference for unJlocal residence, local 
exogamy, and cross-cousln marriage. If these tdeal customs were 
practiced ~~u larly, the Kuikuru settlement would have a well 
defined · · ~ : Jp structure in which e9o 1 s affinal relatives would 
be c ~ ~~;. 1 differentiated from consanguineal kin by residence 
(1~ :..: ,. 109). 

Jnst-~ ad It Is a 11 1oosely structured deme" (1969:109). uThe .. dlscrepancy 

between stated preferences and actual pr~ctlces suggests that the Ku(kuru 

may have formerly practiced the preferred cust~s more ~egularly than at 

present 11 (1969: 109-110). 

Because of drastic population reduction through disease. remnants of 

formerly Independent 9roups have moved into other settlements. Inter-

marrylng groups that "'ere once spatially distinct are now represented 

In the same settlements. Whereas the children of opposite ~ex siblings, 

glven local exogAmY and untlocal resldentet wou1d formerly have been 

members of different local groups. the amalgamation of these groups Into 

single settlements means that cross-coustns grow up 11a11 playmates to-

gether." 

Thus. as Murdock (19~9:152. 159) has concluded, ambilocal residence 
11tends to counteract the I nher·en t dis t i net Ions among these re­
latlvesu and 11deme oroanlzation ••• C!cts as a definite social 

equallzer11 (1969:111): 

~mbllocal residence has been added to the causa) sequence here but local 

. endogamy remaIns the d I rect cause of the nomenc 1 atu re "... the pr t nc.l pa I 

determinant of generation cousin terms Is kin 9roup endogamy brought about 

by amblloeal residence" (1969:114). 
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between cross and p~rallel relatives tend to drsappear Also, leaving 
generation cous.in terms (1969:113). 

~ut why does thts affect just the cousin terms? 

If kin group endogamy Ts functionally related to the development of 
generatron cousin terms as I have trled to show, one might ask why 
It Is that the Kulkuru and mdny other nonexogamous groups still use 
-b1furcating avuncular and nepot(c terms. The solution of this problem 
seems to lie In therr continued practice of some cross-cousin 
marriage (1969:113). · 

So Dole's functional account of Kutkuru ktn nomenclature consTsts of ~ 

parts. ·rtrst an explanation for the termlnologtcal ·equlvalence of couslns 

on the basis of thelr common residential afflltatlon. And second, an ex-

planation for the bifurcate merging alternate generatlon terms on the 

basts that: 

The continued preference for cross-coustn marriage and Its con­
tinued practice by some Kuikuru Inevitably exert pressure to retain 
the kin terms tn whfch such marriages are discussed. It Is in re­
lation to father's sister and mother 1 s brother as prospective 
parents-tn•law that ~go learns about this marriage custom. Con­
versely. e~o's father and mother speak of It tn terms of their 
·sister's child and brother•s child respectively, thus dtstln9ulshln9 
them from the man's brother•s child and the woman•s sister's child, 
who are not elegible as marriage partners. As long as cross-cousin 
marriage remalns an Ideal union, even If many or most marriages 
are not of this type, It seems to me that we may expect that 
avuncular and nepotic terms w111 remain bifurcated (1969:113). 

Retention of bifurcate merglng tenms tn alternate generations Is a function 

of the preference for cross•cousin marriage because th~se are 11 the ktn 

terms In which such marriages are dlscussed. 11 But this is a transitional 

stage. 

Continued amblloeal residence and cousin marriage tend to draw affinal 
.relatives more and more close1y Into the circle of consan~uineal kin 
••• there Is a tendency to abandon cross•cou~ln marriage as a norm 
and to prohibit marrlage with any relatives \~en other mates are 
avat)able. As a consequence of proscriblng cousin marriage the 
tenmlnologtcal distinctions between patrllateral and matrilateral 
re1attves are completely lost, and mature generation patterns 
develop ••• (1969:114). 

/ 

t· 
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Bifurcate Genera tion Termlnolo~y ~nd Cousln H rrt~~e 

Although Dole refers to the assumption "that cousin mnrrfogo Is not 

compatible wlth generation nomenclature" (1969:1111), she argues that thls 

Incompatibility ••appe.ars to be associated most frequently with the matura, 

or Internally consistent, generation pattern of kin terms, while cousin 

marriage ts particularly common among people who still retain b'furcnto 

avuncular and nepotlc terms•• (1969:11~). She glvcs no figures to support 

t .he 1 at ter assert ton. But • If her exp 1 nnat l on were to hot d genera 11 y, we 

would expect nn assoclatfon between cross-cousin marrlnge and bifurcate 

generation terminology as she asserts. Yet of the thirteen b(furcnte 

generation cases 1Jsted by Murdock In Soclol Structuro (1949) and rofcrrod 

to by Dole to Illustrate the prevalence of the type, twelve of them, all 

but one, are 11ke Blnumarlen In prohtbltlng first cousin marrlngo (Murdock 

1949:229-230). 

Murdock's World Ethnographic Sample ((1957] 1961) again confirms the 

frequency of occurrence of this nomenclature type. Bifurcate generDtlon 

terminologies o.utnumber 'standard' generation terminologies 41 to 22. 

In this sample there Is no significant association between permission of 

cousln marrlage and bifurcate generation nomenclature. 

Bifurcate Gcner atlon Other Total 
(Column 13: Hm) 

Cross-coustn marrlage forbidden 21 230 251 

(column 12: f, 9' h) 

Other 20 29'• 31lt 

Total 1,1 52'i 565 

(data source: Murdock 1961) chi square .. .B3 n.s. 
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Perhaps the social function and development Dole outlines for Kuikuru 

Is re1~ttve1y unusual. The analysts of Blnumarten offered here shows 

that It ts possible to account for this sytem. of kin classification 

without using cousin marriage as a term In the explanation. 

PursulnQ the Alliance Vfew 

The soetal function of Btnumarten klnshrp nomenclature elucidated 

here depends on the vlew of klnshrp systems which grows out of the 

'alliance theory' of levl~Strauss (1969 . (1949]), (and resonates· with 

Ideas In White 1959). Fox has recently labeled this the 11modern theory 

of kinship" (1972:283). Dole, focusing on the assoclatton between 

nomenclature and patterns of m~rrlage has taken a parallel perspective. 

The Blnumarlen system suggests that there Is still more In a11tance 

Insights that 111um1nates the particular function and mechanisms of 

association between btf~rcate ~eneratlon terminology and local group 

endogamy. 

Here the dJscrtmJnattons tn the tenmlnology make sense glven the 

absence of corporate exogamous kin groups. Olscusston to support this 

was presented In the seetlon preceding this one. In the first ascendlng 

generatf·on those who gave and recefved women from each other, those who 

are In-laws to each other, are all consangu!nes to ego. So ego makes 

an •.alliance dlsttnetlon• among the consanguines who are his parents• 

In-laws. In ego 1 s own generation that 'alliance dlsttnctlon 1 Js between 

his consangulnes and his (and their) In-laws. This explanation for bl· 

f.~rcate generation termln?logy accommodates another feature of Blnumarten 

usa~e which seems contrary to Oo1e 1s account of .Kulkuru. She argued that 
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bifurcated avuncular and nepotic terms are retained because these are 

the terms In which marrf~ges are discussed. Thts suggests that nepotic 

tenms. stnce they would be used by the p~rents ln dtscusstng the marriages 

of their children. are especially important. In Blnumarien however the 

nepotic dlstlnctlons are only opttonal. The first descending generation 

terms which are used for para11e1 relatives are also appropriate as 

alternatives for cross relatives. And there are no terms which are 

restricted to parallel flrst descending generation consangutnes only. 

On the other hand. bifurcation of the first as~endtng ~eneratlon- the 

avuncular terms- Is obligatory. This pattern of usage Is contrary to 

the Implication of Dole's .Kutkuru explanation but lt fits the 'alliance 

distinction• explanation nicely. The dlstlnctlons based on the marriages 

of parents are obligatory and there are assocl~ted but optional recip­

rocals. Chtldren learn their usage from adults. and so are Influenced 

by distinctions made by their parents. But there are no similar pressures 

on adults to consistently dfst1n~utsh the children of their opposite sex 

. . 
~ener~tton mates. And stnce al11ance oblJgatfons are not perpetuated from 

one 9eneratfon to the next,there ts n~ powerful sociological reason to 

make such a distinction. 

·It seems very 1lkely that the soc1al function of bifurcate generation 

tenm1no1ogy Jn Btnumarlen may not be unusual but typtca1 of at least a 

large proportion of the many societies which share the bifurcate gener­

ation pattern of nomenclature. 
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SOCIO-SPATIAL DISTRIBUTIONS AND KIN CATEGORIES 

Relative Ane and Generation 

Cenerational distance is specified In all the kln terms, and In 

~11 those that a~ regularly used (except alternate generation in-law)t 

generational dlrectron ls specified as well. For Jtneal kinsmen, gen­

erational seniority must of course correspond with senlorfty of age, 

parents must be older than their children. But for collaterals thrs 

Is no longer a requirement. Though correspond~nce Is probable for close 

collaterals, It becomes less so as collateral distance Increases. The 

m·t smatch whIch must occur at least occasIonally betwe~n genea 1 og I ca 1 

category end relatrve age Is an eventuality to be faced by a11 

classificatory kinship systems. 

Needham has suggested (1966) that thls eventuallty tends to be 

handled differently by different sorts of social systems: relative age 

Is dominant In cognatic socletles while category ts dominant ln lineal 

descent systems because for the latter the organization of descent 

relations Is the basis of the social order. To the extent that his 

generalization refers to behavior and not classification the Blnumarien 

case fits hls prediction. Patterns of lnter&ctJon are shaped by relative 

age. not genealogically defined generation. For example, return to the 

Flg.3.8above which shows the genealogical relations between sets of 

spouses. Relative generation Is completely beside the polnt; It matters 

only that prospective spouses are near each other tn age. 

This diagram also shows the correction factor built rnto thls system. 

The probability of mtsmatch between relative age and generation Increases 
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with Increasing collateral distance, but at the s~~ time marriage. 

at first ruled out by the incest requirements, becomes allowed and in 

fact probable as the endogamous tendency comes Into pl~y, so that 

distant ktn are roped back Jn and a new tracing Is provided. Since 

spouses tend to be of about the same age, this marrtase brtngs age 

and generation back Into 1tne. · 

Thls p~ttern 1s also illustrated by the distribution of 9eneratlon 

mate kin terms Inflected for relative age (17 a and b, tB a and b). 

Relative age wlthtn the same ~eneratlon is regularly enough noted to 

prov1de almost a complete order by relatfv~ age of all adults. The 

matrix (rlg.J.lO) shows this order and the attribution of terms fOr all 

men. There are two apparent errors where each man called the other 

•older male generation mate• (17b) (27 and 5, ~and 32) and one In whtch 

each .called the other •younger male generation mate• (17a) (10 and 33) • 

and one In which an older man called a younger one 'older generation 

mate' (17b) {11 and 20). And there are several sets of two Individuals 

near each other In age who did not class each other as generation mate 

or dtd not use the relative aQe specification. Here I have decided on 

one order or the other, depending on other clues· (estlmated age of 

oldest child. etc.). The order shown here. with these quallflcations, 

Indicates the relative age of all BJnumarlen ~n. and the distribution 

of generation mate tenms used sho~ that relative age and generation 

are rel~ted - the entries cluster along the diagonal (men near each 

other ln the order across the page tend to call each other generatt~n 

mate, while those distant from each other rn this order do not). 

But the relationship between the assignment of terms and re!attve 
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': 
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Figure 3.10- The assignment of consangulneal generation mate 
kin terms among men 
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age Is not perfect. Moreover, generations- tn the genealogfcal . sense • 

are discrete, t.e •• assuming a textbook genealogy~ all the positions 

.representing ·Individuals may be divided Into mutually exclusive and 

Jointly exhaustive sets of generation mates. The assignment of some 

1ndlvlduals may be ambiguous - different generations depending on the 

deflntng genealogical path - but this Is a different sort of problem. 

Relative age on the other hand ls a continuous variable. An Ideal re­

presentation of the two relations Is shown In Fig.3.t1 where A shows the 

order of the relation 'generation mate of,• and B sh~~s the order of 

the re1atlon •age mate of.• The flrst of these Is meant ln the genea­

·loglcat sense. the second tn the relative birth order sense. Of these 

two patterns B more nearly approximates the matrix (Ftg.3.10) than does 

A. In B1numarlen, genealogical generation ls so heavtly biased by 

relative age that when It Is mapped over the community of adult men 

It looks 1 Ike generation tn the everyday English sense, 'Individuals 

born at about the same period of time.• 

But this Is a result of genealogical Involution (an example of this 

appears In the diagram In Fig. 3.8), not tucks In the known genealogical 

·fabric. Consider the adjacent generation eonsangulneal tenms in Ftg. 3.12. 

Using the same order, that of relative age - age Increasing left to 

right across and down - adjacent generation terms cluster away from the 

.diagonal with jun1or generation tenms in the lower left and senior 

generation tenms In the upper rlght, _ aga~n appropriately correlated 

wl th re 1 at I ve age. But again 1 the corre 1 at ton Is not perfect. T.here. are 

even some senior generation terms appearing below the dlagona1 (i.e., 

classificatory father or uncle terms used for men younger than ego) 
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Figure 3.11 - Ideal representation of the two relations 
generation mate and near-age mate. 
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Figure 3.12- The assignment of adjacent generation consangutneaJ 
kin terms among men 
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and two Junior generation terms arpearlng above the diagnoal (i.e •• 

classificatory nephew and child terms used for men older than ego). 

Although relative age Is a significant predictor of relative generation 

because of the high rate of community endogamy and the age matching of 

spouses. these are still kinship terms and the categories they label 

are .genealogically defined. 

There are a few cases ln which f~trly close genealogical connections 

are known -or assumed. but there ts no connection which Is appropriate 
. . 

to the re1ative ages of the .kinsmen. In these cases the terms used are 

dictated by genealogical category, not by relative age. 

Social Cate~orles 

Besides re1attve age. there are other features of relative social 

;Jdent)ty often assumed to underly the distribution of labeled classes 

of 'kinsmen' across the socio-geographtc map. For example. in a system 

of termtnology ltke that of Blnumarten, which is not only generational 

.:but bifurcating, It mtQht be that the bifurcation correlates in some 

way wlth residence. (Although Btnumarien and Trobriand could hardly be 

more different, leach's analysis of Trobriand tenmJnology {1958) is the 

sort of thing have in mlnd here. In his socio-spatia1 analysis ne 

suggests that the •ctasslficatory father' term in the Trobriand kin 

tennlno1ogy might be 11seen to refer · to a 1 domlciled male of my father's 

subclan hamlet• 11 (1958:132).) ttven .that post-marital residence in 

Blnumarien Is patrilo~a1, tt mlght be hypothesized that qlkoofa (1), 

the classificatory father term, tends to be used by men for 'older men 

of my hamlet• whlle classificatory uncle. qlnaufa (6), tends to be used 
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by men for older men of neighboring hamlets, with dalramaaku (13) the 

self-reciprocal son/parent-In-law term. appearing occasionally but almost 

always between men who live In different hamlets. 

The matrix (F'tg. 3.13) sho\"S the use of kin terms between a11 Btnu-

~rten adult males. Here the o der Is by hamlet residence- those who 1tve 

In Maqaanoona listed first, the first six, then those who ltve Jn Onlkura­

durana, the next fifteen {41 appears twice because he is a resident of 

both hamlets).and then those who 1lve tn Ubandena, the last nineteen • 

. Relattve age Is retained as an Internal order for each set of hamlet· 

eo-residents. The hamlet orderlng allows the matrix to be dlvtded fnto 

sections: three squares along the diagonal whlch contain kin term 

attributions among hamlet co-residents, and three squares above and 

three be1ow the dtagonal each of which cont~lns the kin term attributions 

of all the residents of one hamlet for a11 the residents of another. The 

distribution of 6•s in the upper half of the matrix (right of diagonal) 

Is random among hamlets (chi square • .673 with 6 d.f.) as Is the dtstrl­

!. butlon of 13 1 s and 10 1s (although this Is less striking, chi squareD 

3.5 w1th 6 d.f.). ~enea1ogy, not residence, patterns the classtfrcatton 
\. 

of kinsmen. 

lnarproprlate reciprocals occur only 60 times out of a total of 

7~1 adult male pairs (8%) (this does not Include cases where one man 

used a consangulneal tracing and so a consangulneal term and the second 

used an Jn-1aw tracing and so an In-law term, or ~mere one man used a 

k1n term and the other responded 'moo'). A few of these are simply 

Informant errors, but most are alternate tracings. Only very rarely 

are they corrections for age discrepancy. This latter occurs only under 
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Figure 3.13- Assignment of kln terms among men 
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certain circumstances. For example, ~1 and 30 both agree that properly 

Itt Js 'Qikoofa' {1) to 30, t .. e., that Z.t Is 30's classificatory father. 

But 30 Is older than ~1 and so, although they think It genealogically 

Improper, It makes more social sense for them to use generation mate 

tenms, and ~1 calls 30 'classificatory older brother• (17b). The 

genealogical distance between these two men ts great. No one remembers 

the speciffcs of a connection between them. tf details were known-

If all llnklng kinsmen were remembered, then the correction for age whlch 

Is not based on an alternate traclng here \~uld probably not occur. 

(This ls another self corrective for mismatches between genealogical 

category and relative age: genealogical knowledge Is not highly valued 

and as specifics are forgotten readjustment becomes acceptable.) 

In all cases where specific genealogical connections are known the 

genealogically appropriate terms are used whether or not they fit re­

lative ages. In other words, the genealogical meaning of these terms ts 

the dominant one. This Is always reaffirmed In conversations about these 

· terms and the classes they label. And the tenms are always deftned by 

lnfonmants genealogically. For example, I asked about a pair of sisters 

of wtdely vary1ng ages. The older of the two, 58,· already had borne a· 

daughter, Maqa. when her sister, Nalyo, was born .. And, of cours~, the 

older sister's children called their mother•s sister ·•classificatory 

.mother' 1qlnoofa 1 (2). I asked what would happen If the older s.lster•s 

dauphter 1 Maqa, m~rrled early and quickly had a child while her mother's 

sister, Nalyo, married late and was slow to conceive. Then In the ne~t 

generation the ages would be even more strongly skewed. What If Haqa had 

e daughter who was about the age the girls are now when Nalyo's child 

was born 1 so that Haqa's daughter would be old enough to care for 
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.the baby. would the baby nevertheless by her qlnoofa, t.e., classificatory 

mother? All informants agreed that of course she would. The age dis-

crepancy would not affect the proper application of the terms. 

IHPllCATIONS 

The evidence and discussion presented In this chapter have shown 

·that Btnumarten is a community of kinsmen. But the community Is not 

composed either spatially or socially of un1llnea1 groups or categories. 

And while the kinship nomenclature discriminates categories of kin 

according to relative generation and relative posltlon v·ls-a-vis 

connecting marriage exchanges, tt does not dtscrJmtnate according to 

residential location or directly according to relative age. Here we find 

no lineal models, and we find a classificatory kin terminology whtch 

-
groups almost a11 Binumarten Into large ego-centrtc classes not correM 

1ated w.tth socto-spatla1 dlstln_ctlons relevan~ for organizing ordinary 

workaday aetlvltJes. How then are day•to-day cooperation and sharing 

organ t zed in B I numar I en? That ·t s the subject of the next chapter. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Thts ~hapter is about the Btnurnarlen economy. It be9lns wlth a 

description of general features of Btnumarlen technolO?Y and dlvtston 

of Jabor and the connections of thts community with the wider system 

of market exchan~. 

Blnumarten Is found to conform with the very general model elabo­

rated by Marshall Sah1lns as 'the domesttc mode of production.• niven 

that, the centra) concerns here are the org3nlzatton of cooperation 

·and shartng above the 1e.vel of the household. Relat1ons of habitual 

cooperation and sharing among adult men are reported and these re-

lations are analysed tn search of the social arrangements whtch under· 

ly them. Features of socta1 organization described In the last chapter 

are matched against these relations and found to be significantly 

associated. The quest-Ion of kinship distance fn Blnumarten is dis-

cussed and a measure of distance speclftca11y construe-ted for this 

case. This feature of distance ts found to be an excellent predictor 
( 

_.of probable cooperation among men. 

Relations of cooperation among women are cOmpared with those among 

men. And the cooperation patterns of wtves are found to correspond 

with those of husbands. Finally, some contrasts between production 

arrangements In Btnumarlen and those found commonly elsewhere In the 

Hlgh1ands are briefly noted. 
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DIVISION OF LABOR AND TECHHOLO~Y 

As to ltvelthood, the BJnumarten are typical Highlanders: swtdden 

gardeners ~mo ratse pigs and do a llttle hunting. Thetr division of 

labor Is based on sex. 

Hen cle3r the bush for new gardens, bulld fences and keep them in 

repair. They bulld houses, although tt ts the task of ~~en to cut 

.end carry the kunai and bamboo for construction. Men are completely 

res pons I b 1 e for the cu 1 t I vat I on of sugar cane and ban~nas. ~1en • ·women 

and older children of either sex, each cultivate thelr own yams. 

WOmen do most of the cultivation of other crops although men assist 

oceestona11y- some men more than others. And older chl1dren are likely 

to have thetr own small plots to tend. 

Both men and women care for plgs. feeding and gro~~lng them 1n the 

mornings and evenings. The animals forage freely during the day, although 

~ry young pigs may be kept conttnuous1y at hand by either men or women, 

to be fondled and petted and given choice bits of food. Men ki11 and 

butcher pigs, and both men and women cook pork and other meat, either 

-.In bamboo tubes or earth ovens. 

The task of pre par t.ng pandanus f rut t AS an o t 1 y sauce 1 s ass i 9ned 

·to men a lone. Women and g i r Is us ua 11 y prep are other vege tab 1 e foods 

althoug~ men and boys may ~o so. 

Hen hunt and trap, sometimes accompanied by thetr wives. Women cut 

and carry firewood. 



173 

Wbmen make the .strlng bags carried by both sexes {although most 

men hsve now chan~ed to leatherette pouches). and reed skirts, the items 

of current everyday apparel whfch are locally produced. Both men and 

women make pandanus mats. Men make bows and arrows and Brmlets. The 

sex distinctions for these crafts are biased ln addition by varlattons 

In sk.lll and experience. ror example. some men are known to make 

espec1a11y fine arrows, some women to make especially fl .ne string bags. 

Blnumarlen Is known among neighboring communities to be the source 

of the best 1oca1 tobacco. And. because of the· altttude. m~ndarln 

oranges. Introduced from the coast slnce contnct. f1ourlsh here. These 

two Items are traded to surrounding communitles by both men and women, 

While men may go out to trade by themselves, women never do. Both men 

and women tend coffee~ the source of a small amount of cash used to buy 

cotton clothing, special tradestore food, pots and pans and steel tools 

and a few other Items. 

Since the dtvls1on of labor Is by sex, an adult m~n and an adult 

woman have between them the skt11s required fo~ Binumarlen llvelthood. 

They know how to make, grow, or find everything they need. Within thls 

group there are no specialists beyond the bent of Individual Inclination 

and talent. And~ one, except as age restricts. is exempt from the 

general tasks of subslstence. 

As an Important qualtftcatlon to this: steel tools are not locally 

manufactured. They are purchased at trade stores and are the most 

essential of all Imported goods. The acquisition of these tools and other 

trade store 1tems requires a small but essential supply of cash. Most of 



this comes from ·coffee. which Is grown but not consumed in Binumarten. 

It Is raised only for cash sa1e. 

While the eommuntty Is tred through such transactions to a market 

economy, the production and sale of coffee and the acquisition of steel 

tools, ~nd other Items like cotton clothing and tinned f1sh, ts a proc· 

ess more like the rest of local production and distribution than 1fke 

usual market transactions. Here the needs are very specific and the 

Items available are of very llmtted variety (see Fig. ~.1). Adults and 

older chlldren In SJnumarten c~nnot use many bush knives. axes, spades. 

·And the trade stores and cargo cars carry only such an array of goods. 

Production of coffee Is not production for profit. It Is production 

for provlslonlng. 

~ere the classic disttnction between 'production for use• (I.e •• 
provisioning) and •production for exchant'e' (I.e.~ proflt) be­

comes meaningful. The competitive market Is an eternal dynamo, 

·perhaps not always tn ~~rking order, but at least designed to 
generate ·Intensive currents of output. On the producer's side, 
the lncentlv.e to profitable enlsrgement is ·contfnuous 0 as a 
matter of jungle survival. But perhaps most of us are more 
familiar with the push (and pull) on the consumer. The market 
makes available a dazzling array of products, good things in 
-un11mlted quantity and variety, each -..1ith ,fts c1ar1on price-

tag eat 1 : 1 th f s Is all It takes to have iSe 1 {Sah It ns 1968: 77) • 

this aspect of the market does not touch Blnumarten. Although coffee ls 

produced only to be exchanged. and certain critical Items are acquired 

only through exchange. these transactions are not geared to an Interest 

In exchan2e value. The distinction Is one of categorical Importance. 

