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ABSTRACT 

This is a study of the relationships between the 

systems of consanguineal and affinal classification, the 

types of genealogical and affinal connections to which the 

terms refer, and the modes of conduct that are normatively 

grounded in relations of genealogical connection as they 

are conceived by the people of Longana district, Aoba. 

The Longana have a Crow system of kin classification in 

conjunction with exogamous matrimoieties. 

Important to the analysis of Longana kinship is 

their -cheory of procreation, which consists essentially 

of three parts. First, -Che Longana believe that parents 

contribute equally to the substance of their offspring. 

The Longana themselves posit relations of genealogical 

connection. Second, the theory of gestation states that 

a woman's children congenitally acquire her kin class 

status with respect to her cross-sex sibling. Third, 

the Longan2 have a story that accounts for the origins 

of men and women, sexual knowledge and procreation. 

The mode of consanguineal classification cannot 

be discovered by analyzing -che -cerms together with the 

kin types to v1hich they refer separately from -che system 

of spouse 2nd affinal classification, and separately from 
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the modes of conduct that are normatively ascribed to 

relations of consanguinity and affinity. The principal 

reason for this is that certain consanguineal relationships, 

namely the children of grandchildren and the off spring 

of cross-sex siblings, refer to more than consanguinity, 

or substance, alone. 

These consanguineal relationships refer also to 

relations of affinity; to ideas concerning gestation and 

its significance in the context of the cross-sex sibling 

bond; to ideas concerning the creation of men and women, 

and hence to the origin and nature of procreation itself. 

These conceptions are expressed in the story of human 

reproduction in which the first woman was a sibling with 

a male sexual identity with respect to her husband and 

his brothers. The story is a sequence of events between 

the first siblings, tl1eir spouses and affines, wherein the 

principles for classifying consanguineals and affines 

are contained. Also, the story is the means by which 

particular modes of conduct come to be connoted by 

the connections between ego and his or her cross-sex 

sibling, cross-sex sibling's spouse, and cross-sex sibling's 

offspring -- what is called the cross-sex sibling comple:c 

The cross-sex sioling complex, together with the terminology 

and modes of conduct appropriate to it, are manifestations, 

symbols, of the theory of procreation. 
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An understanding of the significance of the 

cross-sex sibling complex is essential for discovering the 

principles of the Crow terminology, and has relevance 

for understanding Longana descent, politics, economics, 

and ritual. In particular, the theory of procreation informs 

the cross-sex sibling complex in such a way that certain 

offspring of cross-sex siblings have, congenitally, two 

sexual identities with respect to their parents' cross-sex 

siblings, and the resulting multiple kin class statuses 

held by these kin types refer to the relationships between 

the first woman and her brothers and her children 

expressed in the story of human reproduction. 

Thus, the Longana concept of genealogical 

connection contradicts the prevalent, if implicit, 

assumption that kin types have associated with them either 

a male or a female sexual identity, and contradicts the 

assumption that a genealogical grid constitutes a 

conveniently simple, semantically neutral, framework 

for analyzing kinship systems. Finally, the dissertation 

suggests tha~ a pro-genealogy approach to kinship, and 

a cultural or symbolic approach to kinship, are not 

necessarily opposed strategies for investigating the 

relationships between systems of kin classification and the 

modes of conduct that may be associated with such systems. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The focus of this dissertation is on the nature of 

genealogical connection as it is conceived by the people 

of Longana district, east Aoba, New Hebrides. lJvly thesis is 

that some relations of genealogical connection are symbolic 

for the Longana, and it is by means of this symbolism that 

consanguineal and affinal terms come to be associated with 

particular modes of conductJ My dissertation is relevant, 

therefore, for what has been called (Fortes 1969:52) the 

central question in kinship studies: how are the relations 

of genealogical cc,r,.nection transformed into social relations, 

relations of kinship? 

The relationship between kin terms and forms of 

social action that are normatively grounded in rela~ions of 

genealogical connection has been variously conceived. What 

follows is an outline of four of the theoretical positions 

regarding the relationship between kin classification, 

genealogical connection, and modes of conduct ascribed to 

relations of genealogical connection, that are most relevant 

for my dissertation. The theories will be discussed in 

more detail below and in subsequent chapters as ~he 

theoretical issues become relevant in my analysis of the 
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Longana data. 

Most anthropologists (see e.g., Fortes 1969, 1978; 

Schneider 1972) take what has been called (Strathern 1973: 

Jl; Fortes 1978:21) a pro-genealogy view of kinship. As 

Fortes has stated the position: 

thus: 

. . . all classes and categories of 
genealogically describable connections are 
ultimately traceable by the actors to actual, 
postulated, or figurative parentage and the 
reproductive cohabitation which is its 
prerequisite, whether or not infused with 
mystical notions. This is the basic model. 
These are the ern.pirical "givens" .. 
(Fortes 1969:251-252); 

... the central_position in kinship 
systems . . . /ls/ . . . the constellation 
of the relations of mother and child and the 
child's begetter ... (Fortes 1978: 21). 

nelations of genealogical connection originate 

in the act of sexual intercourse; they are based upon 

parentage and thus are nat~rally given. These genealogical 

relationships, originating in the biological family (Lounsbury 

1964b /1969_}:252-253 fn) or in the simple recognition of 

genitor-offspring a~d genetrix-offspring relationships 

(Scheffler 1973:755, 756), result in a web of relatedness, 

for if each person is related through the facts of 
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procreation to his or her genitor and genetrix, each person 

is similarly related to his or her siblings, children, 

parents' siblings, and so on. Each person is, therefore, 

the center of his or her own genealogical web, an egocentric 

genealogical grid. 

Are the chains of genealogical connection, 

resulting from the facts of parentage, relations of 

kinship? Here is where anthropologists differ most 

significantly in their attempts to determine what kinship 

is all about. 

According to those who follow in the theoretical 

tradition of Radcliffe-Brown, the chains of consanguinity 

originating in the facts of parentage are the neutral or 

latent biological framework around which all societies 

build their kinship systems. The genealogical links them-

selves are not relations of kinship: 

There is the purely physical relation 
between a child and a woman who gives birth 
to it or the man who begets it. The same 
relation exists between a colt and its dam 
and sire. But the colt does not have a father 
or a mother. For there is the social (and 
legal) relation between parents and children 
which is something other than the physical 
relation (Radcliffe-Brown 1950:25). 

Reduced to its rudimentary postulates, 
kinship begins from the recognition of mere 
offspring as children, of their begetters 
and bearers as parents, and of mating as 
marriage or its equivalent (Fortes 1969:252). 
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Kelations of genealogical connection become 

relations of kinship when the former become attached to, 

or innucleated by (Fortes 1969:54), values, affect, and 

modes for conduct. How does this innucleation come about? 

It is the function of a kinship terminology 

to distribute or assign status relationships, rights and 

duties, and affect, all of which come from domains external 

to the purely biological facts of parentage, to the relations 

of genealogical connection. i~hus the function of kin terms 

is to create social relationships out of purely genealogical, 

physical, relationships. Kin terms, therefore, have a dual 

semantic function: they refer to relations of genealogical 

connection, and they refer to status relationships between 

relatives. It follows, then, that kin terminologies cannot 

be analyzed separately from the norms to which they refer, 

or separately from the relations of genealogical connection 

which are the foundation of all kinship systems. 

__.., The word kinship thus refers to more than the 

biological facts of parentage in which genealogical 

connections are grounded. Relations of kinship are links 

of genealogical connection recognized for social purposes. 

Kinship, therefore, includes: relations of consanguinity 

and therefore a system of consanguineal classification; 

marital relationships and therefore a system of spouse and 

affinal classification; and the rights and duties 

associated with the consanguineal and affinal terminologies. 
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Scheffler and Lounsbury agree with the principle 

that relations of genealogical connection originate in the 

facts of intercourse, or procreation, but argue that the 

relations of genealogical connection per se, not the values, 

attitudes and norms ascribed to the fundamental relations 

of genealogical connection, constitute the domain of kinship. 

That is to say, the genealogical grid, the egocentric 

genealogical network, is kinship. There are two reasons for 

this position. 

First, the fact that kin terms may have a dual 

semantic function in that they refer to relations of 

genealogical connection and may refer also to status 

relationships ought not to lead us to conclude that it is 

the function of kin terms to allocate statuses to relations 

of genealogical connection. It has been noted by many 

anthropologists (Scheffler a~d Lounsbury 1971:150-158; 

Scheffler 1973:768-769; Needham 1974:54-55) that the fact 

that a society has a certain type of kin classification 

~- for example, Crow -- tells us little or nothing about 

the rights and duties, the status relationships, that may 

be associated with the terminology. Second, it appears 

from fine-grained studies of kin classification that, 

within a society, classification of two or more kinsmen by 

.~the same term does not necessarily imply that all those 

classed by the same term have the same rights and duties 

toward ego (Keesing 1969, 1972:21; Scheffler 197J:768). 
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Simply put, then, a kin terminology in any one 

society may or may not function to label roles or to 

distribute roles over a genealogical grid. Whether or not 

kin terms have this function in any one society is a matter 

for empirical investigation and analysis. Only if the 

system of kin classification and any system of status 

relationships that may be associated with the former are 

analyzed separately can it be determined to what degree the 

principles of kin classification have any correspondence 

with the distribution of rights and duties between kin. 

Therefore, kin terms must be analyzed separately from any 

status relationships or connotations that those terms may 

have (Scheffler 1973:769), 

There is an additional refinement in Scheffler's 

and Lounsbury's theory. The elementary relations of kinship 

are the genetrix-offspring and genitor-offspring relation

ships. Therefore, spouse and affinal relationships are not 

primitive or essential features of relations of 

genealogical connection per se (Scheffler 1972a:117, 119). 

Thus consanguineal terms are to be analyzed separately 

from the system of spouse and affinal classification. 

Kinship, then, is the genealogical network based 

upon strict consanguinity per se. Kinship is the 

genealogical grid to which the terms refer, and the 

principles -- contained in the system of kin classification-

for establishing, and discriminating between, genealogically 
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defined categories (Scheffler 1972b:J11). 

Scheffler and Lounsbury claim that their theory 

is an ethnosemantic one. The grid used by the analyst 

refers to the folk-cultural theory of procreation that is 

held within the culture itself. That is to say, once the 

investigator establishes that the people concerned 

recognize that sexual intercourse is necessary for the 

engendering of offspring, then he or she may justifiably 

claim that informants postulate genitor-offspring and 

genetrix-offspring relations of genealogical connection 

and may justifiably construct a genealogical grid, or a 

kin type notation representing that grid, in order to 

analyze the system of kin classification. The genealogical 

grid constitutes a semantic field of consanguinity 

postulated within the culture concerned (Lounsbury 1969 

.[1964~:193; Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:69-70). Thus 

the anthropologist's model that accounts for the distribution 

of kin terms over a genealogical grid replicates the rules 

of kin classification that are used by the actors 

themselves (Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:136-144). 

The underpinnings of Scheffler's and Lounsbury's 

theory of kinship semantics can be stated as follows. Kin 

terms refer to relations of genealogical connection. The 

logical structure of the kin classification can be 

discovered only by analyzing the consanguineal terms and 

their genealogical referents separately from any social 
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relations that may be ascribed to the terms. How the terms 

come to be associated with social relationships is moot. 

-~The correspondence between the mode of kin classification 

and any system of social relationships that may be 

associated with the system of kin classification is an 

important, but logically separate, empirical and theoretical 

problem, 

Needham and Schneider, who oppose the pro-genealogy 

theories of kinship, also begin with a common core of 

assumptions and assertions. Kinship is quasi-genealogical; 

the egocentric genealogical grid, the foundation of the 

pro-genealogy approach to kinship, is an ethnocentric 

delusion, a product of the anthropologist readir.g his own 

folk-cultural theory of procreation into his data. There 

is no such thing as kinship. 

According to Needham (1974:40): 

. kinship has to do with the allocation of 
-~ rights and their transmission from one 

generation to the next. 

The analyst can express the allocation of rights and duties 

and their inheritance in genealogical terms, but there 

never has been an adequate explanation for this fact. 

Kinship has nothing to do with egocentric relations of 

genealogical connection, or with theories of procreation. 

So-called kinship ter~s refer not to egocentric 
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relations of genealogical connection but to status 
~ 

~ relationships, social categories, that are not allocated 

on genealogical grounds. The patterning of a kin 

terminology in any society is thus a reflection of the 

social institutions or social categories that are present 

in that society -- marriageability, membership in 

corporate groups, generational status relative to ego, 

and so on. It follows that the mode of classification 

cannot be discovered from an analysis of the terms alone, 

and that kinship terminologies in themselves have no 

predictive value with respect to the forms of social 

action or social institutions that will be found in a 

society. 

If kinship terms have nothing to do with 

egocentric relations of genealogical connection, and have 

nothing to do with theories of procreation; and if kinship 

terms refer to the allocation and inheritance of rights, 

and if these are not allocated by genealogical criteria; 

then: 

To put it very bluntly ... there is 
no such thing as kinship; and it follows 
that there can be no such thing as kinship 
theory (Needham 1974:42). 

Several anthropologists (e.g. Fortes 1969:8J; 

Scheffler 1972b:315; Schneider 1972:55) have noted a 
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contradiction in Needham's theory: Needham employs an 

egocentric genealogical grid in his analyses. For example, 

in a discussion of a "lineal relationship terminology" 

Needham (1974:55) states that the terminology assorts 

... jural statuses into descent lines, 
such that, e.g., F = FB, FBS = MZS, 
S = BS ••• 

Needham's use of a kin type notation here 

either assumes the existence of egocentric relations 

of genealogical connection in the society that he is 

analyzing, or at least it involves the assumption that 

an egocentric genealogical grid is a suitable instrument 

for analyzing the terminology; yet Needham insists that 

kinship, defined as an egocentric genealogical network, 

doesn't exist, and that anthropologists who use a 

genealogical grid in their analyses mislead themselves 

believing that the actors conceive the relations in 

question in genealogical terms (Needham 1974:41,42). 

Schneider, I think, sums up best this contradiction in 

Needham's work: 

.. one can read almost any of Needham's 
papers and find that the core or the key 

. + in..,o 

to categorical definition and content of the 
category is in more or less large part 
defined genealogically. . . . Again, 
genealogy rests on those old and reliable 
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standbys of human existence, sexual relations, 
conception, and parturition • . (Schneider 
1972:55). 

Thus Needham compromises his claim that there 

is no such thing as kinship. However, he has drawn 

attention to an important fact: too frequently, 

anthropologists present no evidence that their informants 

postulate egocentric relations of genealogical connection; 

it appears that anthropologists presume the ethnographic 

appropriateness of using a genealogical grid to describe 

kinship systems (Needham 1974:73; see also Schneider 1972: 

32-63; Southwold 1971:36, 40). 

Schneider argues that this presumption is the 

result of a consistent failure by social anthropologists 

to appreciate the meaning that concepts of consanguinity 

have for the people who posit them. Largely as a result 

of his work on American kinship (Schneider 1968a, 1972), 

Schneider has concluded that concepts of consanguinity, 

although they may 11ave reference to a folk-cultural theory 

of biology, primarily have symbolic significance for the 

people who posit them -- they stand for something other 

than an egocentric genealogical web. In the case of 

American kinship, the elements of consanguinity stand for 

a norm of "diffuse, enduring solidarity": 

The last few pages of my book, American 
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Kinship [1968~, make the point that the 
biological elements have symbolic 
significance. . .• The symbols are 
'biological' in the sense that the culturally 
given definition of the symbol system is 
that it is derived from the facts of biology 
as a process of nature itself. But it is 
fundamental to our understanding that we 
appreciate that these biological elements 
are symbols and that their symbolic referents 
are not biology as a natural process at all 
(Schneider 1972:45). 

. • the symbols and meanings of the beliefs 
and premises about human reproduction, of 
bio-genetic relationship and so on in 
American culture, mean or stand for diffuse, 
enduring solidarity. Their function is one 
of coping and adapting ... with problems 
of meaning and with the maintenance of 
solidarity and of particular patterns of 
solidarity. ~hey provide a meaningful social 
order and social life in this sense. It is 
in this sense that the cultural aspects of 
'kinship' constitute a system of symbols and 
meanings . . . (Schneider 1972:47). 

Schneider's conclusion that American kinship 

cannot be conceived primarily in terms of the facts of 

parentage and consequently cannot be conceived as, and 

analyzed by the use of, a genealogical grid, has important 

theoretical implications. 

First, anthropologists have, since the work 

of Nlorgan ( 1871), conceived our ovvn kinship system as a 

genealogical grid and, implicitly or explicitly, we have 

used that grid in analyzing other kinship systems and in 

comparing them with our ovm. Thus, the field of kinship 

studies has been marred by two serious flaws: a faulty 
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conception of what our own kinship system is all about, 

and an ethnocentric assumption that people in other 

cultures conceive of their kinship systems in the same 

manner that we wrongly assumed was appropriate for our 

own (Schneider 1972:47-49). 

Second, if the above is true, kinship is 

. a non-subject. It exists in the 
minds of anthropologists but not 
in the cultures they study (Schneider 
1972:51). 

Thus Schneider recommends that we abandon 

the pro-genealogy view of kinship, and concentrate on 

the study of the cultural significance that people 

attach ta relations of genealogical connection. What has 

~.,.been called kinship is really part of a cultural system 

-- a system of symbols and meanings. fo study a cultural 

system is to observe social action and abstract from 

our observations the norms for social interaction that 

are contained in those actions. Next, from the norms we 

abstract the symbols and meanings, " ... the basic 

premises that a culture posits for life II 

(Schneider 1972:J8) that are contained in the norms. The 

symbols and meanings, once abstracted, can be analyzed 

as a system, on its own te~ms, separately from any 

implications that biology, ecology or soci~l organizati0n 
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may have for the system of symbols and meanings (Schneider 

1972:37-39). 

In Schneider's approach, so-called kin terms do 

not refer primarily to relations of genealogical 

connection as these are conceived by Fortes, Scheffler 

and Lounsbury. A system of kin classification refers to 

a system of norms within which are embedded the symbols 

and meanings, " ... the basic premises which a culture 

posits for life .... " (Schneider 1972:J8; see also 

Schneider 1976:198-199, 201). It follows then, that the 

mode of kin classification ca~..not be discovered from the 

terms alone (Schneider 1972:37). 

It may be that Schneider's interpretation of 

American kinship, the foundation of his critique of the 

pro-genealogy approach to kinship, is mistaken (see 

Scheffler 1976). Be that as it may, I show in Chapter 

eight that my analysis of the Longana data offers some 

support for Schneider's critique of the anthropological 

assumptions underlying the use of a genealogical grid as 

an instrument of analysis, and for his argument that 

relations of genealogical connection may have a 

significance other than simple consanguinity for the 

people who posit them. 
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Longana Kinship 

As I will demonstrate, the Longana kinship 

system is not in full accordance with any of these theories, 

although it shews a partial fit with all of them. In 

brief, the Longana postulate relations of genealogical 

connection and have a terminology that refers to those 

genealogical relationships, i.e., a kinship terminology; 

but the Longana mode of kin classification cannot be 

discovered by examining the consanguineal terminology 

separately from the system of spouse and aff inal 

classification, or separately from the modes of conduct 

that are grounded in the following types of consanguineal 

and affinal relationships: cross-sex sibling; cross-sex 

sibling's offspring; cross-sex sibling's spouse; and 

spouse's cross-sex sibling. I shall refer to these types 

of consanguineal and affinal relationships as the cross-

sex sibling complex. 

The Longana systems for classifying consanguines, 

spouses and affines, together with the modes of conduct 

ascribed to the cross-sex sibling complex, are concrete 

manifestations of, and thus are symbolic (Geertz 1973:91) 

of, the Longana theory of procreation or theory of human 

reproduction. I follow Scheffler (1973:749) in 

defining a theory of procreation as ". , . a folk-cultural 

theory designed to account for the fact that women give 
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birth to children . II . . 
The Longana theory of procreation consists of 

three parts. First, there is a belief that offspring 

inherit the substance of their parents. The Longana 

themselves postulate egocentric networks of genealogical 

connection. 

Second, the Longana have a theory of gestation 

such that the offspring of a woman share in her sexual 

identity and her kin class status as a sibling with respect 

to her cross-sex sibling. Thus a man's sister's son 

is that man's (1) sibling, by virtue of sister's son'sv 

gestation in his mother's womb, (2) sibling of opposite 

sex for the same reason, and (J) sibling of same sex by 

virtue of his male ge~der. 

Third, the Longana have a narrative, which I call 

the Longana story of human reproduction, that accounts for 

the origins and nature of: men and women and procreation; 

the consanguineal and affinal terminologies; and the 

principles of conduct appropria~e between same-sex and 

cross-sex siblings, the protagonists of the drama. 

Especially important for my analysis is the story of the 

creation of the first woman from a male sibling. Human 

reproduction was made possible only when a woman, who 

had a covert male sexual identity, established a 

procreative relationship with her brother.+ 
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The Longana story of human reproduction, in 

conjunction with their theory of gestation, infuses the 

cross-sex sibling complex with meaning in such a way that 

the spouse and certain offspring of ego's cross-sex sibling 

are ego's siblings of same and of opposite sex. I will 

show in Chapter Five that the resultant composite kin 

class statuses of these consanguineals and affines are 

reminiscent of those belonging to the protagonists of the 

Longana story of human reproduction. The Longana story 

of human reproduction in turn contains the principles 

for classifying the spouses and offspring of cross-sex 

siblings and provides the principles for the modes of 

conduct associated with these types of consanguineal and 

affinal relationships. In particular, I will show that the 

classification and modes of conduct appropriate to the 

kin type: offspring of cross-sex sibling, are congenital 

implications of the kin type itself. 

My analysis of the Lor1gana data incorporates 

elements of the pro-genealogy approach to kinship with 

an interpretation of genealogical connection as a symbolic 

system in order to account for the correspondences 

between the system of consanguineal and affinal 

classification and modes of conduct grounded in relations 

of genealogic2l connection. In doing so, I demonstrate 

that a synthesis of the genealogical and symbolic theories 
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of kinship is possible. 

I first realized that the Longana kinship system 

did not seem to fit within any known theoretical 

framework when I discovered and investigated a problem 

that emerged in the field. The next section outlines 

that problem and discusses the methods that I used in my 

research. 

Problem and Methods 

Although the northern New Hebrides is known as 

an area in which many societies possess exogamous 

-+ matrimoieties in conjunction with Crow kinship 

terminologies (Codrington 1891; Rivers 1914; Allen 1964), 

little is known of the nature and working of these 

systems. A series of articles in the 196o•s concerning 

the social organization of the Banks Islands in the 

northern New Hebrides, underlined the inadequacy of our 

knowledge of such systems and the importance of an 

intensive study of these systems for the ethnographic 

record (Needham 1960, 1964; Keesing 1964; Allen 1964). 

Longana district, east Aoba, was chosen as a field 

site for two reasons. First, I knew that east Aoba has 

a Crow kinship terminology in conjunction with exogamous 

matrimoieties (Allen 1964, 1969), 

Second, my supervisor, Dr. William L. Rodman, and 



19 

Margaret Rodman, had done field research in Longana from 

1969 through 1971. I had studied William Rodman's 

dissertation (1973) on Longana politics, and Margaret 

Rodman was preparing an lVI. A. thesis (1976) on the 

Longana spheres of exchange. Through conversations with 

the Rodmans, from a study of their written materials, 

and because they had kindly made their field notes 

accessible to me, I had a considerable knowledge of 

Longana social and political organization. 

Thus, Longana seemed an ideal location for an 

extended study of kinship in a northern New Hebridean 

society. The Rodmans generously agreed to share their 

field site with me, and to write letters to Longana 

in order to ease my entry into the field. I departed 

for Longana in March, 1976. 

Larly in my fieldwork, an unexpected problem 

arose that occupied my attention for the next twelve 

months. -f' At first, there seemed to be no patterning to 

the way in which the Longana classified the children of 

grandchildren, and the Longana seemed unable to explain 

to me how they classified these relatives. 

More specifically, my early research yielded 

at least two t2rms of reference for the children of 

grandchildren. For example, my male informants 

variously classified the kin type: son's son's son, 
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as: "grandchild", "son", "father", "brother", and "sister's 

child" I 

The Longana seemed unable to explain to me the 

cause of this variation in the classification of the children 

of grandchildren. Most frequently they suggested that 

a classification of these relatives by a phrase that 

glosses as "child of grandchild" -- a literal translation 

of the kin type -- would be sufficient for my purposes. 

One informant, to whom I vented my frustration, 

suggested that the variation that I had recorded for the 

classification of the children of grandchildren was the 

result of intramoiety marriage by ego and/or his 

descendants. This informant told me also that, even • .c> 
l.L 

he and all his descendants practised moiety exogamy, 

there would still be alternate terms for the children of 

grandchildren, because his classification of these 

descendants often depended upon how he classified the 

spouse of his grandchild -- and that was a complicated 

matter that would take a long time for me to understand. 

He was correct: it was arduous and time 

consuming for the Longana to teach me, and for me to 

learn, their complex system of spouse and affinal 

classification so that I could solve the problem of how 

the Longana classify the children of grandchildren. In 

order to master the system of classification I drew up 

a kinship schedule that begins with the four grandparents, 
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and their siblings, of an hypothetical ego, and, using 

the assumption that everyone in the schedule took a 

spouse from the matrimoiety opposite to his or her own, 

I asked the Longana to classify five generations of 

descendants of this grandparental generation. Such a 

kinship schedule contains over 180 kin types, and each 

informant and I worked through it, including the terms 

for the spouse of each kin type. From this information 

I was able to develop an ideal model of the Longana 

system of spouse and affinal classification, and hence to 

determine which great-grandchildren could be classed by 

more than one term of reference, and the circumstances 

under which a particular grandchild would be classed by 

a particular term. 

I was able also to vary my use of the hypothetical 

kinship schedule or to use segments of it to explore 

particular problems. For example, I was able to test the 

validity of my predictive model by assu..~ing that someone 

on the schedule married within his or her own moiety, 

work out the classification that I thought would be 

appropriate for his or her descendants, and match my 

predictions with the responses of my informants. 

~'Ihen my predictions were wrong, I told my 

informants v1hat my predictions were, and they would 

correct my mistakes. However, if I was confident that 

my model was correct, I required the Longana to justify 
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their responses. 

The Longana didn't mind having their knowledge 

challenged, and they enjoyed challenging my expertise as 

well. Half way through my research, several informants 

decided that they would periodically test my knowledge 

of the principles behind their system of spouse and affinal 

classification. This was a boon, for I discovered more 

than once that even though I had developed a model that 

could predict who gets called what, my reasoning behind 

those predictions was wrong, and I would have to develop 

another predictive model. 

In order to ground my growing knowledge of the 

principles of Longana consanguineal and affinal 

classification in Longana usage, I collected genealogies 

by the :wethod described by Barnes. Barnes' method 

essentially consists of obtaining a genealogical narrative 

from each informant, systematically 

. . . recording the names of members of the 
cognatic stocks descended from the 
informant and from each of his ancestors, 
along with the spouses of members. The 
narrative should therefore include all the 
informant's known cognates and their spouses 
(Barnes 1967:111). 

As I collected the genealogies, I also obtained 

terms of reference and address for each relative and his or 
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her spouse. Each narrative was diagrammed as soon as it 

was recorded, and the charts so produced were compared 

in order to detect and investigate inconsistencies in 

the data. 

For each person on the genealogy I required: 

moiety affiliation, moiety subdivision membership; 

place of birth, previous residences, reason for change 

of residence, place of death; religious affiliation, 

changes in religious affiliation (Anglican, Church of Christ 

or Seventh Day Adventist); adoptive parents and adopted 

children. 

I developed formal interviews from the data 

that I had gathered by collecting genealogies and by 

using hypothetical kinship schedules. I collected over 

100 formal interviews, most of them taped, on the subject 

of Longana kinship and marriage. Some of these interviews 

run between thirty-five and forty single-spaced, typed, 

pages. In addition, my use of participant observation, 

a technique that in Longana often leads to spontaneous 

unstructured interviews on a broad range of topics, 

yielded a large and invaluable body of information on 

Longana custom. 

Through my researches into the problem of the 

classification of the children of grandchildren, I 

gained an intimate knowledge of the Longana system of 

spouse and affinal classification. This knowledge 
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resulted in my discovering and solving two other 

ethnographic puzzles. 

First, the spouse of a cross-sex sibling and the 

cross-sex sibling of a spouse classify one another as 

cross-sex siblings. Second, the mode of conduct that is 

appropriate between a man and his sister's husband and 

children is similar to the social relationship between ego>~ 

and his sister. Research into these phenomena, together 

with my attempts to develop a predictive model for the 

classification of the children of grandchildren, resulted 

in my eventual discovery of the significance that the 

story of the creation of the first woman has for the 

cross-sex sibling complex. 

Chapter Summary 

In the next chapter I present an overview of 

those social, economic and political aspects of Longana 

society that are relevant for my analysis of Longana 

kinship. In Chapter Three I show that the Longana posit 

egocentric relations of genealogical connection. I 

examine the consanguineal terminology, establish that it 

is of Crow type, and introduce the problem of the 

classification of the children of grandchildren. The 

system of spouse and affinal classification is the foc~s 

of Chapter Four. 

In that chapter, I develop models for the 
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system of spouse and affinal classification, and demonstrate 

that knowledge of the affinal classification is essential 

for understanding how ego classifies his or her descendants. 

In particular, I conclude that the Longana data exists 

in contradiction to Scheffler's (1972a:117) generalization 

that spouse and affinal relationships are not essential 

to systems of consanguineal classification. 

That conclusion is reinforced in Chapter Five, 

wherein I analyze the Longana story of human reproduction 

and their theory of gestation and show that (1) the 

aff inal terminology is important for understanding how 

the Longana classify the offspring of cross-sex siblings 

and (2) the modes of conduct that are normatively 

associated with the cross-sex sibling complex are crucial 

for discovering the mode of classifying the spouses and 

offspring of cross-sex siblings. I show that, by means 

of the Longana theory of gestation, the offspring of 

cross-sex siblings congenitally acquire certain kin 

class statuses and sexual identities that account for their 

classification. Gestation also makes this type of 

consanguine symbolic of the Longana story of human 

reproduction, thereby accounting for the modes of conduct 

associated with the mother's brother - sister's son and 

father's sister - brother's child social relationships. 
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I conclude that Scheffler's and Lounsbury's 

ethnosemantic theory is wrong, with respect to the Longana 

data, in the following particulars: the mode of kin 

classification cannot be discovered by examining the 

consanguineal terminology alone, and, second, because SQme 

types of genealogical connection have a cultural 

significance other than simple consanguinity, a genealogical 

grid, or a kin type notation based upon it, cannot be 

used as a neutral, objective instrument for analyzing 

the Longana system of kin classification. Finally, I 

present the implications of my findings for Lounsbury's 

analysis of Crow kinship terminologies (1964b /i962/). 

I continue my examination of the system of 

social relationships, the modes of conduct, that the 

Longana ascribe to relations of genealogical co~nection 

in Chapt~r Six. I show that all those classed by the 

same term do not have the same social identities and 

rights and duties with respect to ego, thereby confirming 

a point that Scheffler (1973:768) has consistently 

stressed: the fact that two or more kinsmen may be 

classed by the same term need not imply that those 

kinsmen have identical statuses with respect to ego. 

Coclassification does not imply similarity of status, but 

it does have to do with defining a class of potential 

successors to statuses held by the genealogically closest 

representative of the kin class, as Scheffler and Lounsbury 
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(1971:154) have hypothesized, Finally, I offer evidence 

to suggest th~t the Longana do not, contrary to the 

theories of Scheffler (1973:754) and Fortes (1978:21), 

conceive of genetrix-offspring and genitor-offspring 

relations as inalienable. 

In Chapter Seven, I show that the Longana social 

organization is loosely structured with respect to the 

norms associated with kinship; discuss the Longana concept 

of descent; and examine the degree to which the Longana 

theory of procreation informs their politics, exchange, 

and social interaction. 

In Chapter Eight I discuss the theoretical 

significance of my analysis of Longana 1cinship. In 

particular, I present my reasons for concluding that my 

analysis of the Longana data suggests that a pro-genealogy 

approach to kinship and an approach that stresses the 

symbolic nature of culturally conceived relations of 

genealogical connection are not necessarily opposed 

strategies for discovering the mode of kin classification, 

analyzing the modes of conduct grounded in relations of 

genealogical connection, and establishing any 

correspondences between classification and social action. 
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and between 167°40 1 and 168° longitude. Aoba is about 

twenty-two miles long, and ten miles across at its widest 

portion. 

Aoba's shape, which resembles that of a capsized 

canoe, is largely determined by a dormant volcano, Manaro, 

that forms the bulk of Aoba's land mass. Manaro rises to 

approximately 4,940 feet near the center of the island. 

Lava flows from Manaro bisect the island's width. 

Secondary volcanic activity (Bonnemaison 1972a:90) has 

created a spine along the longer northeast-southwest axis 

of Aoba, effectively bisecting the island lengthwise. Thus, 

geological and morphological features divide the island, 

roughly, in~o four quadrants. 

By convention, the northeast, southeast and 

southwest quadrants of the island are known as matrilineal 

east Aoba (Allen 1964, 1969:20, 21; Bonnemaison 1972a: 

105). Briefly, the population of east Aoba is divided 

into two exogamous matrimoieties, named Takaro and 

Merambuto. Each matrimoiety consists of a number of na:ned, 

exogamous, dispersed matriclans. There is a preference for 

agnatic inheritance of land, although uterine kin may 

legitimately claim rights to land. The system of kin 

classification is Crow (see Allen 1964:316, 1969:19-21, 

80-84; Bonnemaison 1972a:105-108), 

There is cul~ural variation within matrilineal 

east Aoba. The inhabitants of the island distinguish 
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at least five east Aoban groups (Bonnemaison 1972a:99, 

1974:185). Each group resides within a geographically 

defined, named, district. The people who live within a 

district share a distinctive dialect, a sense of cultural 

uniqueness and political unity, and show a preference for 

endogamy (Bonnemaison 1972a:99, 1974:185-186). Longana, 

which is located in the southeast quadrant of the island, 

is one such district. 

The social structure of the westerr>.most quadrant 

of Aoba, knovm as the district of Dui Dui, has been 

studied extensively (Allen 1968, 1969). Although the 

people of Aoba share a common language and express their 

common identity as Aobans to outsiders (Allen 1969:19; 

Bonnemaison 1972a:92), there are important cul-:;ural 

differences between the people of Dui Dui and the inhabitants 

of the rest of the isla~d. By contrast with matrilineal 

east Aoba, the Dui Dui do not possess a Crow kinship 

terminology or exogamous matrimoieties and matriclans. 

The two populations, traditionally hostile toward one 

another, continue to express their mutual distrust and 

rarely intermarry (Allen 1969:21, 25; Bonnemaison 1972a: 

9 2) • 

Before my research in Longana in 1976 and 1977, 

no one had conducted a sustained investigation of kinship 

in any of ~he districts of east Aoba. Surveys of east 

Aoban kinship and social organization, based on five or 
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six weeks of fieldwork, describe data that were gathered 

principally in the northeast quadrant of the island 

(Allen 1964, 1969:19-21, 80-84; Bonnemaison 1970:2, 4, 

1972a:105). Given that there is cultural variation 

within east Aoba, the degree to which these brief surveys 

of social organization applied to Longana was uncertain. 

Thus there was an ethnographic need for a study 

of kinship in Longana district. Longana was an attractive 

field site for additional reasons. First, because I had 

studied the field notes from William and Margaret 

Rodman's research in Longana from 1969 to 1971, I had 

considerable knowledge of Longana before I began my 

research. Second, there are practical advantages to doing 

field research in the district. Longana has an airstrip 

and there are six flights a week into the district. I 

could have supplies flown in, and I could leave quickly in 

an emergency. Furthermore, at Lolowai, at the northeastern 

tip of Longana, the Anglican church CTaintains a small 

hospital; the government has a post office and radio

telephone; and there is a good harbour and storage building 

so that I could collect supplies arriving by ship 

conveniently. 

There now exists a fairly diverse range of 

published and unpublished literature concerning Longana. 

This literature may be divided into two general categories, 

First, there are those works that are based upon very 
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short periods of research in the district. In this category 

there are articles that incorporate data from Longana 

in surveys of: east Aoban political structure (Bonnemaison 

1972a, 1972b); Aoban cultivation (Bonnemaison 1970, 1974, 

1978); and Aoban kinship (Allen 1964, 1969; Bonnemaison 

1972a). In addition, there are brief descriptions of some 

aspects of the Longana economy (Bonnemaison 1972c; 

Gould 1978) . 

In the second category are works that are based 

upon a minimum of twelve months of anthropological 

research in Longana. There are detailed descriptions and 

analyses of continuity and change in Longana politics and 

law (W. Rodman 1973, 1977; M. Rodman 1978; W. Rodman and 

M. Rodman 1978); analyses of Longana wedding ceremonies and 

exchanges (IVI, Rodman 1976, 1980); and a paper on 

contemporary sorcery (M. Rodman and W. Rodman n. d,), 

There are tv10 papers about Longana kinship. One of these 

M. Rodman and Lovell n. d.) concentrates on the importance 

of informant error for the discovery and analysis of 

Longana principles of kin classification. The other 

(Poewe and Lovell 1980) uses selected data from my research 

for a brief compa1'ison and contrast of Longana and 

Luapula (Za.r1bia) kin classification, marriage, and descent. 

This dissertation is the first systematic 

description and analysis of Longana kinship. Thus, in 

addition to i~s theoretical import, this work is an 
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original contribution to the ethnography of Longana in 

particular, and of east Aoba in general. Finally, my 

dissertation will help to fill a gap in the ethnographic 

record that was first perceived by Keesing (1964:300): 

little is known of the nature and working of societies that 

possess exogamous moieties in conjunction with Crow 

kinship terminologies. 

Longana 

The district of Longana is located in the 

southeast quadrant of Aoba. Longana is roughly 

triangular in shape, and has an area of approximately 

sixteen square miles. The apex of the triangle, bounded 

by the Anglican church headquarters at Lolowai, is at the 

northeastern tip of the district. The base of the 

triangle is a precipitous ravine, Wai Sala. It is 

approximately seven miles from Wai Sala ravine, at the 

southern border of Longana, to Lolowai. The coast forms 

the long southeastern border of Longana. The inland 

boundary of the district is the volcanic spine that bisects 

the island's length. 

As one travels from the northeastern tip of 

Longana along the coast to Wai Sala ravine, the most 

outstanding geographical feature is the rapid 

constriction of the flat, fertile plain that runs the 

length of the district. In the northeastern region of the 
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district, one may penetrate inland from the coast for one 

or two miles before encountering the volcanic spine that 

marks the western boundary of the district; but as one 

approaches Wai Sala, flat plain rapidly gives way to the 

rugged slopes of Manaro. 

The climate is tropical. Annual temperature 

fluctuates between a low of about seventy degrees to a high 

of about eighty-five degrees Fahrenheit. From May 

until October, the days are likely to be clear, dry and 

cool. The district receives the southeast tradewinds 

during this period. From November to April, there is a 

marked increase in humidity, and a muggy stillness 

envelopes the district. This is the time of sudden storms 

and cyclones, but the district is protected from their full 

impact by being on the sheltered side of the island. 

The residents of the district refer to 

themselves as "we Longana people". They most frequently 

refer to the inhabitants of the southwest and northeast 

quadrants of Aoba, respectively, as the Malavung and the 

Lobaha. The Longana regard themselves as a group, distinct 

from the Malavung and the Lobaha, on the grounds of 

dialect and minor differences in ceremony. In the past, 

hostility characterized the relations between the Longana 

and their neighbours (M. Rodman 1978:144-145). 

Zach hamlet in Longana is affiliated with one of 
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three religious denominations: Anglican, Seventh Day 

Adventists, and Church of Christ. The forty Anglican 

hamlets occupy the coastal plain and the foothills of 

the district up to an elevation of about 600 feet above 

sea level. At this elevation, in the heart of the 

southwestern section of the district, live the Seventh 

Day Adventists, in three hamlets. Above them, high in the 

southwestern hills of Longana, live the majority of the 

Church of Christ adherents, in sixteen hamlets. 

The Seventh Day Adventists, totalling fifty men, 

women, and children, are uninterested in Longana traditions 

and confine themselves largely to their own hamlets. The 

Anglican and Church of Christ adherents interact at 

traditional weddings, funerals and occasionally at pig 

killing ceremonies, but they are uneasy each in the other's 

presence. 

First, Anglicans justifiably credit themselves 

with the preservation of Longana tradition, whereas the 

early founders of the Church of Christ were vigorously -t 
anti-custom. The early years of Church of Christ 

proselytization in Longana, beginning in 1907, created 

tension which has not been forgotten (W. Rodman 1977:527). 

Second, the Anglican - Church of Christ religious split 

among the population is also affected by the politics of 

independence. The New Hebrides has been a British and 

French Condominium since 1906. In 1977, the New Hebrides 
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seemed to be on the verge of independence. The Longana 

adherents of the Church of Christ are followers of 

Nagriamel, a political movement with millenarian roots. 

Nagriamel is allied with the anti-independence movement 

in New Hebridean politics. The Anglicans support the New 

Hebrides National Party, a pro-independence movement. 

Consequently, the politics of independence have been 

grafted onto the pre-existing religious divisions of 

Longana. 

I conducted most of my research in the Anglican 

sector of Longana. In 1970 there were 450 Anglican 

residents in -che district (W. Rodman 1973:97). I counted 

555 Anglican adherents in 1977. This is an 18.7% 

increase in the Anglican population in six years, or a 

growth rate of 3.1% J2..§.£. annum. This rate of population 

growth is not surprising, given that the estimated 

population growth rate for the New Hebrides is 2.5% 

per annum (W. Rodman, personal communication). 

The population of Longana district in 1970 was 

860 persons (W. Rodman 1973:80). Using the figure of 

2.5% per annum as the minimum population growth rate for 

Longana, and using my figure of J.1% per annum as the 

maxi1m:m growth rate, I estimate that the population of 

Longana district in 1977 was between 989 and 1,020 

persons. 
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Table 1 shows the Longana preference for district 

endogamy (W. Rodman 1973:90). There were ninety-seven 

extant marriages within the Anglican population in 1977, 

Of ninety-one married Longana males, seventy-six (8J.5%) 

took spouses from within the district, and eighty-eight 

(96.7%) took spouses from matrilineal east Aoba. Of 

eighty-two married Longana women, seventy-six (92.7%) 

took spouses from Longana and seventy-seven (9J.9fe) 

took spouses from matrilineal east Aoba. 

The Longana also have a preference for marrying 

within their ovm religious denomination (W. 2odman 1973: 

92). My census of the Anglican population of Longana shows 

that, out of ninety-seven marriages, eight involved one 

partner from a different religious denomination. 

The Anglican population is divided into six church 

parishes. Members of a parish consider themselves a 

group, on the basis of common residence, politics and 

religious activities. Membership in the parish is 

determined by worship at the parish church and residence 

in a hamlet near the church. The parish is the largest 

local group within which mutual assistance can be 

expected (see W, Rodman 1973:95-106). 

Within the parish, hamlets may have informal 

alliances from which work groups may be dravm and from 

which support may crystallize in intra-parish politics. 
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TABLE 1 

ORTGINS OF SPOUSES (ANGLICAN POPULATION) 

Origin of Spouses 

Other island 
Lobaha 
Malavung 
Dui Dui 
Longana 

Longana Men (91) Longana Women (82) 

2 (2.2%) 
6 ( 6. 6%) 
6 ( 6 .6%) 
1 ( 1 .1%) 

76 (SJ. 5%) 

5 ( 6 .1%) 
1 (1.2%) 

76 ( 92. 7%) 
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Hamlets may also have lasting alliances with hamlets in 

other parishes based upon marriage and politics. 

Hamlets are named settlements consisting of one 

or more dwellings. In 1977, the smallest hamlet consisted 

of one person; the largest had forty-eight residents. The 

Longana state a preference for patrivirilocal residence, 

--t;Pnd a rule that a man is entitled to claim the land owned 

by his father. Each married man has his own household. 