What Sahltns says for the general case Is precisely applicable here: 

The households of primitive commun1ties are not usually self­
sufficient, producing all they need and needing all they produce. 

Certainly there fs exchange. Even aside from the presents given 

· and received under inescapable social obiigatlons. the people 
-may work for a fr~nkly utilitarian trade. thus Indirectly getting 

hflat they need. 
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St l 11 • It t s "what they need": the exchange • and the prod.uc t ton 

for It are oriented to livcllhood, not to proflts(or ~ccumulatlon] 

••• It Is not merely 11 production for usc 0 but production for 
~value, even through the acts of exchange. and as opposed 
to the quest for exchange value {Sahlins 1972:83). 

Any adult man end woman In Blnumarfen know how to make. grow, or 

find ·atmost everythln9 they need for lfvellhood. The exceptions are· 

trade store I terns. But any adu 1 t man and \~n can east 1 y raIse enough 

coffee or take enough tobacco or ornn~cs or ve~etnbles out to market 

to provtde the cash for as many of these trade storo Items as they 

want. 

THE PATTERN OF WORK 

Most everyday work Is carried out by small sets of tndtvtduals 

working together. But thls Is casually arranged bnd there ts no every-

day routlne ·for work. No one works a11 day and no one works every day, 

even during the season for clearing and planting new gardens, lnte 

August to November. and this Is the tlme when work ts heaviest. 

Generally, the cwo main meals of the day are eaten at mid-morning 

and around or just after sunset. Members of the same household usually 

eat ~together. Except at the full moon when there ls enough llght to 

walk about, or on spectat party occsslons. most people are In their 

home hamlet to stay for the night at dark. But around this pattern 

of the day there Is no regular pattern of work and no formally con-

stltuted work groups. 

~eks are marked by Sundays whery many Blnumarlen gather In the . 

largest hamlet to .Qosslp and In some cases to attend a church service 
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held there by the pastor. He Ts from Flnschhafen on the coast, and 

wlth flve ot~er adults and their children, lives in a spatt~lly distinct 

mtsston enclave just alon~side the 1orgest hamlet, Ubandena. The pastor 

Is not a full-time specialist. He and the other 1 Flnschhafens' garden, 

.raise. pigs. and carry on the other tasks of subsistence. They have 

·been In Binumarten for m~ny years. The children and at 1e8st one of 

the sdu1 ts '"ere born here. but they maintain their sepnration and ties 

to the Ftnschhafen area on the coast. And, 1arge1y by their own choice. 

they are not Integrated Into the Blnumarlen soclal system. Three of 

: · the adults do not speak the language. Since, despite ple8dlng. they 

wer~ unwilling to cooperate 1n thls study, they are slmp1y left out. 

·tn this small sc~le technology there is no tool that requires more 

thnn one person to manipulate lt. There rs no ordinary task that re-

quires more than two Individuals, one man and one woman, to accomplish 

·lt. The organization of production Is segmentary. I.e •• a series of 

similarly structured untts, households, each carry out the same 

activities. Clearing, fencing, and planting a new garden or building 

a house. these seem like large enterprises, but they could be mana~ed 

by a single couple. although they probably never are. There Is nothin~ 

In the technology that requires a certain organlzatlon 'of cooperatron 

beyond the household. Nevertheless, such cooperation Is a commonplace • 

. A few men tend to work together to clear for a new garden and bull~ 

Its fence • a fe~1 wom0n tend to work .together ln p 1 ant t ng 1 t. 1 t 1 s a 

mechan1ca1 combination. each of them doing the same thing. but · It Is 

friendlier and seems morequtckly done together. As Friedman has observed 

In another context 11a number of necessary technologlca1 actfvltles are 
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organized socially rather than the social orgonlzatton being determined 

by those actlvlties 11 (Friedman 1975:168). 

LAND 

Land ts the most important basic resource tn CHNG. fn Binumarien 

there ts no shortage of tt. All members of the community have rtghts 

of ownership ln land. There are no corporate groups below the level 

of the communtty as a whole whtch control it. The descendants through 

men or women of men or women can, lf they wtsh, claim rights In· any 

bit of 1and that was claimed by their ~ncestor. And more generally 

rights of use for gardening are extended merely for the asking. Non­

owners need merely request permlsston to build a garden on land whlch 

·ts currently unused and the ·request w111 be granted as a matter of 

course. 

Wh 11 e r t gh ts of use for gardenIng are read 11 y extended, th 1 s Is 

not so for the •products• of the land. Building materials. such as 

lumber and vines, and most especla11y the game antmals of tne forest 

are. to be taken on 1 y by those who O'ltn the 1 and. A man shou 1 d on 1 y 

hunt on land In which he has Inheritance rights. And breaches of this 

rule were matters of angry publtc discussion several times during my 

stay. 

For gardening there Is really no restriction. There seems to be 

no scarcity of water or problem of dra1nage. And the elevation gradlent· 

of Blnumarlen territory Is not suffJcJent to display significant 

ecological differences. The territory. although very rough, seems 
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relatively uniform as to quality and suitability for any ktnd of 

garden. All households have rights of ownership In some of this land 

and are readily granted rights of use to garden In any of the rest 

of It not currently under cultivation. Each household. by· virtue of 

Its membership tn the community has direct and sufficient access to 

baste resources. 

THE GENERAL MODEL 

Sah11ns has developed a model of prtmltlv·e economies whtch re• 

veals their special character and focuses attention on the areas of 

most slgntftcant variation among them. Given the characteristics of 

1) a sexual dlvtslon of labor (as the only stgnlftcant dtvlsfon), 

2) a small scale technology wlth segmentary production, and 3) auton· 

omous access to baste resources, the consequence Is production for 

use. Each household, constituted. equipped, and empowered to produce 

for Its own requirements tends to stop work as they are met. The 

organization has a 11 bul1t in cut-off potnt. 11 It ls uunderproductive11 

relative to existing possibilities. And more: 

In prlnctple each house retains, as well as Its own Interests, 

all the powe rs that are wanted to satisfy them. Olvlded thus 

· Into so many units of self-concern, functionally uncoordinated, 

production by the domestic mode has all the organization of 

the so many potatoes tn a certain famous sack of potatoes 

(Sahllns 1972:95). 

1 ~he social economy Is fra~mented Into a thousand petty existences. 

each organized to proceed Independently of the others ••• 11 (Sahlins 

1972:95). 

These tendencies to underproduction and dispersion endanger the 

life of the society. Unopposed they would destroy the system •. 
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left to tts O\~ devices~ the OMP ls tncltnod toward maximum 
dispersion of homeste~ds, becnuse maximum dls.perslon is the 
absence of { nte rdependence and a conmon 8Uthor l ty, ~nd ttY sc 

are by and large the Hay production is organized (Sahlins. 
1972:97). 

Clearly the domestic mode of production can only be tta dis array 
lurking In the background,•• always pres nt and never hllppenfng~ 

It never really happens that the household by Its e lf manages 
the economy, for by Itself the domestic stranglehold on pro­
duction could only arrange· for the expfration of socroty. 
Almost every family living solely by Its 0\\'n mcllns sooner 
or Jeter dlscovers It has not tho means to llve ••• Oesldas, 
the Inherent underproduction end underpopulatlon posed by 

the OMP can easily condemn the coiOOlunlty to the role of 
vlctlm In the polft(cal nrena. The economic d fects of thB 
domestic system are overcome, or else society Is overcome 
(Sahllns 1972:101). 

This means that the spectnl character of any c1ass of prlmltlvo 

economies, and of any particular prfmlttvo economy Is to ba sought In 

tho arrangements which counteract this tendency to underproduction and 

dispersion. Attention Is focused on the orgnntzatlonal feature~ whlch 

concentrate households and whfch Increase levels of production. 

Except In the rare cases where techno~envlronmental 1lm1ts hnve 

been reached, Increasing production beyond the amounts requ,rod for 

the more or less immediate consumption needs of each domestic unit Is 

a m~tter of 

the lntensfflcatton of labor! gettlng people to work more or 
more people to work. That Js to say the society•s economic 
destiny rs played out In Its relations of production, especially 
the political pressures that can be mounted'on the household 
economy (Sahllns 1972:82). 

This directs us to look at the social arrangements which, gJven a sat 

of techno-environmental parameters, 1) determine resource use, ewg., 

the amount of land under cultivation, and 2) dl!termfne the lnbor Input, 

which people shall work and how much, e.g., every day for six hours, 



182 

every other day for t"'~• The arrangements which determine these things 

are the social relations, domestic and extradomestic ' whlch require 

cooperating, giving, sharing, exchanging. An increase In levels of 

productton beyond the domestic minimum is a consequence of socl~l 

relations whtch require that 1 ~xtra' product for thetr Initiation and/ 

or maintenance. 11Kinship, chieftainship, even the ritual order, what­

ever else they may be, appear tn the primitive societies as economic 

forces" {Sah 11 ns 1972: 101). 

The rocus of Investigation 

In each society one looks to the social arrangements whtch enga~e 

productive output: the political order {e.g., duties to the chief), 

ritual observances. and flna11y kinship obligations. 

·In Btnumarten there are no chiefs and so there are no duties to the 

chief to raise levels of production, But chieftainship ts not the only 

fonm of authority wh1ch has an economic aspect. Positions of leader-

ship which rest on personal achievement rather than official rank have 

economic implications also. 

In the first case, the existing rank order evokes ·certatn economic 

·relations; In the second• certain economlc relations are used to 

evoke an .order of rank. The first Is the way of true chieftatn­

shtp, operating on the principle, 11to be noble is to be generous11
• 

The second t s the way of the b I Q·man • l'IOrk in~ from the coro ~ ! :>. r y 

proposition that "to be generous Is to be noble" (Sahlins 1963:88}. 

The contrast In leadership structures Is also a contrast in economic 

Intensity. "Different systems of tribal authority ••• develop varylng 

Impacts on the domestic economy, thus different coefficients of pro• 

ductlon and surplus accumulation" (Sahltns 1968:79). And Btnumarlen 
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stands at the most rudlme\itary end of a continuum so drawn. There are 

no elaborate exchange chal s for ambitious men to ~ntpulate in 

Blnumarten llke the Enga ~ (Bulmer 1960) or the Hagen~ system 

(Strathern 1971). Rut there are men who command authority beyond the 

~rd1nary 1 called faiot f1raA a, literally •hlg-man' here. And they 

are dtstfnctlve for the extent of their relations of cooperation ~nd 

sharing. 

Ritual observances are also relatively unelaborated ln Btnumarlen. 

There are no ritual cycles with huge p1g feasts, nothing even vaguely 

suggestive of the scale of activities common further west. There are 

observances: new gardens ('first fruits•). appreciation for a servlce 1 

btrth observances, puberty feasts. marriages, seasonal parties, Inter-

village festJv1ttes. All of these have an Impact on levels of pro-

duct1on. But none of them Is . of major significance like the Harlng 

kalko (Rappaport 1968) or the Chlmbu buqla gende (Brookfield and Brown 

1963). 

And so we come to "the less dramatic economic impact of the kin-

ship system• almost lmperceptlble for Its prosaic, everyday character 

but perhaps not less powerful ·tn the determtnatlon ·of everyday pro-

duct ton" {Sahl ins 1972:123). 

The kinship relations prevailing between households must affect 
their economic behavior. Descent groups and marital alliances 

of different structure, even Interpersonal kin networks of 

different pattern. should dlfferentrally encourage surplus 
domest1c labor (SahJins 1972:123). 

Harrtage payments are Important In ~lnumarlen. But they are not very 

elaborate, and their effect on production levels is not large. The 
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absence of corporate groups which are rcsponslble for marria~e arrange­

ments may have a minimal affect In the following way. Sfnce one may 

be Involved in the marrtage arrangements of any kinsman, one ts to 

some degree constrained to be ready to do so most of the time. And 

so one must carry something like a 'normal surplus• for this purpose. 

On the other hand since the obligation Js so diffuse, It cannot 

compel groups .Plannlnp an Important transaction to htgh .degrees of 

productive Industry. 

All th1s directs our attention to ktnshlp obligations and the 

political order as the critical determinants of the use of resources 

and Investment of labor In Blnumarten. To Investigate ha~ this works 

relations of ~ooperatlon and sharing beyond the household can be 

used as both an Index of labor expended above the domestic mtnimum 

and as a map of the social arrangements which cause that expenditure. 

C~OPERATION IN PRODUCTION 

The four production activities of greatest tmportance tn Blnumarlen 

are raising pigs, huntfng. building n~w gardens, and garden maintenance. 

Relations of habttual cooperation In these activities entail solidarity 

and sharing, interhouseho1d relations of cooperation dictate an increment 

of labor expenditure for each of the participants over the minimum 

domesttc requirement. The pattern of cooperation among adult men in 

these production activities provides a map of the social arrangements 

which Increase the production level for each of these activities. This 

pattern also tndlcates the relative amount of production Increase 
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such arrangements cause. 

This focus on adult men follows the working assumption that tt is 

obligations bet\~en adult males wh1ch order the cooperation of domestic 

units. This assumption will ater be tested. It ls based on the facts 

of marriage and residence as described In the last chDpter. Women 

~ve at marriage. they leave their parents and siblings and go, both 

physically and socially, to jotn thetr husbands. For men on the other 

hand marriage does not mean the replacement of old obligations with 

new ones. It means the addJtJon of new obligations. For this reason 

the organization of cooperation ~mong men will be considered ftrst. 

We will consider each of these production activities In turn and then 

the relations among them, 

Ratsfng Pf~s 

The men who habitually care for each other's pigs are Indicated 

In the matrix (Fig.~.~. A 1 In any cell Indicates that the men whose 

ldenttftcatfon numbers define the row and column of that cell habltually 

help each other tn cartng for pigs. In BJnumarien this does not mean 

that these two men have pooled their pigs, or that they care for them 

together or that they have forma 1 ly ar.ranged to· alternate husband lng 

activities. 

In B1numarlen plgs forage freely In the bush during the day. They 

are calJed to be fed early In the mornln9 and tn the evenrng. Sows wtth 

new litters are closely attended. and often kept wlth1n the hamlet to 

ensure surv!val of ltS many piglets as possible. Piglets recently separated 



186 

Figure lf.2 

Pairs of men who habitually assist In carlng for pigs . 
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from their mothers are specially cared for. They do not forage freely 

but are leashed by the front foot so they do not get lost. They arc 

fondled and carried, nnd fed cholce blts of food. The most lmportnnt 

·way In which men assist each othor In caring for pigs Is by feeding 

them. Some pigs are fP.d at the edges of the hamlets; some arc fed at 

the edges of the garden s . I suspect that these feedings function as 

Rappaport (1968:58) has suggested for feeding pigs ln Tscmbagn: they 

are not ns tmportant for nutrition as for domestlcntlon. 

A man may make a dcflnlte a rrangement to hnve another w~tch for 

and feed hls pig. Thls may entail some commitment for future plglots. 

Somettmes the cooperntlon Is more lnformal, one man feeding another's 

pig because It arrives to be fed with hfs own and lt Is convenient to 

do so. Or a man whose gnrdens are tn an area where nnother man's plg 

Is presumed to have strayed may watch for and feed the anfmal. 

Cardens are fenced to keep plgs out of them. But If a pig breaks 

through a fence Into someone's gorden, and If tho nnlmal Is caught In 

the act, the enraged gardener may shoot lt on the spot. Unde r these 

circumstances a man may even shoot his own pig. If the fence was a 

strong_one. the plg owner gets hls dead p1g but he gets no redress. 

However, arguments about whether it was really the pig's Industry or 

a weak untended fence are to be expected. And a man whose garden has 

been ravaged wants recompense. The pig owner wl11 he expected to make 

repairs. If the offending animal has not been caught In the act but 

Its ldentl.ty ls discoverable, the owner Is again expected to make re­

pair~. An antmal with a history of such offenses wl11 be killed by Its 

owner to end the trouble. A11 In all the problem of plgs lh the gardens 
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glves profit to no one and loss to many. Men who habitually care for 

eaeh other's pigs tend to know the whereabouts and habits of each 

other's animals and so asslst each other in keeping track of- and 

thus some control over - the pigs belonging to them. 

Oosana 

The order of the ro~ and columns follows the dlscusslon of oos~na 

In the precedfng chapter. The set of men who belong to the same 'lowest 

level' oosana- the alphabettcAlly labeled 'consistently grouped' sets 

on p.t06of chapter 3 - are placed nearest each other moving ncross the 

diagonal. Additionally, 5 Is adjacent to oosana A; 93 1 2, 2~. although 

not consistently grouped as moodaa oosana, are grouped often enough to 

suggest that they should be grouped here, and so they are. The same 

applles to 10 and 16 and to 20 and~. 11 1 although a1ternattve1y grouped 

with F and G In the discussion In chapter Z Is grouped wfth F here. 

Since. astde from households and hamlets, oosana are the dominant 

organizational construct, lt Is to be expected that they will be 

associated to some degree wlth the organization of behavior and par­

ticularly with productive activities. But the flextbtltty of oosana 

boundaries precludes any expectation of a perfect match between any 

actlvlty and a certatn oosana level. As Inspection of the matrix 

suggests there is an assocratlon here. In fact, if moodaa oosana Is 

lnte~preted as deflnlng the sets Indicated by the heavy line In the 

~trtx (5 Is excluded because he has a wasted leg from a childhood 

- accident and this directly limits the actlv1tles he might be expected . 

to perform). chi square • 121.32; p less than .001 by chance. The 
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coefficient of 3ssoctatlon for moodaa oosan~ as here restricted and 

cooperation tn caring for pigs Is phi ~ .~2. The associatlon is 

strongly significant but, as we expected, lt ts far from perfect. 

Some men who are mood~a oosana do not cooperate Jn cartng for pigs 

and some men who are not moo~aa oosana do. 

In addition to close kJnshlp, ·there are two other sorts of con­

.nectlons which we might expect to be the basis for cooperating In 

·-caring for pigs: coresldence and stml1artty of a~e. Consider each in 

·turn. 

Hamlet Co-Residence 

.It seems likely that hamlets would form and be maintained by the 

·relations of cooperation and soltdarlty among their residents. Sah1Jns' 

·sector_a 1 p 1 an of kl nsh t p and spat t a 1 dIstance ( 1972 [1965]) re 1 ates c 1 ose 

'klnshtp to spatlal proximity and both of these to gradations 1n shartng 

and solidarity. This plan directs attention to the general way In 

which ktnshlp (and descent) organ1zat1ons determine the resource use 

(density and distribution of populatton) and labor Inputs In ~ocfetles 

with a domestic mode of production. That ts. lt applies to socJettes 

wlth a sexual dlvts1on of labor, wlth a sma11 sca~e technology and 

segmentary production, and with autonomous access to productive re­

sources. Two of hts points are directly relevant here. First. those 

~o are close kinsmen and solidary are ltkely to live near each other. 

And second. those ~olive near esch other are likely to be solidary 

and to count their kinship as close. These potnts are related but 

different. Not only do we expect these three things to co-occur - close 

kin are close neighbors are sharers - but we expect each of the three 
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to constrain the calculation of the other two. Coresidence is slgnfft-

cantly associated with cooperation tn c~rlng for pigs, chi square a 

20.~6; p less than .001 by chance. Here however the coefficient of 

association Js even ·lower than above, phi a .17. There are many men 

who are hamlet coresldents and yet who do not cooperate tn pigs. ~nd 

there are many men who are not hamlet coresidents who do. 

Similarity tn Age 

Stmllsrlty In age suggests a mutuality of · Interest and shared 

experience. In B1numar1en, boys near each other In age tend to form 

play groups. It would seem likely that men who have grown up together 

and so played together as boys would have a basts for continued socla-

blllty and so for cooperation and solidarity. In addttlon to that. the 

word oosana has as one of lts many meanings 'near age-m~tes• (see pre­

e~dlng chapter)~ This label ts a~soclated with other ktnds of con-

nectlons • · ktn connections • whlch seem to be a basis for cooperation. 

And so there are three reasons to expect similarity of age to be 

associated wlth cooperation: 1) the fact that boys tend to spend much 

of their time wJth other boys of the same age; 2) the label oosana 

·which Is used for kin sets is also used for •age sets•. Its connotations 

In the first usage may also apply In the second; 3) dlvis.lon of the 

population into •age-sets' Is the Inevitable response to requests to 

Bfnumariens to group the community population into meaningful sets. 
. . 

~sing the relative age ordering discussed In the preceding chapter, 

·•·age-mates' are here defined as those who are no more than 10 places · 

apart In that ordering. (10 was an arbitrary choice- a higher number 

.would have put .together some fathers and sons: and It would have 
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made the number of 'tlgc-mate• pairs very hloh. A lo\o.Jer number 

would have separated some men who hava oldest children of obout the 

same age and, on the b~sts of such clu s, seem near in age.} tf the 

range Is 10 ranks older or younger, the middle-age men count about 

half the other adult males as •a~e-mates.' The result of a test for 

association does not benr out the expectation. ~here Is no significant 

relation between ·~Qc-mates' and caring for pigs, chi square a .007 

not slgnTflcant. Some of the closest kin relations, e.g. father and 

son, ent~tl a marked age dlsparlty. Any prob~btllty of 1 a9e-mate• 

relations showing up as slgnlflcnnt ts countor·acted by tho much more 

powerful affect of these other relations. 

We have considered three factors whfch mlght be expected to under-

ly cooperation In carfng for pigs: oosona ~~Qreg~tcs~ hamlet coresldencc, 

and similarity in age. Of these~ relative flge showed no slgniftcont 

8ssoctatlon. Coresldencc showed ~ slgnlftc~nt associotlon but a very 

1ow coefficient of corre1atlon. In other words, coresJdents arc more 

likely to cooperate In caring .for plgs. but ~nowlng whether or not 

two · men are hamlet coresldents barely Improves the chance of correctly 

guessing whether or not they cooperate In this way. Oos~na aggregates 

were strongly associated with this cooperation relation. but the 

correlatlon coeff(clent, though much higher thnn for coresfdcncc, 

showed that this accounted for less than one fifth of the variation 

(phi squared • .422 • .176). 

The Structure of Cooperatlon ln Caring for Pl~s: tndlvldu~l V~ rl abi1Jty 

In addition to these correlDtlons, the pattern of cooperntlon may 

'be examined In another way. The set of cooperntlon relations may be 
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eonstdered as a system. The matrix of cooperation in raising plgs may be 

taken ·to represent a graph of thls .relation. There are two thJngs to note 

about such a graph: first the degrees of the points. and second the 

connectedness of the graph. The degree of a point refers to the number of 

cooperation relations of the rnan It represents. The connectedness of a 

graph .refers to whether or not the p·o t nts of the graph can a 11 be reached 

by passing from one to another only over connecting lines deftned by the 

.presence of th~ ·graph's defining .relation. 

The degrees of potn.ts tn this graph vary over a wide ranqe. from 0 to 

21. The wide range of degrees Invites attention. Some men -have a very large 

num'-'e·r of re 1 ~t 1 ons of hab f tua 1 cooper at ton. Some do not. Sah 1 t ns J nc 1 udes 

g·enera 1 i zat f ons about vart at tons J n 1 k t nsh tp rank 1 'In hIs sectora 1 mode 1. 

He points out that the ·regu 1 ar re 1 at I onsh I p among k t nsh r p and spat t a 1 

distance and sharing and solidarity Is distorted by the addition of 1 kln­

shtp rank' differences (and vice versa). Those of hJgher rank must share 

more wldely than t~ose of Jow rank. and those who share more widely 

• evoke an order of rank. • Th J s means that 1 ncreas I ng differences o·f 

rank are associated wlth an Increase In the total number of sharing 

relations In a system and consequently the productton level of the system · 

as a whole. Btnumarien Is not a ranked society but differences of prestige 

a~d authority are associated with differences Jn the size and extent 

of the set of men with whom a man cooperates and shares. 

Although a man must reach a certain age before he can be a 'big­

~n,• so that age ts a necessary condition for this status. age Is not 

. a sufflefent condition to make a man a •truly btg-man• (see following 

.chapter). As thts suggests. increasing age 1s not stgntftcantly 
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associated with variation in the number of relations of cooperation. 