Thus, one would expect the development of large hamlets 

consisting of agnatically related males, together with 

their wives and unmarried children. However, hamlet 

composition seldom conforms to this expectation for four 

major reasons. 

Firs~, a man's matrikin have the right to claim 

a portion of his land, and may, because of strife, live in 

his hamlet. Second, Longana believe in the ability of 

sorcerers to inflict illness on entire settlements 

(see also M. Rodman and W. Rodman n.d.). Thus, when an 

outbreak of serious illness occurs in a hamlet, residents 

may decide to escape the sorcery by abandoning their 

settlement to live with their patrilateral or matrilateral 

kin in other hamlets. 

Third, the population of a settlement may decline 

naturally. With land to spare, an ambitious man may 

attempt to coax others, perhaps of his own matriclan, 

to migrate and take up residence in his hamlet. 
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Fourth, the Longana prefer to live in dispersed 

hamlets, and value their privacy highly. Even in larger 

hamlets, the houses of brothers will be partially hidden 

behind some bush, a hill, or palms. Disputes between 

siblings, sons and fathers, are common. Often the result 

of such disputes is the splitting off of one or two 

families to live in another hamlet or to cut a new hamlet 

in the bush. 

There are also recent historical events, and 

customs that are no longer practised, that have influenced 

the location and composition of contemporary Longana 

hamlets. First, prior to pacification in the 1920's and 

1930's, raids, revenge, and warfare were endemic to 

Longana. Men and their families could seek refuge and 

protection from a war leader, but often the price was loss 

of land (see M. Rodman 1978:148-149). Thus, there are 

people who are not living in the natal hamlets of their 

fathers or paternal grandfathers. 

Second, in the past, men could refuse to release 

their dead brother's land to his sons and drive them from 

their natal hamlet. The dispossessed sons could try to 

take refuge with grandparents, mother's brothers, or a 

political leader (ratahigi). 

Third, between 19J5 and 1945, the Longana began 

to develop coconut plantations on the fertile flat land 

of the district (W. Rodman 1973:68-69; M. Rodman 1978). 
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This has resulted in migrations from hill villages and 

the establishment of relatively new hamlets. 

- Consequently, hamlet composition is and always 

has been affected by factors other than agnatic rights 

to land and a preference for patrivirilocal residence. 

However, Longana men are reluctant to reside in the natal 

hamlets of their wives. A man is the head of his household. 

If a man lives in his wife's hamlet, he may not be able to 

control his wife's activities or beat her in order to 

enforce his will, for she can always appeal to her parents 

and siblings for help. 

Each household has several gardens and is 

expected to provision itself (M. Rodman 1976:27). The 

Longana grow taro, yams, Chinese cabbage, kumara, bananas, 

papaya and manioc as their major crops. They also grow 

tomatoes, English cabbage, pineapple and green beans. 

Breadfruit, mangoes and nuts are prized foods. 

Garden produce belongs to the household that 

grows it. Nevertheless, hamlet co-residents cooperate 

in gardening activities. Brothers will help one another 

in clearing a new swidden, and brothers' wives will 

work together in the gardens of their husbands. Margaret 

Rodman describes Longana production as "cooperative 

individualism: 
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The process of production . . . is 
characterized by cooperative individualism. 
The units that consume garden produce usually 
are the units that claim land rights to 
that particular garden. Land tenure determines 
consumption of agricultural products. Rights 
of consumption imply rights of disposal, 
and it is on this basis that food products 
may be- shared informally. Cooperative 
labour, among, for example, brothers' 
wives yields not a communally-owned product, 
but several separate bundles of products 
that correspond to the number of plots 
worked by the women (M. Rodman 1976:27). 

Although all of the residents of a Longana 

hamlet may not have been born there, and may not be 

close kin, the Longana have a saying that all co-residents 

are "born within one fence", That is to say, all members 

of a hamlet ought to behave toward one another, and 

present themselves to outsiders, as if they were close 

kin. 

Each hamlet has its political leader. In small 

hamlets, the acknowledged leader may be an elder brother, 

or perhaps the man of highest rank in the graded society, 

the hungwe, which will be described below. 

An ambitious man or a leader will erect a 

clubhouse (gamali) where men from his own and other 

hamlets may gather to discuss local issues, socialize, 

and drink kava, a mild intoxicant made from the roots of 

Piper methysticum. Males pas~ the age of puberty used 

to sleep and eat in the clubhouse, or men's house, and 
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women were forbidden entry. Today, women may enter the 

men's house, and people seldom sleep there. 

The Longana are divided into matrimoieties, 

named Merambuto and Takaro. There is an explicit rule 

that one's spouse ought to come from the other moiety. 

However, some Longana did, and do, marry in violation of 

the rule of moiety exogamy, The Longana, apparently 

unlike the people of Lobaha (Bonnemaison 1972a:105), 

do not regard intra-moiety marriage with horror or consider 

it to be incestuous. 

The Longana were polygynous. ~he men who married 

within their matrimoiety were likely to be either poor 

men with few resources who would have to take any woman 

that was available, or ambitious men of many resources and 

growing renown. An ambitious man, or an established 

political leader (ratahigi), would take wives from his own 

moiety for protection. 

Members of the moiety opposite to one's own are 

not trusted, a fact that contributes to some marital 

tension in Longana. In particular, a leader feared that 

his wives not of his moiety might try to pois~:m him, 

especially if some of these women were close relatives of 

a rival leader. Consequently, an ambitious man would take 

at least one wife from his own moiety to prepare food for 

him. If he was a man of renown, he would designate a 

same-moiety spouse as his matagoro -- a special wife whose 
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exclusive duty it was to attend the leader. 

Longana say that leaders did not have intercourse 

with a matagoro. However, matagoro did conceive. A 

pregnant matagoro was secluded during pregnancy, and it 

was claimed that her infant had been discovered in the 

bush. The infant was assigned to the moiety of its 

mother, and a new descent category, or matriclan (duvi), 

was created for it. 

Thus intra-moiety marriages were not considered 

incestuous, nor were marriages within a descent category 

absolutely forbidden. The genealogy of a leader who 

claims several men of renown in his ancestry shows that, 

out of seventy-nine marriages on his chart, sixty are 

between members of opposite moiety, nineteen are intra

moiety ~arriages, and there are two marriages in which 

the husband and wife are of the same matriclan. By 

comparison, the genealogy of a man who claims one 

illustrious forbear shows that, out of fifty-nine 

marriages, three are between members of the same moiety, 

and one is between members of the same descent category. 

A man who had wives of same and of opposite 

moiety could produce offspring of both moieties. Such 

children call one another "siblings". The Longana place 

special value on the sibling of opposite rr.oiety relaticnship, 

known as bababulu. 

The Longana say that bababulu siblings are 
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closer than siblings born of the same mother. One's 

bababulu siblings can be counted upon for support when 

even true siblings may fail. A bababulu sibling, although 

he is not of one's moiety and descent category, is 

entitled to the same rights as a sibling who is born from 

the same mother as oneself. 

The Longana no longer practise polygyny, yet 

bababulu relationships flourish for two main reasons. 

First, a man may have as many as three or four wives over 

the course of a lifetime, and one of these women may be of 

his own moiety. Any children that the latter has by this 

man, and any children that she has had from a previous 

union, will be bababulu siblings to the children of his 

previous, or later, wives. 

Second, one's classificatory father may marry a 

woman of his own moiety. His children are one's 

bababulu, although this relationship must be cultivated 

by treating one's classificatory bababulu as if he or she 

is the offspring of one's genitor. 

I have characterized the Longana matrilineal 

descent category (duvi) as a non-corporate clan. 

Zxtensive justification for this is given in further 

sections of this dissertation. For the present, I note 

only that the Longana matriclan is not, and was not, 

a collec~ive person with respect to property, or in an 

ideological, ceremonial, or political sense. 
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Apart from a rule that one ought not to marry 

within one's own clan, -- and this rule can be 

circumvented -- descent categories do not regulate 

marriage. Although one's spouse should be of the opposite 

moiety, one is free to select a spouse from any descent 

category. 

In the past, the Longana practised infant or 

child betrothal (W. Rodman and M. Rodman 1978) and the 

right to bestow a child in marriage rested with the child's 

father. The Longana say that a man would try to follow the 

rule of moiety exogamy when looking for a spouse for his 

son, but the overriding criterion was the reputation of 

the girl's parents as industrious people who would raise 

their daughter to be a reliable wife and mother (W. Rodman 

and M. Rodman 1978). 

Because a man's sister's children may claim some 

of his land upon his death, sometimes at the expense of 

his own children, a man may try to me.et his obligations 

to his matrilineal descendants and to protect his sons' 

claims to his parcels of land by arranging a marriage 

between one of his sons and a woman of his own descent 

category. That is to say, a man may try to arrange for 

one of his sons to marry a woman whom his son classes as 

a father's sister (e.g. son's father's sister's daughter). 

In so doing, a man hopes to (1) ensure amicable relations 

between his own matrilineal descendants and his sons, 



(2) ensure that his sons will not meet strong opposition 

from his matrikin when his sons lay claim to his plots 

of land, and (J) ensure that some of his grandchildren 

will be his own matrilineal descendants, and thus will be 

in a strong position to receive some of his land, 

Apart from the practise just described, and the 

rule of moiety exogamy, the matriclan affiliations of the 

potential spouses of one's children are unimportant when 

one is arranging their marriages. Furthermore, a marriage 

does not imply any obligation for future marriages 

between the clans of the couple. The Longana say that it 

is advantageous to have one's siblings a~d offspring take 

spouses from as many descent categories as possible, 

thereby increasing the support that one can receive from 

ties of affinity to many sibling sets of different clans. 

The structure and function of the graded society 

(hungwe) in Longana politics has been studied extensively 

(see especially W. Rodman 1973, 1977), The hungwe has 

been defined as: " . . a secular hierarchy of ranks 

achieved by the slaughter of progressively more valuable 

tusked boars" (W. Rodman 197J: 1) . 

Attainment of the second highest rank (mabu) 

in the graded society makes a man eligible to become a 

political leader (ratahigi). A leader must also be 

articulate, modest, sensitive to the wishes of others, 

and have a reputation for generosity. A high ranl{ing man 
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without these qualities is unable to attract followers. 

A leader's sphere of influence is limited 

(W. Rodman 1977:527). Essentially, a ratahigi can count 

on his kin, his co-residents, and the residents of hamlets 

close to his own for support. Other hamlets within his 

own parish may or may not support him depending upon their 

interests, and depending upon the amount of effort that 

the leader has invested in forging inter-hamlet alliances. 

Beyond his own hamlet cluster and parish, a ratahigi's 

influence can diminish greatly. 

Relations of kinship have little to do with 4 

the making of a ratahigi (see also Bonnemaison 1972a:95). 

A father is expected to raise his sons through the minor 

childhood ranks of the graded society out of affection, 

and out of a desire to teach them the intricacies of the 

hungwe (W. Rodman 1973:157-165). A man's brothers will 

aid him with pigs in the lower adulthood ranks. But, 

commencing at the middle ranks of the hungwe, boars of 

the appropriate tusk development become more difficult 
• ·1 

to obtain, and one's network of kin will not be able to ~, 

provide the core of support necessary to obtain the 

requisite number of boars. As a man climbs the rungs of 

the hungwe, he becomes more dependent upon his skills in 

investing boars in the rank-takings of others, and upon 

political alliances that he is able to form with highly 

rar..ked men. At the higher ranks of the hungwe, 
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genealogical information is unreliable for trying to 

~ 
understand why donors present boars to an aspirant. 

In the past, political leaders could legitimately 

use physical coercion to enforce their will (W. Rodman 

1973:529). This is no longer possible. However, a 

ratahigi retains his traditional role as a mediator of 

disputes in the district. 

Although the colonial government appoints men 

who are not qualified by high rank in the hungwe to 

mediate disputes and to report serious offences, such 

men, known as assessors, do not usurp the traditional 

rights of a ratahigi to preserve the peace, nor do they 

become serious political rivals of traditional leaders. 

The traditional leaders have allied with the assessors, 

thereby gaining access to the coercive sanctions of the fr 

colonial government (W. Rodman 1973:278-286, 1977). 

Thus, traditional leaders have successfully 

adapted to the injection of a foreign legal system into 

their traditional polity, and the graded society remains a 

vital institution in modern Longana. The survival of the 

hungwe is due also to the fact that the development of 

coconut plantations in Longana did not threaten the pig 

husbandry upon which the graded society depends (Allen 

1969:12, 145; W. Rodman 1973:59-61). 

Pigs are units of wealth controlled by men. 

Mats, woven exclusively by women, are units of wealth 
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controlled by women. The pig and mat spheres of exchange 

are bridged primarily in the ritual slaughter of pigs by 

women. This ceremony is known as dure (see M. Rodman 

1976, 1980). 

A woman kills untusked pigs when she is a child 

and on the eve of her wedding. She may also take rank in 

the graded society by killing a tusked boar either by 

itself or together with untusked pigs. However, some 

women never take rank in the graded society, and it is 

rare that a woman exceeds the highest of the minor, or 

childhood, ranks of the hungwe (M. Rodman 1976:12-14, J4; 

W. Rodman 1977:528). 

Fundamentally, dure ceremonies have to do with the 

establishment of marital relationships and with exchanges 

between siblings of opposite sex. A man, by contributing 

pigs to his daughters' dure ceremonies, is able to repay 

his sisters with pork for the mats that they contributed 

to his wedding exchange. Because the dure ceremony is 

intimately associated with the cross-sex sibling 

relationship, I will examine it in more detail in later 

sections of this dissertation. 

Mats, vital to wedding exchanges, cannot be 

exchanged fer money, nor can money serve as a substitute 

for mats in ceremonial prestations (M. Rodman 1976:51). 

Thus, in Longana, the two foundations of ceremonial 

exchange, mats and pigs, have not been threatened by the 
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development of coconut plantations and the subsequent 

involvement of the population with a cash economy. 

In the chapters that follow, I am concerned in the 

main with Longana tradition. However, I do not want to 

leave the impression that Longana is a backwater of 

conservatism. 

The Longana have planted extensive areas of the 

coastal plain in coconuts. These plantations are all 

indigenously owned. There are no businesses owned by 

~uropeans in the district. The Longana market the dried 

coconut meat, copra, through local cooperatives, use the 

services of a local entrepreneur, or deal directly with 

copra boats that call along the coast. 

Cash frcm copra sales, or from labour on local 

plantations, may be spent on: four-wheel drive trucks, 

motorcycles, portable radios and tape decks, digital 

watches and European clothing; tinned fish, meat, 

vegetables, and bags of rice; kerosene for stoves, lanterns 

and generators; teakettles, pots, pans, and luggage; 

beer, wine, soft drinks, gum; building ~naterials such as 

tin for roofing and concrete for European style houses; 

tuition for children attending local schools, or attending 

schools elsewhere in the New Hebrides, Fiji, or Papua 

New Guinea. 

The Longana welcome change, yet temper their 

enthusiasm for adapting to the white man's ways with 
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concern for the future of their valued cultural heritage. 

They admire Zuropeans and their technology, yet they are 

critical of the white man's legacy in the islands and alert 

to the future possibilities for neo-colonialism. Longana 

desire economic development, but not at the expense of 

their Aoban identity. To date, these people have 

succeeded in maintaining their vital traditions while 

adapting to the white man's religion, government, and 

economy. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE CONSANGUINEAL TERMINOLOGY 

Introduction 

In this chapter and the next I analyze the Longana 

system of kin classification employing concepts derived 

from the Longana theory of procreation. For analytical 

purposes, and clarity, the emphasis in this chapter is on 

the classification of consanguineals. In order to avoid 

confusion with the Longana concept of dai or "blood", my 

use of the term consanguineal, unless otherwise specified, 

will conform to the following definition (Keesing 1975: 

148): a consanguineal is any " . relative by birth 

... as distinguished from in-laws ( 'affines') and 

step-relatives". According to this definition, my 

mother's brother is a consanguineal relative who may be 

described as mother's mother's son. But in Longana, 

ego's mother's brother is not a "blood" relative. The 

term dai ("blood") in Longana is applied only to ego's 

own offspring and sometimes to, but not beyond, ego's own 

grandchildren. Since one of the major conclusions of this 

dissertation is that a knowledge of the classification of 

spouses and affines is essential for understanding the 

distribution of consanguineal terms, this chanter and the 
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next, which analyzes the classification of spouses and 

affines, constitute a unit. 

In the next section of this chapter, I argue that 

the terminology is a kin terminology. That is to say, the 

terms are ". . premised on genealogical reference" 

(Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:1J). In the third section, 

I establish that the kin terminology is of Crow-type, and 

begin an analysis of the distribution of the terms. The 

classification of siblings and half-siblings is given more 

extensive treatment in the fourth section. In particular, 

I show that the Longana principle of descent is not 

associated with a notion that all members of a descent 

category share a common substance. In the fifth section 

I broach the pYoblem of the classification of grandchildren 

and their offspring, and indicate the necessity for a 

knowledge of the classification of spouses in order to 

account for the alternative classifications for the 

children of grandchildren. 

The kintype notation employed throughout this 

dissertation is common in the anthropological literature 

(Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:78). The symbols are: 

F = father; S = son; C = child; B = brother; M = mother; 

D = daughter; Z = sister; GC = grandchild; GP = grandparent; 

H - husband; W =wife, Thus, for example, FBSD = father's 

brother's son's daughter. Glosses of Longana terms and 

phrases are enclosed in quotation marks. 



57 

Genealogical Connection and Terminology 

Some anthropologists (e.g. Needham 1974:20) do 

not accept a definition of kinship by genealogical criteria, 

and others (Southwold 1971:36) are skeptical, in the light 

of what they consider inadequate evidence, that kin terms 

refer to genealogical connection. These anthropologists, 

like others before them (Lowie 1920; Hocart 19J7) argue 

that there is an inherent circularity in classifying 

words as kinship terms: the anthropologist claims some 

words are kin terms because he is told by his informants, 

or observes, that ego may refer to his father or mother by 

a certain term, and therefore the anthropologist assumes 

or infers that the tE:rm of reference means "father" or 

"mother". 

The anthropologist who makes this assumption 

betrays his ethnocentrism, for he does not consider the 

possibility that people of other cultures may categorize 

close relatives differently than do we (Southwold 1971:39; 

see also Bohannan 1966; Hocart 1937; Lowie 1920). In 

classificatory systems, the term which the anthropologist 

glosses as "father" also may be applied to persons who are 

not ego's father, e.g. father's brother, father's sister's 

son. The anthropologist either ignores the fact that two 

or more kin types are classed by the same term, or attemp~s 

to account for it by " . , . use of the ingsnious evasion 
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of 'extension': the term which really means 'father' is 

extended to apply to all those other men" (Southwold 1971: 

39). 

But, the argument continues, if this were the 

case, an extended use of the term, that is, the application 

of the term to those who are not ego's father, should be 

marked " . by some qualification of phrase or tone 

to indicate an extended signification . . . . " 1
: South wold 

1971:J9). Since there is no logical reason why 

genealogically close and distant relatives within a 

category should be distinguished (Needham 1974:73) and 

there appears to be no ethnographic justification for the 

claim that they often are (Needham 1974:73; Southwold 1971: 

40), one must assume that the theory of extensions is 

false. The terms refer rather to undifferentiated social 

categories which have nothing to do with genealogical 

status or cultural notions of procreation (Needham 1974: 

40). These social categories are defined with reference 

to statuses which, it is claimed, are not genealqgically 

ordered, such as marriageability (Needham 1962), 

generational status relative to ego (Bohannan 1966; Leach 

1958), membership in corporate groups (Southwold 1971:52). 

The fact that the anthropologist can define these social 

categories genealogically is simply a convenient fact 

resulting from the ethnographer's ethnocentric method 

of description (Needham 1962:37, 1974:41). 
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Those who take the position just described 

correctly argue (Southwold 1971:40) that the appropriate 

evidence ought to be presented in order to justify the 

claim that a particular terminology is a system of kin 

classification and not a system of social classification. 

I argue that the terminology to be analyzed in this 

chapter is a system of kin classification, and I do so on 

the following evidence: customary observances of 

expectant and new parents which demonstrate an enduring 

connection between parents and offspring; the idea that 

parents equally contribute a unique substance (dai) to 

their offspring; and the fact that Longana do reckon 

degrees of genealogical distance within categories given 

in the terminology. 

The Longana believe that sexual intercourse is 

necessary for concepti~n. ~hen a woman is pregnant, the 

woman and the physical father of the child follow 

customary observances which ensure the well-being of their 

foetus and the health of the newborn infant. A pregnant 

woman drinks coconut milk to prevent a sickly child. She 

should not eat crabs, for the crab may clutch the foetus 

and interfere with delivery; similarly, she should not 

eat eels, for they might ~rap around the foetus and 

strangle it or hold it in the womb. An expectant father 

should not put his head under water when bathing in the 

ocean, for the fathe~ has to hold his breath in order to 
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do so, and the foetus' breath would be halted and it 

would suffocate in the womb. The child is born in a small 

hut and the mother and her child do not come out of the 

hut for ten days. During this time, only the father, his 

own children and grandchildren may come to see the child. 

After a child is born, its father should not swim 

in deep water, for infants cannot swim and if the father 

drowns, the infant will die. When the father of a 

newborn infant leaves his child to go to his gardens, 

or to visit, he should drag a vine behind him. The vine, 

Longana say, is like an umbilical cord which attaches 

the infant to its father and preven~s the small child 

from getting lost. Dragging the vine ensures that when 

the father returns, his child will be at home. 

These customary observances of the mother and 

father of the child demonstrate an intimate connection 

between parents and offspring which is also evident 

in the principle of dai, or "blood", Only the physical 

father and mother of a child contribute to a child's 

blood as a result of sexual intercourse, and only the 

physical parents of a child may refer to that child as 

daingu , "my blood". Ego may refer to his or her own 

offspring as daingu, ("my blood"), in order to distinguish 

his or her own offspring (netui) from other children he 

or she classes as netui (e.g. netui tuengu: "child of 

my brother", male ego). rteciprocally, the real children 
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of ego may refer to his or her own parents only as 

tamai sibongu ("my real tamai") and ratahi sibol"',gu 

("my real ratahi"). Tamai, for the present, may be 

glossed as "male parent", and ratahi as "female parent". 