Spearman's rank order correlatron for rank by age and rank by degree 

size Js -.o4. Sahlins has suggested that 1big-man 1 systems of authority 

may show commun tty product I on profi 1 es h'h I ch have a b i mod a J pattern 

(1971. 1972). fn these sys ems. he suggests there are. in effect. two 

distinct subpopulations. On the one hand there ts the population of 

politically ambitious and so labor Investing, production Increasing 

•auto-exploiters' w those who set production levels above domestic 

requirements forth~ sake of. political investment. those who produce 

to be generous. On the other hand there Is the population of the 

pol1tlca11y unambitious who set production levels more closely In 

tenms of tmmedlate domestic requlremcntso This bimodal character ts 

suggested In the dtstrtbutton of degrees (see Flg.~.3). Among the men 

who have the highest de9rees, the most relations of cooperation in 

caring for pigs, are. the men who h~ve the most prestige, authority and 

lnfluenc_e (see following chapter). 

The connectedness of the graph is associated with the preceding 

point. The points with 0 degree are tso1ates. These are men who co­

operate habitually tn ralsJng pigs with no other man. The remaining 

thirty-five pofnts fonm a graph whtch ls disconnected: one small 

component which 1s complete (i.e •• all its points are directly 

connected) and consists of 17 1 l8 and 3, and one large component 
. . 

·W1tch conslsts of the remaining 32 points. By far the majority of 

men In Blnumarren cooper~te among themselves in a large network. 

Just as hamlets are maintained to the extent that thelr residents 

are solidary, the community as a whole persists as a community to the 
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D1strlbutton Degrees: The number of habitual cooperation 
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extent that Its members are solidary, to the extent that it Is a 

community of Interests. This ts especially true when the organization 

of production 4oes not dictate economic interdependence among the 

member households. The large network of cooperation which Includes 

most of the adult men lllustr~tes the ties of obtlgatlon whlch btnd 

1; the community together. The fact that there are Isolates and a small 
i 
I 

,., 
!' 

I~ I: 
l . ~ 

r 
~ 

subgraph disconnected from the large component suggests something 

about the llmlts of the organizational arrangements In Blnumarten-

The political organtzatlon of Blnumarlen fs fairly rudimentary. 

The community may be rea~hlng the maximum size that can be malntalned 

under current political arrangements. The fact that the network of 

~ooperatlon over pigs t~ disconnected suggests a locus of potential 

fission. Sahltns notes that "each political organization harbors a 

coefftclent of population density. thus tn conjunction with the ecological 

givens. a deteMmlnate Intensity of land use•• (1972:131). Btnumarten Is 

a community - a society - wtth a very stmpJe organization of authority. 

This Is systematically related to the fact that It ts also a •tand rich~ 

community - soclety - I.e., one wtth a low population density and so 

a mtntmal Intensity of land use. 

Although I do not have speclflc Information on relations of co-

operation tn raising plgs between Blnumarien men and men ln other 

communities. there Is a detail of relevance here. When 22, one of the 

Isolates, was building his new gardens during my stay. several of his 

kinsmen from a neighborin9 community. Pundibasa, where he was raised 

(hts mother having married a Pundtbasa man) came to Blnumarlen and 

assisted htm. ·In turn, he spent ttme In Pundlbasa working on their 
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gardens. This supports ~ suggestion that isolation from the large 

network of cooperation could Indicate a potential for allenatlon 

from Btnumarien, which Is near the limits of Its political coheston. 

Huntlnq 

The second productton actlvlty to be examfned here ts hunting. 

Although huntlng does not make an Important contribution to subsistence 

-weeks go by wlth no game Included tn any meals- it Is an activ-Ity 

.which men en~89e In frequently. Unlike other lttgh1vnd socletles, 

·huntlng In Blnumarien Js not ~ stngu1ar1y male acttvity. Husbands 

·and wtves hunt and tr3p together occa~iona11y, although tt ts only 

·the men - ~o shoot. This activity has a seasonal rhythm. Just after 

the new gardens have been planted ln late November or early December, 

everyone goes Into the bush for weeks at a time to hunt. During the 

rest of the year hunting Is fatrly regular. perhaps with more 1ntenslty 

·In Hay agaln.but only around end during parts of December Is 1t the 

central activity for practically everyone at the same time. 

Ken who habltua11y cooperate In huntln9 do literally that: hunting 

and stalking together and sharing the game (which wl11 again be dis­

persed out by each of them according to wtder sharing ob11pations). 

But tn addJtlon to this, this sort of cooperation means that each 

man shares his right to hunt In certain parts of the bush. Here men 

often garden on 1 and ~1h f ch Is not the t rs • s I nee rIghts of use are 9 I ven 

for the asking. But they should not hunt In bush belonging to others 

unless they are hunting wJth an owner. Disputes and arguments are a 

COIMlOn consequence of suspicion that a man has been hunting tn bush 
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where he does not have rights to do so. These dts~utes can be the · 

source of very severe quarrels. Just as I arrived In Btnumarlen. a 

man had been charged with thfs offense. This was not the first time 

he had killed game In someone else's huntln9 territory. and as a 

consequence, a group of men headed for Katnantu to bring him before 

the government officers there. Although they changed their minds and 

returned long before they reached Kainantut their havtng mobilized 

to start off rs an Indication of the serlousness of the offense. 

Oos8na 

The pairs of men who habltua11y hunt together are shown In the 

matrix (Fig. ~.~). Here again the diagonal order follows oosana 9rouplngs 

as ln the preceding matrix. Whereas there were 89 out of ]ql possible 

pairs of men who habitually cooperBte In cartng for pigs, there are 

117 out of 7~1 who habitually hunt together. 

Here agatn, oos ana groupings are significantly associated with the 

activity; excluding s. chi square • 90.8, p less than .001. The co­

efficient of correlation Is a bit lower for hunting than It was for 

pigs; phi • .359. 

Similarity tn Age 

Un11ke caring for pigs, hunting is something men do together. Th1s 

should make a difference in the significance of the slmllerlty In age 

for cooperation In hunting. Among adult men It would seem that- other 

th1ngs belng equal- a man would be especially likely to hunt with 

others who are near .himself in age. Those near in age are more likely 

to be similar not only fn ~enera1 life Interests and stmllar gossip, but 
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figure Z..4 
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also to be more alike tn physical stren9th and endurance. Since hunting 

engages men t~ether 1n physical activity, it would seem probable that 

those of slm11ar vigor would be better matched hunting partners. 

Because of these thlnQs, the assoclatton between near age and hunting 

toget~er fs expected to be srgntflcant where the association between 

near age and caring for pigs Is not. However, the data do not give 

very strong support to these arguments. The cht square for nenr age 

and hunting Is 3.05 (1 d.f.). Although this Is much higher than the 

.007 for cooperation tn csrlng for ptgs and near age, lt I~ not quite 

stgntflcant at the .OS level. Here again, although similarity of age 

ts a much more powerful factor. It Is counteracted by factors whJch 

cross-cut age groups. 

Hamte~ ~o-Residence 

Again coresldence Is 11ke1y to be associated w1th this activity. 

The soctabllity and cooperation which hunting together entails In­

dicates solidarity. And as noted above. hamlets ·might be expected 

to form and be maintained to the extent that hamlet. coresldents are 

solidary. The relationship Is significant; chi square a 16.52, p less 

tha~ .001. But again, the correlation coefftctent Js very low, ph1 • 

.15. 

The Structure of Cooperation In Huntln~: tndtvldual V~rlablllty 

If the matrix Is conceptualized as a graph,ft differs from the 

graph over cooperation tn caring for plgs tn two Important ways. One, 

In the graph over cooperation In pigs the non-Isolates formed a dts- . 

connected graph Nlth two com~1ents. one very large one consisting of 
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thirty-two points and one very small one consisting of three points. 

In this graph of hunting there are no longer two non-trivial components. 

Instead, the graph consists of three Isolates (one less than the graph 

over p"lgs) and one very large component of th1rty-slx points. 

The distribution of degree . size does not suggest a bimodal pattern 

(see Ftg. 4.~. ~ereas time Invested In csrlng for plgs ts directly 

related to return, this Is not so for hunting. An Increase In the time 

spent hunting does not ensure a proportional increase ln game (cf. 

Dwyer 197q). Th1s ls not an ectlvlty whtch repays •auto-exploitation• 

with a larger product for pollttca1 Investment. 

Although there are still Isolates rn the graph of this relatlon, 

the extent of the disconnectedness ts reduced. The potential for 

community fission suggested In the graph of cooperation over pigs 

rematns only potential. As long as the division Is not extended to 

other actlvtttes 1 the community perststs. 

Butldlnq New Gardens 

The next production act1vtty to be discussed ts clearing and 

fenc1ng new gardens. This Is the heaviest work In swlddenlng. The bush 

must be cleared and burned, and fences built to protect the new gardens 

from plgs. A sertes of adjacent gardens are often cleared and fenced 

at the same time. Thls sort of cooperation reduces the labor required 

to build a new garden because It Is easier to widen a clearing than to 

clear the same amount of land in the middle of standing bush. Trees have 

a place to fall and dry, and ftres burn better the wider the space. 
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Distribution Degrees: The number of habttuat cooperation 
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Host lmportant1y, the length of fence requfred per unit area of garden 

decreases sl9nlflcantly as the total nrea of space enclosed increases. 

From August through September the new gardens are cleared and fenced. 

Hen tend to bul1d adjacent gardens and perhaps even encourage others 

to Join In the construction of neighboring gardens whether or not 
. -

those others actually hold rights of ownership In the la.nd. The strong 

constraints agaJnst the use of hunttng territory by non-owners do 

not apply to gardening. The Binumarien say that there ts no tendency 

to deny the use of land for gardentng to anyone who wishes to use lt 

l · -whether or not he can clatm hereditary rights tn Tt - because land 

I·: 
1 

I l 

cannot be used up. There Is no loss to the owners tf their land Is 

gardened by non-owners because the land will stfl1 be there after the 

garden ts ftntshed. Such attitudes may be a consequence of the fact 

that land Js plentiful tn Blnumarlen where the population density Is ­

among the lowest In the Highlands. On the other hand, game Is felt to 

be scarcer of late which may ~~11 be the case- partly as a consequence 

of guns In the Highlands. So hunttng rtghts are more carefully con-

served than rights to garden. land fs here considered a permanent, 

Inexhaustible resource which gardening cannot use up. 

Oosana 

The matrix (Ftg.4.6) shows the pairs of men who tend to cooperate 

In building new gardens. Out of the possible 741 patrs, 123 pairs of 

men hab1tua11y bulld new gardens together. 

Hen who are In the same lowest level oosana are slgntftcantly more 

likely to cooperate In this way than men ~o ~re not; chl square a 120.4, 

p less than .001. The coefficient of correlation is about the s~me as 
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Figure lt.6 

Pa1rs of men who habttually build new gardens together 
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for cooperatton In caring for pigs, ph1 c .~1. 

Slmllar1ty ln Age and Htimlet Co-Residence 

Here again, as wtth cooperat _lon ln caring for pigs, simi I art ty 

of age does not even approach significance, chi square • .022 n.s. Co­

resldence, however, ts slgntfJcantly associated, chi square a 22.7, 

.P. less than .001. Altho~gh the coefficient of correlation Is again very 

·low, phi • .18. Again 5 Is excluded. H1s cooperation patterns are 

exceptlona1 because of his handicap. 

The Structure of 'ooperrltfon In Rut ldlnq tJe~· Gardens: fndlvldua1 

Varlablltty 

The ~raph of this relation has no lsolates. It ts one large con­

nected ·graph. But here, as with caring for pigs, the dlstrlbutfon of 

degree stzes suggests a bJmoda1 pattern {see Flg.4.7 ). Unlike hunting, 

Industrious commitment to bulldlng new gardens repays the •auto•explolter' 

with Increased production. Here agaln. the strategy of the polttlcal1y 

amb1tlous fs to Increase production to allow the display of generoslty. 

Carden Malnten~nce 

The last production activity also has to do with gardening. Once 

new gardens are built, the hardest. most Intensive \~ork Is past. but 

gardens must be maintained, fences repaired. weeds removed. Sugar cane 

must be tied up. bananas c~vered. All the activities involved In garden 

maintenance are carried out more or less continuously throughout the 

ye3r. These are not daily activities -no one In Btnumarlen goes to 

the gardens every day. And they are not actlv1ttes which require large 
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Ftgure 4.7 

Distribution Degrees: The number of hebltua1 cooperation 
relations 1n bulldtng new gardens per man 
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Investments of time. especially these male activities- men spend much 

less tlme In the gardens than do \~en. But these tasks are a crtttca1 

part of the work of subsistence. 

Men who habitually assist each other tn garden maintenance are 

Indicated ln the matrix (rtg.4.8). As with other cooperation rel ·ations 

these do not Indicate production units, men do no~ formally engage to 

produce as a corporation. They do not pool thetr gardens or thelr garden 

labor. They assist each other and this assistance entails an Increment 

of labor expenditure over domestic subsistence requirements. 

Oosana 

Out of the total of 741 pairs of adult Btnumarten men, 183 habitually 

asslst each other In gardening. Thfs assistance Is stgnlftcantly asso­

ciated wtth oosana sets, chi squ~re • 69.0 • p less than .001. The co­

efftctent of association Is phi • .31. 

Similarity In Age and Hamlet Co-Residence 

~am1et coresfdence Is stgntftcantly associated wtth .garden assis· 

tance • cht square • 1 o. 8. p les·s than • 01. The corre 1 at ion coeffl cl ent 

Is negligible. phl • .12. Similarity In age ts not stgnlftcantty asso­

ciated with habitual garden asslst8nce; chi square u 1.4.n.s. 

Surrrnary 

The four matn productton actlvlttes In Btnumarlen have been dis· 

eussed. Soetal arrangements which underly cooperation In each of them 

have been tnvestl~ated and the results are summarized In the table (Ftg.4.10). 
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Figure 4.8 

Pair$ of men who habitually assist in garden malntenance 
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The t~ble shows the measures of sfgntflcance and the correlation 

eoefflcients for the relations between three social arrangements, 

oosana sets. hamlet coresidence, and slmlldr age, and the four pro-

duetlon activJtles. The oosana a~rangements sho\~ the strongest cor­

relation with cooperation tn each activity but tn no case does tt 
- --

account for as much as one-ftfth of the varJatlon (max. pht squared • 

2 
.~2 • .17). Nearness fn age Is not slgntflcantly associated at the 

.OS level of conftdence with cooperation In ~ny of these actlvltfes 

but It comes close to that for one of them. For hunting, the one 

acttvlty tn whlch slmtlarlty of phystcal capacity would seem to be 

of clear relevance. nearness tn age ts a more lmportant eonsideratlon. 

Although even here tt is powerfully overridden by other faeto~s. 

ulOOSE STRUCTURE,. 

What are these other factors? What Is the basts of relations of 

habitual co_operatfon here? The corre1atlons so far displayed are qutte ­

low. They seem to Indicate the looseness of structure whlch Is reput~d 

to b~ the dominant problem in studylng CHNG social organizations. In 

e kJnshtp society the features (tn addttton to sex) which are expected 

:to organtze _ Interaction are ktnshlp 1 coresldence. and age. These have 

been tested here and although kinship and coresidence are slgnlfJeantly 

associated with patterns of cooperation. most of the variation is still 

unaccounted for. Our ab II tty to pred·i ct who cooperates \-tl th wh~ on 

the basts of these features ts not very Impressive. The stattsttcs · 

seem -to demonstrate that 1optatlon 1 Is the dominant structur~l principle, 

that perhaps 'personal characteristics,' tndlvldua1 cholces, are the 

best explanation for who eooperates with whom. 
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There Is an Jmportant analytfcal suggestion In the fact that the 

highest correlations are with moodaa oosana aggregates. The flexible 

structure of these units did not 311ow us to expect anything approaching 

:a perfect corre·l at ion be tween one set of bound art es and one act tvi ty. 

These. moodaa oosana sets are not sociological groups: and the boundarres 

are variable. In Blnumarlen the ties of cooperation an adult man 

·estab11shes are not dictated by comembershlp In predefined discrete 

groups. Although fathers and sons are likely to cooperate with each 

other In adulthood as a eonsequence of the lnterdependence,they have 

already established, they are not constrained to also cooperate with 

.the same set of other men. This means that the men wlth whom a man 

cooperates are the men with whom he personally has Important con· 

.necttons. Thts suggests that ego-centric calculation ma y be the 

analytical key. 

£go-Centric Calculation 

,£go-centric calculation means focusing on ego-centrtcally rather 

than soclo•centrlcally defined statuses. If the father-/ son•ln-1aw 
j . 

·relation ts likely to be an important one for certain ktnds of fnter• 

ac:tton, then we must extract the set of father-/ son-tn-law pairs to 

test that Importance. This Is not psychological analysts. These are 

sociological concepts: status pairs, relative socta1 positions; but 

they are ego-centrically· defined. 

The difference between socio-centric ~nd ego-centric calculation 

Is a major one. Earlier we expected a correlation between certain oosana 

aggregates and relations of cooperation. That was an expectation about 
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.a correlation between cooperation and socio-centrlcally measured kin­

ship distance. Those who are moodaa oosana at a certain level are 

all •close kinsmen;• and those who are not are all distant. Measured 

In this way, -the •close ones' are all equally close and the •distant 

ones• are a11 equ311y dista • The categ.ories are socio-centric and 

so al t members are equally J·n and a) 1 non-~rs are equally out. 

On the other hand• ego-centric calculation discriminates wlthln both 

the set of close and the set of distant ones. Some who are moodaa 

oosana are closer than othe~s who are also moodaa oos~na. And, per­

haps more Importantly, some who are not moodaa oosana &t this level 

are nevertheless very close. With ego-centric calculation dlstance 

varies w1th the focal ego. 

These are very different ,.,ays of looking Bt social organization. 

For certatn ktnds of organizations, and for certain activities, a model 

of soclo·eentr1e categories Is the most Illuminating, the most parst• 

· mon~_ous, the most elepant. Thts Blnumarten organization, and this set 

of p~uctlon activities however 1s not fully l~lumtnated. Such a 

model shows correlations so low that It suggests more a lack of 

__,.· 

structure than any clue to the underlying social arrangements. An 

ego-centric calculation of kinship distance should prove more en• 

lightening. 

KINSHIP DISTANCE 

Sahllns sectoral plan of kinship and spatial distance is a very 

general one. It can be expected to vary 1n specific cases In the way 

each of Jts dimensions ls particularly defined. Otfferent settlement 
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patterns and demographic dlstrtbutlons require different referent 

values of spatlal distance. And tn different systems the items which 

are shared and the extent and Intensity of sharing will vary. For 

example, ''the Slrlono. everyone knows, parlay hostility and crypto­

stlnglness Into a way of 11fe (Sahlins 1972:20~). And flna11y, the 

dimension of 'kinship distance• wttJ be calculated dtfferent1y In 

different cases. This 1ast Js the Issue of . concern here. 

When the calculation of 1 klnshlp distance• ls discussed In the 

literature, It Is usually tn terms of the construction of a·untversal 

measure of genealogical distance. Sometimes, definitions \-Jhlch are 

required by a formal analysis, e.g., lounsbury 1956. Goodenough 1~65. 

or definitions whlch allow cross-cultural comparison, e.g., Murdock 

19~9. are a matter of tnterest. But In addltlon to measuring genea1ogtcal 

distance untformly and elegantly for all cases. there Is the question of 

soela1 kinship distance as It Js presented by dlfferent socta1 organi­

zations, or by the same one on dtfferent occaslons. Atkins has recently 

noted the different ways In which consangulneal distance has been 

measured In Western law (Atkins 1974a, 197~b). The fact that different 

fonms of measurement have been used to calculate 1cga1ltles in Western 

clvlf systems should suggest that a much wider array of calculations 

~y be constructed to descr~be various distributions of kin In non-

civil systems. Distance Is not just a format property of genealogical 

chains, It Js also an empirical vartable. The proper calculation of 

such an emplrtcal variable Is a function of the way In which a given 

· soc1a1 system distributes k1nsmen Jn relation to each other. 

In the diagrammatic Illustration of his sectoral plan of kinship 
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and spatial dlstance, Sahllns uses ~n example in which lineages are 

sl9nlflcant (1972:199 and elsewhere). Kinship and spatial distance are 

displayed as the following ordered array: household (closest), lineage, 

-vt11age, tribe, Inter-tribal sector (most distant). For any given 

soc t e ty, even one with 11 neage s ,- a more de tat 1 ed sequence wou 1 d be 

drm~n. And In a society without lineages the sequence would have to-

be differently defined, at least In part. Consider Binumarien, speclft­

ca11y Blnumarten men. How does the social organtzatton as so far de­

scribed distribute adult male kinsmen around each other In socto• 

geographic space? 

Kinship Connections and Cooperation 

·It has already been shown that socto-centrtc klnshtp dfstsnce as 

Indicated by oosana arran~ements does underly the pattern of cooperation 

-In the four main production acttvltles In Btnumarlen. But the statistfcal 

measures show that the association bet\¥een socio-centric distance and 

cooperation. while significant, Is not strong. The proposition here Is 

that ego-c~,trlcally calculated kinship distance Is a more powerful 

predictor and Is much more strongly associated with the cooperation and 

the sharing It entails. to test thts every pair of BJnumarien men must 

be categorized aceordlng to tne genealogical connection between them. 

There are a sertes of difftcultles wtth categorizing connections 

1letween lndtvtduals In BtnumarJen '"'htch follow from the heavy genealogical 

Involu-tion. ·rn some cases relations bet\veen a patr of men are so multi­

plex that lt Is not pos~Ible to establish one definitive category for 

. the pair, 1.e., more than one connection affects the pattern of their 
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Interaction. These cases are all assigned to a residual 'other• category. 

Relations whtch have diminished in slgniftcance because the tfe whlch 

established them has been removed are also assigned to •other,• e.g., 

relations 'left over• from a marrlage whlch has ended elther in divorce 

o~ death of one of the spouses •. And because of the small numbers. certain 

sorts of relations, not precisely equivalent. are lumped. Not only full 

brother, but adopted, step-, and half-brother connections are classed 

as brother. 

Vlth these qualifications the 7~1 pairs of adult men can be assigned 

to 9 categories. 10 tf we Include the 39 self-pairs. The table (Ftg.~.1t) 

shows the number of pairs tn each category, the number of patrs tn each 

category whlch habitually cooperate ln each of the four production ac­

tivities, and the ratto of pairs which do cooperate ln each activity 

over the total number of pairs In that category. 

The order tn which the categories are arranged ln the table shows 

an order of the ratios of cooperating pairs which Is very suggestlve. 

A measure of domestic kinship distance fn Btnumarlen can be constructed 

to fit this order. 

~9o-Centrlc Ktnshlp Distance 1n Binumarien 

The Idea here ls to measure ktnshlp distance not In tenms of some 

parsimonious genealogical dtstance measure, but as •social distance' 

between ktnsmen. Murdock's measure of primary. secondary, terttary, 

and so on- relatives (19~9) uses nuclear families as units of distance. 

Here households seem a more appropriate un1t because thls allows the 
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addltlon of a temporal variable. People who have at some tlme In the 

past been members of the same household may later be members of dlfferent 

ones. 

The units of this calculation are units of domestic kinship distance. 

Each adult parent•chl1d ltnk ts counted as one unit of dlstance. Parents 

and chtldren belong to the s~me domesttc unlt until the child reaches 

adulthood. Adult stbltngs are two of these unlts apart (one's stbllngs 

are the children of one's parents). They share the same household until 
~ 

one of them reaches adulthood. ~~en they both reach adulthood they llve 

In households different from each other and different from the parental 

on~ whtch they at one time shared~ 

A spouse ltnk In this calculation of domestic kinship distance 

·counts as two df~tance units whenever It Is part. of a longer path. Through 

a spouse one Is connected to people wtth whom one has never shared a 

.household; co~nect1ons to them are secondary In that sense. But the fact 

·that a member of one's current household, one 1s spouse, ~belonged to 

the same domestic unit as some of these makes the ties significantly 

closer than tles to anyone who has~ shared _a household wlth any 

member of ego's current household. Connect1ons to kinsmen who would 

:not be expected to ever belong to the same household as anyone tn ego's 

current household are more definitely secondary; there are no overlapping 

domestic affiliations, only tntervenlng .ones. For this reason, an In-

crement of two units Is added in calculatlng the distance of such a 

_path. These then a~e the three rules for calculation of 1domestrc ktn-
• I 

ship distance' between adult men ln Btnumarlen: 
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1 -parent-child llnks count as one unit of distance each 
(In paths 'linking adu1 t men) 

2- spouse links count as two units of distance each 
.(In paths Jtnkfng adult men) 

3 • two units are added to any path llnking adult men ff 

no member of the cu rent household of one of them 
has ever l1ved In the ·same household as the other. 

-The diagram (Ftg.~.12) shows the distance of a sertes of kintypes 

(assuming all adults) calculated according to these rules. 

An adult man has come f~ a domestic group which Included hts father 

and brothers and ln which their ties of cooperation and sharing were 

established. His father ~epresents that group nnd would seem, other 

~hlngs be~ng equal, to be a man's closest adult male kinsman. If ego 

himself (and his own household) represents an ortgln, 'zero distance,• 

then hts father and his adult sons are at the first distance Interval. 

·H1s adult brothers, having le.ft the parental household and establ tshe·d 

households of thetr own, are stilt significant because of previously 

established ttes of cooperation and sharing. They are at the second 

Interval of dlstance from ego ~ 

But then. rather than more distant consangulnes representing the 

next Interval of distance from ego, another set of connections intervenes. 

Just .as ego has oome from a domestic group which 1ncluded hrs parents 

and siblings and In which their patterns of cooperation were established. 

hts wife has come from a domestic group wh1ch included her parents and 

siblings and tn whtch their patterns of cooperation and sharfng were 

established. In exogamous communities these ties are radically revised 

by geographical separation. But in Btnumarlen, the high rate of community 
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Figure 4.12 

6 

7 1 3 s 5 

(numbers are unt ts of dlstance 'from ego) 

0 - ego himself 

1 - father/son 
2 - brother 
3 - father-/son-tn-law 

' - brother-In-law 
5 -parent's brothers/slblfng•s son 

6 -parent's slbllng 1 s son 

greater than 6 ~ dlstant ·consangutne 

BtnumarJen domestlc kinship distance as measured between adult men 

parent ch11d Jlnk • one unit {only as part of a path between adult men) 

spouse 1 Ink • two units (only as part of a ·path between adult men) 

klntypes never tn one household with a member of ego's current household 

(and rectproca11y) c above +2 
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endogamy alters this. In a11 societies fathers- and sons-lo-la'"-' establish 

through the marriages which create such relations, tJes of obligation. 

But here these are ties between men who may be continually ln face-to­

face contact. Here these relations mlght be expected to facl1Jtate 

cooper at I on Clnd shar r ng In a broad range of act i v ttl es. As '"' th fathers 

and brothers, fathers- and brothers-In-law arc Involved directly wlth 

ego In significant Interaction. And as ego. other thlngs being equalt 

Is closer to his father than hfs brothers, so the same holds here. Ego 

Is closer to his father-In-law than to hts brothers-In-law. The father­

In-law belongs to the household from which the wife has come. the 

household In which she established hab[ts of sharing and cooperatton 

• 

and to which she still holds ties. The marriage connects ego to that 

household as welt. And he Is tied to his adult brothers-In-taw through 

their mutual connection to that household. (This ~lso nppltes reciprocally, 

for a man's daughter or sister and her husband.) These ln-lah' ·connections 

are more salient- closer- Interpersonal tles than a man has with h1s 

more distant consangulnes. At the next Interval there are consangulnes 

again; uncles and nephews (grandfather-grandson relatlons between ndults 

are so rare ·they can be discounted). And following these, ai the next 

Interval beyond. are first coustns. 

Three more broad categories can be dlscrtmlnated, although no longer 

as part of an Interval scale. These are. a) more distant but specfftca11y 

traceable consangutnes, b) those who claim a consangutnea1 connection 

but cannot trace It, and c) other Blnumarlen men. 

This means that the gradient of kinship distance. here 'domestic 

kinship distance,' can be calculated between adult Blnumarlen men In 
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the following speclaJ way: 

0 • ego. a man htmse1f 

1 - fathers ~nd sons 

2 - brothers 

) . ~ father- and sons-tn-law 

4- brothers-In-law 

5- paren~'s brother/sibling's son 

6 - first coustns 

7 • more distant consangulnes 

8 - assumed consangulnes where the specific connection 
cannot be traced 

9- other Binumarren men. 

These discriminations run counter to the dlscrlmtn~tlons of the 

system of nomenclature. Where BJnumarlen kln terminology 1s classlft-

catory In the Morganlan sense, these categories dlstlngulsh collateral 

distance. Thts brln~s us again to Sah1tns 1 model. The role of 1 klnshlp 1 

as an 'economtc force• must be understood In the context of the system 

characteristics which he labels 'the domestic mode of productton.• 

Ktnshlp obllgatlons play agalnst the tendency .for each domestic unit 

to pursue Its own economic self-Interest. The classt~tcatory feature 

of the terminology system whtch brings kinsmen of the greatest genea-

logical distance Into the closest famtltal categories admits no 

separation of famlly Interests from those of the wider community. 

It ~as long been noted that dlstJnctlons of distance are Important 

whether or not they are reflected In nomenclature systems. For example~ 

Hurdock says: 
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The fact that a people applies a single classificatory term to 

a variety of different relatives embraced In or.e conventional 

ktnshtp category does not imply, of course. that even the 

standardized behavior exhiblted toward all of them is Identical 

••• There ls an attenuation In warmth and responsiveness 

proportionate to thetr social remoteness (19~9:108). 

Sahltns. focustng on a central aspect of thls 'attenuation in warmth and 

responsiveness.• that ts, the rules of reclproclty, notes that 11closer 

to home ••• there Is tolerance of delays or even of complete fallure to 

rectprocate.u and he goes on: 

To observe that ktnshlp distance plays out tn soclal force as 

It moves out in soctal distance is not a sufficient explanation 

or even a very logical one considering the wtde extension of 

faml1ta1 categories. More pertinent fs the segmentary separation 

of economic Interests (1972:127). 

The gradtent of sociability Is produced by the opposition of two 

tendencies Jn the social system. On the one hand the .. structure is 

~enerallzed," the system Is one of kinship relations. the same relations 

fulftlltng a multitude of functions. There are not different sorts of 

'relations, only different uses, e.g •• economlc, political. ceremonial. 

to wh1ch the same relations are put. Thts means that there Is tn general 

· only one sort of relatlon on whtch soclabllity Is based: kinship. All 

of those with whom one lntera~ts are kinsmen or they are something out-

side .the system. strangers. enemies. This duality admits no dlstlnctlon 

among co-Insiders. All are klnsmen, all are solldary, these are the . 

relations on which any Interaction 1s based. 

On the other hand, the organization of production Isolates household 

tnterests, setting each domestic unit apart. These two tendencies, one 

which Includes all the community In the sphere of kinship soclabillty, . 

one whJch separates each household, oppose each other to produce a 



£23 

standard compromise: a gradient of kinship sociability. The tendency to 

Isolation of the household is weakest where over time lnd1vidual domestic 

allegiances overlap domestic units and so the generalization of kinship 

reciprocity Is strongest here. The tendency to Inclusion of all members 

of the community rn broad kinship sociability Is weakest where these 

members have more Intervening allegiances and so the div[slons built Into 

the organization of production play more powerfully against solidarity. 

It Is the organization of the domestic mode of production which 

UgJves thts dlsslpatlon of klnshtp soltdarlty function and deftnltlon ••• 

The first premise of 1 klnship distance' Is the DMP 11 (Sahllns 1972:127). 

· Kinship Dtstance and Cooperation 

Using this measure the categortes 0- 6 In the table (Flg.~.ll) 

approximate an 1nterva1 scale of distance. Assuming that, the ratio of 

pairs l.n each category which do cooperate tn each production acttvJty 

can be plotted against fncreaslng ktnshtp distance as here defined and 

a product•moment correlation computed. The results of this computation 

are shown In Ftg.4.13. 

Phi and r are Interpretable tn the s~ way. Each varies bett,.leen 

-1 and +1 1 wtth -1 a perfect negative correlation. +1 a perfect poslttve 

correlation, and 0 the absence of any correlation. Values other than 

•1 1 0, and +1 cannot be dtrectly Interpreted. But the square of the 

value of both phi and r ts equal to the ratio of the varTatton In one 

variable which Is explained by the other,, to the total varlatlon tn that 

variable. 'Explained' here does not refer to cause but to assoclat1on. 
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Figure ~.13 . - Correlation betweeft ratlo of cooperating pairs 
and kinship dlstanoe 

product-momen~ cerrelatlon rank order correlati~ 
for cate~ories 0 - 6 .for .categor les 0 .. 9 

Pearson's r Spearman•s r 

pairs who -.86 .85 
raise pigs 

~ 

pairs who -.95 .98 
hunt ; .' 

-
pairs who build -.87 .93 
new gardens 

pa.trs who -.98 .97 
garden 

~ 
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·tf knowJ~g the value on one variable a11ows us to predict exactly the 

value of the other variable, then a11 the variation tn the second 

·variable Is 'explained• by the first • . In such a case, r {and phi) . 

·.equals elther +1 or •1 and so r2 (or phi squared)~ 1. 

The ·socl o.:Ocentrt c categort zat Ions examined before • e.g., oosana 

aggregates. could account for less than one-fifth of the variation tn 

cooper~tlon (max. phi squared D .~22 a .176). But here the lowest 

~orrelation accounts for near~y three-ouarters of the varlatlon (mtn. 

-r2 • -.8642 • .7~7). The shift from socio-centric to ego-centric 

·-_perspective altered the plcture of cooperation from 'loosely structurr.~a ,• 

·•optative' to very structured and highly predictable. Ego-centrlcslly 

·calculated klnshlp distance, as calculated spectflcally for this case. 

)Is strongly associated with cooperation tn these production activities. 

-If we -know the kin relation between a pair or men,we have a pO\-Ierful 

.Indicator of the probability of that patr of men cooperating In a 

·eertaln activity. The closer the relation as here defined, th~ htgher 

the probabtllty that those men wl11 cooperate. The extremely high 

correlations give strong evidence In support of two things: first, the 

·UtJltty of an ego-centrically constructed model for a case like thts, 

1n fact the necessity of such a model Jf the underlying structure Is 

to be discovered; and second, the valtdlty of the spectaJ klnship 

distance dimension discussed above. 

The first point, the structural lmportance of ego-centric ktnshtp 

distance for a case like thts. Is not meant to suggest that ego·centrlc 

·ca lculat ton 1 s Important only where corporate kl n groups are absent .• 
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Rather, the suggestion ts that the Importance of ego-centric tles tn 

klnshtp societies Is Inversely re·lated to the tmportance of descent 

structures. To the ·degree that the latter are unelaborated, and to the 

degree that they are not dectslve for a certain activity, ego-centrtc 

categorJes dominate. Where descent structures are Important they may 

organize more activities and overshadow ego-centric dlscrimtnations. 

The second point Is a reminder that this measure of ktnshlp distance 

·Is not a un t versa t one. It \'Ia s p red i c. ted to ft t B t numar ten because of 

the way that the social organtzatlon of this community distributes 

ktosm~n In relation to one another. Specifically, the way ktnsmen are 

dIs t r t buted as a ~onsequence of conmun l .ty endogamy and the absence of 

unt1Jnea1 or other corporate ktn groups. 
' 

'The powerful regularities reafftnm that the dominance of ego-

,centric arrangement s does no~ mean that cooperative t .tes appear as a 

matter of lndtvtduat whJm or that psychological explanatlons must be 

sought for thetr dtstrlbutton. 13ut for a socto·loglcal analys1s to un-

.eover these regularities It must shift from soclo•centrlc to ego-centric 

space. 

RELATIONS N10NG THE RELATIOtJS OF COOPERATIOn 

What ls the relatlonshlp among the patterns of cooperation In these 

four production activities? The order in whlch they have been discussed 

Is also an order of Increasing cooperatlon. There are 89 pairs of men 

who habitually cooperate ln ralsJng pigs, 117 who cooperate In hunting, 

123 who habitually bulld new gardens together, end 1R3 who cooperate ln 
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gardentng. This order. by Itself, suggests that these patterns of co­

operation may be related by Inclusion; all pairs who-cooperate 1n the 

first being Included In those who cooperate In the second. and these 

lncluded tn the third, and so on. Host comnonly In the anthropological 

literature such an arrangement Is presented ln the form of a scalogram. 

If such a pattern of lnc1uslon were perfectly realized here, a Guttman 

scale could be . constructed as shown tn Flg.4.14a.The same arrangement 

could also be represented tn the fonm of ·a Venn diagram, as Illustrated 

In Flg.Z..l~b. 

But such a pattern does not appear when the relations among these 

relations are examined. Instead of the form displayed In Flg.~.l~b 

a Venn diagram constructed to show the actual relations among the pro· 

ductton relations looks like Fig. 4.15. The four production acttv-Jt1es 

are not related to each other by simple inclusion. The argument so 

far suggests some reason why thls should be so. 

It has been argued that the absence of lineal constructs and of 

corporate kin groups above t~e nousehold allows ego-centric reckonlng 

to dOminate patterns of cooperation. And It has been demonstrated that 

ego-centric calculations show a much higher correlation with patterns 

of cooperation than socio-centric factors. The same set of conditions 

may have an additional consequence. 

The absence of supra-household corporate kin groups is the absence 

of pre-defined sets of Individuals with whom one expects to cooperate. 

For exa.mple. brothers cooperate with each other but there ts nothing 

to constrain their cooperation with the same set of other men. Each 
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Figure ~.1~- Ideal representatlon If relations of cooperation in 

the four actlvltles were related by lnclusJon 

Cooperation rn Production Actlvttlcs 

culti vation new 9ardens huntln9 e'~ ralslno . 

pafrs of men 
I 

89 X X X X 

. 
117 - 09 • 28 

. 
X X X . 

123 - 117 • 6 X X j 

' I 

183 - 123 - 60 
. . 

X i 

~-

a. Guttman scale display 

60 

b. Venn dlagram display 
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brother develops hfs relations of cooperation and sharing independently. 

And although they overlap. they are unlikely to be perfectly tsomorphlc. 

Thts suggests another possibility, just as the set of cooperating 

Individuals varies with the focal ego, the set of cooperating individuals 

~ . . 

may vary wJth the defining activity. Where corporate kin groups are 

·present. the groups are 11ke1y to be multipurpose. So that co-membership 

In a Qroup not only strongly constrains cooperation but It constrains 

cooperation w1th the same people In many activities. ~~ere such groups 

,are lacking cooperation between lndivtduals In one actlvtty may be 

less likely to entnl1 cooperation tn other activities. 

Thls Is not to suggest thnt e9o-centrlc ca1cu1atlon and situation 

specific relations are always tied together (a large part of American 

social arrangements might he best described as socJo-centrJc and 

sltuatfon specific). But corporate kin groups do two things: 1) they 

define sets of Individuals as units. and 2) they organ1ze those tn-

dlvlduals Into cooperatln~, sharln~, solidary groups. Certain people 

are defined as •one,' as alike, as forming a group, and that group 

-carries out a number of activities. "This menns that lnd,vlduals who 

cooperate with each other all tend to cooperate with the same other 

. fndtvtduaJs. and It means that the Individuals who cooperate In one 

acttvlty are most 11kely to cooperate Tn other activities. When there 

ore no such groups. those who cooperate with the same third person 

may not cooperate with each other, and a1so those who cooperate In one 

~ct•vtty may not cooperate In another. All this must be qua11fled by 

the fact that this ~a kinship society and kinship relations are 

relations of qener~1 socJabfltty. The difference under dtscusslon Is 
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not one of absolute contrast, merely degree. Additionally, many of 

the same relations~ Important for cooperation ln dlfferent activities, 

e.g., fathers and sons because of the history of the relationship are 

expected to cooperate in a whole series of activities as adults. And 

the gradient of klnshtp distance has been shown to be strongly corre­

lated with all four activities under dlseusston. Therefore. the relations 

of cooperation In each activity are expected to be correlated wlth each 

other. But the argument emphasizes that the set of pairs who cooperate 

In one activity may not be prectsely the s~e or perfectly Included 

In the set of pairs who cooperate In another. 

The dlagram - (Flg.4.1~ shows the extent to whlch the patterns of 

cooperation for each activity include the same patrs of men. The numbers 

In the diagram Indicate the number of pairs whleh have exactly the re­

lations defined by the overlap of the areas lndtcatlng a certain activity, 

e.g., there are 66 pairs of men who habttually cooperate tn all four 

~etlvtttes, there are 531 pairs who habitually cooperate in none of 

these actlvltles. Cooperation In any one of these activities Is asso· 

elated slgnlflcantly with cooperatron t~ the others, but the correlattons 

are far from perfect. When the activities are palred,on~y one out of 

six activity patrs shows a correlation whtch Indicates that more than 

one ha1f of the variatton Is accounted for . (Fig.~.t6). 

There Is another question to be.asked about the relation among 

the relations. Why are there more relations of cooperation tn garden 

maintenance. fewer In building new gardens, fewer st111 in hunting, 

and the fewest of all In carlng for plqs? 
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Figure ,..15 

~ltJMBER OF PAIRS OF HEN \.."110 HABITUAI.LY COOPERATE ACROSS ACTIVITIES 

54 •531 



Figure lt.16 

~EFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BE!Wf.EN COOFERATION IN FOUR FRODUC!IO~Y ACTIVITIES 

total pairs ~ho pairs who build rairs who build 
hunt new r,ardens g~.rdens 

total 741 117 123 183 

r>airs who 
raise pigs 89 phi a .79 phi .. • 64 phi •• 61 

pairs who 
hunt 117 phi " .66 phi :II .66 

pairs who build 
new ~ardens 123 phi II .60 

~ 
\AI 
~ 
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Sahlfns• model directs our attention toward the mechanisms by 

which production ts Increased. It suggests that production energy 

will be Increasingly engaged as reouirements of use areexpanoed. The 

focus Is not on techn1cal capacity but socto-polftlcal pressure. 

Requirements of use are expanded as obligations of sharln9, generosity, 

and exchange are expanded. These obligations entail. In Binumart~n. 

·ft rs t and foremost the stuff of da t 1 y subs l s tence: vegetab 1 e foo~. The 

larger number of cooperation re1attons tn g8rden actlvltles can be 

Interpreted to indicate ~ larger lncr~nt of energy expended over 

·the mtntmum domestic requirement In the production of vegetable food. 

The much lower number of cooperation relations In caring for pl~s 

supports thls general argument. In Btnumarten there nre no large pig 

festivals or long exchange chatns. Pigs are Important but unlike social 

·systems further west which engage plgs 1n ritual cycles and elaborate 

exchange chains there is no comparable use re~ulrement wrylch makes 

hav1ng large numbers of pigs desirable here. PJgs are Important for 

certain transactions, marriage, reparations of .vartous sorts, but there 

Is no arrangement for large polltlca.l or social return tn ratsing many 

ptgs to slaughter and/or exchange a11 at once. Note that the possession 

1nventory on p.175tncludes pigs. The total number of pigs Jn Blnu-
, 

marlen Is qu1te high: 63 large pigs, 11 medtum-young ptgs, 115 small 

pigs. (The fact that rather Jarge populations of pigs can be accom­

modated wtth 1 Jttle stra.tn and relatively low labor Investment ( cf. 

Rappaport 1968 on Tsembaga] may be a consequence of the relatively lar9e 

land base In Bfnumarien and the plentiful bush.) But there ts no signif­

Icant assoc·tat1on between number of pigs owned and pol Jtlcal standing. 
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The ambitious men who Invest labor tn pigs for poltttca1 return do 

not accumulate for large periodic transactions. Instead~ they continually 

convert their labor Into a reputation for generosity throuqh contributions 

to community events. 

Since hunttng Is of reJattvelyllttle importance for sharing and 

exchange the density of the cooperation relations fs higher than ex­

pected. An earlier discussion noted that while other production actlvltles 

show a bimodal pattern In the dlstrtbutton of numbers of cooperation re­

lations per man, hunting does not. Perhaps hunttng 1s better understood 

In some other context. The emphas is on hunting out of proportion to Its 

production Importance remnJns to be explained. 

COOPERATION AMONG WOMEN 

The preceding discusston began with the assumption that shartng 

relations between men dominate the organization of production above the 

level of the household. The validity of that assumption Js open to test. 

When a man marries, hls social clrcJe ts changed by the addition of 

'In-laws' but he remains with his father and perhaps his brothers and 

his most Important shurtn~ relations are not seriously affected. Clearly 

thls cannot be so for women. A woman's ftrst marriage .(although this may 

not be true for subsequent ones) takes her away from the ktnsmen with 

whom she has estab1t.shed Interaction and sharing patterns and places her 

In a new household - that of her in-laws. tn. exogamous communlties the 

restdence change for a woman entails a very clear-cut break. Though she 

may retain Important ties with her close consangulnes, she cannot, as 
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long as she stays \<~I th her husband. carry on everyday lntcr'lction, 

mutual assistance, and sharing wltll them. In such cases, there are clear­

cut constraints Imposed by the physicD1 barrlcr of distance on the 

sharing and cooperation patterns and the social Integration of the In­

married wives. These wives can either become full members of their 

husbClnd • s communIty or they can rem a l n 't n bet\-teen. • But of necess J ty 

their role ln the community from which they came and thetr Inter­

dependence on the consangulnes they left behind must be serlously 

dtm1ntshed • 

.!f community exogamy \<~ere the pattern tn Bloumarlen, we mlght ex­

pect the coopcratlon among women to largely mirror the cooperatfon among 

their husbands. With few If any consnngulnes (aside from own children) 

around to complicate thlngs. the Tnteractron patterns of women would 

depend directly on the husband-wife relation. Women are close to their 

husbands and so close to the wives of tho men that their husbands are 

close to. The sharing patterns of \-/Omen '"'ould follow the sharing patterns 

of thetr husbands. 

But 81 numa r 1 ert Is not an exogamous communIty. 0 f the forty-eIght 

adult Elnumarlen women. only fifteen of them h'ere 'nelther born nor grew 

up tn Blnumarlen. This means that although a woman moves on marriage 

to jot n her husband In the house of his parents, most ~1omen are not very 

far from their closest consanqulnes. Physical distance does not prevent 

women from retaining active tics of cooperation and shar1ng wfth their · 

consangulnes. 

The relation 'habitually cooperates ln production activities• omong 
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women ls shown in two matrices (Frgs.4.17,18). This relation is defined 

as the Intersection of three main production activities: cartng for pigs, 

bulldlng new gardens, and gardening. The data were collected ln the same 

way as data previously discussed for men. But the content of the work 

Involved differs according t _the sexual division of labor. These matrices 

do not Include all adult Binumarlen women. They exclude four old widows 

who have not remarried (there are no unmarried widowers here), one 

divorcee who has not rem~rrted, and six currently married women. Two 

of these 1 as t were exc 1 uded .by my oversIght (the '"' t ves of 4 and 25) , 

and three were excluded because of lncomretence. One of these had just 

married tn to B1numarien from Abonamo {the wlfe of 8). She does not 

yet speak much Btnumarten and ts considered by most of the community 

both too glgg1y 0 and too slow to understand,for serious conversation. 

Another, the w1fe of 35, was tn the throes of a serious behavror dis­

turbance followtng domestic troubles during my stay {see following 

chapter). The third. the sister of 5 who was Involved In the same 

childhood accident and crippled In the same way as he, fs considered 

by the community to be mentally retarded. She Is the second wlfe of 

13 although not by domesttc arrangement - she fives with her slster 

57, the wife of 12. 13, however, has admitted paternity of her three 

children. The s1xth woman, 73, Is excluded because she and her husband 

do not share a household (see below}. The first matrix (ftg.4.1n shows 

the women ordered across the page, ~.e • . along the diagonal, according 

to the order of their fathers and brothers or other closest co~sangulneal 

kinsmen - excluding sons - tn the ·cooperation matrices for men. Here 

the women are ordered as their male consanouines are ordered (except 

descendants), the operative connections are those of sister and daughter-

1.• 
i_i, 

~ , .. 

I~ 
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Figure lt.17 

Pairs of women who 'habttually assist ln raising 
pigs ~nd building and maintaining ~ardens 
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rlgure lt.18 

Pairs of women who habitually asstst 1n raising 
p1gs and building and maintaining gardens 
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hood. Thts matrrx Includes only women who have close, traceable non­

descendant consangutnes In Btnumarfen. 

Using the same mood~a oosana a~gregates as previous discussions of 

cooperation amon~ men, the ssoctatlon between the mutual aff11tation 

of nearest non-descendant consangulneal males and relations of cooperation 

amon~ women can be tested. The association Is not even significant at the 

.OS level, chi square • 3.0~. 

On the other hand, the -second matrfx (Ftg.4.18) orders the \~men 

as their husbands were ordered In previous discussions. Here the asso-

elation Js st~ngly significant, chr square • 50.61, p less than .001; 

phi • _28. -The women are ordered as thelr male In-taws and sons are 

ordered• the operative connec~lons are those of wife and mother. This 

pattern corresponds with assumptions about the household as a production 

unit. The cooperation relations of husbands and wtves tend to pattern 

together, they belong to the same production entity, the same domestic 

group, the same household. 