Others in the class tamai may be ref erred to by 

qualifying phrases which distinguish these kin types from 

real tamai e.g., tamangu, hatie tamai sibongu ("my tamai, 

but not my true tamai"); tue tamai ("same -sex sibling 

of my tamai"(FB) ); alai tamangu ("sister's child of my 

tamai"). Similarly, one may distinguish between one's 

own ratahi (M), tubui (GP), vagabui (GC); retue (siblings), 

and others classed by the same term. Consequently it is 

reasonable to claim that the Longana distinguish between 

genealogically close and more distant members within a 

category. 

The distinction which the Longana draw between 

close and more distant relatives is based upon the concept 

of dai (blood), which is rooted in the Longana theory of 

procreation. ~go's physical parents are the only tamai 

and ratahi who contribute to ego's blood, or substance, 

and half of ego's blood or substance comes from each 

parent. Although tue tamai (FB) and tue ratahi (MZ) 

share a portion of ego's substance if they are full-siblings 

of ego's tamai and ratahi, ego's substance is the unique 

product, shared only with his own full-siblings, of the 

sexual union of those to whom he refers as tamai sibongu 
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and ratahi sibongu. Thus, it is not ethnocentric to 

assert that the latter terms refer to the unique 

genealogical relationship established by procreation and 

the inheritance of dai, and that the terms ratahi sibongu 

and tamai sibongu may be glossed as "my own, or true, 

mother" and "my own, or true, father" . It follows then 

that others to whom ego refers as tamai (e.g., FB) and 

ratahi ( e .g,, MZ) are not the primary referents of the 

terms in their narrowest senses, 

In sum, the terminology refers to classes of 

kin (tamai, ratahi, etc.) within which degrees of 

genealogical distance are distinguished, and the common 

use of relative product definitions to mark these 

distinctions within kin classes ( 2.g., tamai sibongu (F); 

tue tamai (FB, FMZS); alai tamai (FZS, FZDS, FMZDS) ), 

indicates that each of the constituent kin categories 

(e.g., alai tamai) within each class, and thus the kin 

class itself, are defined with reference to the 

genealogically closest member (primary referent) of the 

class. The terminology is anchored in Longana notions 

of procreation and genealogical connec0ion, and is 

therefore a system of kin classification. Further 

evidence for this conclusion can be found throughout this 

chapter. 
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The Terms 

The Longana terms of reference, including terms 

for spouses and affines, are given in Table 2 below. 

The consanguineal terms for male and female ego are 

diagrammed in Figures 3 and 4. The terminology embraces 

the entire population. 

On inspection, this terminology readily falls into 

that type which anthropologists designate as "Crow" 

(Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:14-15): F = FB = FZS = FZDS 

etc.; FZ = FZD = FZDD = FZDDD etc.; a man's BC and MBC 

are classified with his own C; and a woman's MBC are 

classified with her BC. 

The Longana believe that father and mother 

contribute equally to their child's blood (dai). 

Full-siblings are thus of identical blood, or substance. 

The term daingu ("my blood") is often used to distinguish 

ego's own children (netui) from others he or she may 

classify as netui ("child"): a man may refer to his own 

children as daingu, and to his BC as netumaru ("my 

brother's and my child"). BC and ZC are not of the same 

dai as ego. 

Ego's own siblings are members of their mother's 

moiety subdivision or descent category (duvi). For a male 

ego, duvi includes the matrilineal descendants of his Z, 

and all matrilineal descendants of his M1VI1VI and her same-sex 
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TABL~ 2 

T~~JIS OF REFERENCE 

Key: Cf terms used by male ego. 
9 terms used by female ego. 

If Cf' and 0 signs are absent, the terms are 
sex. Uninf'iected stems are used throughout. 

used by either 

tamai 

ratahi 

ratahi-~ 

bui 

tokaure 

tue 

tokagi 

tehi 

hangue 

alai 

netui 

F, FB, FZS, FZDS, FZDDS, FZDDDS, etc.; FMZS, 
FMZDS, etc . ; FFBS, FFBDS, etc . ; FFZSS, FMB, MH, 
MZH; 0- : SSS, BSSS, MBSSS; SWBS; 9 : DSS, 
ZDSS, BSSS, MBSSS, H of any netui. 

M, MZ, IillVIZD, lVII\'IMZDD, NIFBD, MFZSD, lflFZDSD, FW, FBW. 

FMZ, FMZD, F~ZDD, etc.; FZ, FZD, FZDD, FZDDD, etc.; 
FFBD, FFBDD, etc.; FFZSD; Cf : SSD, BSSD, MBSSD, 
SWBD, FZHBW; Q : DSD, BSSD, ZDSD, MBSSD. 
Ratahi* is used throughout this dissertation to 
avoid confusion with ratahi (M). 

M only (diminutive of tubui). 

MB, l\T'11B, MMMB, MIVIZS, lVIlVIMZDS, MFBS, lViFZSS, MFZDSS. 

Q": B, FMBS, FFBSS, FBS, MZS, FZSS, FZDSS, 
MBDSS, MBSDS, DSD, DSS, SDS, ZDDDS, FFZD, ZHF, 
1.llJZH; 9 z, MZD I FZSD, FZDSD' MBDSD, SSD, 
BDSD. 

Any tue older than ego. 

Any tue younger than ego. 

Cf : Z, 1V1"v1ZDD, FMBD, FFZD, MZD, FBD, FZSD, FZDSD, 
MBDSD, MBSDD, ZDDDD, SDD, DHZ, SWZ; Q : B, FBS, 
MBDSS, BDSS, SSS, W of any hangue. 

O": ZC, ZDC, ZDDC, ZDDDDC, FBDC, FBDDC, FZSDC, 
MZDC, MZDDC, MBDSC, DSC, SDDC, ZHBC, DHZC, SWD. 

C' : C, BC, BSSC, FBSC, MBC, MBDDC, MBSSC, Y!ZSC, 
MZDSC, MMZSC, MMBC, IVIIVIJVIZSC, Nil'i1MZDSC, I.'Jvrnc, ?Zssc, 
FBDSC, ZSC, ZDSC, ZDDSC, ZDDDSC, DDC, SSC, SDSC, 
V\11'/I,,.., ZH~C, DHB~, S~BC :.,,... wz9 ; Q,~: - c; SS~, DDc _,._..., BSDC' 
BDS0, ~11BSDC , IV1BDSc.;, .r .:,SD0, .r nDG, '-'c, LiSSc, 11::GDC; 
netui gagumaresu: BC, DSC, SDC, BSSC, BDDC, MBC, 
MBSsc, MZSC, Mrnzsc, MlV.iBC, MMlVIZDSC, r@@1zsc, Nrrvrrvrnc, 
M3DDC, FBSC, FZSSC. 



vagabui 

tubui 

halai 
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TABLE 2 -- CONTINUED 

Cf : DC, BDC, I'J.IZSDC, MBDC, FBSDC, ZSDC, W of ego, 
tue, alai, or vagabui gogona; ZHZ, WZ; vagabui 
gogona: SC, BSC, MZSSC, MBSC, FBSSC, W of all 
netui; Q : SC, SDC, ZSC, ZSDC, BDC, BDDC, MBDC, 
MBDDC, .aZSDC, FBSDC, FBDSC; vagabui gogona: DC, 
SSC, lDC, ZSSC, BSC, BDSC, FBDDC, MBDSC. 

Also, anyone two or more generations junior to 
male or female egc. 

FM, FMB, Fil/lZ, l'flF, ~vlFB, W.tFZ, MFZC, MFZDC, MFZDDC; 
tubui gogona: MNI, MMZ, TfilVIl\11, MMMZD, FF, FFB, FFZ, 
FFZC, FFZDC. 

Also, anyone two or more generations senior to 
ego. 

cJ : H of all hangue and alai; ZHB. 

huri Hof all real or classificatory FZ (ratahi*), 
FZHB (if married to a ratahi*). 

bweli cf : H of all netui and vagabui; WF, WFB, ZHF, 
JHB, DHZC; O : W of all netui, vagabui, vagabui 
gogona and netui gagumaresu; H of all vagabui 
and netui gagumaresu. 

bababulu Half-siblings whc share a common father and 
whose mothers are of opposite moiety to one 
another. 
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siblings, The matriline descended from Z is given a special 

term (alai) which is marked for three generations: alai 

( ZC) , alailimbogi ( ZDC) , alailimbolimbogi ( ZDDC) ; ZDDDC 

are siblings (tue and hangue) and ZDDDDC begin the alai 

cycle again. The reciprocal of alai is tokaure (MB) and 

this term is applied upward three generations by male and 

female ego to MB, .MIVIB, and M.MIVIB. A female ego has no alai: 

the children of her B (hangue) are netui gagumaresu 

("children to eat"); and her junior duvi mates are her 

C (netui), DC (vagabui gogona) etc. Alai (ZC, male ego), 

tue (same-sex siblings), hangue (opposite-sex siblings) 

and tokaure (MB) are all classed by Longana as siblings, 

retue. The class of siblings is discussed in more detail 

in the third section of this chapter. 

Grandparents (tubui) and grandchildren (vagabui) 

of same moiety as ego are distinguished from those of 

opposite moiety by adding the term gogona ("sacred") 

to those of same moiety: vagabui gogona. Also, 

grandparents and grandchildren may be distinguished by 

sex: tubui mera ("male grandparent"); tubui vavine 

("female grandparent"). 

Ego's FZ is referred to as ratahingu bulengu toa 

("my mother, my fowl") the root of which is ratahi (IVI). 

The addition of the phrase bulengu toa distinguishes this 

woman as being of the opposite moiety to ego. If the 



context is clear, the phrase bulengu toa may be dropped 

and ratahi alone may be used. Ultimately, the Longana 

explain the qualifying phrase bulengu toa by reference 

to the customs associated with this woman. These customs 

will be described in Chapter Five. Since the uninflected 

stem for FZ is ratahi, I shall write FZ as ratahi* in 

order to avoid confusion with ratahi (M). 

Father's alai (FZC) are father's siblings; 

consequently ego refers to the matrilineal descendants 

of FZ as ratahi* and tamai (F). This line of ratahi* 

and tamai, ego's father's duvi (descent category), 

continues in unbroken succession from FZ and FMZ. :2go's 

W..FZ is a tubui, (grandparent), and her matrilineal 

descendants are tubui because ego's MFZ's uterine 

descendants are ego's MF's siblings (alai), Similarly, 

ego's FFZ is a tubui gogona ("sacred" grandparent), and 

so are her matrilineal descendants. 

Tubui is a term that has four meanings. First, 

tubui can mean "mother" in the sense of genetrix. The 

diminuti7e bui is applied as a term of reference to ego's 

own mother to distinguish her from others classified 

as rata.~i. Second, tubui may be used to refer to an old 

woman, or anyone who is two or more generations senior 

to ego. Third, a man with children may refer to his F 

as tubui remaresu ("their, my children's, grandfather"). 
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There is an element of respect involved: tubui remaresu 

is interchangeable with tamargai remaresu, tamargai 

being applied to one who is elder and wise. 

Fourth, tubui may also be applied strictly as 

a term of genealogical relationship. One's genealogically 

defined grandparents are: lVIM, W!IVIZ, IVIF, IVIFB, MFZ and her 

uterine descendants; FM, FIVIZ, FF, FFB, FFZ and her uterine 

descendants. Although the classification of M1VI and WIIVIZ as 

tubui is genealogical, in that the reciprocal for DDC and 

ZDC is vagabui, the Longana also frequently refer to lVIMB 

and 1VIlVIMB (tokaure) as tubui. This is a generational 

use of the term, since MlVIB never refers to his ZDC as 

vagabui; ZDC is alai. 

Consequently, the Longana point out that the term 

tubui can refer to real grandparents (tubui sibongu), or 

it can "cover up" other genealogically based terms such as 

ratahi* (FZ), ratahi (M), tamai (F), tokaure (MB), that 

may be applied to relatives two or more generations senior 

to ego. This will become more clear in Chapter Four, 

as it depends upon the problem of how the Longana classify 

children of vagabui (GC). 

It is evident from Figures 3 and 4, and from 

Table 2, that not all of those classified as ratahi (M), 

tue (same-sex sibling), hangue (opposite-sex sibling), 

alai (ZC) or tubui gogona are going to be of ego's 
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descent category (duvi), although they will be of ego's 

moiety if moiety exogamy is practised. Similarly, not 

all those classed as ratahi* (FZ), tamai (F) and tubui (GP) 

are going to be of ego's father's descent category, 

although they should be of opposite moiety. All those of 

opposite moiety to ego (havara, "their side") are referred 

to as retamanda ("our fathers") by a male and a female ego; 

male ego may also use renetunde ("our children"). All 

those of same moiety (havangu, "my side") are referred 

to as retuanda ("our siblings"). 

Obviously the term retue ("siblings") has a wide 

range of meanings, from ego's own siblings (retue sibongu) 

up to and including all those persons of same moiety as 

ego. The classification of siblings is sufficiently 

important to merit separate treatment. I begin with the 

most restricted sense of the term retue and move toward 

its broadest meaning. 

The Classification of Siblings 

A vrorr:an' s dai will refer to one another as retue 

sibongu ("true" or "real" siblings) because, as the Longana 

say, they are "born from one mother". At this level, 

mother (ratahi) is excluded from the category retue, and 

so is her brother (tokaure); this man is not descended 

from ego's mother. ZC are not retue sibongu because ZC 

are not of the same substance (dai) as ego and his Z; ZC 



72 

and their MB are the offspring of different procreative 

pairs. Nevertheless, ego and his ZC are descended from one 

mother, ego's mother, even if they are not, strictly 

speaking, retue sibongu. Consequently, a male ego can 

refer to his alai (ZC) as retue, because they are all 

descended from ego's mother, and ZC can reciprocate. At 

times, one may hear a Longana refer to, or address, his 

tokaure (MB) as tokagi (elder brother). The Longana regard 

this as serious talk, for in effect it ignores the fact 

that ego and his MB are not retue sibongu. Thus Longana 

males terminologically equate a woman's brother and her 

offspring as siblir:gs of one another. ·:rhis is a <P 

characteristic feature of Crow kinship terminologies 

(Scheffler 1972a:126; Xeesing 1975:11)). 

The children of MZ are not of the same dai as ego; 

they are not born from one mother. However, MZC .are members 

of ego's mother's descent category (duvi). From MB's point 

of view, his M (ego's MBM) is the lineal ancestress of ego's 

Mand ego's MZ; they and their offspring are retue to MB, 

and therefore ego and MZC are retue to one another. Even 

so, if pressed for clarification when referring to his 

MZC as retue, a male ego will add: "not my real siblings" 

(hatie retue sibongu), and will note that MZC are siblings 

by virtue of their descent from MZ (tue ratahingu). 

Offspring of other ratahi of ego's duvi are simply classed 

as 11 siblings of my mother's descent category" (retue, 
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duvi ratahingu). Offspring of ratahi not of ego's descent 

category (duvi) are classed simply as retue, with the phrase 

"not of my mother's descent category" (hatie duvi ratahingu) 

added if clarification is needed. The patterning is 

similar for a female ego, but those classed as "child" 

are not retue at this level of meaning. In addition, a 

female ego has no alai: the children of an opposite-sex 

sibling are "children" (netui gagumaresu). 

Ultimately, of course, all members of ego's 

descent category (duvi) are descendants of the same 

woman, or mother. Hence, all members of the same descent 

category are classificatory siblings. At its widest 

meaning, the term retue includes all members of the same 

moiety. It is here that grandchildren (vagabui) and 

grandparents (tubui) become incorporated as retue. At 

this level, retuanda ("our siblings") is synonymous with 

havangu ("my side; my moiety"). Since all persons of 

same moiety as male ego are retuanda ("our siblings"), all 

those of opposite moiety are retamanda ("our fathers"), 

or renetunde ("our children"). However, the Longana never 

equate mothers (ratahi) or children (netui) with siblings 

(retue) for the purposes of reckoning their offspring. 

The distinction of being "born of one no-Cher" 

can be expar.ded to include all members of ego's duvi 

(descent category) and moiety. All of the uterine <r 

descendants of a common ancestress are siblings. This is 
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of course a concept of descent. But the importance of 

being born from one mother is coupled with the Longana 

concept of blood (dai) or substance, half of which comes 

from each parent. This means that the substance of a 

woman rapidly diminishes in each generation of her 

descendants. Thus, in Longana, descent is not conceived 

as a sharing of identical substance by all uterine 

descendants of an ancestress. I shall return to this 

point in Chapters Six and Seven. 

Half-siblings are classed as retue. Half-siblings 

born of the same father are usually distinguished from 

full-siblings with a qualifying phrase such as: ratahine, 

hatie ratahingu ("his mother is not my mother"). :Cgo 

and his half-siblings will not be "true" siblings (retue 

sibongu) to one another. What ego and his half-siblings 

share is the same substance (dai) from their common father 

only. 

Should ego's father take another wife of 

opposite moiety to ego's mother, this second wife is 

still a ratahi (M) to ego, and her children, although of 

opposite moiety, are still retue to ego. These 

opposite-moiety half-siblings are given a special term, 

bababulu, which can be glossed as "to stick" or "to tie 

up". Although ego's opposite-moiety siblings (retue) 
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share with ego only the dai of their father in common, as 

do half-siblings of same moiety, the bababulu relationship 

is of special significance. Classificatory bababulu are 

the offspring of any woman of opposite moiety to ego who 

is married to any man whom ego classifies as tamai (F). 

The Longana also distinguish those retue ("siblings") 

who are born from different fathers. Father's own brother's 

wife (ratahi) may be of same moiety as ego's mother, but 

of different descent category (duvi). If ego's F and FB are 

retue sibongu to one another, ego's FBC will share the 

same amount of dai or substance that ego inherits from his F, 

and FBC will be siblings (retue) by virtue of their descent 

from father's same-sex i'ull-sibling. For example, an 

informant may state that a siblir~ is "not a true sibling" 

(hatie tue sibongu), and then specify that his sibling 

is a "child of my father's brother" (netui tue tamangu). 

Likewise, the children of all men of father's descent 

category (duvi) are siblings. But the Longana distinguish 

these latter retue from siblings who are children of "true" 

fathers and siblings who are children of FB (tue tamai); 

they are more distant retue ("siblings"), children of 

someone who is simply "of my father's descent category" 

(duvi tamangu). Since not all tamai are of ego's father's 

descent category, ego has siblings (retue) who are not 

children of his father's descent category, and they can 
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also be distinguished, Although the Longana can and do 

distinguish siblings as being "born from different fathers", 

they are more likely, in this matrilineal system, to 

initially use the "born from a different mother" distinction 

for those retue ("siblings") just discussed. 

I began this discussion of siblings with the 

statement: "A woman's dai will refer to one another as 

retue sibongu ('true' or 'real'siblings) .". This 

is the way in which my informants defined true siblings ...._, 

for me. Yet they also recognize that siblings born from 

the same mother may have different fathers. Such 

half-siblings will not be of identical substance because 

only half of their substa~ce, from their mother, is held 

in common. Nevertheless, informants insisted that in this 

case birth from the same womb is more important than 

difference in substance: half-siblings who share ~he same 

mother are retue sibongu ("true siblings)". This may be 

rhetoric; it needs further investigation. For the present, 

I cannot freely gloss retue sibongu as "full-sibling", 

In more typical circumstances, retue sibongu also 

share the same father and thus are usually full-siblings 

as well. Henceforth I shall restrict myself to the ideal 

situation: whenever I use retue sibongu it shall be 

understood that I imply also that such sibli1~s are, in 

anthropological parlance, full-siblings. 
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The Longana distinguish true siblings, 

half-siblings and more distant classificatory siblings on 

the basis of genealogical connection and genealogical 

distance from the primary referents of the terms for 

physical parents. This section provides further evidence 

for the argument I made at the beginning of this chapter: 

the terminology is a system of kin classification. 

The Classification of Grandchildren and the Children of 

Grandchildren 

The classification of grandchildren (vagabui) and 

the children of grandchildren is a major ethnographic 

problem of this dissertation. This issue cannot be 

settled until the next chapte~. Here I will provide some 

preliminary information on the classification of 

grandchildren, and detail the indeterminacy in the 

classification of the children of grandchildren. 

Ego's CC contain one-quarter of his or her 

dai ("blood"). When questioned as to whether vagabui 

(GC) are dai, informants may answer in the affirmative but 

quickly point out that grandchildren (vagabui) are not 

really dai due to the dilution of blood; or informants may 

categorically deny that grandchildren may be called 

daingu ("my blood") while at the same time pointing out 

that grandchildren are very close to being dai. As a 

genealogical relationship, vagabui is a fuzzy category 
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standing on the border of the Longana concept of 

consanguinity. And vagabui gogona (grandchildren of same 

moiety), while not quite dai, not necessarily of ego's 

duvi (descent category) if ego is male, nor of the same 

blood as are ego and his or her full-siblings, are 

nevertheless included in the category retue (siblings). 

Vagabui gogona are frequently referred to by the Longana 

as tehi (younger sibling) when determining the classification 

of their offspring. 

The patterning of kin terms for the children of 

grandchildren for both men and women is shown in Figure 5. 

It is assumed that ego and all his descendants take 

spouses from the opposite moiety. Knowing that 

grandchildren of same moiety (vagabui gogona) are 

classificatory siblings (retue) helps to explain some of 

the terms for their offspring. For male ego, the fact 

that SS is a classificatory sibling accounts for the 

classification of SSC as netui (C). But this leaves the 

alternate classification of SSC as tamai (F) or ratahi* 

(FZ) unexplained. SD is a retue (classificatory sibling) 

and her offspring are classificatory retue, But there 

is a problem here: if SD= retue = hangue (Z), why 

aren't her children classed as alai (ZC)? Furthermore, 

DSC are tue (Band Z) or alai (ZC). It doesn't seem 

likely that under some circumstances DS = ~ - ' in order 

to account for 11is offspring bei:ng tue (siblings), and 
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under other circumstances DS = Z, in order to account for 

his offspring being classed as alai (ZC). Since DSC are 

the same moiety as DSW, it would seem more reasonable that 

DSC are classed following the classification of DSW. 

There are similar problems with the classification 

of children of grandchildren for a female ego. In 

particular, the alternates for a woman's SSC suggest that 

these descendants are being classed according to the 

classification of SSW. 

The suggestion that the selection of spouses by 

grandchildren can influence in some manner the 41-

classification of ego's CCC receives reinforcement when 

one considers that the selection of spouse by male ego 

can affect the classification of his offspring. Figure 5 

has been made on the assumption that moiety exogamy is 

practised throughout. But should a man marry a woman 

of his own moiety, and his descendants follow the rule of 

moiety exogamy, his DC will be grandchildren of the same 

moiety as ego (vagabui gogona), SC will be vagabui, and 

the patterning of terms in the next generation will be the 

reverse of that shown in Figure 5 (see Figure 6). That 

is to say, the classification of the descendants of ego 

cannot be predicted, beyond one generation, from a 

knowledge of the consanguineal terminology alone. The 

influence of Ghe classification of spouses and affines on 

the consanguineal terminology is the subject of the next 
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chapter. 

Summary and Conclusions 

I reserve a full discussion of the Longana 

system of kin classification until the end of the next 

chapter. However, the following statements may be made at 

this point. First, the terminology described herein is 

a system of kin classification. I am not saying that the 

terminology refers solely to relations of genealogical 

connection as they are posited by the Longana. Instead, 

the terms refer to genealogical relationships, and hence 

they can be called kinship terms. 

Second, the kin terminology, in its general 

features, confor~s to a type which anthropologists call 

Crow. The terminology equates a woman's children and 

her brother as siblings. This feature has been called 

the "nucleus" or the basic distinguishing feature of 

the Crow-type terminologies (Keesing 1975:115). The 

nucleus of the Longana Crow terminology is given closer 

scrutiny in Chapter Five. In addition, I have indicated 

that the principle by which a ZS is equated as sibling 

with his MB is a result of a descent principle, commonly 

expressed in terms of being "born from one mother", v 
or born from the same wcIP-b. This descent principle is 

cross-cut by the Longana doctrine of blood (dai) in a 

manner such that all members of the same descent category 

t 
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(duvi) are not of identical substance, or blood. 

Finally, I have indicated that the classification 

of the descendants of ego cannot be predicted from a 

knowledge of the consanguineal terminology alone; a 

knowledge of how the spouses of ego and his or her 

descendants are classified is also necessary. It is to 

that subject which I now turn. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

THE CLASSIFICATION OF SPOUSES AND AFFIN:c:S 

Introduction 

In this chapter I solve the problem of 

indeterminacy in the classification of third generation 

descendants. In doing so, I shall show that the Longana 

system of classifying spouses and affines is essential for 

an understanding of the consanguineal terminology. 

In the second section of this chapter I will 

briefly deal with the classification of the spouses of ego's 

consanguineals who are not ego's descendants or the 

descendants of anyone classified as ego's same-sex sibling 

(e.g., B, MB, ZS, male ego; Z, female ego). Then I will 

examine the system by which male and female Longana 

classify their spouses and the spouses of their descendants, 

and demonstrate that this system accounts for the alternate 

classification of the children of grandchildren. 

In the third section I show that the system for 

classifying spouses of descendants for men is separate from, 

though related to, that for women. In the fourth section 

I mention some other aspects of the referential 

terminology which malce the system difficult to isolate 

and analyze. In the final section I suITu~arize the 

84 
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findings of this and the previous chapter, and discuss 

the theoretical implications of the data examined so far. 

The Classification of Spouses 

The spouses of ego's F and spouses of all those 

classed as F (tamai) are ratahi (M). The spouses of 

ego's Mand all those classed as Mare tamai (F). The 

spouses of ratahi* and all those classed as ratahi* (FZ) 

are huri ("to follow"). The spouses of all tubui 

(grandparents) are tubui. 

A male ego classifies his spouses and the spouses 

of all those classed or equated with same-sex siblings 

(B, MB, ZS, ZDS, etc.), as vagabui (grandchild). ZH, ZDH, 

ZDDH, etc., are classed as halai. The term is 

self-reciprocal; WB = halai. 

A female ego classes her spouse and the spouses 

of all those she classes as same-sex siblings (Z) as tubui. 

The spouses of all those classed as opposite-sex siblings 

(hangue) are equated with opposite-sex siblings, hangue 

(BW). BSW, and BDH are classed as netui (child), 

The Longana use two modes for classifying spouses 

of one's descendants. I shall call these two modes the 

general mode and the specific mode. Informants often use 

these two modes interchangably. Both modes make use of 

the uninflected stems for consanguineals listed in Table 

2 of Chapter Three. 
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The more general mode of classifying one's spouse 

and the spouses of one's descendants frequently uses the 

stems of kin terms embedded in a phrase to mean e.g., 

"the father of . " or "the mother of " . . . ' or " the 

child of . . " For example, a man may use the phrase: 

tamai netui vagabui ("father of child of grandchild") to 

refer to his granddaughter's husband in the general mode 

of affinal classification. 

The specific mode of classifying spouses and 

affines uses the inflected forms alone, as they are used 

for referring to consanguineals. For example: tamangu 

("my father"), refers to consanguineals (F, FB, etc.) and 

also refers to an affine (DH, female ego) in the specific 

mode of affinal classification. 

The general mode of classifying spouses masks 

the more specific, more complex method of classifying 

spouses and affines. For example, a DSW may be tubui lo 

valei vagabui ("woman {rnothelj of grandchild's house"; 

general mode, male ego), but she is also, in the specific 

mode, a hangue (Z), or a ratahi (M), or an alai (ZD). 

But these alternate classifications are not simply DSW's 

pre-marital classification. In the specific mode, a male 

reclassifies his spouse as vagabui (GC) at marriage, 

regardless of her pre-marital classification, and, 

reciprocally, a female reclassifies her husband as tubui. 



87 

This custom ultimately accounts for the fact that there 

are two or more terms for the spouses of some of ego's 

descendants and two or more terms for some of ego's third 

generation descendants. 

I will examine only the specific mode of spouse 

and affinal classification, since it is the key to the 

problem of the classification of ego's third generation 

descendants. The more general mode which ego uses to 

classify his or her spouse and the spouses of descendants 

may be found in Appendix A. 

(a) Male ego 

All of the males who marry ego's opposite-moiety 

descendants are equated with siblings (retue). Given this, 

and the fact that all males reclassify their spouses as 

vagabui, a model may be constructed which should predict 

the terms of reference that ego will apply to the spouses 

of his children and grandchildren. 

The model will be partially successful when tested 

against the data, but by showing where and why -'che model 

errs, I can use the model as a didactic device to give an 

orderly account of the intricate and often subtle system 

for the classification of the spouses of ego's descendants, 

and ~o solve the problem of the classification of children 

of grandchildren. I invented the model when I conducted 
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my research in order to sharpen my inquiries. The 

corrections that I make to the model result from an 

analysis of my informants' responses to it. The model 

is presented in Table J. The logic that I used to construct 

the model may be found in Appendix B. 

The model is only partially successful at 

predicting the reclassification of ego's SSW, and it is 

wrong totally for predicting how DSW will be classified 

(see Figures 7 and 8). We might expect, since SS is 

vagabui gogona, and thus is structurally equivalent to 

a younger sibling (tehi) for the purposes of reckoning 

kin, that SSW would be reclassified the same as ego's 

W or his BW. She usually is, provided that SSW is not a 

"close" ratahi* (FZ). Should ego, his brothers, or his son 

marry a FZ, ego will reclassify her as a vagabui or 

vagabui gogona. But SS is not of the same blood as ego, 

nor is he, strictly speaking, ego's dai. Thus should SS 

marry certain women of ego's father's moiety subdivision 

(duvi), ego will be obliged to continue to refer to SSW as 

ratahi*, and her children, ego's SSC, will be ratahi'~ (FZ) 

and tamai (F). But there is an exception to this rule, 

and it concerns what is meant by a "close" ratahi*. 

First, a "close" ratahi* must be of ego's father's 

moiety subdivision for the rule to apply. Second, she 

must be classed as hangue (Z), or alai (ZD, ZDD, or ZDDD) 

by ego's father for the rule to apply. Should ego's SS 
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marry a woman of ego's F's duvi whom ego's father 

classifies as, e.g., ZDDDD (hangue), but whom ego 

nevertheless classifies as FZ (ratahi*), the rule does not 

apply, and FZDDDD, or any uterine descendant of this woman, 

will be reclassified as vagabui by ego should she marry 

ego's SS, and ego's SSC will be classified as netumaru, 

"children of mine and my brother's". 

The model predicted that DSW will be reclassified 

as vagabui gogona. But Longana never refer to her as 

such. There are good reasons for this. First, ego 

reclassifies SW as vagabui gogona, and we might expect 

that this classification would be reserved for ego's SW, 

or for the wife of anyone classed as S (netui) by ego. 

Second, DS is a vagabui and therefore is not strictly 

speaking dai to ego, whereas ego's S is. From my data, 

this woman (DSW) is never referred to as vagabui gogona; 

indeed, there is a rule for reclassifying DSW which 

effectively eliminates the possibility that she will 

be classified the same as SW. 

The rule for the reclassification of DSW operates 

in such a manner that, with the exception of DSW being a 

ratahi (M) before her marriage, DSW is given the 

classification of her female relative who is one step 

closer, lineally, to ego, and the classification of DSC 

follows from the postmarital classification of DSW (see 
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Table 4). Note that, although all those classed as 

ratahi (M) are siblings in the widest meaning of the term, 

ratahi are never equated with siblings for the purposes 

of reckoning their offspring. Siblings, however, may be 

reclassified as ratahi (M). 

It is with respect to the classification of DSW 

that what I have called the specific mode of classifying 

spouses comes to a fieldworker's attention. When I asked 

for the classification for DSW, Longana males gave first 

the more general term: tubui lo valei (plus name), and 

then quickly pointed out her more specific classification, 

or they proceeded directly to the specific classification 

of DSW. 

The more general mode is most frequently used 

for the male spouses of descendants. In the specific 

mode, all of the males who marry ego's opposite-moiety 

descendants are equated with siblings, retue. That DDH 

is tue (B) is reflected in the term of reference for his 

children: DDC is referred to as netumaru: ''my brother's 

and my child". Thus DDC is classified not with reference 

to DD (unless she happens to be, through intra-moiety 

marriage, a vagabui gogona), but in reference to DDH 

who is same moiety to ego. Just as ego's BC are netumaru, 

so are ego's DDHC netumaru. 

The model predicted that SDH would be 

reclassified as netui at marriage. My data confirm this, 



TABLE 4 

'11HE RECLASSIFICATION OF DSW (W.iALE EGO) 

Pre-marital Post-marital Off spring 
Classification Classification ~DSC) 

vagabui gogona (GD) ratahi tue, hangue 
ratahi (Nl) ratahi tue, hangue 
tubui gogona (GM) ratahi tue, hangue 
hangue ( z) ratahi tue, hangue 

hangue (ZDDDD) alai alai 

alai (ZD) hangue alai 

alai ( ZDD) alai alai 

alai (ZDDD) alai tue, hangue* 

* The offspring of a ZDDD (alailimbolimbogi) are always 
tue (B) and hangue (Z). Thus, should the pre-marital 
classification of ego's DSW be the same as that of one 
of his uterine descendants, ego's classification of his 
DSW's children conforms to the principles for 
classifying the children of his uterine descendants: 
the offspring of hangue are alai, and the offspring of 
alai are, with one exception, alai. 
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but the classification of SDH has no influence on the 

classification of SDC: SD is vagabui gogona, a 

grandchild of same moiety as ego, and she is therefore 

equivalent to a sibling (tue) for classifying her 

offspring. Thus SDC are tue and hangue. 

This raises an interesting question: if SD is 

a classificatory sibling (hangue), why aren't SDC alai (ZC)? 

I have noted that the offspring of ZDDD (alailimbolimbogi) 

are also tue and hangue. Although ZDDD is a tue, and 

therefore equivalent to a Z (hangue), ZDDD is three times 

removed from ego, and Longana say that this genealogical 

distance makes ZDDD a very "weak" . + SlSver. That her 

offspring are tue (B) and hangue (Z), and not alai (ZC) 

is indicative, Longana say, of the dilution of the "blood" 

of ego's Z by three generations of in-marrying males. One 

might suspect, therefore, that SD (vagabui gogona) is 

structurally the same as a ZDDD for the purposes of 

classifying her offspring, since the offspring of ZDDD 

and SD are classified as tue (B) and hangue (Z). But 

ZDDD and SD are not equivalent as classificatory siblings. 

Alai are the uterine descendants of ego's Z; they 

are not the result of ego's procreative relationship, as 

are ego's grandchildren. This applies even if ego's SW 

is ego's alai (ZD, ZDD, etc.), for the Longana say that 

ego's "line" or duvi is "broken" if his child procreates 
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with ego's Z or her children. Offspring of this 

marriage will be grandchildren of same moiety (vagabui 

gogona), not alai (ZC). Whereas all of the uterine 

descendants of ego's Z are siblings born from one 

mother, ego's grandchildren of same moiety are siblings 

(retue) only in the widest sense of the term. 

Thus informants will state that SD, as a 

classificatory sibling of opposite sex (hangue), is not 

as "strong" a sister as ZDDD. Some informants say that, 

strictly speaking, SDD should not be classified as hangue 

(sibling of opposite sex); rather, she is, like her mother, 

simply a tue in the broadest sense of the term and to 

signify this, SDD should be classified as tue like her 

brother, not as hangue (Z). I found no disagreement 

with this opinion, but, most informants insisted that 

the classification of SDD as hangue is appropriate, even 

though it is not precise. 

The Longana argue that grandchildren of same 

moiety are not "strong" siblings by reasoning from the....

notion of descent (being born from one mother). 

Analytically there are two crucial reasons why these 

descendants of ego occupy an equivocal status, at least 

for the purposes of classifying their offspring. 

First, all grandchildren contain but a small 

proportion, one-quarter, of ego's "blood". But because 
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they can be called daingu, my "blood", they are somewhat 

like ego's children (netui), and the status of SC as 

siblings is correspondingly weakened. Second, one-half 

of the substance of grandchildren comes from ego's 

children's spouses. So grandchildren are like affines 

as well. Indeed, the Longana say that grandchildren 

of same moiety can be thought of as tokaure (MB), tehi 

(younger B), _;catahi (M), alai (ZC), or hangue (Z), 

depending upon the pre-marital classification of SW, 

although informants add that these more specific terms 

of reference should not be used. 

As lineal descendants of ego, vagabui gogona 

are almost like dai, almost affines. By virtue of this 

mix their status as siblings is weakened and this is 

reflected in the classification of their offspring. 

The Longana say that a female vagabui gogona (grandchild 

of same moiety) always produces "weak" siblings (retue) 

because of her status as a female, but the children of 

a male vagabui gogona (SSC) are not always classed as 

children (netui): the status of SS as sibling, for 

purposes of classifying his offspring, is overridden 

when a SS marries a ratahi* (FZ) and SSC will be classed 

as FZ and F. 
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(b) Female Ego 

The model for the classification of spouses of 

the descendants of a female ego is presented in Table 5. 

This model was designed in the field and checked with 

informants. The logic that I used to construct the model 

may be found in Appendix C. 

I have sufficient data to support, with one 

exception, the predictions made for the classification 

of spouses of children and grandchildren by a female ego. 

The exception is the classification of BW as vagabui. 

Since a male ego reclassifies his W as vagabui one would 

expect a woman to reclassify BW as grandchild (vagabui) 

as well, but this is not the case. The spouses of all 

those classified as hangue (B, MB) by a female ego are 

referred to as hangue (B) or gahoraingu ("mine to send"). 

Although both men and women refer to MB as tokaure, MB 

is an opposite-sex sibling (hangue) for a female ego. 

The wife of a MB and the descendants of MB are 

classified exactly the same as for a hangue (opposite-sex 

sibling). The children of all hangue are netui (C), but 

of opposite moiety: netui gagumaresu ("child to eat"). 

One might expect, therefore, since DS. is 

a grandchild of same moiety as ego (vagabui gogona) and 

DSC can be netui gagumaresu (BC), that DS is like an 

opposite-sex sibling, and his spouse also will be 
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TABLE 5 

A MODEL FOR THE CLASSIFICATION OF SPOUSES OF 

DESCENDANTS: FEMALE EGO 

H ·- tubui DH = tamai 

HZ = tubui SW = vagabui 

BW = vagabui SSW = vagabui gogona 

HM = tubui SDH = netui 

HF = tubui gogona DSW = vagabui 

DDH = tubui 
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classed as hangue, as is BW. The former is true, but 

the latter does not occur. 

The status of grandchildren is ambiguous, and 

the situation is similar to that for a male ego. Vagabui 

(grandchildren) are almost dai, almost affines. Consequently 

the status of grandchildren of same moiety as siblings is 

weakened as it is for male ego. Although vagabui gogona, 

for a female ego, are born of the same mother as she, this 

does not appear to enhance the status of grandchildren 

of same moiety as siblings. I conclude that, because of 

the equivocal status of DS (vagabui gogona) as retue, 

he is not of the same status as those classed as opposite-sex 

siblings (hangue), and this accounts for the fact that 

DSW is not classified as BW. But it does not account for 

the classification of BW as an opposite-sex sibling (hangue). 

This matter must be left until Chapter Five, where I shall 

show that the classification of BW as B is partly a 

co~sequence of the brother - sister social relationship. 

The reclassification of SW as vagabui (grandchild 

of opposite moiety) is the result of HM being reclassified 

as tubui (grandparent of opposite moiety). The spouses 

of all male uterine descendants of a female ego may be 

reclassified as vagabui, and there is no contradiction 

with the classification of SW = DSW as there is for male 

ego. As a consequence, there is no shunting of the 

spouses of grandchildren by a female ego in order 00 
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overcome the contradiction of classifying the spouses of 

two non-equivalent kinsmen by the same term. Since there 

is no contradiction within the model, what is the cause 

of the alternate terms for the children of grandchildren? 

Informants adjust the model to social reality 

(see Table 6). For example, an informant, when I asked 

her to classify the hypothetical spouse of SD replied: 

"He should be a netui ( C) , but if he is a hangue ( B) I 

can't change it", Grandchildren are at the borderline 

of dai, and here the classification of ego's grandchild's 

spouse may override the model. If this should occur, ego 

may have to classify her great-grandchildren following 

the pre-marital classification of her grandchild's spouse. 

Grandchildren's spouses who are classified as 

grandparents of same moiety (tubui gogona) and grandchildren 

of same moiety (vagabui gogona) before marriage are 

equated with siblings (tue or hangue) for the purposes 

of classifying their offspring. Thus, grandchildren's 

spouses who are of same moiety as ego are children (netui), 

mothers (ratahi), or siblings (tue, hangue). Following 

these rules, the classification of the children of 

grandchildren for a female ego is given in Table 6. 

Ego classifies the offspring of SC according to 

the pre-marital classification of SC's spouse, or by 

equating as siblings the spouses of SC whom ego classifies 
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DS 
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TABLE 6 

THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE CHILDREN OF 

GRANDCHILDrtEN: FEMALE EGO 

Pre-marital Class. 
of Spouse 

vagabui gogona (= tue) 
tubui gogona (= tue) 
tue 

ratahi 

netui 

netui 

hangue 
vagabui gogona (= hangue) 
tubui gogona (= hangue) 

vagabui 
tubui 

ratahi* 

tamai 
vagabui 
tubui 

Off spring 

netui 

hangue, tue 

vagabui gogona 

vagabui 

netui gagumaresu 

netui gagumaresu 

ratahi*, tamai 

netui 
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as grandchildren or grandparents, of same moiety, before 

their marriage to SC, DSC are normally netui gagumaresu 

( = BC) unless DSW is a ratahi* (FZ) to ego. This 

situation is similar to that for the classification of the 

offspring of SS for a male ego, and needs no further 

comment. The classification of DDC is determined solely 

by the status of DD as the equivalent of a sibling (tue) 

and thus there are no alternate terms for DDC. 

Consequences of the Reclassification of Spouses 

Men and women have different systems for 

classifying the spouses of their descendants and the 

children of grandchildren. Although the two systems are 

related to one another in that men reclassify their 

spouses as grandchildren (vagabui) at marriage, and 

women reciprocate by reclassifying their husbands as 

tubui (grandparent), the net result is two separate and 

independent systems for the classification of the spouses 

of one's descendants. A woman does not find it necessary 

to shunt the spouses of her grandchildren in order to 

avoid classifying the spouses of two or more 

non-equivalent kinsmen by the same term. 

Consequently, with the exception of DDC, a 

woman classifies her CCC differently than does her 

spouse (Table?). Moreover, ego and his spouse classify 

CCC independently of one another. That is, with the 
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THE CLASSIFICA'I'I ON OF GRANDCHILDREN' S SPOUSES 

AND CHILDREN OF GRANDCHILDREN 

MALE EGO 

GC's Class. of Class. of 
Spou~e GC's Spouse GC's C GC's C 

SSW 

SDH 

DSW 

DDH 

vagabui 
ratahi* 

netui 

hangue 
alai 
ratahi 

tue 

SSC 

SDC 

DSC 

DDC 

netui 
tamai, 
ratahi~} 

tue, 
hangue 

alai 
alai 
tue, 
hangue 

netui 

FEMALE EGO 

GC's Class. of Class. of 
Spouse GC's Spouse GC's C GC's C 

SSW 

SDH 

DSW 

DDH 

tue 
ratahi 
netui 

hangue 
netui 

SSC 

SDC 

vagabui DSC 
tubui 
ratahi~} 

tamai DDC 
vagabui 
tubui 
netui 
(gagumaresu) 

netui 
tue, hangue 
vagabui gQ_g_Qna 

netui gagumaresu 
vagabui 

netui gagumaresu 
netui gagumaresu 
tamai, ratahi* 

netui 
netui 
netui 
netui 
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exception noted, one cannot predict, from a knowledge 

of how ego classifies a child of a grandchild, what ego's 

spouse's classification of that descendant will be. For 

example, regardless of a male ego's classification of 

SSS, ego's wife may classify her SSS as B, C, or GC of 

same moiety. How ego's wife classifies SSS is determined 

solely by how she classifies SSW. Similarly, with the 

exception of the pair MMlVI and lVTI\IIF, one cannot predict, 

from the knowledge of how ego classifies one of his 

consanguineals three generations his senior e.g., FFF, 

how ego will classify that consanguineal's spouse (FFM). 