Co-Wives 

An Interesting complication to this ts the case of co-wives. There 

are four sets of co-wives tn the last matrix. Except for the fact that 

6' and 53 do not habitually cooperate as defined (and this Is because 

41 and 53 separated, 53 moving to live with her son 10, before 41 married 

6~). the only set of co-wives who do not habitually cooperate Is the 

wtves of 16. 16 and 10 are the youngest po1ygyn1sts. lO's second w1fe 

ts not Included In the matrix because this couple does not share a 
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household. tO lives with hts wife. 50, In ~nikuradurana. ~is marri~ge 

to 73 who was the \til fe of h l s fa ther• s fema 1 e matr i 1 atera 1 para 11 e 1 

cousin's son, is recent and unstable. She continues to live in Ubandena 

and no one considers he~ house there to belong to 10. ~enever he spends 

any time in it. or els~~ere wtth 73. 50 ~ets angry. She has not accepted 

this second ~rrlage as a final tty. And. since· she Is known for generosity 

-and hard work _ (qualities tess evldent In 73) the community consensus ts 

that 10 ts foolish to jeopardize his first marriage with this second 

which ls based squarely on sexual attraction. burtng my stay, to and 

73 pub1Jcally announced a divorce and then made up agaln. so. angry and 

hum111ated. announced she had had enough and was leaving 10. The situation 

ts not a stable one. These co-wives do not cooperate or share • 

. On the other hand, t~ llves with both of hls wfves, 61 and 71. tn 

the same house. This ts not altogether a pactftc solution either. Although 

·Jt seems to work quite smoothly In other cases. The older co-wives of 

.older men fight as well. But tt seems that as both the participants 

and the arrangements age, accommodation Js reached and domestic jealousies 

Interfere less and less wtth sharing. 

Labor Investing 

The match between patterns of cooperation for husbands and wives Is 

born out In another way as well. In addition to kin connections, the 

cooperation relations of men vary accordin9 to political ambltion. To 

achIeve ·and to maintaIn a posIt I on of pres t 1 g·e and author f .tY, some men 

develop extraordinary numbers of relations of habitual cooperation and 

sharing. 
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\Iatson 1 s desert pt ton of ccrta in features of the sociology of Ab I· era • 

a Talrora speaking community Jn which Matoto, a man of outstanding power, 

rose to prominence, ftts Binumarien as ~Jl. 

£very Abtera man operates withtn a network consisting of the 
Individuals who are personally connected to him and who inter­
act with hfm in some way, from minimal to intensive. These 
Include the affinal . and consanCluineal kinsmen with whom he 
Interact~, as well as otherst ;uch as co-residents, p~ople 
r ·atstng pigs for him or for whom he raises pigs. exchange 
partners -In other groups, age-mates and friends, or those 
whom he 1 eads~ or . fo 11 ows. The ne tNork of an i nd l vIdual may 
be large or small ••• It Is clear that Hatoto had a personal 
network both wtder in spatial terms and larger fn number of 
Individuals Involved than lesser men. These dimensions serve 
as a measure of a man•s magnttude, just as the areal extent 
of the network ts actually a conventional symbol of his 
Importance (Watson 1971:259 [ 1967]). 

Measures of political standing ~retaken up directly tn the -fo11owtng 

ehspter. But there Is an aspeet to thts whlch Is tmportant for the 

present discussion. To the extent that productton Is ultimately a house• 

·hold matter. we expect a match between husbands and wives In the re• 

lattve numbers of habitual cooperation and sharing relations held by 

each. If labor Jnvestlng men are to achieve thetr po11ttca1 ends, they 

need labor t~vestlng wives. 

If men are ranked according to the number of habltua1 cooperation 

relations which Include all four production activities, and women are 

ranked accordtng to the number of habitual c~peratlon relations they 

have In production. the correlation between the ranks of husbands and 

wives (F1g.4.19)can be measured. The statistics computed in such a 

test show that there Is a significant correlation; Spearman's r • 

· •556. Z c. 3. 3~ , p · tess than .001. 
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Figure ~.19 - Rank by number of others ' wtth whom one 
cooperates tn all production activities 
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SHARING 

In addition to the productlon increments brought about through 

(and Indicated by) relutions of cooperation Jn raising pigs, hunttng, 

butldlng new gardens, and ~ a rden maintenance, there Is another set of 

relations which has an effect on levels of production. Sharing re­

lations (whether or not they are associated with cooperation in pro­

duction) affect levels of production because such obllgatfons Increase 

the use requirements of the households. The domestic unit must produce 

Its own consumption requirements and also an additional amount to 

share. Sahllns• model of prlmltlve economies suggests the following 

system tendency: relations of habitual sharing wlll be greater In 

number than relatrons of cooperation tn production. Since. In these 

.systems, production ls for the producers. Increments In production 

follow on arrangements whlch obligate the producers to provide not 

only for their own consumption needs, but for soma other obligations 

as welt. 

The pairs of men who habitually share meat (both their own ·pigs 

and game) are shown in the matrlx {Fig.~~o). And the pairs of men who 

habitually share cultivated food are shown following tn the matrix 

(Fig.~.21). The density of both these relations ·is much greater than 

the maximum density for relations of cooper~tion in any production 

activity (garden maintenance had the · hlghest density for cooperation 

Jn production, 183 out of 7~1 possible). The density of sharing meat 

Is 273 of 741 and of sharing cultivated food 289 of 741. The relations 

between these two shartng relations ts shown In the Venn diagrams(Fig.4.22). 
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'FIgure lt.21 - Pal rs of men '"ho 'hab I tua 11y 
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Figure ~.22- Numbers of pairs of men who habitually share 
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The Spectrum of .Rectprocltles 

Sahllns• plan of reciprocity and klnshtp residential sectors ([1965} 

·197i) suggests a predictable ~arlatlon in reciprocity with sectors 

of kinship distance, residential proximity, and such variables as re­

lative rank. The last three sorts· of variation have been discussed but 

patterns of Interaction have been reported as presence Qr absence of 

habitual cooperation and sharing. not a continuum of degrees of co­

operation and sharing but a binary opposition. Two tndlvTduals either 

habitually cooperate in a certain activity or they do not. 

Sahllns' "spectrum of rectprocitles 11 ts a continuum, udeflned by 

Its extremes and mid-polnt 14 (1972:193): generalized, balanced, and 

negative reclprocTty. The negative extreme has no counterpart here 

-since the universe of dlscussion ls the community and this extreme 

Is only reached beyond lt. But the habitual sharing relatlons used to 

define the organtzatton of production and distribution above the level 

of the household are relations of 'generalized reciprocity.• Sahlins 

suggests that 1shartng 1 ls an indicative ethnographic fonmula for thTs. 

1 the s·otldary extreme.• That Is the .formula used here and the data 

underlying this descriptive are the reports of Btnu~arten adults. asked 

lndtvtdua11y and Independently for Information of the sort 'does he 

habitually give you ••• 71 and so on. Therefore, the report of a habitual 

sharlng relation here rests on the mutual but independently collected 

positive responses of each lndfvfdual tn describing the behavior of 

the other. 

Members of the community who do not habitually share the labor or 
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goods of Jnterest here can and do provide each other assistance or 

goods, but on a more or l~ss ~~~basts. An exchan~e of ~oods 

may oe~ur under specta1 crrcumstances. a weddfng for Instance, In which 

the exchange Is direct or a feast In return for assistance. tn other 

~rds, those members of the c~munity who do not 'share• as here defined• 

do Interact and exchange In a manner that fits the label 1 balanced 

reciprocity.• (And they 'share• items \~fch are not focal here. e.g. 

betel nut.) 

This raises the question regarding a continuum. It may seem that 

the quallflcatlon 'habitually' used so liberally here Is a rather sloppy 

discrimination. There must be cases that fall between the generalized 

extreme and the balanced mid-polnt of the 'spectrum.• The extremes 

'giving every day' and 'never giving• would be easy to class1fy, but 

there must be middle cases which one would be hard pressed to judge. 

However. this was a judgment whlch Blnumarlen had no difficulty at all 

In making. Originally I had hoped to give greater depth to the description 

of socta1 organization by getting informants to report on the frequency 

with which others did things to 1 for. or with t~em. And continued 

throughout to ask for such tnfonmatton. But rather than an indication 

of a continuum. some variation in frequency. almost every Informant had 

a 'favorite frequency' either 1 a11 th~ tlme 0
1 'often,• or 'rarely,• and 

for that tnform~nt all others were described as taktng action either 

'never• or with a frequency that did not vary. In other words. almost 

all activity reports were t~·valued only. 

\~at ts to be made of this absence of a continuum? White I was 

collecting the data, It was a matter of great frustration that Informant-
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observers reported In thJs way. I now thtnk that their persistence tn 

doing so reflects a characterlsttc of the sociology of cooperation 

and shartng In Btnumarien and elsewhere. It tndlcates that there ls 

a definite boundary between those with whom one shares - In the sense 

~f generalized reciprocity· and those with ~mom one does not. While 

this boundary can and does vary with the Item or acttvfty ln question. 

given the Item or activity, It Is relatively clear. defln·lte and ffxed. 

The continuum may. apply to the variation In the range across whtch 

sharing Is extended for different sorts of transactions, but not to a 

variation which In generalized reciprocity occurs for specific trans­

actions. Thts seems both logical and sociological. There are certain 

people whom one expects to count on for certain things, and vtce versa. 

Some critical thres~ho1d of solldarlty marks the difference between those 

with whom one's relations of a eertatn type are generalized and those wtth 

whom they are balanced - and then another such threshhold marks the bound­

ary between balanced and negative expectations. Sahl1ns• use of the two 

extremes and mtd-polnt to define hts 'spectrum ~ may be more than a con­

venient shorthand. It marks the cr1t1cal ranges which may have a 'sectora1 1 

rather than continuous character, just as the associated variables of 

kinship dlstance and residenti a l propinquity have. 

There Is a continuum of rec1procit1es In the extent to whtch tta one 

way flow' 1 Is tolerated. This 11good pragmattc Indication of generalized 

reclproclty11 (Sahllns 1972:19~) varies from transactions of one sort to 

those of another. And the number (and distance) of those with whom one 

tolerates sueh Imbalance varies from one sort of transaction to another. 

Perhaps that ts what SahJtns meant all along. 
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Blnumarien and Other CHNG Production Systems 

Both major pig festivals and elaborate exchange chains which appear 

further west are ~bsent here. Strathern'scontrast bet~en 'flna~r-e and 

·product I on • (1969b) suggests arr.angcmen ts \m 1 ch both dIffer from Bi nu­

mart_en and from each other !n the degree of Impact they have on levels 

of productlon. Blnumarten•s ego·centr1c kinship obligations provide the 

smallest coefftcfent of production. Ptg festivals which Strathern asso­

ciates. at least tentatively. with a 1 productfon 1 strate9y• provfde a 

much larger coefficient. Participants depend on their ~~n domestJc pro­

duction as the source of feast goods. (This also provides an Impetus to 

large faml11es. large households, not found tn Btnumarten, where population 

density ts low.) The ceJttng on the amount that can be mobilized for a 

ceremonial event ts set by the 0010unt which can be extracted from the 

hosts• domestic units. But here the pressure on domestic units ls In­

tensified by festival requirements. The presence of the festlvat cycle 

Is an Important spur to production. 

·Elaborate exchange chains St_rathern associates with a 1 ftnance 

strategy.• ~'here these occur participants have, ln addition to the pro­

ducts of their own domestic units, the production. which Is mob11lzed by 

dealings of credit and ob11gatlon between them. This sort of arrangement 

engages the labor of everyone, even the politlcally unambittous, at an 

Increased level. 

These three variations lnvlte attention. Perhaps with societies of 

the Blnumarlen type as one of the polnts of reference we can more clearly 

see some of the system tendencies In the range of variation and dcvel-
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opmenta1 limits of pollttcal economies In CHNG .• Clearly the economic 

and political variation are ~o aspects of the same behavioral phenomena. 

As Sahllns says, 1 the structure ts generalized.' 

The following chapter turns more dlrectly to the po11t1cal aspect. 

\lh t 1 e chapter two out1 I ned the \-II der po 11 t l ca 1 organ 1 zat f on fn wh t ch 

Blnumarlen Is flxed, the next chapter focuses on Internal polltlcs. 



CHAPTER 5 

Internal Politics 



INTP.ODUCTION 

This chapter dea1s wtth the Internal poltt!cs of Blnumarien. It 

begins by eonstderlng the engagement of Blnumarten with a state form of 

organization. Then the gene a1 character of communrty order is descrlbed. 

local cohesion Is based on two· things here: ktnship and the form of 

authority. the remainder of the chapter concentrates on thls form of 

authorIty. 

Seven measures of re1atlve prestrge ~nd Influence are ~eported. 

Each of these provides & ranking of men. The seven ranktngs whtch are 

~ 11 dJ fferent • are compared and shown to form two near I y Independent · 

.but Internally correlated clusters. Thts suggests that there are two 

distinct way~ ln. whtch relative political status ts eounted here. One 

of. them focuses on prestige and respect, and one more directly on 

l.nfluence. Thts duality Js argued to demonstrate the rudtmentarlness 

of· the big-man system 1n Blnumarlen. And thls Is tn turn related to 
-

other features of organizaiion and scale discussed tn preceding ~hapters. 

The patterrt of cooperation which characterizes ' b-Ig-men of standing ts 

displayed and compared with that of other men~ As wtth men In general, 

the cooperation of big-men of standing Is associated wtth kinship 

distance. 

Although 1ts elaboration ts rudimentary, this form of authority Is 

critically Important for the ttfe of the system. And the Importance of 

organlza~lons of the Blnumarlen type In clarifying models of the evo­

lution of 'centrallzed 1 from 1ega1 ltarlan• political. systems ls dts .. 

cussed. 
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BINUMARIEN AND THE STATE 

Just as Blnumar1en Is literally tied to the world market through 

·the production of coffee and the lmporte~Jon of steel tools and other 

Items, so ft Is also a part of a natlon•state. At the time of this 

research, New Guinea was under the dominion of Australia. Binumarlen 

'eighteen and over• were taxed. This was a head tax of $7 a year and the· 

people were request lng 1 ts· reduct ton since recent coffee prJces had been 

very low. They had an e 1 ec ted representatIve t n the Loc:a I · Commun.t ty· 

Council, a very new system whose Impact so far was neg1tgJble. The 

eounc1t was to meet at intervals and the representative from each com-

mun_t ty wou I d report the government • s mess ages back to theIr cons t t tuency. 

81numarten were oblt~ed to obey the laws of the government and were 

subject to justice under government courts. Warfare had been stopped, 

communities censused and stabtllzed. The order of the state had been 

Introduced. 

And yet the transition from a non-stratified. non-state society to 

literal political lntegratJ~n In a nation had not even touched local 

everyday politics. Disputes were still settled, community decisfons 

st111 made, through the operation of a system qut .te unconnected with 

the state. The cess at Jon of warfare made, of course, a rad·t cal dIfference 

1n Intercommunity relations. But wtthin the community the mechanisms 

which resolved conf11ct, which prevented the prosecution of self-Interest 

by force, which lead to community decisions, were not the mechanisms of 

• state society. They were the mechanisms of a kinship society, one which 

h~s "no specialized Institutions of law and order .. (Sahllns 1968:12). 
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THE CHARACTER OF BINUHARIEN SOCIAL ORDER 

No one In Btnumarien has the authority to ~ompel the actions of 

.another against hIs wish. There l s no rea t demarcat Ton here be t\-reen the 

.public and private sectors f life. Anythln~ from a quarrel between 

:husband and wife to a question of the ownership of a tree may be a 

:1. .mat·ter for public discussion and decision. tf a party to the problem 

wishes to seek redress. But a publtc declsron ts never forcibly carried 

out against the unwilling. This customary and non-legal aspect of public 

affa1rs was demonstrated clearly by a series of events which began only 

a few days Bfter my arrival. 

A young man (35) returned to Binumarlen after two years contract 

labor on the coast. (Here this Is uncommon practice and he and 6 are 

the only ones of thetr a9e group who have been away for so much as a 

year.) Just before he arrlved h1s wlfe, 66, who had bee~ left behfnd, 

had a baby - clearly not hts. The day after hls arrival everyone gathered 

·In the center of On1kuradurana to deal with the matter. Discussion con-

tlnued from early ln the morning until well Into the afternoon. Anyone 

. 
that he wanted no more to do with ~Is wife, she would go to the child's 

father · who \'las not married and was w111 fng although not eager to have 

.her. She protested rather q~Jetly that she wanted to stay with h~r hus-

band, but some suggested that the baby showed that her Interest was not 

entirely on him. All In all, though things were a bit hard on the wife 



and mother. at least they were 1ess so than might have been expected. 

A11 were asked tf they agreed with the decision and then the adult male 

kinsmen of those rnvotved shook hands. 

It was my first experi !nee wtth a village court andt given my ex­

pects t l ons a bout the treatment of women J n C HNG, I was 1 mpres sed wt th 

the democracy of the proceedings and the fairness of the ftnal dectslon. 

The damages - $30 - were contributed by some of the .father 1 s k t nsmen 

and paid to the husband. (The men I was later to learn to expect as · 

major participants In such pub11c discussions as this dld not stand out 

then at a11. Thts may have been because the father of the baby (labeled 

A In the discussion of marriage exchange In cha~ter three] and 35 were 

•step-brothers• and the .step-mother of 35 and mother of A, 64, was 

currently the wlfe of ~1. ~~o, It will shortly appear. ts a very big­

man In the community. His ambiguity vls·a-vls the 'sldes' of the Issue 

may have kept others fairly silent as ·well.) 

I assumed that the wtfe would gather her belongings and move to 
' 

the house o·f A who 1 tved wlth 64. his mothert and Itt. his step-father. 

and two other chlldren In Onlkuradurana. At the time, 35 was· staying 

with 21. his father•s patrilateral parallel coustn who had become his 

•surrogate father.• That night, the wife did not move. she and the 

baby and her t~ro othe~ young chf1dren remained In the house that be• 

longed to her and 35. When I asked a~ut lt the next day I was told 

only that she would move when she was ready. STnce had seen the 

decision made I expected It to be executed Bnd was puzzled. Several 

days went by and the woman remained in 35's house (although he stayed 

with 21). I continued to ask about lt. waltlng for some ac~ton, but 
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1 got the same patient response- a11 things In their proper time. 

Eleven days after the public court the wlfe got Into a fight with 

another woman whom she accused of trying to entice her husband away and 

the day after thts many people gathered tn Ubandena '~ere the wl fe 1 ived, 

and. as the fight was discussed and the faults of both women enumerated, 

some young men and boys began to take some of the wife's belongrngs out 

of her (and 35 1·s) house to get her movtng underway. She protested this 

and the 1nterchan~e between her and those raiding her house 1ooked likely 

to get out of hand. Some of the ratders climbed to the roof'of the house 

and began to putt down handfuls of the kunal thatch. Unable to stop them 

she cried that they could tear the house to the ground but that even 

then she wouldn't leave. She would stay In that place •wtth no fTre, wf_th 

no protectton from the rain.' She would not go to the father of her newborn 

child and she \-lould not leave her· home. One of the older men present 

suggested that the youn~ raiders desist and others be~an to repeat the 

suggestion because 1 anyone that determined could not be moved to change 

her m1nd. 1 Thts time she was told to •go to Katnantu to talk to the 

~overnment officers there; although they would probably send her to 

prison for what she had done.• The following day the wife. who had made 

no move to go to Kalnantu, was told by the councilor (12) that thts was 

not a matter for the government officers there. that this was a small 

matter and It was hts business to deal with it. On such a matter his 

voice was the voice of government and he was telling her to ]eave her 

o1 d husband and move In wl th the father of her 1 ast ch t ld who was ·to 

·be her new husband. · She. however, was uny1etdrng and his ftnat word was 

that If In a while her old husband still refused to take her back. then -

I 
I 
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she must go wlth the new husband. 

Thts whole sltu~tion has t~~ unusual aspects which should be noted: 

as mentioned above tt ts not usual for youn~ men to go a~ay from 

Blnumarien for such long p rtods of time. In the thirties several men 

spent tlme \~rking on the coast, but the practlce was not continued 

after that - although a few young men have spent a few months away at 

mtsston schools. And second 1 the wife Tn the case, 66. was from the 

co3st, I.e., she not only w~s not born fn Slnumarten or a nelghborin9 

·group but she was not even a Htghl~nder. This meant that the atd and 

support of close kinsmen was not ava11able to her. (Although she was 

·socially close to the •mtsslon.• the rtnschhafcn enclave, and cl~ssified 

.as one of them by most Btnumarfen.) The distance be~en her nata1 home 

. and Blnumarien was just too great for her to even communicate her dlfft­

·culty easily. 1et alone call for assistance. Isolated as she was. geo­

·graphlcally nnd socially, the stress on her must have been Immense and 

she finally reacted In a way which ls customary for ~en In Blnumarlen 

- although her case was much more severe and long lasting than any 

others which occurred while 1 was there. 

She began to behave lnapproprlately, to show what i assume are 

.symptoms of anxiety hysteria. She sang loudly to· herself, even tn the 

middle of the night. and ran about aimlessly through the hamlet 1n which 

she lived and the one nearest it. She talked to herself continuously 

but did not respond to those who addressed her. The baby was taken· by 

one of the Flnschhafen women so that It might be fed and cared for and 

also to protect lt from possible violent harm. 

) 
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Three kinds of therapy were trJed: medicinal - she was given special 

decoctions; shock- sections of bamboo were heated over a ftre and then 

·hit sharply on the 9round behind her to produce a very loud noise; and 

1nelghborly 1 
- s~e was offered tob~cco, food, and condolence. The source 

of her cond itt on was sat d to be. the J n te rference of a ghost \'lho had taken 

her breath (soul?). If the ghost had had sexual relatlons with her - some-

thing no one could be sure of for the moment - then her case was hopeless 

and she would shortly die. If the ghost had only taken her breath (soul?) 

·then In time she \-JOuld recover, 

-
·Her condttton persisted for several months during which she remained 

In the house of 35 - although he and their two children remained In the 

house .of 21. There was some talk of taking her to r.oroka to a hospital, 

'but the husband• who was beginning to assume some responsibility for her, 

·would be expected to go wlth her. And he decided ap~!nst gotng slnce he 

m1~ht have to stay In Goroka some tlme and it was an allen place. Then 

she began to have some lucid periods and after almost nine months the 

affair trickled to an end. She and her old husband, 35, for whom she had 

full~ demonstrated the strength of her ~ttachme~t, were together, the 

baby was taken (l' 'm no~ sure how exactly) to the coast ~with much 

lamentation from 64, Its grandmother), and A. the baby's father was 

~rrfed to another woman • one who had not been married before. 

This story ts told a~ length because It shows so clearly · · or did 

to me as I watched It unfold - that thls ts •a system of men not of · 

laws.• That. In addition to a 'domestic mode of production' BJnumarlen 

exhibits a 'domestic mode of order.• Here It ts never •the prtnclple of 
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t'he thIng • that matters because every s I tuat ron 1 s made up of extcnuat t ng 

circumstances. Just as familial trDnquftlty Is built on the prlorrty of 

order over justice ('I don't care who started Jt. Johnny stop hitting 

your sister•) so that those who are grumpier or stlngler or touchier or 

less e.nerpetlc receive more ebullient, generous. gentle. and active re­

turn fran • the rest of the faml 1 y. 1 so. peace 1 n B t numar I en Is bu 11 t on 

tailoring expectations and evaluations of behavior to the tnd1vldual 

charactertstlcs and Idiosyncracies of the people that one knows so well 

- and a ·lways ln the context of the spec tal series of events .. tn which 

they occur. Sma11 scale face-to-face societies have no room for standards 

of universal application. 

This Is not to sug~est that Blnumarlen social order turns on toler­

ance~ Certainly It does not. But here rtghts and wronps. slights and 

offenses. are contextually defined. All members of the community are tn 

some certaJn ktnshlp relationship to a11 other members .. And just as co­

operation and sharing are patterned by kinship dlstanc~ . (see preceding 

chapter) so other appropriate behaviors are defined by those relatlon­

shlps. Here one does not choose to ~Ide with someone 1n a dlspute on 

the merlts of the argument. Instead one becomes a partisan or not, and 

on one s1de or the other, on the basls of one's relationship to the 

participants. Everything Is contextually qualified by the relationships 

among the peop1e Involved. 