For a female ego, the children of an opposite-sex 

sibling (hangue) are netui gagumaresu ("children to eat"), 

This means that a woman has netui (C) of same moiety as 

she, her own children, and netui of opposite moiety, 

her brother's children. But a woman does not classify 

her brother's descendants as she does her own. The 

interesting result of this is that a woman classes the 

descendants of her BS as she does the descendants of her 

D, and she classifies the descendants of her BD as she 

classifies the descendants of her S (Figure 9). Why 

she does this cannot be explained solely on my analysis 

of the terminology so far. I shall return to this 

problem in Chapter Five. 

Because opposite-sex siblings classify each 
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other's descendants differently (Figure 10), the logic 

of the system sometimes generates alternate terms for 

a woman's third generation descendants, but her cross-sex 

sibling will classify these descendants by one term only. 

Consequently, within each of the four descent categories 

(duvi) related to ego through ego's parents (the duvi of 

ego's M, MF, F, FF), all generationally senior males are 

classed by one term, but all generationally senior women 

are not. Furthermore, sometimes ego will not class 

these women as siblings of their brothers (Figures 11 to 

14). 

It appears that ego may be equating generationally 

senior women of his ovm descent category as siblings 

of one another in alternating generations, since M = lVIIvTI~ 

(Figure 11), and a female ego equates generationally 

junior women of her descent category as siblings to one 

another in alternating generations, since GD = sibling, 

D = DDD (Figure 9). In Chapter Five, I demonstrate that 

actually a female ego is covertly equating her offspring 

with herself, and hence as her siblings. Because the 

demonstration of this requires evidence from the aff inal 

and consanguineal terminologies, normative statements 

from ini'ormants, and because it is crucial to the MB - ZS 

social relationship, I postpone further discussion of the 

subject until Chapter Five. 
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Also, it appears that a male ego may be equating 

alternate generations of his patrilineal kin, but these 

equations may be masked four generations below and above 

ego's generation by the effects of the system of spouse 

classification for a man's descendants. 

I will fully examine the classification of 

opposite-sex siblings' spouses in the next chapter, but 

I think that two observa~ions concerning that custom are 

appropriate here. 

First, ego classes FZH as huri ("to follow" ) , 

and a male ego's F classes his ZH as halai, a term which 

is self-reciprocal: ZH = WB = halai. Ego's F classes 

all of the children of his halai (ZH) as alai (ZC). Since 

halai is self-reciprocal, one might expect that ego's FZH 

(huri), who refers to ego's Fas halai, classes ego as 

alai (ZC), But there is no uniform reciprocal of huri. 

If WB is married to one's Z, then WBC is alai, but if 

WB marries a woman who is not one's Z, then WBC may be 

classed as tue (B) and hangue (Z) or ratahi (M) and 

tokaure (MB), for example. 

Similarly, there seems to be no uniform 

reciprocal for !VIEW. My data on this point show that HZC 

are classified as BC, GP, GC. I suspect that part of the 

cause of this collec~ion of terms for HZC is that a 

woman may classify HZC according to the classification 

of HZH. If HZH is a hangue (opposite-sex sibling) to his 
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WBW, then she will class HZC as BC. The term tubui for 

HZC was given by males, and is the reciprocal of a male 

classifying MBW as W: vagabui (GC) by her HZS. I have 

no data indicating that HZC are classed as hangue (Z) by 

their MBW. I suspect that the classifications of MBW as 

hangue (opposite-sex sibling) by a female ego, and 

vagabui ( GC = W) by a male ego are formalities, and do 

not require uniform reciprocals. That seems to be the case 

too for the classification of FZH (huri) and WBC. 

Second, ego's FZ and M classify one another as 

opposite-sex siblings (hangue) and thus opposite-sex 

siblings become ego's opposite-moiety mothers (ratahi*, 

FZ; ratahi, M). But why do these women classify one 

another as opposite-sex siblings? Are WB and ZH (halai) 

also classifying one another as opposite-sex siblings? The 

system of spouse and affinal classification, itself the 

solution to the conundrum of the classification of 

grandchildren, offers its own riddles. I shall answer 

them in the next chapter. 

Other Asnects of the rteferential Terminology 

There are other aspects of the referential 

terminology which make it an extremely dynamic system. 

Variations in the terminology may be determined by 

context. An anthropologist who points to a man's elder 
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brother and asks: "Who is that man?" may receive the 

reply: "My elder brother" (tokangu), Or, the answer 

may also be: "The father of our (the two of us) children" 

(tamai netumaru). The difference in the responses is 

connected to two factors: the status of B as a married 

man vri th children, and the status of elder brother as a 

man to be respected. 

How this system works is best illustrated by 

starting with two unmarried brothers. The younger will 

refer to the elder as tokangu. Should elder brother 

marry, he is referred to as tamai ("the father of . " ) . . . 
For example, should younger brother approach elder brother's 

wife to ask the whereabouts of elder brother, the term of 

reference will be: tamai netumu ("the father of your 

child"), if elder brother has no children; as tamai Tari 

if elder brother has a child named Tari. To refer to 

elder brother as tokangu in this context is a sign of 

disrespect for him. This is clearly an example of the 

use of a term of reference being conditioned primarily 

by the quality of the relationship between two kinsmen. 

But the case of terms of reference for ego's sister is 

not so simple. 

J 

As soon as male ego's hangue (Z) becomes married, 

she is no longer referred to as hangue. As a married 

woman with no children, Z becomes netui halangu ("child 

of my sister's husband"); after she has borne children, 
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Z is referred to as renetui halangu ("the children of my 

sister's husband"), Such terms are not dependent upon the 

behaviour of a man's Z to ego, but upon her status as a 

married sister with or without children. In addition, the 

term of reference for a sister also depends upon the 

moiety affiliation of the questioner. Should a Takaro 

man enquire of a Merambuto man concerning the latter's 

sister, "Who is this woman?", the latter will reply with: 

"Your child" (netumu). As one informant explained it: 

"You tell him netumu. She is the same as their child, 

but she is my sister. This man knows this. As soon as 

I say netumu to him, he thinks: 'Oh, this woman is this 

man's sister'", 

In order to analyze the Longana system of kin 

classification, I have had to ignore such changes in the 

terms of reference. The traditional line diagrams 

displaying the Longana terminology in these pages thus 

contain a fiction at the most elementary level: strictly 

speaking, the children of a man's Z (hangue) are not alai; 

alai are the children of ego's married Z, and ego must not 

refer to her as hangue after she is married. 

Furthermore, I have prepared Figure J, in Chapter 

Three, which displays the consanguineal terminology for 

male ego, by transposing the system for classifying the 

children of grandchildren to the matrilateral segment of 

the line diagram. Similarly, Figure 4, Chapter Three, 
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which shows the consanguineal terminology for a female ego, 

has been prepared by transposing the system for classifying 

the children of grandchildren of an opposite-sex sibling 

to the matrilateral segment of the diagram. The Longana 

agree that the descendants of a MB are classed according 

to the same principles as one's own descendants, if one is 

male, or according to the same principles as one's 

opposite-sex sibling's descendants, if one is female. But 

the distribution of kin terms on these diagrams is 

contingent upon the assumption that no kin types 

displayed on the diagrams intermarry, either within their 

own moiety or following the rule of moiety exogamy. For 

example, a man's son may properly marry ego's MBSD or 

MBSDD, and should that occur, MBSDD, for example, would be 

assigned affinal status by ego because she is a more distant 

kinsman by genealogical reckoning than is ego's son. The 

line diagrams which display the consanguineal terminologies 

for male and female ego, Figures J and 4, Chapter Three, 

are really fictional, for they are models which never 

appear in toto in genealogies due to such correct 

marriages and intramoiety marriages. But to try to account 

for the Longana system of kin classification without 

ignoring changes in the terms of reference and without the 

assumptions just described would be like trying to describe 

the dynamics of a rising wisp of smoke. 



117 

Summary and Conclusions 

The problem of the classification of children of 

grandchildren is not a trivial one for the Longana: 

because this is a Crow system of kin classification, and 

since there is no genealogical limit to the application of 

the terminology, a Longana is likely to have such 

relatives his own age with whom he may interact. 

To simply ask a Longana how he or she would 

classify the children of grandchildren is to ask the 

impossible. The most frequent response is vagabui 

("grandchild"). Such a response is correct, but i -c is 

simply the generational use of the 0erm: vagabui may 

be applied to all of ego's descendants who are three or 

more generations junior to ego. Or, one might get the 

reply: netui vagabui ("child of grandchild") which is 

merely a literal translation of the kin type. 

Before an anthropololgist, or a Longana, can 

predict the classification of these descendants of a 

hypothetical ego, there are four crucial things he or she 

must know. First, one must know if ego and all his 

descendants follow the rule of matrimoiety exogamy. Second, 

the moiety affiliation of the spouse of vagabui 

("grandchild") is required. Third, one may be required 

to know the pre-marital classification of the spouse 

of t~e grandchild. Fourth, one must know the rules, 
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where they apply, for the reclassification of spouses. 

Additional information may also be required: for the 

spouses of some grandchildren, e.g. SSW, male ego, the 

descent category (duvi) of the spouse, and whether she is 

genealogically close to ego, are important factors. 

The Longana classification of the children of 

grandchildren is not a trivial problem for anthropologists 

either. This system of kin classification exists in 

contradiction to Scheffler's generalization (1972a:117) 

that spouse and affinal relationships are not essential 

for the study of systems of consanguineal classification: 

. , systems of affinal or in-law 
classification are structurally dependent 
or.. systems of . . consanguineal 
classification, and the criteria and rules 
a system employs in the classification 
of kin types may or may not be employed 
in the classification of affinal relationships, 
Therefore, systems of ... fconsanguineall -
classification may be compared without 
reference to their associated systems 
of affinal classification (Scheffler 1972a: 
119). 

My examination of the Lo::igana data shows that 

the system of affinal classification is not structurally 

dependent upon the system of consanguineal classification. 

Indeed, I have shown that an understanding of the rules 

for classifying spouses and affines is essential for an 

understanding of how consanguineals are classified. 
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Furthermore, I showed also that a study of the 

classification of affines can contribute to our 

understanding of the status of certain consanguineals in 

the terminological system. Grandchildren of same moiety 

are almost one's affines, almost one's children, because 

they contain one-quarter of one's blood. Hence their 

status as sibling for the purposes of reckoning their 

offspring is critically ambiguous. And without knowing 

the rules for the classification of affines, the Longana 

classification of the children of grandchildren would 

be incomprehensible. The Longana terminology is based 

upon a system of consanguinity and affinity, and it is 

difficult to see how the Longana consanguineal terminology, 

which is Crow, car. be compared with others of the type 

without taking into account the system of classifying 

spouses and affines. 

My conclusion that the Longana system of 

consanguineal classification refers to relationships of 

consanguinity and affinity is as yet based solely upon the 

classification of the children of grandchildren. In the 

next chapter, I will demonstrate that affinal relationships 

are of fundamental importance for the understanding of 

Longana ki~ship. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

CHILDREN OF BLOOD, CHILD~ZN OF SHAME: 

CONSANGUINEAL AND AFFINAL CLASSIFICATION, SEXUAL IDENTITY, 

AND SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS 

Introduction 

In the last two chapters, I examined the Longana 

system of consanguineal and affinal classification without 

bringing into the analysis data from observed or normative 

behaviour. In this chapter I begin to shift the focus 

from the study of the terminology alone to an examination 

of the social relationships which the Longa.na associate 

with the terms. I do so by considering three problems 

that cannot be solved from a study of the terminology 

alone. First, why do the Longana reclassify their spouses 

as they do? Second, do men classify the spouses of their 

opposite-sex siblings as opposite-sex siblings, as do 

women? And if so, how can this be possible? Third, why 

is it that a woman classifies the descendants of her BS 

as the d~scendants of her D, and the descendants of her 

BD as the descendants of her S? I will show that an 

answer to the first question is essential to the solution 

of the second and third problems, and has relevance to 

the MB - ZS relationship as well. 
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The next section of this chapter provides the 

reason why the Longana reclassify their spouses as they 

do by introducing a part of the Longana theory of 

procreation that has not as yet been discussed. The 

Longana have a narrative that accounts for the creation 

of men and women, the origin of the consanguineal and 

affinal terminologies, and the beginning of procreation. 

This narrative, to which I refer as the Longana story, 

or theory, of human reproduction, identifies the first 

woman as a sibling who had male and female sexual identities 

and lays down the rules for appropriate behaviour 

between cross-sex siblings. 

These last two facets of the Longana story of 

human reproduction are crucial for solving the riddle 

of the classification of the spouses of cross-sex siblings, 

which is discussed in the third section. In that section 

I relate the classification of spouses and siblings' 

spouses to the story and, in particular, I show that 

the spouse of one's cross-sex sibling is a sibling of 

same and of opposite sex, as was the first affine. 

The fact that certain Longana can have a dual 

sexual identity with respect to certain others, a 

phenomenon associated with their story of human 

reproduction, is relevant to the MB - ZS relationship, 

and it is also relevant to a woman's classification of 
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and her social relationship to her BC. These topics are 

discussed in the fourth section. 

In the fifth and final section I draw together 

the results of this chapter and discuss their methodological 

and theoretical implications. In particular, I argue that, 

in the Longana case, one cannot discover the mode of 

consanguineal and affinal classification from an 

examination of the terminology alone. 

The Longana Story of Human Reproduction 

The Longana believe that women become pregnant 

as a result of sexual intercourse and that both parents 

contribute equally to the substance of the child. But 

the Longana "theory" of human reproduction is more 

extensive than this: these basic propositions are related 

to a more inclusive theory, expressed as a narrative, 

that explains how it is that men and women came to be 

different from one another and the circumstances under 

which children came to be born. Because of the importance 

of the Longana account for this and later sections of the 

dissertation I give the story in some detail. 

The first section of the story is an edited 

version of the same tale told to me on different occasions 

by various informants. I recount it as if it were given 

by one informant: 
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When Tagavui made Aoba, he created 
ten brothers. These men were not fully 
human, as you and I. There were no women 
at this time. 

The eldest of the ten brothers was the 
leader of the group. He feared that, when 
he and his siblings were dead, there would 
be no more people. "How" , he wondered, 
"can we make future generations of people?" 

One day, the nine younger siblings 
were playing with an orange. The leader 
asked them to stop, but his brothers 
ignored him. Angered by his brothers' 
disrespect, the eldest picked up a stone 
and threw it at his brothers. The stone 
struck one of the men and mutilated his 
genitals. '11he wounded man became transformed 
into a woman, but of course they didn't 
Lnow what she was, for no or.e had seen 
a woman before. 

The woman was shocked and embarrassed 
by her sudden injury and transformation. 
Unable to comprehend what had happened to 
her, she fled, weeping, trying to hide 
herself from her brothers. Several times 
her brothers called for her to join them 
but she refused. They offered her food, 
but she would not take it. They built a 
house for her so she could sleep by herself. 

Later, the eldest sent one of the other 
brothers to fetch the woman. She said to 
him: "Oh, hanguengu ('my cross-sex sibling•) 
I cannot join you". J:'he eldest sent each 
of the others to his sister, but she 
wouldn't come, calling them in turn: 
tokarengu ('my mother's brother'); netungu 
( 'my child' ) , vagabuir:gu ( 'my grandchild' ) 
-- all these words for relatives originated 
in this manner, except for ratahingu bulengu 
toa ('my father's sister'). That came later, 
after there were lots of people. 

Finally, the eldest decided to go to 
the first woman. He took some food and 
offered it to his sister. She said: "Oh, 
tubui ('grandfather'), enter and give me 
my food" . 

The others told the eldest that he and 
the first woman should live together. So 
the eldest cohabited with the first woman. 
In this way procreation became possible, and 
the two produced many offspring, our ancestors. 
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At this point there are many versions telling 

of the offspring of the first man and woman to live 

together. But all are essentially the same: the first 

woman cohabited only with the one whom whe called tubui. 

Her offspring were thus a set of siblings, confronted with 

the same problem as before: how could they ensure future 

generations? Thus trother procreated with sister and 

parent procreated with child, Later they decided that 

this was not good, so they prepared a taro pudding, placed 

it on a leaf, and cut the puddirJ.g down the center, All 

those on one side of the pudding ate together, as did 

all those on the other side. After they ate, coconuts 

were divided into t"wo piles. Those who ate together 

drank together. In this manner the population was divided 

into two halves, one named Takara, the other half named 

Merambuto. Since ~hey had decided that men should not 

procreate with their own siblings and offspring, it was 

decided that men should take their wives from the other 

moiety. Because women bear the children, children would 

be of their mother's moiety. 

The story tells of the creation of the first 

woman from a set of male siblings; the separation of 

females from males and avoidance between brother and 

sister; the establishment of the kin terminology; the 

cohabitation of the first female with her tubui, which 

coincided with an acceptance of food from this male only; 
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and the birth of children from the union of this pair. 

With the establishment of an incest tabu and exogamous 

matrimoieties, the beings became fully human and the 

form and principles of Longana society were established. 

But what should be noted first is the fact that 

the origin of the kinship terminology and the first 

procreative relationship are inextricably conjoir.ed. The 

Longana story of human reproduction suggests that the 

kinship terminology is based upon a system of consanguinity 

and affinity. And, as did the first procreative pair, 

present day Longana men and women become tubui and 

vagabui to one another at the time they initiate a 

procreative relationship. The Longana say that all men 

should marry grandchildren (vagabui), as did the first 

man to establish a procreative relationship with a woman. 

Because of the system of spouse reclassification, all 

men do. 

'I1he story of reproduction has relevar.ce beyond 

the contemporary reclassification of spouses in Longana. 

There are visible manifestations of this story in the 

social relationships between members of the opposite sex. 

Because the social relationships between siblings are 

important for what follows, I will bri2fly discuss them 

here and show how they are rooted in the Longana story 

of reproduction. 
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Between siblings there is a norm of solidarity 

and generalized reciprocity. Within the sibling set two 

important distinctions are made: relative age and sex. 

As with the first sibling set, the eldest male siblir.g 

has a position of authority with respect to his junior 

siblings. He may discipline and punish a recalcitrant 

junior sibling. 

Opposite-sex siblings, upon reaching maturity, 

must avoid one another, as did the first woman with respect 

to her cross-sex siblings. Men fear menstrual blood: 

pollution by it can cause men to lose their breath and die. 

Unmarried sisters should live separately from their 

brothers. Men, in the past, lived in the men's house 

(gamali) upon reaching puberty, and their unmarried sisters 

resided 'Nith their mothers. Today, in many hamlets, one 

often f 5_nds bachelors living together in a small house; 

their Unr.1arried sisters are livir.g with their parents. 

An adult should not enter the house of an opposite-sex 

sibling. 

Adult cross-sex siblings were, in the pas~, very 

tabu to one another, and were subject to elaborate 

avoidance customs designed to avoid sexual contact, some 

of which may still be observed today. The Longana. 

characterize these avoidances, in pidgin, as "shame" 

( sem). In Ao ban, the appropriate wor.:t is mai-mai, the 

meaning of which recalls the first cross-sex sibling 
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relationship. Mai-mai has meanings ranging from shyness 

and embarrassment, to respect and deference. I shall use 

the term avoidance when referring to the meanings 

associated with mai-mai. 

I wish to temper my description of the avoidance 

patterns characteristic of the cross-sex sibling social 

relationship with the observation that, due to 

missionization, coeducation, and the influence of 

European folk-ways in general, these avoidance practises 

are disappearing among the younger generation. However, 

the sudden appearance of a sister on a path, or inside 

a house, can still cause a young man considerable 

discomfort. 

Should a man accidentally meet his sister on 

a path, she should detour into the bush and turn her 

back to her brother, for she should not come close to 

her brother, nor touch him, nor look upon his face. A 

woman may not eat food which her brother has killed, 

prepared, or carried from his gardens, although she may 

go to her brother's gardens and take produce for her own 

use. 

It is forbidden for a man to use his sister's 

name, and he must not look for his sister if he wants to 

talk to her; a man should ask a mother, a father, or a 

wife to send a message to his sister that her brother 

wishes to speak to her. When a sister approaches 
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her brother to speak to him, she does not use a term of 

address; she stands at a distance, hangs her head in 

deference, and her brother talks to her quietly and soberly. 

If a woman must go to another village, her brother may 

accompany her, but she walks a good ten to fifteen paces 

behind her brother. A woman, whatever her age, is always 

subordinate to her adult male siblings. 

The embarrassment, the shame, the deference, the 

avoidance of physical contact with an opposite-sex 

sibling and avoidance of contact with food which has 

been prepared or carried by an opposite-sex sibling -- all 

of these characterize the initial shock accompanying the 

act which created the first sister. That act, an accident, 

was the result of the anger of the oldest sibling at 

being disobeyed by his youngest brother. It was overcome 

only by the establishment of a procreative union between 

the first sis0er and her eldest brother. 

The first sister was also the first woman, and 

women and men should, like the first woman and men, avoid 

one another. At feasts, at church and afterwards, men and 

women form separate groups. They do not walk down the 

road together. Young women travel together, and the men 

do the same. If a man and his wife walk together, she 

walks behind at a respectful distance. Men eat with men, 

women with women and children. ~~omen were not allowed in 

the men's house. 
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~his separation of the sexes in general is 

disappearir~g today. Young men and women mingle at school 

and at western-style dances. However, hovering at the 

edges of the dance are concerned pare:::J.ts, few of whom 

extol the virtues of this white man's custom. It is said 

by the elders and the middle-aged that familiarity 

between the sexes will inevitably lead to sexual relations. 

These in turn will spoil arrangements made for the marriage 

of offspring at their birth or shortly thereafter. In 

addition, informants point out that it was customary, 

and many feel it still should be, for unmarried youth to 

be kept ignorant of sexual intercourse until their wedding 

night. Sexual intercourse, outside of marriage, was 

forbidden (tabu). 

The Longana story of human procreation has 

relevance for Longana today. All men reclassify their 

wives as vagabui (grandchild) just as did the first 

husband.. He too was a grandparent (tubui) to the first 

wife, who was also his sibling. 'l'he Longana story of 

nrocreation is the base (gaidumo) from which the system 

of consanguineal and affinal classification comes. 

Similarly, the avoidance between cross-sex siblings 

today is rooted in the reac~ions of the first cress-sex 

siblings to one another. 

The avoidance between cross-sex sibliri..gs is 

important for what follows. But so is another, 
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perhaps more crucial, point: the first opposite-sex 

sibling was created accidentally from a man. Tagavui, 

the creator, did not make a separate, purely female being 

for the purposes of procreation. As a transformed male, 

the first woman had both male and female principles, 

she had two sexual identities. Because of her male sexual 

identity, she was a same-sex sibling to her brothers, 

and they to her. Because of her female sexual identity, 

she was an opposite-sex sibling to her brothers, and for 

the same reason, they were opposite-sex siblings to her. 

Although the men had only one sexual identity, they 

could be both same and opposite-sex siblings to the first 

woman, because she had both sexual identities. 

Thus the first procreative pair were siblings, and 

each was cf same and of opposite sex to the other. I shall 

show that a knowledge of this, and of 0he avoidance 

relationship between opposite-sex siblings, are critical 

factors in approaching the remaining subjects of this 

chapter. 

The Classification of Spouses and Siblings' Spouses 

(a) Male Ego 

Because a man reclassifies his wife, and her 

sisters, as grandchild (vagabui) at marriage, one would 

expect that WB would be so classified. But such is not 
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the case. A rr.an and his \fJB refer to one another as 

halai. 1:2he Longana say that, when applied to ZH, halai 

means "my sister together with the man with whom she 

cohabits". 

Since both ZH and WB refer to one another by the 

same term, what is the relationship between them? Frequently 

the Longana emphasize th&t halai are like brothers. A ZH 

or a WB can be counted upon to provide aid and protection 

without payment. But halai are also like opposite-sex 

siblings to one another. This first came to my attention 

when I observed two men walking down a path, one ten to 

fifteen paces behind the first. The second man, walking 

behind the first where one would expect a woman to be, 

was married to the first man's sister. 

In Longana, a man equates his cross-sex sibling's 

spouse with a sibling of opposite sex. Thus, a man's ZH 

is a male "sister", a sibling with two sexual identities. 

In public, halai behave like cross-sex siblings: -+:-~ic:,y 

speak soberly to one anoth2r, -they must not touch one 

another, and they may not enter one another's house. In 

private, the pattern of avoidance may be lifted 

somewr~at; halai may act toward one another in a manner 

appropriate to same-sex siblir€s. 

When a man establishes a procreative relationship 

he becomes transformed, as it were, into a woman and a 

sibling wi t.i1 respect to his WB. A man's ZH is thus his 
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female cross-sex sibling and, because ZH is a man, the 

latter is also a male same-sex sibling. Conversely, 

a man's WB becomes transformed into his male cross-sex 

sibling and, because he is a man, WB is also a male 

same-sex sibling. 

In short, halai, (WB, ZH) is a term that is 

self-reciprocal. The distinguishing feature of the 

relationship between halai is that one of the pair, ZH, 

is a female cross-sex sibling with respect to his WB, 

and the latter is a :nale cross-sex sibling with respect 

to his ZH. 

(b) Female Ego 

A woman classifies her H and his brothe~s as 

tubui ("grandparent"). 

classified as tubui. 

and HZ reciprocates: 

However, a woman's HZ is not 

A woman classifies her HZ as hangue, 

BW is hangue ("cross-- sex sibling"). 

Behaviourally, a woman's HZ assumes the role of a male 

cross-sex sibling with respect to her. HZ may refer to 

ego as gahorai ("to send") or mai ("to come") as may ego's 

husband. 

When a woman establishes a procreative 

relationship, her HZ becomes transformed into a sibling 

and a male. A woman's HZ is thus a male cross-sex 

sibling and, because she is a woman, HZ is also a female 

same-sex sibling. Conversely, a woman's BW becomes a 
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female cross-sex sibling and, because BW is a woman, BW 

is also a female same-sex sibling. That is to say, a 

woman's BW is a woman who is her cross-sex sibling and 

her same-sex sibling. 

As an affinal term, hangue (BW, HZ) is 

self-reciprocal, The distinguishing feature concerning 

the relationship between these affines is that one of the 

pair, HZ, is a male cross-sex sibling with respect to 

the other, her BW, while the latter is a female 

cross-sex sibling with respect to her HZ. 

(c) The Story of Human Reproduction and the Classification 

of Spouses and Siblings' Spouses 

When ego marries, his or her cross-sex sibling 

becomes tra~sformed into a male cross-sex sibling with 

respect to ego's spouse, and ego becomes transformed into 

a female cross-sex sibling vvi th respect to his or her 

spouse's cross-sex sibling. It is possible to formulate 

this rule because of observations and inquiries concerning 

the appropriate behaviour between ego and his or her 

cross-sex sibling's spouse. 

But why should this rule exist? VJhy, for 

example, does one's spouse's cross-sex sibling become 

one's male cross-sex sibling? Informants say that their 

story of human reproduction contains the essentials from 

which an unders~anding of their customs concerning kinship 
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may be d~rived. That story provides the key to a fuller 

understanding of the Longana classification of spouses 

and siblings' spouses. 

The first woman established a procreative 

relationship with one of her siblings after she created 

the consanguineal terminology and the terminology for the 

classification of spouses. With respect to the latter, 

the first woman classed her sexual partner as tubui and 

became, therefore, vagabui to him, at the time their 

procreative relationship was established. Thus, the 

classification of spouses today refers to the initial 

procreative relationship between siblings who were of 

same and of opposite sex to one ar.other. 

The terminology for affines who are married to 

one's siblings also can be derived from the Longana story 

of reproduction. The original sibling's spouse was a 

same-sex sibli:r..g's wife, a woman who had also a covert 

male identity and who was a sibling to her spouse and her 

spouse's siblings. The first sibling's spouse relationship, 

like the first spouse relationship, was with a sibling of 

same and of opposite sex. 

Today's custom of referring to one's same-sex 

sibling's spouse by the same term as does that sibling 

refers to the original affinal relationship: sibling's 

spouse. When the first woman classed her sexual partner 

as tubui, she became vagabui to her husband. Although 
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she had previously classed her husband's brothers with 

consanguineal terms, they were still fundamentally 

same-sex siblings to one another. There is a sense, then, 

in which a term that the first woman applies to one of 

her brothers applies to them all. Her sexual partner, 

and thus his brothers -- her spouse's siblings -- became 

her tubui, and she, the first sibling's spouse, became 

their vagabui. Hence, today, for a male ego, BW is 

vagabui and, for a female ego, ZH is tubui. 

Phrased in another way, a person of opposite sex 

to oneself who establishes a procreative relationship with 

one's sibling is terminologically equated with one of the 

first sibling pair, i.e., as vagabui or tubui, who 

entered into the first procreative relationship. This 

alternate phrasing focuses upon the sex of the spouse of 

ego's sibling rather than on the relative sex of ego's 

sibling. 

Shifting our focus to the sex of sibling's spouse 

relative to ego aids in the understanding of the 

relationship between ego and the spouse of ego's cross-sex 

sibling. In Longana, one's sibling's spouse who is of 

one's sex becomes equated with one's sibling of opposite 

sex, female. This derives from a second aspect of the 

relationship of sibling's spouse found in the story of 

human reproduction. 

The first affinal relationship was between the 



136 

first woman and the siblings of her spouse, all of whom 

were male. From the point of view of one of these males, 

whom I shall call EGO, this woman, who represents the 

first sibling's spouse, was (1) originally of ZGO's sex, 

and was (2) transformed into a person of opposite sex, 

a female, and was (J) a sibling. Therefore, the first 

sibling's spouse was a sibling of same and of opposite 

sex. Conversely, from the point of view of the first 

woman, EGO, who represents the first spouse's sibling, 

was (1) originally of same sex and (2) became, as a result 

of her transformation, of opposite sex, male, and was (.3) 

a sioling. Thus the first spouse's sibling was a sibling 

of same and of opposite sex. 

We can, from this aspect of the story of human 

reproduction, derive the rule for the classification of 

the spouse of one's cross-sex sibling and the cross-sex 

sibling of one's spouse. That rule, stated in full, is: 

any person who is of the same sex as oneself and vrho 

establishes a procreative relationship with one's sibling 

is transformed in-co one's sibling of opposite sex, female; 

and, conversely, the sibling of any person with whom 

one establishes a procreative relationship, and who is 

of the sa~e sex as oneself, becomes transformed into one's 

sibling of opposite sex, male. 

'I1hus, for a man, a sibling's spouse who is a 

male becomes a female opposite-sex sibling, and is ¢--
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therefore a sibling vrith two sexual identities to his 

ZH (halai) ; conversely a spouse's sibling who is a male 

becomes a male opposite sex sibling and thus is a sibling 

with two sexual identities to his WB (halai). For a 

woman, the same rule applies: a sibling's spouse who is 

a female becomes a female opposite-sex sibling (BW = hangue); 

and, conversely, a spouse's sibling who is a female 

becomes an opposite-sex sibling, male (HZ= hangue). 

When examined in conjunction with the story of 

human reproduction, the rules for classifying the spouses 

of cross-sex siblings and the cross-sex siblings of spouses 

appear to recapitulate the creation of the first cross-sex 

sibling and recreate the first affinal relationships. .a-

There is also a recapitulation of the story of human 

reproduction in the reclassification of spouses. 

Before the first woman classified her sexual 

partner as tubui, and he classified her as vagabui, the 

first woman avoided the man who was to become her husband, 

thereby initiating the pattern of avoidance between 

cross-sex siblings. After classifying this ~an as tubui, 

she and her partner lived ~ogether, they discovered 

sexual intercourse, and procreation began. 

To a degree, the custom of child betrothal 

recreates these events, When children are betrothed, 

they reclassify one another as tubui or vagabui. 

Henceforward, until the time they are actually married, 
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they are to avoid one another in a manner appropriate 

to cross-sex siblings. Only on their wedding night is 

sexual knowledge revealed to the couple. Thus, the 

custom of reclassifying one's betrothed as tubui or 

vagabui is, as in the story of human reproduction, 

associated with a period of avoidance that precedes 

procreation. 

Do spouses have two sexual identities with 

respect to one another as did the participants in the 

first procreative union? The fact that ego refers to 

his spouse as vagabui brings to mind the original 

procreative union. Second, the classification of the 

spouse of a cross-sex sibling as one's sibling of same 

and of opposite sex implies that spouses will have two 

sexual identities with respect to one another. For 

example, if I am a sibling of same and of opposite sex 

to my WB, then I am also a sibling of same and of opposi-ce 

sex to all of his siblings, one of whom is my wife. Third, 

the initial period of avoidance between a betrothed couple 

suggests that they are, like the first couple, siblings 

of same and of opposite sex until their actual marriage. 

But here the similarities of the contemporary 

spouse ~elationship to the original procreative union end. 

In a more important sense, spouses cannot have two 

sexual identities with respect to one another. 
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In the story of reproduction, the phenomenon 

of dual sexual identity occurs in conjunction with the 

cross-sex sibling bond and identical substance. Because 

of the imposition of the incest tabu, a later development 

in the story, cross-sex siblings of same substance must 

not have sexual intercourse with each other. Cross-sex 

siblings may not be spouses. Hence, when a couple 

consummai:;es their marriage, all be~1aviour between them 

that is reminiscent of the original cross-sex sibling 

relationship ends. All that remains of the original 

procreative relationship is the classification of one's 

spouse as tubui or vagabui. By extension, the same applies 

to ego and the spouse of his or her same-sex sibling. 

Analytically, the spouse relationship is and 

is not associated with dual sexual identity because 

the classification of spouses refers to two periods of 

time. It refers to a pre-hu:r1an period in which the first 

woman was created and the first procreative union was 

established and, because the same classification of 

spouses is used today, it refers also to the invention 

of the incest tabu and the consequent transition to 

humanity. Human spouses do not have two sexual identities 

with respect to one another because today there can be no 

cross-sex sibling bond between them. In a sense, the 

classification of spouses recapitulates human creation. 
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Zach marriage in Longana recapitulates the story 

of human procreation to some degree by means of the 

classification of spouses and the classification of the 

spouses of siblings. In particular, the status of the 

spouse of a cross-sex sibling as a sibling of same and 

of opposite sex is of great importance for understanding 

the relationship between ego and the offspring of his or 

her cross-sex sibling. This is the subject of the next 

section. 

The Classification of the Offspring of Cross-sex Siblings 

(a) Male Zgo 

I begin with a feature of the terminology noted 

in Chapter Three: ego appears to be equating generationally 

senior women of alternate generations in his or her descent 

category as siblings of one another. From an examination 

of this feature, I show that the children of a woman are 

covertly equated with that woman's siblings. Furthermore, 

because of gestation, a man's ZC acquire their mother's 

sexual identity with respect to their MB. A man's ZC 

are his cross-sex siblings, Thus a man has two 

sexual identities with respect to his MB. 

I have extended Figure 11, Chapter Four, upward 

one generation and downward four generatior..s for male 

ego and for female ego (Figure 15). The spouse of each 
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kin type is included. Figure 15 is a model of the 

classification of the spouses of ~ale and female uterine 

kin of ascending and Qescending generations. This Figure 

shows the classifications of consanguineals' spouses that 

an ego should make according to the logic of the models 

for the classification of ego's descendants' spouses 

developed in Chapter Four. In particular, I have assumed 

that a woman should classify her BW as vagabui, and a 

man should classify his ZH as tubui. Figure 16 gives 

the classifications that ego actually makes. 

In Figure 15, one can see that both men and women 

should class the spouses of their uterine relatives 

according to the same pattern. In addition, male and 

female egos are equating women of alternate generations 

as siblings, since the spouses of women in alternate 

generations are classed by the same term. As I showed 

earlier, alternate generations of matrilineal kinsmen 

do classify one another as siblings (tubui gogona .(GP./; 

vagabui gogona jGc_J), so although this is familiar, the 

model suggests that a male ego should be consistently 

equating women of alternate generations as siblings, as 

does his sister 1 but he appears not to do so. Indeed, 

a man classes the spouses of all women in his matriline 

of his ge~-~eration and belmv by a single term: halai (ZH) 

(Figure 16), the~eby masking or "covering up" as the 

Longana say, the terms ·which the model predicts as 
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appropriate. In addition, he classes women (and men) 

who are his sister's uterine descendants by a single term 

for three generations (Figure 16). Furthermore, a woman 

does not classify the spouses of those men of her matriline 

who are of her generation and above as the model predicts 

(Figure 16) . 

In Figure 15, a male ego equates MJ{ with ZDH. 

Thus he covertly equates his M and ZD who equate one 

another as siblings. But is a male ego making the 

the equation: ZD = M?, or the reverse: M = ZD (= sibling)? 

If ZD = M = ratahi, then ZD would equate her MB as a child 

( netui). Thus, ZD would be making the following 

equations: MB= C and therefore M = C. This is clearly 

impossible. A mother refers to her own offspring as 

daingu ("my blood"), and daingu, because it can be used 

only for descendants, means that a child cannot refer to 

his parents or parents' siblings as "my blood". That is 

to say, daingu, which is synonymous with "own" child 

(netui), cannot be applied to a genetrix. A mother 

cannot be a child to her own child, and one cannot 

equate the sibling of one's genetrix with one's offspring. 

It appears then that a male ego is making the 

covert equation: M = ZD = sibling, and thus MB = ego's 

sibling. If this is so, one can understand how the 

cross-sex sibling of one's mother becomes equated with a 

sibling, and how the spouses of one's rrI and ZD become 
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eauated in Figure 15. However, it seems that ego cannot 

equate 1-:.is M as his sibling. That equation is submerged 

in blood: a woman never applies daingu to her sibling. 

A contradiction presents itself: somehow, a man and his 

M become as siblings to one another, ye~ the bond of dai ... 
makes this an impossibility. This .P~oblem is m?re 

conveniently handled by examining it from the perspective 

of a female ego. 

In ~he illodel for a female ego (Figure 15), a 

woman ;-r1akes the equation: IVIH = DH. Thus it seems 

reasonable to say that a woman is equating her M and D 

as siblings of or.e anotner. But what is the equation 

ego is :rr:aking? If ego is covertl::f equating her M and D 

as siblir..gs of one ano~her, and if ego, her M and her D 

are rel~ted to one ar.other through successive bonds of 

dai, tr.en what is the relationship of a rlI and D to ego'? 

Because of the blood relationship that unites the three 

women, ego cannot eauate her M ~i~h her Das child (netui), 

and she cannot equate her D with her M as ratahi. 

Ego and her B covertly equate ego's D with ego 

and hence as ego's sibling, and they equate ego with her 

NI and hence ego is he::::- mother's sibling. In this manner, 

a woman's DD= D =ego= sibling. :aut how cant.his occur, 

given th·? Lor.gana doctrir"e cf "Jlood? Initially it appea:::-s 

tnat the doctrine of blood (dai) would prevent the 

possibility that a child can be identified with its 
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mother, and hence as its mother's sibling. Because a 

woman refers to her children as daingu and never refers 

to her sibling as daingu, one's mother cannot be equated 

with one's sibling. This portion of the logic of dai 

is overridden only at the broadest sense of the term of 

retue (siblings) in which all members of the same moiety 

are classificatory siblings of one another. By the same 

logic, a woman cannot equate her C as her sibling. This 

conclusion is not really overridden, but it can be 

contradicted: since ego does not refer to her M as 

daingu, and ego never refers to a sibling as daingu, 

a child and its sibling can be equated with their mother. 

The contradiction is circum'Iented by the fact 

that a woman contributes not o:nly dai to her offspring; 

she also carries those children within her v1cmb. As the 

Longana so frequently put it: children are carried by 

and come out of their mother. As a result of gestation, 

children are identified with their motheJ..A, but not 

completely. Because of the logic of the concept of dai, 

a woman's children are not of identical substance as their 

mother and her siblings; they are lilrn her siblings, but 

they are not retue sibongu (''true" siblings) to their 

own mother and her full-siblings. 

In short, the bond of dai ties a woman's children 

to her, and the fact that these children are born from 

their mother's womb partially identifies these children 
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with their mother. A woman's children can be covertly 

equated with their mother, and hence, as a kind of 

sibling of their mother. A woman can be mother and sibling 

to her own children. But the reverse will not work: 

because a mother does not emerge from a child's womb, 

and because a child cannot refer to its mother as daingu, 

a mother cannot be identified with her child and hence 

as her child's sibling. This may seem like a fine 

distinction but the Longana employ it all the time. 

They are insistent that one's mother is not one's sibling, 

but the offspring of a woman can be her siblings. This 

fact appears also in the rules for classifying the spouses 

of consanguineals. Those affines whom a male ego classifies 

as hangue (Z) may be equated with a ratahi (M), but those 

'Nb.om ego classes as ratahi (M) are never equated as 

hangue (Z), 

The fac~ of gestation, then, partially identifies 

a woman's children with her. Her children, because they 

are not of identical substance with their mother, and 

because she refers to them as daingu, cannot be completely 

identified with their mother, nor are they of identical 

substance with her siblings. The doctrine of dai in 

fact denies that a woman's offspring can be her siblings.~ 

The fact of gestation circumvents the contradiction. 
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A consequence of the identification of a woman's 

child with its mother is the Longana doctrine that all 

of the uterine descendants of a woman are born of one 

mother, and so are siblings in the widest meaning of the 

term. Thus a woman's son's spouse (Figure 15) may be 

equated with her DSW in two ways. First, a woman's son 

is covertly equated with a sibling (Figure 16), and DS 

(vagabui gogona) is equated with a sibling. Second, the 

classification of a woman's SW as her DSW follows from 

the system of affinal classification for a female ego: 

if SW reclassifies ego's Sas tubui (GP), then ego will 

also be a tubui to her SW; thus SW= DSW = vagabui (GC). 

If a woman's child is e~uated with its mother, 

then why, in Figures 15 and 16, does not a woman classify 

her DH as her own H? The answer to this question is in 

the system of spouse classification as well as in the 

doctrine of blood. A woman's LH reclassifies ego's D 

as vagabui (GC), and hence DH is a tamai (F) to ego. 

The system of spouse and aff inal classification meshes 

with the doctrine of blood in that no overt equivalence 

of a woman and her daughter becomes established. 

That a wo~an and her mother are equated as 

siblings of one another thus remains covert. But not 

so for a man and his mother. That a woman (Figure 15) 

equates Sl\i with BW is an important clue that ir.. Longana, 

a woman's children are identified with their mother and 

I 

v 
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hence are equated as her siblings. 

If Longana, because of gestation, partially 

identify a woman's children with their mother, then a 

man equates his ZC as his siblings. But if a man identifies 

his ZC with his Z, then ZS is a cross-sex sibling to 

his mother's brother. 

He is. Male alai (ZS) share some of the avoidance 

customs of their nothers in interaction with MB, although 

the avoidance is not as pronounced as it is between a real 

brother and sister. A sister's son may not look directly 

into the face of his MB, and, when requesting something 

of his MB, an alai must hang his head in deference. Like 

their mother, ZC must not enter the house of their MB, 

nor may MB enter the house of his ZC. A ZD, because 

of her sex, is a kind of Z to her MB, and her husband 

is classified and treated as is male ego's ZH (halai). 

A ZS, despite his status as a female by virtue 

of his birth from his M, is still a male, and thus like 

a same-sex sibling to his MB. ngo therefore classes the 

spouse of his ZS as ego classes his W. ZS has the right 

to claim the widow of his N'ill as his W, and, as ego 1 s 

junior same-sex sibling, is entitled to lay claim to, 

and compensation for, the land belonging to his deceased 

MB. 

The Longana will agree, when asked, that a man's 
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ZS, despite his overt maleness, is an opposite-sex sibling 

to his MB. The following statement illustrates this and 

also provides evidence that the Longana equate a woman's 

children with their mother because of gestation. The 

informant was asked why he avoids his MB. The reply: 

It's like this. His sister carried me. So 
even though I am a man I'm his sister! 
Why is the avoidance between us so strong? 
It's because his sister carried me. That's + 
why he avoids me and I avoid him, because 
I came out of his sister. 