In the account above the issue was not that the woman or the father 

of the baby had done something for whtch they should be punished, but 

rather that the re) ~t ( onsh 1 ps among the VIOffi30 and her husband and the 

father of the baby had been disturbed. The solution to the problem was not 
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that'Justlce' - however swlft and merciful - be done, but rather that 

relationships be reaffirmed or be altered to suit the new conditions. 

Here when people accept the Jdlosyncracles of neighbors and are 

patient wtt~ the slow and t lerant of the shrl11. it is nothing like In 

the sptrlt of charity - Christian or otherwise. In fact, It Is precisely 

the contrary. Tolerance for Its own sake would be viewed as a sign of 

weakness or Infirmity. To say that someone has a hot temper is more 

often a compltment here than not. One ls tolerant of close kinsmen not 

because of a value of tolerance, but because they are close kinsmen. 

All this Is the opposite of a legal apparatus whlch provides stan­

dards of- more or less- universal application. In fact, here the very 

Idea of universal appllcatlon Is the opposite of mora1tty. A11 this can 

eertalnly be overstated. But recent emphasis on 1 the ethnography of taw• 

has often served (cf. Pospisil 1958) to understate It to an extent which 

misleads. 

The scale of things here and the face-to-face-ness of Interaction 

also reduce the likelihood of certain kinds of potentially disruptive 

behavior. There Is no anonymity, no escape to another clty or another 

neighborhood• which makes theft, for example, a workable enterprise. 

A missing Item would be visible to everyone If It turned up in the wrong 

hands. Discovery would be Inevitable. The technological level also mtnt­

mfzes, Jf It does not elim1nate, the ut111ty of theft. Not only does 

everybody have more or 1ess the same kinds of thlngs In the same quanti­

ties (see F1g.4.1 In the preceding chapter). but most of what one does 

not have he can make or easily acquire for hlmself. And the pay-off for 
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valuables ts not so much In the havtng as In the giving away. 

All this ls not to suggest an idyllic tranquility. lntercommuntty 

violence has been dtscussed, the flare-up of sexual jealousy noted as 

common, and there are many ays tn which conflict occurs and must be 

resolved. Ktnshtp soclabttlty and morality pl~ys against the underlying 

system tendency never directly vtslble but always shapJng what~ 

apparent. Sahllns says that, given the domestic mode of production. the 

ethic and etiquette of kinship conceals 11a se~~entary fragility that 

lends Itself to and reverberates particular local causes of dlsputc. 

and ln . the absence of 'mechanisms for holdin9 a growing communlty to• 

gether• realizes and resolves the crtsts by f1ss1on" (1972:~8). 

Although Interpersonal ktn ties counteract a tendency toward house­

hold dispersion, thls form of Interdependence can produce on1y a limited 

cohesion. To concentrate not a few but many households and a few hamlets, 

some .mechanJsm beyond that of lnte~personal ktnshlp ls necessary. As the 

.last chapter showed, there are two orQantzntfonal features which counter 

the underproductlve tendency of the domestic mode of production, not just 

klnshtp but also the form of leadership. Here .we see these two faatures 

again· as antidotes to the tendency toward dispersion. The 1Bst chapter 

concentrated most on kinship, this one ex&~tnes the fonm of authority. 

BIG-HEN 

·Jn Btnumarten there Is a label fatql flraafa which literally trans­

lates: btg man. It Is a label with nuances of meaning, among these Is Its 

use as a eonventlon of polite reference for old men. It does not polnt to 
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a status whlch ts ritually embellished or unambiguously marked and there 

Is no act or event or set of them which changes a man Into a big-man. 

And there Is no commonly agreed upon set of men, all of whom and no others, 

are ca11ed bfg-men. Thts is also true for the label apeeka faslqafa which 

11tera11y means: strong man, and has an overlapping range of use. Fig.5.1 

sh~ how these labels were accorded to Binumaricn men by all other adults 

(excluding, as before, stx women} - men and women. 

These two status labels, fatqt ftraafa and apeeka fastqafa. are to 

some degree Interchangeable, but there are dltferences tn shades of meaning 

wht·ch explain the use of both of them here. tn certain contexts they are 

synonymous. One may refer to an old man respectfully as elther a blg-man 

or a strong man. although the former Is more frequently used in thls way. 

Each 1abel additionally connotes the tdeal personality type and position 

of a le~der. But a youn9er man who. carries out an Impressive action, for 

example, giving an extraordinarily large contribution to a feast occasion, 

or delivering a powerful and moving oratfon. Is most likely described as 

proving himself a strong man, apeeka faslqafa. A~d for some TndivJduals 

In certain contexts these labels may be contras~Jng, as, for example, 

'he Is a big-man, yes, but not a stronp man.• 

The fourteen men who are unambiguously clas~ed as blg-men and strong 

men by a c1ear majority of their fellows are the fourteen oldest men tn 

Blnumarten (they are listed in the table .by birth order as established 

In chapter three). The two men who are Jn equlvpcal positions, 13 and 32, 

l.e •• _classed as big-men by some but not most others. are the two men 

next tn age. More clearly than anything this suggestion of an age thresh­

hold shows the strength of the association between the appellation and age •. 



Fl9ure 5.1 

Attribution of labels apeeka fasiqafa and faiqi flraafa to each man 

Man Number of adults who consider him a 

(ordered from . ·strong man (n=83) bl9-men (n::tB4) 

youngest to a peek a fa s f q a f a falot flraafa 

oldest) 

25 ·0 0 
)1 0 0 

-19 0 0 

6 .o 0 

15 1 0 

2 '2 ·0 

17 0 0 

38 1 0 
8 0 0 

16 0 0 ,.0 0 0 

23 ·.1 0 
18 0 ·o 
3S 0 0 

39 ·1 1 

29 0 0 
10 3 

.,. 
28 ·o 1 

37 ·:s 1 

5 '3 1 

27 5 1 

33 3 1 

34 2 2 

13 26 23 
32 39 .,.8 

7 68 72 
22 69 77 
12 73 78 

" 
,.8 75 

1 69 79 
20 52 74 
3 71 82 

41 8.3 84 
1\ 67 74 
2lt 69 78 
30 77 84 
21 77 8lt 

93 74 82 

26 1S '84 
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But In spite of th1s use pattern. the charactertzatlon 'big-man' has 

-·many of the same connotations In Binumarien as it has tn the anthropological 

stereotype: a man- ttmo Is physlcBlly big, one who is strong, a hard worker. 

good hunter 1 a fierce fighter, courageous, aggressive, ~uick to anger. a 

wise man who speaks well, a man who ts generous, and 'has a name.' Clearly 

age by 1tse1f ts no guarantee of these attributes and so some men are •truly 

big' while others are only nominal btg-men. But there Is no label or title 

or unique descriptive for such truly .btg-men. and they are locally conceived 

as only prlmus tnter p~res. 

Unlike the •potlatch version• of the blg-man model suggested by Sahltns 

(-1963) 1 b1g-men do not compete for a following here. Nor do they, at least 

.tn any dramatic or overt \-tay, compete for .prestige. There ts not.!. bJ~ .. man 

to represent the community to outsiders (although this, and necessarily 

:much else. may change If the village council system becomes politically 

-effect t ve) • Nor are there bIg-men to represent groups w f t h t n B 1-numa r ten 

to or against each other. 

H lerarchv 

A formal t11ustratton of this lack of a tidy leadership hierarc·hy 

appears In the graph built on the relation which literally translates 

'goes above• but which cert~tnly does not mean 'better than' or 'boss of' 

·or anything so lnvtdtous. Perhaps the best way to gloss It is •makes 

-declslons which I fo11ow 1 or. for brevity, •advises.• This allows in 

English the Blnumarien sense that some Individuals may mutually 'go above' 

each other, I.e •• may each 'make decisions whtch the other follows' but 
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at the same time other Individuals will not 'go above' anyone, I.e., 

·will not 'make decisions \~hlch others foliO\ ... ,' will •advise• no one. The 

relation is non-symmetric. 

One m~n ts considered to advise another if the second man reports 

that he 1s advised by the first, I.e., the fonm of the question used to 

collect thls data ,.,as as 'does he go above you?' The matrix (Flg.5.2) 

·shows thls relation in the fonm suggested by the verb 'advises,' l.e •• 

each column contatns the cumulative reports of one man, while the rows 

show the total reports of a11 other men on the man defined by the row 

number. The data tn the matr1x ls to be re~d so that the row number 

gives the advisor and the column number glves the advisee. The outdegree, 

I.e., the number of pos1tlve entrles ln s row, ts most useful here since 

1t Is the sum of reports from a1l other men whtle the lndegree, I.e., the 

column's total. Is the sum of the reports of one man only. 

The matr1x (FJg.5.2 ) · ls ordered by relative age. Here agafn, the 

~1gntflcance of thls dTmenston Is evident. The outdegree of the polnts 

shows a clear correlation with relative age, but~ a directly propor­

tional o~e. For fairly young men- · a11 those who are not counted as blg­

men by any significant number of others - the outdegree or the number 

of men that such a young man advises Is small. usually zero. For the 

two men who are on the 'threshhold'of .btg-man status- at least for polite 

reference- this number jumps way up,·and·for the fourteen big-men It 

jumps markedly again; (4 is the old man who just moved to Blnumarten and 

In some ~ays Is still an outsider; 10, although a relatively young man, 

Is a KomltJ). The ordering wlthln the categories ls not a direct match 
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Figure 5.2 - The relation 1goes above• (advises) 
among men 
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with relative age, but the category boundaries are. (The middle one fs 

too small to generalize about. Probably because It ts not really a 

category but a residual lntermedrate for the ~men who are neither 

qulte young men nor old men yet.) 

The graph which this matrix can represent provides a demonstration 

of some of the properties of leadership tn Binumarlen. The fourteen men 

who are unambiguously labeled big-men. and who have the highest outdegrees 

(agaln excepting the outdegree of~), and who are the fourteen olde~t men 

In the community, form a strong component tn the digraph. That means 

that It Is possible to move along the advises relatton, leaving a man 

for his advlsee, and find steps which return to the first man. There Is 

no one btg-man at the top wlth hls 'lieutenants• below him. tlor Is the .. e 

a set of btg-men at the top "'ho each advise a set of others but are them­

selves advised by no one. 

But It ts these big-men exclusively who form the strong component. 

If the graph ts condensed, that is, tf strong components are represented 

as stngle points only (since reaching any point of such a component 

means that they are all reachable)· what remains is an 'acyclic .dlgraph' 

-a dtgraph wlth no cycles- so that once you leave ·a point you cannot 

return to lt; there ls no path back. In this case the only strong com• 

ponent ts the set of fourteen blg-men. The twenty-five rematnlng men 

are all directly advlsed by the set of blg-men. The btg·men •make de• 

ctslons whtch others follow• but not vice versa. Advtce passes down 

but not up. 

The hierarchical structure of this dfgraph ts very shallow, each of 
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ls no chain of command here. 

This system ls different from those conventionally described as · 

'hferarchtcal' or •pyramidal.' The contrast ls more than that between 

achievement and ascrtptton. And here leadership positions are not attained 

through a kind of competition whteh re~utres a leader to be ever vigilant 

end defensive of hfs status against rivals. by such means as continual 

competitive feastln9 (whlch does not occur). Nor must n big-man be care­

ful of hts obltgatlon to his followers lest they defect to another (which 

does not happen). It 1s not just the manner of recruitment to statuses 

within the system nor the manner In whleh such statuses are maintained 

which dtsttngulshes the leader•follo\>~er arrangements In Blnumarten from 

the leader-follower arrangements In 'chiefly' or 'pyramfdaJ• organfz~tTons • 

. It Is the very structure of the arrangements that contrast. 

Eaeh leader does not have an exclusive ~roup of followers. Nor is 

the arran~ement •segmentary• In the sense that the occupant of a leader­

ship posltton ls defined by hls relatlons to Ja group of followers at the 

operative 1eve1 of tncluston (I.e:. where ·~randfather•s brother• betng, 

say, the oldest or the patrtline Is the leader~ except when tt•s our 

side against his side and then •grandfather' leads our slde agafnst hls 

brother's stde). · 

In Btnumar len leader-fo 11 O\-ter relatIons are sImp 1 y lnterpersona 1 

dyads. T~ere are no groups of followers. And .partictpation In one 

leade~follower dyad does not restrict participation In others. Here 

there Is no .. coterie of loyal. lesser men11 (Sahllns 1~63:289). Fo-llowers 
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cannot be exploited because they do not form a group and so cannot be . 

concerned for their own standing or security in the publlc achievement 

of a leader. Leader-follower relations are two-~lded, they are personal, 

they are between indtvtduals, not with1n groups. 

Communication Among Big-Men 

Within the set of fourteen big-men the organization of regular 

communication Is of special importance. Publlc decisions are made fn 

public discussion. Ideally, this happens when consensus Is reached but 

~re often with general, If not complete. acquiescence among those most 

-
directly concerned In the Issue. Any adult, though women speak rarely, 

may participate. 

One of the most Important political functions that btg-men perform 

ts In affectlng these publlc discussions and shaping resultant courses 

of action. The discussions are of two general types. First there may be 

some sort of wrong to be righted, amended, or recompensed, e.g., a 

physical Injury, garden damage by another's pig. d_fsputed ownership of 

a tree. Or second th~re may be some. sort of community action to be 

organtzed• e.g., a feast, a dlspute over boundaries wlth a neighboring 

community. 

Although public discussions or •courts' are always the setting for 

such actlvttles, much discussion- probably the most significant- occurs 

In fairly casual Intercourse and gossip before these courts. It · Is mostly 

In this way that big-men Influence each other and also gauge general 
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opinion. A reputation for wisdom ts based on directing and persuasively 

backln~ the proper settlement of Issues debated In these discussions. 

{Although men may fail to Involve themselves, and be approved for such 

actlon, when It 1s a dispute between two of thelr close kinsmen which 

Js debated publlca11y.) 

For these reasons the communication network among big-men 1s of 

special Importance. Those men who habitually place themselves stra­

tegically In such a network to be fully Informed of and to Influence 

the thtnklng of their colleagues are the men who will have the strongest 

affect on public affairs. 

A graph of the relation 1 hab1tua11y consults• was derived as 

follows: each Individual was asked to report 'does he habitually talk 

to you {of Important things)?'; two adults are consldcred to 'habitually 

consult' each other If each, 1ndependent1y, affirmed this behavior of 

the other. 

The matrix dfsplaylng this graph over blg-men is shown Jn Flg.5.3. 

Following It Js the distance matrix (Flg.5.4 ), calculated from the 

adjacency matrix of the graph so that the entries in the cells show 

the distance, I.e., the number of steps In the shortest path between 

points which define the cell. A 1 is entered If they are directly adja­

cent, 2 If there 1s one Intervening point, and so on. All the entries 

In the last two rows and columns are Infinity since these men are 

Isolates, they hRbltually consult with no one else In this set and so 

they are not reachable from any other point, t.e., the distance between 

them and the other points Is Infinite. 
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Figure 5.3- The relation 'habltuatly consults• among big-men 
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·Figure ·s.4- The relation 1 habltua11y consults• among big-men 
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The rows and columns in the matrix In Ftg.S.Jare ordered from the 

highest to lowest degree. the point {man) appearing first, top and left. 

has the highest degree, t.e., ts directly adjacent to the largest number 

of points. whlch means he directly consults with the greatest number of 

his colleagues. This order of the points maintained for the drstance 

matrix also sho~~ decreasing centrality or tncrcaslng pertpherality. 

c·entraJ I ty can be measured In two d t fferent ways. Fi r.st t t c11n be mea-

~ured In terms of the associated number of a point. The associated number 

Is the 1ongest distance between a_ point and any other reachable potnt in 

the set. · Isolates are not reachable. Those points with smaller associAted 

numbers are more central than those with larger assoctated numbers. The 

central point, or points. ls the one with the lowest associated number. 

Seco~d • - centra 11 ty can be measured t n terms of the to ta 1 dis tc-nce fr.om 

a point to alJ other reachable points, t~e., the sum of the shortest 

p·aths wh1ch are the entries ln the distance matrix (Harary 1959; Pitts 1965) . 

Centrality ls Important here sin<;e lt tells us somethln9 about the 

.effectiveness with whlch a man transmits opinion and receives information. 

·Each lnt~rmedtary has his own lnte~ests and hts own view of any_ mat_ter. 

Thts w111 constrain the Influence he brings to bear and his Interpretation 

of other views. The fewer the intermediaries the more effective the trans-

mtsston of the message between t~ro men. The more clearly they understand 

each other's position the more strongly they can exert influence. 

the second· measure of centrality provides a more complete (though 

st111 partial) order of the points. It provides the most Information 

about the relative Influence of big-men on community declstons. 



275 . 

Five ways Tn which relative social standing tn Binumarlen can be 

measured have been discussed. They are 1) the number of times a man 

ls labeled a big-man by other Btnumarien adults, 2) the number of times 

a man Is labeled a strong man by other Blnumarten adults, 3) relative 

age,~) the number of other adult men a man 'goes above• or 1 advlses,• 

and 5) a man•s relative centrality In the network of influence and 

t~ntcatlon among bfg-men. 

P rodu·c t f on Re 1 at J on s 

There are two other Important measures to be constdered. In the 

last chapter the wide ran~e In number of habltual cooperation relations 

which men have was noted and argued to be associated with variations 

In po11tlca1 standing. The fourteen men who are unambiguously labeled 

big-men and strong men can be ranked according to the number of re­

lations of cooperation which they have. Slnce the bimodal pattern 

associated with actlvttfes which allow labor tnvestlng for political 

return Is associated wtth three activities: raising pigs, building 

new gardens, and garden malntenanc~ (see rt~s. ~.3, 7, 9, In the pre­

~edlng chapter), these activities are used as a basts fQr ranking. A 

sln9le Index can be constructed by summing a man's degree on each of 

these aetlvltfes. These scores can then be ranked. These relations of 

cooperation have polltlcal Importance In two ways. First they may be 

considered potential avenues of influence. And second they indicate 

Increments of labor expended and so Increments of product. More goods 

mean Increasing generosity and "generosity creates leadership by 
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creating followershtp 11 (Sahltns 1968:88). 

There Is another calculation which can be made from the same data. 

It is not Independent of the index just discussed but It ts different 

and It does focus on an as ect of speciaJ Importance. Although all the 

relations of cooperation which a man has are of significance, the ones 

whfch extend outside his own hamlet may be especially important for his 

poiJttcal status In the community. These are the tles which may give 

him wlde-ranglng Influence and they ·may reflect more clearly his 

~ommunlty standtn~ and ambitions. These tles are especially critical 

In Btnumarten because tn the absence of corporate groups to deftne an 

extended solidarity. some arrangement Js needed to bolster the alle­

giances of ego-centrtc kinship. These latter ties based on ego-centric 

connection are fragile because they are Individual rather than group 

concerns, and because one tie Is not necessarily retnforced by a set 

of ties running In parallel. The cooperation relatlons which men of 

ambition have outside thetr own hamlet are tles which lace the community 

together. Some of these are tles wtth quite dtstant kinsmen. As Sahlins 

has pointed out. the regular relationship between kfnship distance and 

cooperation discussed tn the last chapter Is distorted ~y features of 

'rank.• Ambttlous men cooperate not only more, but more widely than do 

or.dlnary men. This last tendency is approximately measured by ranking 

men on the number of cooperation relations which they have outside 

theIr own hamlet. 

Watson's comments about the pollttcal aspect of such re1ations tn 

·the Talrora•speaklng community of Ablera apply here. 
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The nebwork of an individual may be large or small. One could 

devise more refined measures for such a network, such ~s spatial 
range of the net,~rk, frequency or Intensity of interaction, 
8nd possibly a scale of different kinds of interaction •••• 
The network of an lnfluentra1 man ••• Involves relations with 
~bers of more divisions and wlth more members of a given 
dtvtsion, as a rule, than that of a man of ~mall influence 
([1967] 1971:259). 

Seven Measures 

Ve have then seven measures of the relatt.ve standing of men. Each of 

these measures Indicates some·thlng slightly different about a man's 

social position. The rankJngs are displayed In Ffg.5.5for the fourteen 

men most generally agreed to be blg-men. 

The number of SlnumarJen \ihO accord the label big-man to someone 

provides a rankin~ which tells us something about a man•s relattve local 

presttge. It depends first on age but then other factors. other personal 

characteristics seem to be considered. 

The rank on number of Blnumarlen who accord someone the label strong 

man again tells us something about .1oca1 · opinions or a man's qualltles. 

This also vartes ftrst wtth age but then other factors of personal Identity 

are Involved. 

A rank on the number of men whom a man 'goes above' tells us the 

number of men who .are regularly Influenced as Individuals by hls advice 

and direction. Yet thls ts not the same as a man's community Influence, 

and this Is In no sense the size of hls •followtng,' for a single man ts 

advised by many men. 
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Values and ranks of 'blg-men• on seven relative status measures 
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Rank1ng on the distance a man•s _oplnfons tend to travel to reach 

all other bt~-men and the distance thetr opinions must travel to reach 

·hJm is an lndex of a man's relative lnfluenee on and Intelligence about 

the old men of the community. Thls Is pr~bably the best index of a man•s 

·1 nft uence on communIty dect s lon.s. 

The number of cooperation relations a man has provides a ranking 

which tells us directly about his productlve Industry and lndlrect1y 

about his generosity. 

The ranking based on numbers of cooperation relatlons outslde a man•s 

own hamlet Js perhaps the best 1ndex of his wider polttlca1 ambition, not 

Just to be known for hard "10rk and generostty but to be w·tde1y kno\..m for 

those q.ualltles. 

Each of the seven measures provides a ranking of men and none of the 

seven rank J ngs t s precIse 1 y the same. That need not mean, ·however, that 

leade~shlp• Influence, prestige, and so on. are sltuatlonally deflned, 

varying from context to context. If the rank order established for each 

of these seven measures Is corre~ated wlth alt .the others, an Important 

pattern emerges. Consider Ftg.5.6 • Thts Is a matrix display of the 

Speanman•s r values for the correlation of all pairs of ranks. Although 

all the ranktngs ·are different, the seven measures can be divided Into 

two sets which show strong correlations internally but ~·tth minimal or 

non·slgntftcant correlations between them. This suggests that there are 

two dtstlnct, Independent bundles of feature·s which are relevant to 

po1tttcal standing In Blnu~arlen. One of these bundles underlles and 

dlr.ects the ranktng of men on some of these measures. The other bundle 
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Figure 5.6 

Correlations between seven measures of relative status 
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underlies and directs ranking on the rest of the measures. 

Personal Characteristics 

The ranklngs of the · f~rst four measures are slgntflcantly assocfated 

wlth e~ch other for all but one pair at least at ·the .05 level. These 

f.our measures are 1) the number of Blnumarlen who label a man a strong 

man, ·2) the number of Binumarten who label a man a bl9•man, 3) the number 

of men whom a man .1 goes above• or •advises,• a~d ~) relative age. These 

f~ui ranks can be paired stx ways. The only one of the six patrs whlch 

Is ~ot significantly associated Is the ranking by age with the ranking 

by 1 goes above.' But each of these two ·rank t ngs are sIgn 1ft cant ly 

associated wlth the other two rankings, I.e., rank by ttmes labeled 

a strong man and rank by times labeled a btg-man. 

The bundle of features which underly these ranklngs seem to be, 

first. of course, age. and then a set of feat~res which, ltke age, have 

less to do wtth poltttcal actions and actlvlttes than with other things. 

Rather than the things a man does to gatn or hold a posltlon of leader-

shJp these ranklngs seem to have more to do wlth attributes and ties a 

man has or does not have 1 positions he Is In, no matter what his politl• 

cal activity and ambition. 

- These are things 1 Ike the number of sen I or and j un tor c 1 ose "k Ins­

men a man has. For example, 7's father. 26, is still alive which prevents 

him from. being tn a tru.ly senior pos itlon and so lowers hts rank. And 3 

Js the oldest ~tving member of a remarkably prolific family (see chapter 

three) whtch underlines his seniority and so raises his rank. 
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~other variable here is ori~ins. For example, ~ Js an outsider only 

Just moved to Binumarien; 93 and 24 came to Blnumarten from elsewhere. 

And so, the relative ranks of these men are reduced. 

Anothe~ factor Is persona1tty. The ranks of 20, an eternal clown, 

-
and 11, a very shy man. are lowered due to these character traits. 

And finally, positions a man holds tn social arrangements not tra­

ditionally Btnumarlen affect his standing ~ccordlng to these measures. 

The last luluat, following his father before htm, was 12. He ts now the 

B1numarlen member of the Kalnantu village council, and by virtue of that 

posltton he Is the 'government's representative• In Blnumarlen. As a 

result, hts rank ls raised. The cook and housekeeper for the Oatridges, 

the family afftltated wtth the Summer lnstltute of linguistics. who 

have a house In Blnumarlen and spend severa1 months a year there, ts 30. 

He dispenses medicine from their store when they are away. And so hts 

status Is elevated. One of the offices of ~lti Is held by 22. This Is 

a government position and hts duty Is to •enforce• the rules of the 

government reported by the councilor. He, 22, ls also active Jn the 

m1ss1on. holding a position tn the· church. These positions affect the 

r.anklng. 

Such features are a11 more like personal characteristics than ltke 

personal achievements. They have more to do with what a man 1 1s 1 than 

1what he does.• They a11 Indicate that cert~in degrees of respeet a~e 

appropriate (or inappropriate). 
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Reputation for Achievement 

The other three measures rank men by lndustry. actton, activity. 

They rank a man by what he does. They are all derived directly from 

activities: cooperation in roductlon, relations of cooperation outside 

one's own hamlet, distance tn a network of communication from other big­

men based on a map of who consults regularly with whom on Important 

matters. Ranking here ts established on the basts of act(on. For these 

measures htgh rank comes from achievement. Inherent qualltles of age. 

or personality, situational features, or accidents of fertl1lty and 

longevity are not decisive for a man 1 s rank on these Indicators. 

Standing Is achieved, not ascribed. It Is self-created, a consequence 

of ambitious Industry and accomplishment. 

lmp1Jcatlons 

The_re seem to be two lndependent sets of crlterla for evaluatln9 a 

man's relative standing. The presence of these two different standards 

of evaluation emphasizes the rudtmentarlness of Btnumarlen big-men form 

of leadership. Strathern (1971) shews that the label 1 big-man' ls not 

applied by courtesy to all old men tn Melpa. There the second kind of 

criteria are clearly dominant. In Melpa, a man•s standing depends direct-

-1y on what he does. Personal charactertsttcs are signlftcant for political 

standing there only to the extent that they facilitate politically 

appropriate behaviors. The attributes alone don't count. There dre no 

nomlnal blg•men. 

The btg-man status fs rudimentary In Binumarlen. Achievement and 
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generosity are rewarded with prestige, Influence, authority. There are 

hlg•men of standing•' truly big-men. But prestige comes also In other 

ways. There are nominal big-men as well. Hen whose age and other affllt-

attons suggest th~y ·be accorded respect. It seems clear that the rudi-

mentary development of the big-man ·status here Is systematically connected 

to general features of Blnumarlen social organization. The size of the 

political arena ls very limiting. Ambitious men tn Bfnumarlen have no . 

Intercommunity network of compettttve feasting or exchange to manipulate. 

This means that the amount of disparity between btg-men of standing and 

others 1s limited. 

The ftndln~s of Wirsing's recent cross-cultural study are relev~nt 

here. lte says 11 that the degree of power maximal po1ittca1 authorities 

can exert ts a function of the number of hierarchically structured 

political teams wfthtn a po11tlca1 system11 (1973:163). 

\~en a society ••• becomes more complex, primary grou~s,[t.e., 
·the sma I 1 est superf ami II a 1 te.rr 1 tor I a I un t t s] tend to become 
politically Integrated with a concomitant Increase In the 

.,power of the max lma 1 po 1 It I ca 1 authority. One reason for this 
lnerea~e may be the social and territorial distance that has 
been created between highest authorities and subordinates 
(Wirsing 1973:1.57). 

In other words, the scale of the system places limits on the posstble 

differentiation between leaders and others. and so tn Blnumarten It limits 

the elaboration of leadership statuses. 

·ft'ur Men 

T.here are four men of special 1nterest here because of the way they 

are ranked. Holdlng the top rank on four of the seven measures ls ~1. 
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He Is near the middle of the 1big-men• In age, ranks second on relations 

of cooperation in production outside his own hamlet because he is the 

on1y man who is resident ·in two hamlets, and is just barely outranked 

by 21 In the number of men he •goes above.• Jf Btnumarten were asked 

1who Is thetr big-man.• 1 have no doubt he would be named by the vast 

majority. tn the top three ranks on all the me~sures and In the top 

two on five of them. t~ 21. ·He Is clearly outstanding. Also of Interest 

Is 2~, because he ranks In the top three on three of the measure~ a~d 

yet Is much lower on the others. Finally, 12 Is of specta1 Interest 

because he Is the one man who holds the offlctaJ position which the 

government defines as that of community authority. He Is the councilor. 

The Councilor, 12 

The councilor, 12, gains prestige from his ~urrent position and from 

the fact that he was the last 1uluat. Btnumarten still refer to and 

address h1m by that title. Hts father, Flrla, held the position of 

lulual before h1m. Flrla was probably a much stronger personality than 

his son but even during hts tenure 41 was a more effective leader. He, 

~1, had worked on the coast, learned Neo-Me1anesian. and was the major 

foree ln returning the B1numarlen from .thefr scatter. largely to exile 

In the Markham after the government took away most of thelr fighting 

men ln the 30's. He had been gtven the office, the 'hat,• of _tultul by 

_ the government officers. And although tultuls were. in theory, to be 

executives working at the direction of luluais, this was more or less 

reversed in Blnumarten. There ts a note ln the ~7/~8 patrol report K4 

of Officer H. H. Jackson that the Dlnumarien tultul ·~as become a 
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meddler In everybody 1 s affairs and even travels through neighborino 

villages attempting to be a kind of paramount Julualu (1947/48:8}. Vhen 

Flrla died. hts son, 12 1 was given the luluat's hat, and later the 

posttton of viJ1age council r. He ts more a •quiet intellectual' than 

a man of action. He has learned to read K~te. the FJnschhafen 1anguage 1 

which 1s used by the Black Lutheran Hlssion. He ts respected for his 

accomplishments and hts posltton but he Ts not considered a man of great 

practical wlsdom and It ls not to him. but other big-men. most often 41, 

to whom people usually turn for the settlement of difficulties. 

'The BJooest Bfo-Han, ~1 

In every way 1 41 1s an exceptional man. \~en he was very young 

he realized the tnevltabtlity of the white encroachment and he con-

tracted to work for the wh1te man on the coast. He was one of the first 

to . learn Neo-Me1aneslan and when he returned to the Highlands he worked 

as a carrter, a hunter, and a translator for patrol officers. He ts 

a 'man wlth a name.' When two men from Mendf came to vlstt BJnumar·ten 

In search of feathers, they came asking to see 41. He Is not only a 

man of physical strength and wit but he has a local reputation for 

generosity and concern for the welfare of others~ Even women and 

children come to see htm when they are troubled. 

An Old Han of Standlnp., 21 

I did not know 21 well. Unlike most other men In ·Binumarten, he does 

not speak Neo-Melanestan. His local stature ts entirely dependent on his 
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old reputation as a fighter and on hts patterns of behavior almost 

·entirely within the traditlonal bounds of BJnumarien social action. He 

cannot talk directly to any of the government's men or any other out-

slder and yet - because the system does retain its Integrity 1n spite 

.of the end of fighting and the length of contact - he ts a ~ery Important 

~an of standtn~. He and q1 are qutte close u they are traceable kinsmen 
" 

· (~l's matrilateral grandfather's brother was 21's patrtlatera1 grand-

father) and this ts to the benefit of both: this ts not a system of 

competition between btg-men of standing. But In sptte of ht~ apparent 

-~onserva.tlsm, 21 Is Involved wfth the mission and holds a position In 

the church. On the other hand, ~1 remains wary of the mission and 

'Unconvinced of lts teachlngs. 

~ Old Outsider, 24 

Although 12; 41, and 21 were born and raised n~ong others of the 

Blnumarlen community, 24 ts a late-comer. He came to Binumarien with his 

wlfe. -~9, as a refugee from Omama when that community was destroyed ln 

war. In spite of this he Is a blg-man of standing. Although he speaks 

fluent Neo-Melanestan- unlike 21 ~he Is the most antagonistic of the 

three to whites. Althouph he was always quite civil to me, he often made 

•t clear that 'different skins• latd down an Inviolable barrier. 

The Status of Btq-Man and Wealth 

· Big-men of standing In Btnumarien are no't wealthy. As Flg.4.1 ln 

· chapter four sho~, variations of wealth are not sJgnJftcant 1n Blnumarlen. 
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Here there are neither rich nor poor. That figure shows the distribution 

of personal property ltems In the community. It clearly Indicates that 

the variation is not only low, but that where variation does occur it 

Is not correlated wtth community status. Big-men are not rich nor are 

they the richest. This property census was carried out durlng one 

continuous pertod. Numbers of everythlng, perhaps especially pigs, 

fluctuate a gr~at deal. But there ts .no pig cycle and the fluctuations 

are ·rndtvldua·t. not patterned In common for the whole community. The 

parttculars of- the dtstrlbutton change but not.tts general character. 

Hard Work and r,eneroslty 

·the defining Importance of hard work and generosity for the status 

of true big-men Is emphasized In the way bJg-men from 1 b~fore' are de­

scrlbed. Attributes like fierceness are often mentioned and great size 

Is usually emphasized (and often lightness of sktn). But always distln­

gulshlng features are.·1abor-tnvestlng (and the physical vigor and stature 

to a-llow thts), and the generosity which results. This was underscored 

by the praise given to one old woman. She was well past her prime and 

had a frail look about her, compounded by a palsy which gave her the 

· head and hand tremors of the very old. I was amazed at her physical 

strength. the Incredibly large loads I often saw her carry, and expressed 

· my wonder to t.l. He told me that. since the death of her husband many 

years ago, she had been extremely Independent, refusing to marry the men 

who tried to claim her. He said that she was like a truly big-man ln 

the rich stze of her contributions to community feasts and her regular 

. sizeable partlc1patlon In marriage exchanges. 
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Generosity Is emphasized In the occastona1 imbalance of exchanges, 

where the individual of higher standing or greater ambition accepts a 

smaller return or offers an unusually large one. This same asymmetry 

Is Indicated In the behavior of a host at his feast. He provides lavJsh 

amounts of food, If It l in excess of the consumption capaclt(es of 

the guests all the better. But he does not himself eat much. and then 

only some vegetables. At the same time, late arrival and lack of eager­

ness to eat are the best manners for the guests. It would be most Im­

proper for anyone to attend two feasts In the same day or to eat meat 

twice tn one day. But astde from the etiquette of feasts there ts no 

rule about eating one's o\\·n plgs here. In fact, one woman (70) refused 

-absolutely to ever eat any beef, or any pigs other than her own. She 

maintained that she could only eat an animal whose face she knew. 

BIQ•Men and Kinship 

If we examined the cooperation relations of a11 men on the three 

actlvlttes which show the blmoda1 pattern of differential labor investJng: 

caring for pigs, building new gardens, and garden maintenance (Figs. 4.2~ 3, 

6• 7, 81 9) we see that It Is not only some of the men .labeled 1 blg-men 1 

who are In the labor Investing half of the distribution. There are some 

younger men as well. 

There are 12 men who are labor Investing, I.e., with more 'than the mean 

number of cooperation relations In F(gs .. 4.3, . 7, 9. chapter ~. ·on ~11 three 

activities. Seven of these are blg-men, the b1g·men of standing, 41, 21, 

24, 11, 93 1 12, 30. All of the remaining are close kinsmen of these seven 

labor Investing btg-men. They are ~It sons: 38 and 33 are sons of 41; 
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19 and 23 are sons of 30; 2 Is the son of 93. In addition to being the 

sons of 30, who. though labor-tnvestlng, ranks relatively tow on It, the 

two men 19 a~d 23 are affected by thetr close ties to ~1 wtth whom they 

·are mood~a oosana (see the two preceding chapters). Strathern speaking 

of the development of blg-m n In Helpa where Hoka exchanges are crftical, 

~&kes a suggestion which fits here. He says that fathers do not ttever 

elaborately teach or train their sons to become big-men; It Is a matter 

of emulatlon an·d personal abll tty. \.Jhat we can perhaps suggest ls that a 

big-man stimulates others .. (1971:211). 

There Is a ktnd of devl~tlon ampllftcatton at work In the system. It 

operates to Increase the difference between sets of labor Investors and 

those who are non-Investing. But because of the scale of the system and 

the absence of arrangements like competitive feasts or ritual exchanges 

the dJspartty between labor Investors ~nd others has a buJ1t-ln eel1lng. 

tlevertheless 1 .this Impetus to work. to cooperate, to share provtded by 

t~e kinship proxfmity of labor tnvesttng blg-men is an additiona l way In 

whteh this form of authority counteracts tendencies to underproduction 

and dispersion In the Infrastructure of the system. ~ 

The form of leadershlp 1n Btnumarien takes Its character from the 

kinship base whl~h shapes a11 aspects of sociaJ organization. '~he struc­

ture Is generallzedu (Sahltns 1968:15). A big-man of standing does not 

cerry out actions which d1st1n~uish him qualitatlvely from other people, 

rather he Is 11a paragon among kinsmen" (Sahllns 1972:133). "Insofar as the 

society 1_s corrmltted to ktn relatlonshlps, morally It Is committed to 

generosity; whoever. therefore, ts ttberal automatically merits the 

genera t esteem" (Sah 1 l ns 1972 :.133). 
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Blg•men of standing cooperate more and more widely than do ordinary 

men. It Is not the cooperation Itself but rather Its tntenslty which Is 

extraordinary. The last chapter showed that ktnshlp distance Is an 

excellent predictor of the probability of cooperation between men Jn 

general. Stnce the difference between the cooperation patte~ns of big­

men of standing and other men Is not a qualitative but rather a quanti­

tative one, the general pattern holds for btg~men of standing as well. 

Agaln 1 the three cooperation re1atlons which display the bimodal ten­

dency, cooperation Jn raising pigs, cooperation· In bulldtng,new gardens, 

and garden maintenance, are used to demonstrate this pattern (Ftg.5.7). 

The correlation coefficients are as high for the seven big-men of 

standing as they are for men In general (Ftg.S.8). 

But there 1s a difference between the cooperation patterns of btg-

men of standing ~nd other men. They cooperate wlth more other people and 

they cooperate with more distant kin. As Sahllns has pointed out: 

Klnshtp distance. while perhaps stgnlftcant is not decisive. 

Something may be said for rank ••• It Is useful to Isolate and 

separately constder these factors ••• But with this provtso: 

propositions about the covartatJon of klnshlp dlst~nce or of 

ktnshlp rank and reciprocity may be argued separately. even 

valtdated separately ••• but the propositions do not present 

themselves separately in fact (1972:205)~ 

Political standtng makes a difference ln the effect of kinship 

distance. Thts difference Is Illustrated by the comparfson of two 

/ regression lines, one drawn to best fit the assoctatlon between the ratio 

of eooperattng pairs Involving blg-men of sta~dlng and ktnshtp distance, 

and one drawn to best ftt the association -between the ratio of cooperating 

pairs tnvo1vtng only other men and kinship distance. Only the Interval 

scale 1 categories 0- 6 all~ the assumption of a straight line as the 
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Figure S.8 • ~orrelatton between ratio of cooperating pa1rs and 
kinship distance, bTg·men contrasted with other men 
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best fitting curve, and so only these ratlos are used ln the calculatron 

of the least-squares lines. The Figs. 5.9a, b, c show such a pair of lines 

calculated for each of the polltlca1ly significant production activities. 

These pairs of Jines can be compared by slope and by elevation. The 

slopes ·of the lines Indicate the way In which kinship distance affects the 

probability of cooperation. As Inspection suggests, and the! ratios confirm, 

the slopes of the lines do not differ significantly for a glven acttvfty. 

An Increment of kinship distance makes about the same amount of difference 

In the probability of cooperation for bJg-men of standing as~ 1t does for 

ordinary men. However, Inspection sh~1s a difference In elevation whlch Is 

partially confirmed by the t statlstlcs. While the elevations of the lines 

do not differ significantly for cooperation In building new gardens, the 

difference approaches significance for cooperation tn raising pigs and ls 

c1ear1y significant for cooperation fn garden maintenance. The heights of 

the regression lines Indicate the probable amount of cooperation per dis­

tance category_. HIgher regress ton 11 nes ca 1 co 1 a ted for b f g-men of stand I ng 

show that they cooperate more, with more close k1nsmen. with more distant 

kinsmen, wtth kinsmen at a greater distance,than do ordinary men. 

The similarity of the slopes emphasizes that kinship distance plays 

a central role In organizing cooperation. But other variables, like polit1-

ca1 status,affect the probability of cooperation as well. Big-men of standing 

cooperate more and more widely among their kinsmen than do other men. (This 

has the evolutionary lmpltcatton that Increasing differences of rank are 

associate~ with Increasing numbers and breadth of sharing and cooperation 

r.elattons, which, In turn, are associated with higher levels of production.) 
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Figure 5.9 

a. Cooperatfon tn ralst·ng plgs 
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THE Bf~-HAN POLITICAL ECONOMY 

·In Blnumarten btg-men of standing {and youn9 men who aspfre to gatn 

community respect) display generosity In socially significant ways. e.g •• 

~ by paying lavishly to compensate wron9s 0 by refusing compensation which 

.··1 may be owed them. But for the most part relations of stgntftcant Inter­

action between adults and certainly habltual cooperation and sharing 

relations are 1tterel1y reclprocal. This, In the sense that over time 

each party contributes ·a more or less fair share. Generosity In giving 

·requires generosity returned. So It ts the number and extent of the 

shar1ng relations of btg-men of standing which deftne that status and 

shape the whole system. ~Polttfcally ambttrous men share labor with more 

other men and more distant kinsmen and wlth more non-neighbors than 

·anyone else. 

·rhts Is a crucial char~cterlstlc of both the economtc and the 

po11t1ca1 aspects of Blnumarlen social organization. Econ~~lcal1y It Js 

. ~ruclal because 1t Is these relations which link most of the separate 

parts of the community together through a few vtta1 cooperation relations 

whtch strengthen the organization of productJon and do not allow lt 

- ~reater freqmentation. And It Is the cooperation relations of these men 

that multJply the obligations of reciprocity for labor within the com­

munJty and so multlply the total amount of productive 1abor expended 

·with a resulting Increase fn the level of production. Politically it is 

crucial. The sense of, and the facts of community. of Binumar1en as 

single whole rather than a set of them, ts dependent on the re1atfons 

of these blg•men which cross-cut hdm1ets and whlch connect smaJl 

sets of kinsmen. 



' . 
I 

i 

299 

REDISTRIBUTION 

The Btnumarlen polltlcal economy 1s not a redistributive one (Polanyi 

1957. Sahllns 1972). But differences of political standing are just as 

baste to the operation of systems of the type displayed· here as they are 

In redlstrlbutlve ones. In BJnumarten big-men do not act as a central 

hand whtch gathers In ~nd reallocates. And there are no ritual cycles 

which act themselves as a 'central hand 1 for blg-men to manipulate. 

Here differences of poltttcal standing rest not on relative centricity 

In distribution arran9ements. but participation 1n more and wtder flung 

eoope~atton relations. Wl'thout btg-men of -standing the total number of 

reciprocal cooperation and sharing relations ln the system. the crucial 

antidote to underproduction, would be drastically reduced. And without 

.btg-men of standtng Blnumflrlen would dissolve Into many unco~nected sets 

of co-producers who would lack any economic or political basis for 

community and might be routed by other larger groups or digested by them. 

Btnumarlen blg-men are not •center men.• The system at the supra-

household level ls not one or Polanytan redlstrfbutlon. Here big-men of 

standtng are men who go beyond the ordinary ln the number of oblt~atlons 

of cooperation and sharing they have. and the kinship and spatial distance 

across which these relations extend. 

BIG-HEN AND BIG-MEN 

In classic descriptions of b1g-men and big-man systems such as Slual 

(011ver 1955)e although the mode of recruitment to leadership posttlons Is 
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d1 st inct T vet the forma 1, l.e., morpho log t ca 1 d t fference bet\-..een the pa.ttern 

of transactions and obltgatlons of big-men and chiefs fs not clear. This 

leads Sahllns to remark that uchlefly redlstributton ls not different In 

principle from klnshlp rank reciprocity ••• Chiefly redistribution Js a 

centralized, formal organlzatfon of kinship rank reclproctttes ••• the 

apparent course of wisdom ls to hin9e our characterizations - of rank 

rectprocltfcs versus a system of redistribution - on formal differences 

In the centralization process, end In this way to resolve the evolutionist 

lssue11 (1972:209). What he means by 1 central1zntlon process• becomes 

c1earef· as he contrasts Sluat as an example of klnshlp rank with Nootka 

as an example of redistribution: 

The thin line of difference Js this: the Nootka leader ls an 

office holder In a lineage (house group), hts following Is 

this corporate ~roup, and his central economic position ls 

ascribed by right of chiefly due and chiefly obligation. So 

centricity Is built tnto the structure. tn Stuai lt Js per­

sona 1 ach 1 evemen t. The fo 11 ow J n9 1 s an achievement - a res u·l t 

of generosity bestowed - the leadershlp an achievement, the 

whole structure as such will dissolve with the demise of the 

pivotal big-man ••• 

Vhere kinship rank reciprocity Is latd down by office and 

political grouplng and becomes sut qeneris by virtue of 

customary duty, it takes on a dTStlnctive character, the 

distinctive character may be. usefully named- chiefly re­

distribution (1972:209). 

The Btnumarlen case (and others like it) ta~e on a special slgntft-

cance here. Stual political and economic organization rs very similar to 

chiefly redistribution in Its synchronic structure. The followe~s are 

clearly a group with the blg-man at the center. Powe11 1 s emphasis on the 

role of achievement In Trobriand leadership (1960) suggests an organi­

zation Intermediate to btg-man systems of the Slual type and chiefly 

systems of the Polynesian type. The central position of leaders Is 
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accept many decisions of a blg·man because he persuades them that the 

deelsrons are wise, not because he orders and they obey. A personal 

relationship with a bi9-~n Is something bet\'leen the t\«> partfes to the 

relattonshtp and each Is held accountable for his reciprocal obligations 

pend1ng the termination of the relationship (see Strathern l-971 for a 

description of the same thing among the Helpa). 

Such a relationship has no hlnt of speelal allegiances, a man has 

such relations with other men and It Is very ll~ely that he has such a 

relationship with more than one btg-man. If he ls himself a big-man 

then certainly he has special sharing relattons~Jps with other blg-men. 

In systems of the type Blnumarten exempltftes the sharlng relations of 

big-men are not redlstrlbutive In the Polanylan sense. 

But on the other hand there Is something beyond the simply egalitarian 

here. The 'differences In rank 1 associated with the presence of big-men 

of standing are attached to a higher number and wider spread of reciprocal 

obligations for these men. The fact that there are such positions, that 

there are such differences In ~ank, means that the total number of shartn~ 

relattons In the system is markedly htgher than lt would be tn an •ega11· 

tartan' system. And the $lze of the community ts greater than 1t could be 

without these distinctions of 'rank.' The wider shartn~ relations of a 

few hold together a system of this size, preventing Its fragmentation. 

Thts greater number of cooperation and sharing relations provides both 

political cohesion and an upward push on the level of production. 

The result Is less powerful cohesion and less of a production tn-
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crease than would be provided by redlstrlbutlon as a form of orqanlzntion 

above the household. But. on the other hand, It Is more cohesion and more 

pressure on production than the sort given by the 'kinship rank rcclproclty• 

which Is llmtted to ~enea1ogtcnl (or probob1y most often a9e) rank. ond 

characterizes •e~alltarlan bands.• 
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This concluding chapter considers again the role of kinship Jn 

CHNC organizations. Then the flndlngs of the study are summa rized. And 

the chapter ends wtth some remarks on the significance of the research. 

KltiSHIP rN C~ING 

The preceding chapters have shown how slgnlflcant sorts of social 

Interaction 1n Blnumarlen are regulnr and predictable. Sex, age, and 

ego-centric kinship relations organize restdence. cooperatiQn, and 

sharing. Prestl~e. authority and Influence are associated with sex. 

age. personal characteristics. and wJth productive Industry and 

generosity. E~o-centrlc kinship t1es, more wtde1y activated by men 

of amblt1on (and their famlltes) provide a 'generalized structure' 

which organizes and regulates a wide range of nctlvttles. 

The demonstration of these re~u1arltles and their ktnshlp base fs 

~~ of some area 1 Importance. Assert tons that sma 11 sea 1 e, se 1 f-subs t s tence 
! I 

produc1ng communities are expected to have a klnshlp oriented social 

organization are widely accepted In anthropology. But there has been 

objection to the application of these generalrzatlons to CHNG without 

specJal qualifications. 

One of the major themes In the CHNG literature of the last few 

years has been an argument about the use of models and concepts derived 

from study tn other parts of the world to New .r.ufnean materials. De 

. lepervanche. havlng softened an earlier {1967) position still says 

"New Guineans are flexlb1e In conceptualizing their soclal relations; 
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but the anthropological analytical vocabulary Is perhaps too rtgtd and 

Inflexible" (1973:5}. And langness says that "these societies cannot be 

analyzed In terms of existing theorles of political organization. Such 

theories do not all~ for a de~ree of flexibility unprecedented In the 

ethnographIc 11 teratur_e"' (1973: 168). 

Such partt~ulartztng. Ideographic poslttons are mafntalned rn spite 

of the appearance of lucid and powerful arguments to the contrary 

.(especially Sshltns 1965). La Fontaine reviews .the problem as .follows: 

The ortgln of the debate was the article by ~arnes (1962). 
'African Hodels In the New ~ulnea Highlands.• It refers to the 
·'African Mirage In New Guinea' which prevents ethno~raphers 
from percelvlng the dtsttnctlve characterlstlcs of the 
societies of the New ~ulnea Highl~nds (Barnes 1962:5). Despite 
Salisbury's articles (1956, 1964). the Impressive refutation 
by Sahlt ns ( 1965), and documenta t f on of the Importance of 
other forms of kinship by Kaberry (1967), articles repeating 
Barnes' cr1tlctsms continue to he written ••• _The Implications 
.8re very sertous ••• the whole status of anthropology as a 
generalizln9 dlsctplJne, aiming at statements of universal 
-validity Is at stake (1973:35). 

The two ethno~raphers who hav~ found '~frtcan models' the most ln-

adequate 1n accounting for the soctal arrangements among the populations 

they describe are Langness for the Bena Bena-speaklng Korofelgu and 

du Tolt for the Cadsup•speaking Akuna. Their arguments have gone beyond 

the matter of descent constructs and they have questioned• even denied• 

the -organizing role of kinship tn their reports. It Is especially at this 

juncture, the matter of ktnshlp, that the Blnumarlen analysts Ts most 

relevant. De lepervanche has summar1zed the1r conclusions as fol -lows: 

du Tott considered abandonln9 kinship as a major factor In 
group format I on 1 n favor of 1 oca 1 I ty • langness pointed to the 
relationship between ktnshlp and locality and demonstrated~ 
though not precisely In these terms, that classtftcatlon as 
a kinsman can follow recruitment to the loca1 group (1968:172). 
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·Lang ness says 11 the sheer fact of rest dence in a 8~na Bena ~roup can and 

does determine ktnshtpu (his emphasis, 1.964:172). 

This ls first a confusion between the Identity of local groups and 

thelr composltlon. That d lstinctlon was not blurred In the best 1Afrlcan 1 

accounts. For example, Evans-Pritchard specifically pointed to the 

difference between Identity and composition tn hls classlc Nuer account: 

E~ery Nuer village Is associated with a lineage, ~nd, though 
.the members of If of ten cons t l tu te on 1 y a sma 11 proport l on of 
the v111age population, ~he village Js identified with them 
(19~0:203). . 

Yet a slmtlar Jack of match between the descent tdentlty of Korofelgu and 

.Its actual composltton led langness to make his widely cited assertion 

about restdenc~ determ1ntng kinship. 

There Is a second aspect of langness• treatment which Js of spec·lal 

Importance here: dental of the significance of genealogy. He questions a 

genealogical basts for klnshtp In sptte o f the foJlowlng descriptlon of 

the composition of Nupasafa 1 one~of four exogamous groups In Korofelgu: 

'The members of Nupasafa descent group, J)vtng away. mostly live 

wlth 1 frtends.• This means with people who gave them refuge In 
the past, or gave refuge to their fathers, or even their fathers• 
fathers • 
. tn most cases a btologtcal kinship tie .- or at least an ~ff1na1 

one - can be traced (1964:171). 

langness says of the Bena Bena local group: 

It ts a group whose personnel are ordered accord1n~ to a system 
of kinship tenmtnology and attendant rights and obltgatlons. 
Everyone who resides In Nupasafa group Is called by a kinship 

tenm. and all are brothers and sisters, mothers and fathers, 
sons and daughters, and so on. uKtnship," so to speak, can · be 
achieved. It can be ascri·bed on the basis of locality as well 

as biologically (or affinally) (1964:179). 

This same tendency to classify all corestdents as kinsmen occurs In Blnu• 

marten. Prohahly It occurs, at least to some extent, tn all primitive 
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communities. I.e., those In which "the structure ts generalfzed. 11 KlnshJp 

ties are~ conventional basts for lnteractlon. Newcomers 8re Integrated 

. Into the system of classtflcatlon as they are Integrated Into the actlvJ-

ties of the community. Necessarily so, ktn re1atlons and mutual activities 

are not Independent. To partfclpate In social affairs Is to participate 

In a generalized, famltfstfc, soltdarrty. Just as kinsmen cooperate. so 

those who cooperate are !Ike kinsmen. 

Host Importantly. this does not mean that "the sheer fact of resl-

dence ••• can and does determine klnshlp." There ls more to kinship than 

a system of nomenclature. and rights and duties attendent on Its catego-

· rles. Even the application of nomenclature and lts tntegratton of new-

comers can only be understood as one aspect of the tnterplay between 

two oppostng tendencies tn the social system. 

First, genealo9lcal dlstlnctlons are emphasized by the essential 

product1ve autonomy of famflles. In societies wtth a sexual dtvlston of 

labor, sma11 scale technology, and unimpaired access to basic resources 

the household ls the basic unit of productlon.·And the household Js 8 

famtly. Brothers and cousins are not the same, fathers and fathers• 

brothers are not the same because of the dtvtslon of ho~sehold, I.e., 

family, 1nterests. Collateral distance makes a ~tfference. (And new­

comers are attached to the communrty through their kin ties to Individuals 

In lt. Sueh ties provide the bas1s for thetr entry In the flrst place. 

They are closer to some of ·thetr new neighbors than to others.} 

Second. the •structure ts general(zed.' Economic, pollttcal, r1tua1 

activities are all carried out by the same social apparatus: a famlllstlc 
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.organlzatlon. These are not different kinds of relations but different 

functions carried out by the same relations. 

These two tendencies taken together mean that there are not differ-

:ent categories of people wtth whom one interacts, as. say. relatives, 

friends, neighbors. and business associates. One interacts with kinsmen, 

an·d .all those with \·1hom one Interacts are kinsmen, labeled In th~ same 

.~ay. But wtth1n those broad classes there are degrees of intensity and 

denslty of Interaction, some are 'more kinsmen' than others. Genealogica-l 

dlscrtmtnatlons make a difference. 

The 1nteractlon within a community Is not, as langness (196~:179) 

says. "ordered ac~ordlng to a system of klnshtp terminology and attendant 

rights and obligations" awarded on the basts of residence. It ts over· 

rtdlngly ordered by gradations of kinship distance, based on genealogical 

dlscrtmlnations. 

This pattern Is demonstrated for Btnumarlen with extremely high 

statistical correlations. There Is no reason to think that such an asso-

··c1 at I on. wou 1d be pecul tar to B 1 numar ten. In fac~, there is every reason 

to expect that ego-centric klnshtp Is the primary organizing device for . . 

·most workaday act-lvltles 1n most of -CHNG. Yet the focus on lineages and 

clans has so thoroughly dominated the attention of ethnographers In this 

area that: 

·On the Interpersonal aspect of genealogy we have virtually no 
'lnforrnatlon for New Guinea. Various authors give information 
on the relations between matrilateral kin, afftoes and agnates 
but In the context of relations between groups (La Fontaine 
l973:q5). 
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Th)s study ts a step In the direction of rectifying that lack of infor-

mation. Since the regularities discovered here are so marked, the Binumarlen 

research makes a strong suggestion. Studies of social organization which 

are not entirely dominated by an examination of descent structures may well 

find regularities of stmila r magnJtude elsewhere In CHNG. 

The regularities displayed here are of several sorts, but they are 

all reciprocally tllumtnatrng. And they outline a social organization with 

features whfch are not only relevant for problems In CHNG but for wtder 

ethnological questions as we11. 

A SUPJtARY OF FINDINGS 

-
Hoving eastward across CHNG pig festivals and exchange chalns de-

crease ln magnitude (Read 1954). These events are Increasingly Important 

for organizing intercommunity relations as they are larger and more 

Inclusive. The decreastng elaboration reaches lts extreme In Blnumarten 

where there are no plg festivals and concom1 tantly whe·re all lance relations 

between netghborlng communities are absent. 

Blnumarlen use the words namua (enemy} and qaaooond1 (friend} for 

neighboring communities. But when they do• all communities which they 

relate to as communltles, i.e., fighting and feasting, are classified 

as namua, whtle those labeled oaaqoondl are more distant non-adjacent 

neighbors. With residents of these last, Individual BinumarJen exchange 

goods 1 but the distance Is too great for the communities as such to 

Interact. In other words, communities are 1 friends 1 not because they 

are a111esi they are not. But they are 'frlends1 because they are known 
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. but they are too far away to flpht. 

Community Identities which are based on common descent arc particularly 

well suited to underwriting alliances. e.g., communities can define them­

selves as 'brothers' or 'brot~ers-tn-law.' But in the absence of tradltiona1 

relations of intergroup ~mity and assistance, community Identities which 

sl.mply define the local group as unfoue, equally dlstfnct from- nnd opposed 

to- a11 lts nerghbors, may serve to affirm community solidarity and claims 

to basic resources. Under these circumstances, descent ldentltles are not 

the 'only' work~ble charter. Other salient marke rs of community Identity 

may serve as functional alternatives,. And so for Blnumarlen Its llngufstlc 

distinctness deflnes lt os untque and •solidary agnlnst the world. 1 

Sahllns 1 proposition that 11 the 'prlmary 1 groups and relatlonshlps are 

shaped by their Incorporation ln a larger system of ·a certain typ~ 1 (1968:55) 

lmp1les a suggestion of relevance here. In the absence of descent models to 

define the community, we ml9ht not expect to find descent models sl~nlflcnnt 

In the Internal social organization of Blnumarten. 

There 1s a label, oosana, which has among Its meanlngs one whtch might 

be glossed 'ktn aggregate.• It Is neither a group, nor a category of certain · 

extent. An oosana can be dlvlded In several ways Into smaller sets, each of 

which Is also an oosana. These are not named, efther for a person or a place. 

People are said to be moodaa oosana, literally 'one source.' lf they are trace· 

able consangulnes, but also If they have a consangurne In common. and un~er 

certain circumstances, In-laws may be Included as well. Such a set has many 

.of the characteristics of a kindred (cf. Fox 1967), but whereas klndreds are 

ego-centric • . shifting ln composition as the focal ego shifts, these sets are 

socio-centric. Approximately the same people are grouped together no matter 
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who 1s doing the talklng, no matter who is the person of reference. The 

Idea underlying these aggregations is genealoglca1 connection. Those who 

are closest kinsmen, traced through any sort of genealogical tie, tend 

to be grouped. 

The absence of 1tneages or other corpor~te ktn groups and the 

pattern of marriage by exchange seem to account ntcely for Blnurnarien 

klnshtp nomenclature. It Is of the Cheyenne or bifurcate generation 

type, t.e •• an lroquotsan cross-p~r8llet distinction Is made in the 

first ascending generation and optionally tn the first descending 

generation, but (n the zero generation there ts no such dlstlnctton, 

cousln termlnology ts Hawaiian. Since there are no lineages or discrete 

ktn groups of any sort to manage marrlage exchanges, the debt and credit 

distinctions \~lch accompany each exchange are not associated wtth 

corporate groups and so are not perpetuated Into the next generation. 

The cross-paral1el distinctions which appear In the 'parental• generation 

are associated with the debts and credits of the marriage of mother and 

father. 1n ego's own generation similar distinctions appear only with the 

marriage of Individuals in that generation when_the In-law categories 

are filled. 

Since this type of nomenclature ls quite common In the world. the 

Bfnumarlen explanation may have wtde Implications for the understanding 

of kin terminologies In general. 

The dlscrlmlnattons made tn the terminology system can be accounted 

for by reference to patterns of marriage (and of course parenthood). 

~mver, these dlscrlmlnatlons do not seem to match soclo•spattal 
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dlstrlbutlons. Even t ·hough the post-mar1tal residence pattern Is patrl-
~ 

(vlr1)local, according both to stated preference and actual behavior, 

·1t ls !l2!, the case that paral tel relatives tend to be significantly 

more often hamlet co•resldents wh11e cross-relatives live signlftcantly 

more often Jn different hamlets_. Th(s- Js especially Interesting since 

one of the usual explanations adduced for cross-parallel dlstlnctlons, 

.e.g •• Murdock 1949, White 1959t relies on untlocallty and the resulting 

restdentlal dlstrlbutton. Untloca1 resfdence Is argued to produce a 

soelo-spatlal distinction whtch 1s displayed tn bifurcating term r~'!ology. 

The common sense of sueh an explanation has been sufficient to perpetuate 

It without emptrlcal demonstration of Its valtdtty. But for Blnumarien 

the evtdence fs clear. The distinctions ~de In the tenmlnology relate 

to.•stdes• involved In marriages. When tt comes to cooperation and 

solidarity and variations In the Intensity and density of social Inter- _ 

action. lt Is the geneal.~lcal d"istinctlons of closeness and d.istance, 

Ignored tn the terminology, which organize behavior. · 

Btnumarfen shows a 'domestic mode of prodvction.• Sahlfns•constructlon 

of such a mode accounts for the Importance of kinship distance and tts 

association with decreasing cooperation and solidarity. Since each· house• 

hold Is •constituted,' 1equlpped, 1 and •empowered' as an autonomous unit 

of production. Its segmental equivalence to every other such untt empha-

sizes _ Independent self-Interest for each. Although within a single house· 

.hold there Is a mutua11_·ty o_f Interest and a strong •organic' Interdepen­

dence. there Is nothing In the organization of production which- generates 

Interdependence ~etween households. It Is the wtder organi·zatlon wht~h 

submerges the self-Interest of Individual households. But thls wider 
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organJzatton, of whtch c1ass1flcatory kinship ts an Important element, 

·ts counterposed to the under1ylng tendency for household independence. 

It ls this combination of "the segmentary separatton of economic In­

terests" (Sahllns 1972:127) played against the solidarity symbolized 

In wlde•ranglng ktnshlp categories which makes genealogical distance 

. 
a gradlent of sociablllty. On the one hand, there Is an isolating 

.tendency, on the other, a tendency to extend the categories associated 

with posltlve sentiment to the wJdest boundaries because there are no 

other categories except •stranger• and •enemy.' Neither of these ten-

denctes dominates, tnste·ad their mutual opposltton makes kinship dis· 

tanee the crltteal variable • 

In Blnumarlen there are soclo•centrfc dlscrlmtnatlons whtch are 

.significantly associated wlth cooperation, resldence, for ·Instance, and 

oosana alignment. But the most powerful predictor of cooperation tn 

production ls ego•centrlcally calculated ktnsh1p distance. Cooperat1on 

does not follow the tenmtnology system. It follows genealogical dis· 

·t1nct tons. 

·since ktnshtp ls the basts of soctabtllty, the activities of 

politically ambltlous men confonm to the requirements of klnshtp morality. 

A leader ls ua paragon among klnsmen, 11 S1nce a good kinsman shares. 

an ambitious man shares more and more wldely. To do thts he must have 

more to share. An as~oclatlon between pollttcal ambition and productive 

Industry Is clearly suggested fn the 'btmoda'' distribution of the 

· numbers of cooperation relations of each man. Some men, ordinary men, 

eooperste with only a few others. The self-Interest of their own house­

hold Is more strongly revealed. There Is a clear dlstlnctlon bet\~en 
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such average men and those of ambition. For ambitious men the wider 

organization more strongJy submerges the self-interest of their own 

house~olds. They cooperate with more other men and wtth men at a 

greater klnshlp distance from themselves. They work harder and produce 

more. and so they are more generous. This sort of leadership adds the 

extra productlve industry of ambtttous men to Increase community levels 

of production. It also stimulates the productive output of others. For 

every relation of cooperation an ambitious man adds there Is another 

man. the other side of the cooperation relation·. who has been engaged 

In greater productive effort. 

But thfs Is not a matter of Individual men alone. The actual units 

of productton are households, As this would suggest, the cooperation 

patterns of wives follow those of their husbands. 

The political side to the economic differentiation whtch separates 

amblt1ous men from others, Is not only prestlge a~rded to the generous, 

but Influence tn community affatrs. The men who cooperate the most 

widely. work the hardest, are the most generou~. are also · the men who 

are In the best position to Influence community decisions. Just as with 

ordinary men• the cooperation relations of these men are patterned by 

ego-centric kinship distance. 

The economlc differentiation of men ls ltmlted by the scale of 

· commun t"ty affaIrs. Here there 8re no exchan9e chaIns or p tg feast~ for 

men of a~bltfon to manipulate and so increase their control over the 

dfstrlbutton of goods. The po1Jtlca1 differentiation of men is 11m1ted · 

as well, the two go together. Here prestige accrues to old men of 
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Industry and generosity. But here It accrues In some degree to all old 

men. There Is a difference between an old man of average productive 

energy &nd generosity and an old man who ts extraordinary In his 

productive activity .and his contrlbutfons to various affairs. The 

difference Is known ~nd Js sJgnJficant. But each Is referred to as 

.falql flraafa. a big-man. There Is no specl~1 status label to distfn­

gul~h blg•men •of standing.• 

Hoving west from Btnumarlen there Ts a gradient of Increasing 

1oca1 group size. lncreast~g population density. Increasingly larger 

and more elaborate pig feasts 1 Increasing levels of . productton lndl• 

cated In larger •surpluses•: goods. plgs, and vegetables. produced 

and d1splayed In huge quantities, Increasing breadth of manoeuver for 

ambitious men. Increasing differentiation of blg•men from ordinary men. 

and the development of cltentshtp. widening and emphastztng the differ-

ence between men of htgh soctal standing and others. 

The task of ordering and explatnfng variation tn CHNG Is aJded by 
. 

clartflcatlon of these grad1ents and thelr tnterrelatlons. This study 

of Blnumarlen contributes to that task. not so much In that Btnumarlen 

Is 1atyplca1, 1 but tn that features of Blnumarlen organization whtch 

are either unusual or extreme a11 fit together 1n a systematic way 

showtn~ the patterned cov~rtatton among them. Its small stze as an 

ethno•1ingu1stlc unlt, fts lack of l~ter~communtty a111ances, lts lack 

of plg festivals or exchange eha1ns, Its lack .of descent phrase~- Identity. · 

lts lack of corporate krn groups. extension of the label faiqt ffraafa 

as a term of respect for all oJd men, all these things go together. It 

' Is not just that they co-occur. They are Interrelated. 
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

This ·study of Btnurnarlen social organizat.ion contributes to the 

areal literature In four main ways. First, Tt describes a community 

previously undocumented. Second~ it demonstrates that the internal 

organtzatton of this community fs regular and predictable and that 

so~tal behavtor here fs more than the cumulative product of •Jndivld­

ualtsm' expressed In mobility and personal choice. Thls opposes the 

Yl~~ of a similar nelghboring system proposed by du Tott (1964, 1975). 

Third. It shows clearly with quant·ltatfve data and statistical support 

the organizing role of genealogical relations In Important interpersonal 

a·ct f·v.l t les. Th 1 s d t rect ly contrad t cts lang ness • est lmat I on of the lack 
-

of slgn~ftcance of genealogical relations in systems at the eastern 

end of CHNG (1964). And fourth• It emphasizes the systematic Inter~ 

connection between the lack of plg cycles and exchange chatns. the lack 

of lntercommun tty alliances, and the rudimentary development of the 

status of blg•man • . Strathern has said that .. to achieve a more detailed 

analysts of covartatton tn CHNG ••• we need to ~elect a number of variables 

from wht~h to build simplified models of Individual systems which can help 

us through the tntttal stages of making hypotheses11 (1969a:51). The 'extreme' 

case of Btnumarlen helps to outline the features of social organization 

whleh are significantly interrelated, and to select the set of variables 

most useful for model bu11ding. 

In addition to matters ·whtch are of specific Interest for CHNG, this 

study contributes generally to ethnological theory. For· example, It is 

argued here that a lack of match between categories dlstlngulshed In the 

ktnshtp nomenclature and categories slgn1ftcant for everyday interpersonal 
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Interaction is a predictable characteristic of soclal organizations asso­

ciated with a domestic mode of production. The unique contribution of thls 

study Is to provide quantltattve evidence that finer distinctions among 

genealogical relations are the discriminations of maximal significance tn 

organizing cooperatlon. It Is not the kinshlp categories marked out by 

the term I no 1 ogy system • but It t s k t ns·h I p whIch orders 1 nterpersona l 

Interaction. This report shows that the lnslghts of Sahltns• view of 

prlmltlve social organizations are more than elegant empirical general­

Izations; they also have an analytical and explanatory power. 

Finally. this study of Blnumarten makes a methodological contrlbutlon. 

It shows that a sertes of conventional assumptions can be tested If and 

when quantitative data on lnterpersona·l relat'Tons are collected. We need 

not settle for normative descrtptlons or for purely anecdotal accounts 

when It comes to patterns of Interpersonal lnteractton. It Is possible 

to collect bodies of data which can approach exhaustiveness for certain 

standardJy defined relations over cert~in universes. This has the great 

advantage of turntng many assumptions Into testable propositions, and 

adjudfcating many 'theoretical' disputes on empirical grounds. 

The focus on descent constructs, models, categories, and groups In 

CHNG has obscured patterns of social organization whlch are revealed 

and clarlfied In thls study of Blnumarten. The analysis of Blnumarten 

social organization not only adds a point to the map of variation In 

CHNGi It contributes to our understanding of the systematic covarlatlon 

In the area. It a 1 so shows pat terns of ·r mporta·n ce for our understand 1 ng 

of the social organization of kinship communltles everywhere. 
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SOME BASIC NOTIONS OF GRAFIK (Atkins 1974a, b, c) 

In Graflk the baste relations are, as outlined ln Atkins 197~c: 

P • 'parent-of• 

q • 1 ch11d-of 1 

M • 1spouse-of 1 

Expressions enclosed by 1 / ••• /t define egocentric classes of genealogical 

relations. The 1n·ltfal 1+ 1 quallfler Indicates the order In whlch the 

relational string enclosed by the slashes ls to be read. A 1 +1 Indicates 

·It ts to be read from left to right. A •-• indicates It Is to be read 

literally from rlght to left, reversing both the order and the direction 

of the component relations. Thus 1·/PM/e' Is equivalent to'+/Mq/e,' I.e., 

the spouse of a chtld of ego. Thls Is the converse of •+/PM/e 1
1 I.e., the 

~arent of a spouse of ego. 

A'+' Indicates that the class defined by the expression ts reciprocal, 

both the relational string as read from left to right and lts converse are 

- Inc 1 uded. For examp 1 e, '!fPH/ e • 1 s to be read the parent of a spouse of 

ego and reciprocally the spouse of a child of ego. 

Exponents Indicate the number of ttmes a relation is to be Iterated. 

Where 'p• (or equivalently •p1t) Is read 'parent-of,' epa, Is equivalent 

to 'PP 1 and Is read 'parent-of a parent-of' or •grandparent of.• 1P 0 • 

reduces by convention to the 1dentlty relation. thus It 'drops out' of the 

relational, strlng. The exponent variables used here are defined as fol 1()\o./s: 

1 • o. '· 2, 3 • 

n • 1, 2, 3, ~t • 

u • o, 1 

••• 

••• 
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Thus a relation w1th the exponent •u• may be either ln or out of the string. 

A relation with the exponent •n• must be [n and may be iterated. A relation 

wtth the exponent 1 1' may be in or out and may be Iterated. In addition to 

these symbols which are Introduced and defined along with baste con-

venttons In Atkins 197~c, wo other symbols (Atkins, personal communication) 

are used here. 

Sigma represents the geneaproperty of sex: 

(j1- 0 
o-0- ~ 

The expression 1+/cr
1 

P1Je' Is to be read •any male parent of ego.• and the 
-

express ton '+/P1o;/e' Is to be read •any parent of ·a male -ego.' The sex 

specifying subscrlpt . may also be tndlcated as a variable: 

$ ID o, 1 

IO-sla S 

11-s I,& s 

(I 1~ absolute value) 

ihe other new symbol ts beta which represents birth order: 

p+ a earlier born 

;3- • 1 ater born 

Thus the expression 1 +~•91Ptjr/e' ts to be read 'any earlier born child 

of a parent of a later born ego,• I.e., •an older.stbllng of ego.• 
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