Because a man's ZS has a dual sexual identity 

with respect to his MB, MB is not, strictly speaking, a B. 

I noted in Chapter Three that the Longana say that when 

a man refers to or addresses his MB as tokagi ("elder 

same-sex sibling"), rather than tokaure (MB), it v.ras 

regarded as serious talk, for use of the term for elder 

same-sex sibling for a MB overrode the fact that ego and 

his MB were not of identical blood. Use of the term 

tokagi for MB does that, and more. It ignores the fact 

that MB and ZS are also opposite-sex siblings to one 

another. Some Longana say that tokagi should never be 

used for MB, unless one wishes to express respect for 

his accomplishments in the graded society (hungwe) or 

his status as a wise elder. The term tokaure (MB) and its 

reciprocal alai (ZS) express the fact that these t'T1\ro men 
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are not simply siblings of the same sex to one another. 

A ZS has dual sexual identity. 

Because of gestation, a man's ZC congenitally 

acquire their mother's kin class status as a sibling, and 

her sexual identity, with respect to their MB. Hence, 

a man's ZC are his cross-sex siblings, and a ZS has 

two sexual identities with respect to his MB. 

Consanguineals, as well as affines, may have two sexual 

identities in the context of the cross-sex sibling tie. 

(b) Female Ego 

I turn now to a woman's classification of her 

brother's children. I noted in Chapter Three that a 

woman classifies the descendants of her BS as she does 

the descendants of her D, and she classifies the 

descendants of her BD as she does the descendants of her 

S. I can now offer an explanantion for this. 

The key to understanding why a woman classifies 

the offspring of her BC as she does is to focus not on 

the consanguineal relationships that a woman has with 

her B and his offspring, but to focus on the affinal 

relationship that a woman has with her BW. Focusing 

on the consanguineal terminology alone merely informs us 

of the curious fact that somehow, a woman seems to equate 

her BS with her D, and her BD with her S, But, the 

knowledge that a woman is a male cross-sex sibling 00 her 
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BW, and a female cross-sex sibling to her HZ, features 

which derive from the affinal classification and 

ultimately from the Longana story of reproduction, are 

major factors in explaining why a woman classifies the 

descendants of her B as she does. Also required is the 

knowledge that a woman's children are covertly equate~ 

with their genetri:{, and thus are her sit lings. 

Novr, sir.ce a \vorr.an acquires, as a result of 

the classification of affinss, a male sexual identity 

as a cross-sex sibling with respect to her BW, and converse:!..y 

she becomes a female cross-sex sibling to her HZ, then 

the relationship tetween a woman ar..d her Bvf ~s analagous 

to the relationship between a man and his Z. Furthermore, 

co+.h women siblings of same and of opposite sex with 

resfect to one anotner. 

Mos-c important, a woman's BW is a woman who is 

her sibling of same and of opposite sex. 'I'hus, because 

of gestation, a woman's BV-JC will acquire their mother's 

sex~al identity, which is dual, &nd her status as a 

sibling, with respect to their FZ, Reciprocally, a FZ 

will have the saree dual sexual identity as a sibling 

with :;_~espect to her BlfrC as she does with respect to her 

:SW. 

A FZ thus has t 1.i'O l:in :;2.ass stat'J.ses I rn 2.:-:1d 

sibling, in combination with two sexual identities with 

respect t~ her BC. Reciprocally, a woman's BC are her C 
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and her siblings, and they have two sexual identities 

with respect to her as well. 

Because a woman and her BW are siblings by virtue 

of the aff inal classification, and because they are both 

women, a woman is a kind of MZ or M to her BWC. Hence 

the classification of ratahi* for FZ. Consequently, as 

a kind of mother, a FZ classifies her BWC as she does 

her own: netui. Also, because a woman has two sexual 

identities with respect to her BVJC, and they toward her, 

a woman's BS is a "female" son and hence can be equated 

with ego's daughter for the purposes of reckoning BS's 

offspring; and ego's BWD is a "male" daughter and can 

be equated with egJ'S son for the purposes of reckoning 

her BD's offspring. 

A ?Z is also a kind of sibling v;i th respect to 

her BC. This, I think, is a crucial relationship, for it 

means that a FZ has a dual sexual identity as a sibling 

to her BC, who have two sexual identities, as siblings, 

toward her. Important social cons2quences flow from this 

relationship. 

Only a woman can impart sexual knowledge to a -

child. A man or a woman may not discuss sexual matters 

with their own children (daingu) or anyone of the same 

descent category or moiety. This pre~rents anyone who is 

a child Is F' FB' lVI' MB' MZ' NIM B z 7 1
""' ntc f.1.."~0m 

I ' ' ~v' - •' ' 

instructing him or her concerning sexual intercourse. 
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That leaves FZ, but there is more to it than this simple 

process of elimination. 

The relationship between a woman and her 

brother's children is unique in Longana. A FZ is not 

only a consanguineal to whom one is congenitally a sibling 

of same and of opposite sex, she is also the only 

consanguineal who is a woman with a male sexual identity. 

She is, with respect to her brother's children, like the 

first woman: a female sibling with a male sexual identity. 

And it was by means of the creation of this first woman 

or first cross-sex sibling that the first procreative 

union was established and sexual knowledge came to be 

known. 

And so it comes to pass in this society that 

a woman with a male sexual identity, like the first 'Noman, 

imparts sexual knowledge to younger generations. When 

a young man and woman are married, it is their fathers' 

sisters who, after the exchanges of valuables between kin 

of the bride and of the groom are completed, accompany 

their brothers' children to the house of the groom, and, 

on the wedding night, instruct the pair concerning 

sexual intercourse and ensure, forcibly if need be, the 

consummation of the marriage. Parenthetically, I speak 

in the ethnographic prese:'1t here; the Longana say that 

this custom has not been practised for about twenty years. 
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That a woman's brother 1 s children are siblings 

of same and of opposite sex is also important, for if it 

were otherwise, the strong separation of the sexes would 

prevent this ceremony fr~m occurring if, for example, 

a BS had only a male sexual identity with respect to his 

FZ. FZ's status as a woman would prohibit the physical 

contact and explicit sexual references required in the 

sexual instruction of her BS. 

A FZ is always associated with sex and marriage. 

A FZ is the only person to whom a young man or woman may 

go to divulge his or her sexual liasons or exploits. 

Illegitimate sexual partnerships can cause great trouble 

for an unmarried man or woman in Longana, and because the 

penalty for being caught in such exploits is usually a 

valuable tusked boar to the outraged father of the girl, 

a young man may "feel thunder" at the hand of his father. 

A FZ, by being forewarned of the problem by her BS can be 

expected to try to soften the anger of the culprit's 

father. 

At weddings, the dual sexual identity of the 

fathers' sisters of the bride and groom, and hence the 

ceremonial role they are to play late in the evening, 

are publicly celebrated. Now, and at no other time, may 

women, usually so restrained in the presence of men, 

publicly sing songs and make jokes with explicit sexual 

references, and taunt men. ..ct> 



156 

The father's sisters of the bride sing obscene 

songs, over the loud protests of the local clergy, as 

they oil and dress the bride before taking her to the 

groom's village where the father's sisters of the groom, 

carrying sticks, circle the father's sisters of the bride 

and suddenly try to raise the skirts of the father's 

sisters of the bride in an attempt to expose their 

genitals. Later in the wedding ceremony, the father's 

sisters of the bride and groom will shinny up short palms 

at the edge of the village clearing to retrieve dead 

snakes which have been hidden there. Men, who are 

genuinely afraid of snakes and lizards, visibly become 

tense. They continue with the business of preparing 

and drinking kava, all the while keeping a close watch 

on the ~athers' sisters of the bride and groom. 

The women slide down the palms, holding aloft 

the snakes. Lizards appear in the hands of others. 

Charging across the clearing, shouting with glee, the 

women whip the snakes round and round over their heads. 

Now, all semblance of male dignity dissolves in panic. 

Men scramble to get out of the way, some trying to hide 

behind other men. Others peek from behind shrubs. Snakes 

arc gracefully and swiftly into the seething mob of men. 

Lizards, thrown like four-legged darts, find their marks. 

And men, leaving their dominance behind with the kava, 

stampede, screaming, for the bush. A straggler or an 
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obtuse male ethnographer who insists on ignoring the fun 

in order to take notes, is liable to find a live lizard 

jammed down the back of his trousers. Shortly, the men 

will cautiously return from the bush, restore their kava 

bowls, and amidst much laughter about how ridiculous the 

others looked as they ran for the bush, agree that they 

all had lots of fun. The women quietly gather with the 

women, the men with the men, and the reserve between the 

sexes is re-established. 

The term for FZ itself, ratahi bulengu toa, sums 

up the ritual importance of this woman concerning marriage. 

Bulengu toa translates as "my chicken". During a 

wedding ceremony, the father's sisters of the groom 

scrape a coconut, and the father's sisters of the bride 

dance, arms outstretched like hens, toward the coconut 

meat. As the father's sisters of the bride, or the hens, 

reach the coconut meat, the father's sisters of the 

groom, or the roosters, capture the father's sisters of 

the bride. As one informant put it: ~ 

Before you are married, your wife and her 
father's sisters are like wild fowl. You 
call this woman, your wife, but she will 
not come to you. So your father's sisters 
feed this woman's father's sisters. They 
and your woman are no longer wild fowl. 
Your father's sisters tame your woman's 
father's sisters, and now your woman will 
come to you. She is tame now, she is your 
fowl. 
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A woman, as does her M, classifies her MBW as 

hangue. Thus, a FZD has the same kin class statuses and 

sexual identities with respect to her MBC as does her 

mother. There are conditions with respect to this rule 

that will be discussed in Chapter 6. 

Because of gestation, it appears that one's 

FZS should be a sibling with two sexual identities, as 

is a FZD. However, this is not the case. Ego classes 

his FZS as his F's same-sex sibling (tamai), and one's 

F is not one's sibling of same and of opposite sex. 

Furthermore, a man and his MB are more like same-sex 

siblings for the purposes of status succession and spouse 

classification. Ego classifies his MBW as he does his 

own wife (vagabui), and has the right to claim his 

MB's widow as his W. 

Because dual sexual identity occurs in conjunction 

with a cross-sex sibling tie; and because a man's spouse 

(vagabui) cannot be also his cross-sex sibling; and 

because MBW = BW = W; then a man cannot be a sibling with 

two sexual identities with respect to his MBW and MBC. 

Consequently, ego and his or her ?ZS (tamai) are not 

siblings of same and of opposite sex with respect to one 

another. 
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(c) The Cross-sex Sibling Bond, Procreation, and Dual 

Sexual Identity 

My description and analysis of the cross-sex 

sibling complex -- that is, ego and his or her 

cross-sex sibling, cross-sex sibling's spouse, and 

cross-sex sibling's offspring -- has so far neglected 

the possibility that cross-sex siblings have two sexual 

identities with respect to one another. It is that 

possibility that will be examined in this part. 

In contemporary Longana, as in the story of 

human reproduction, dual sexual identity, the cross-sex 

sibling bond, and procreation are conjoined. But, in 

the story, dual sexual identity occurs in conjunction 

with the cross-sex sibling bo~d before the first 

procreative union was established. That is to say, 

in the beginning, the phenomenon of dual sexual identity 

occurred in the presence of the cross-sex sibling tie 

alone. 

Do contemporary cross-sex siblings have two 

sexual identities with respect to one another? I shall 

argue that they do not. In doing so, I consider data 

concerning the B - Z social relationship and re-examine 

the story of human reproduction. 

Let us suppose that contemporary cross-sex 

siblings do have two sexual identities with respect to 
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one another. This implies that a woman passes on, 

because of gestation, her two sexual identities to 

all of her offspring. Therefore, brothers should have 

two sexual identities with respect to one another. 

However, the B - B social relationship does not have the 

avoidance pattern associated with it that characterizes 

the B - Z social relationship, the MB - ZS social 

relationship, or the WB - HZ social relationship. This 

indicates that siblings from the same womb do not have 

two sexual identities with respect to one another. 

Furthermore, if we suppose that contemporary 

cross-sex siblings of ide~tical substance do have two 

sexual identities with respect to one another, then they 

would be in the initi2l relationship expressed in the 

story of procreation. In that story, the sibling tie 

in conjunction with two sexual identities made sexual 

knowledge and a procreative union possible. Dual sexual 

identity in combination with a sibling tie still implies 

sexual knowledge and a potential procreative union between 

a woman and a man, as in the FZ - BS social relationship. 

7herefore, if contemporary c~oss-sex siblings 

had two sexual identities with respect to one another, 

one would expect that they would be able to procreate 

with one another, or that sometL-:1e durir..g their lives, 

they would be able to significantly relax the strict 

avoidance pattern that characterizes their relationship. 
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But the avoidance between B and Z is never relaxed. 

They may not procreate. 

Similarly, a woman and her MB are cross-sex 

siblings, but there is no dual sexual identity and hence 

no potential sexual familiarity or procreative union 

between them. That the MB - ZD social relationship is 

so unlike the FZ - BS social relationship indicates that 

ZD does not have two sexual identities with respect to 

her MB, and that a woman does not have two sexual 

identities with respect to her B that she can pass on 

to her offspring. Gestation has only the effect of 

making a woman's daughter a female sibling with respect 

to her MB. By contrast, a woman's son, because of 

gestation, has two sexual identities as a sibling with 

respect to his MB. 

Why do B and Z no longer have two sexual identities 

with respect to one another? A re-examination of the 

story of human reproduction that takes into account the 

Longana concept of shared substance (dai) suggests that 

the adoption of the incest tabu and exogamous matrimoieties 

by the mythical ancestors of the Longana implies the 

loss of dual sexual identity between cross-sex siblings 

born from the same womb. 

The first genitor and genetrix were cross-sex 

siblings of identical substance who had two sexual 

identities with respect to one another. Thus the first 



progeny and their parents were of identical substance 

with respect to one another. Because the first progeny 

were full-siblings of their genetrix, they were siblings 

of same and of opposite sex with respect to her and with 

respect to one another. In short, the first sibling set 

resulting from the act of procreation could inherit 

their genetrix's dual sexual identity because they and 

their genetrix were of identical substance. 

At this stage in the Longana story of reproduction, 

cross-sex siblings from the same womb had two sexual 

identities with respect to one another and could procreate 

with one another. However, the later adoption of 

exogamous matrimoieties togeGher with the incest tabu 

prevented siblings from the same womb and ideally from 

the same moiety from marrying. This ultimately preventeo 

the possibility of a woman's children from inheriting 

her dual sexual identity because her children could no 

longer be of identical substance as she, and therefore 

children could not be fully equated with their mother. 

Because of the incest tabu and moiety exogamy, 

one's dai can no longer be the offspring of one's own 

cross-sex sibling. Today, children of blood are not 

children of shame. Hence, one's offspring are not one's 

siblings of same and of opposite sex, and cross-sex 

siblings from the same womb do not have two sexual 

identities with respect to one another. 
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Fundamentally, the story of human procreation 

concerns the significance of womb in the process of 

procreation. In the story, procreation is conjoined 

with the cross-sex sibling bond and dual sexual identity. 

Although cross-sex siblings from the same womb no longer 

have two sexual identities with respect to one another 

and may not marry, the significance of procreation and 

gestation remains, especially with regard to a cross-sex 

sibling's procreative union. In this sense, procreation 

in conjunction with the cross-sex sibling bond is still 

associated with siblings of same and of opposite sex, 

as in the relationships that ego has with respect to his 

or her cross-sex sibling's spouse and cross-sex sibling's 

offspring. 

Summary and Conclusions 

In this chapter, I have demonstrated that an 

understanding of the logic of the aff inal terminology 

has proved to be crucial for an understanding of the logic 

of the consanguineal terminology in two further respects: 

the classification of the descendants of a woman's 

cross-sex sibling, and, more indirectly, in the 

classification of MB and ZS. These findings strengthen 

my argument, in Chapter Four, that the terminology is 

based on a system of consanguinity and affinity, and that 

therefore the terminology for spouses and affi~es can.~ot 
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be ignored for the purposes of analyzing the consanguineal 

terminology or for the purposes of comparing the Longana 

terminology with other Crow-type systems of consanguineal 

classification. 

Second, but no less important than the above, 

is the fact that I have relied heavily on the affinal 

and consanguineal terminologies of women in this chapter, 

especially in the classification for a woman's B's 

descendants and in the analysis of the classification 

of MB - ZS by a male ego. As some anthropologists 

(Poewe 1978:364; Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:67) have 

noted, studies of kin terminologies have been seriously 

flawed because they are based upon how the terms are 

used by a male ego only. The Longana system of 

consanguineal and affinal classification is more easily 

understood by examining the mode of classifications 

for both men and women. Indeed, that is what the 

mode of classification is all about: man, woman, and 

procreation. 

Third, I have shown that observed behaviour and 

the norms upon which observed behaviour is based are 

important for the analysis of the Longana terminology. 

Knowing that the spouses of cross-sex siblings are 

equated terminologically with cross-sex siblings is 

important, but that is not enough. It is important to 

know, since the terms for the spouses of cross-sex siblings 



are self-r<::ciprocal, who is which kind of cross-sex 

sibling. Without that information, the logic of a 

woman's classification of the descendants of her BC would 

remain a mystery. 

Also, one would not suspect, from the terminology 

alone, that a ZS is identified as ego's cross-sex sibling, 

or, more accurately, that ego's ZS has both male and 

female sexual identities with respect to his mother's 

brother. Even if one could deduce this from the 

terminology alone, one would still not understand how it 

is possible for a man to take on a woman's status, and 

vice versa in the case of a FZ. 

Some anthropologists (Scheffler and Lounsbury 

1971:39; Scheffler 1972a:115) argue that the behavioural 

entailments associated with a kin term are dependent 

upon, or are secondary to, the genealogical relationship 

between ego and an alter. That is to say, the application 

of a kin term to an alter only implies the behavioural 

entailments associated with the term. Logically, then, 

one can split the behavioural entailments from the 

application of the term itself: 

.. entitlement to the social status 
connoted by a kinship term is a normative 
implication of designation by the term, 
not grounds for designation by it . 

Thus, the structure of a system of 
status connotations, where statuses are 
ascribed between particular categories of 
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kin as such, must be dependent on the 
structure of the system of category 
designation but not vice versa. It follows 
that a system of kin categories must be 
analyzed and compared independently of any 
system of status connotations that may be 
associated with its terms (Scheffler 1972a: 
115, my emphasis~ 

I agree with the first part of Scheffler's 

argument, but not the last. For example, a ZS is an alai 

regardless of his behaviour toward his MB. The social 

statuses associated with the term are contingent upon 

being classed by the term. Being classed by the term 

depends not upon the social relationship associated with 

it, but upon the appropriate genealogical connection. 

But to argue, as Scheffler does, that therefore a system 

of kin classification must be analyzed independently of 

the system of social statuses associated with it is to 

fall into a logical tr~p. The social statuses associated 

with, or expressed by the terms may be an important 

clue to the mode of kin classification, as is the case 

in Longana. Here I must express agreement with Schneider 

(1972:49): the mode of kin classification may not be 

discoverable from the kin terms alone. 4-

Fourth, I have shown how the Longana story of 

reproduction is fundamental to the kin terminology. In 

a sense, the Longana story of reproduction is relived each 

generation with the establishment of each procreative 
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relationship and the birth of each child. It knots 

together sexual identities, the social statuses associated 

with them, and the system of consanguineal and affinal 

classification by investing certain consanguineal and 

affinal links with meaning for the Longana. And that 

meaning, meaning from the Longana point of view, is 

especially important for kinship theory; for what has 

come to be known as the "Crow skewing rule" (Lounsbury 1964b 

(1969-,l) violates the Longana logic for classifying a man's 

MB and his ZS. 

In a paper that many regard as a classic in 

kinship theory, Lounsbury 1964b /i969_/ :212-255) grouped 

Crow type systems of kin classification into four varieties 

according to the four types of skewing rules which they 

seemed to employ. A skewing rule: 

... expresses the formal equivalence, 
in specified contexts, between two kin 
types of different generations. Among its 
effects are the skewing of the relation 
between terminological generation and 
natural generation . . . . (Lounsbury 1964b 
fl 969_/ : 218) . 

Not one of the four skewing rules formulated 

by Lounsbury corresponds to the logic by which the Longana 

class matrilineal kin. Since some of the formalists 

(Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:136-150) have claimed 

that their analyses have cognitive validity for the 
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people who employ the terms, and since they have 

admonished others (Scheffler 1972a: 116-117) for not 

paying sufficient attention to the "ethno-" in 

ethnosemantics, the question of whether the Longana employ 

a logic similar to that embodied in a Crow skewing rule 

is important. 

Lounsbury's Crow Type II skewing rule (1964b /1969-l) 

is the only one that results in a distribution of 

consanguineal terms similar to that of the Longana, 

excepting the alternate classifications for the children 

of grandchildren in the Longana system. It is that 

skewing rule which I shall examine: 

SKEWING RULE (Crow Type II): MB -- B. 
COROLLARY: Ss .[zsJ - B; and Sd /ZD.J - s[z]. 
(Lounsbury 1964b [19627: 231). 

According to Lounsbury (1964b (i969_/:2J1) the 

skewing rule should read: let the kin type mother's brother 

be equivalent to the kin type brother. A Longana who did 

this for the purposes of kin classification would be 

violating the theory of blood relationship. To equate 

a MB with a B is to equate a woman, MBZ or M, with her 

children. ~xcept at the broadest meaning of the term 

sibling (retue), in ·which everyone of same moiety is a 

sibling, this is impossible in Longana, although the 

reverse is not. The reader may object that, since a MB 

/ v 



and his ZS do not call one another daingu, the skewing 

rule really does no harm in equating a MB and his ZS as 

brothers. But one of the reasons that the Longana insist 

that a MB is not a B is based on the fact that MB and B 

are not of identical substance. The other reason is that 

a MB is not a same-sex sibling. This brings me to the 

corollary. 

The corollary would read (Lounsbury 1964b [1969_/: 

231): let a man's sister's child be equivalent to that 

man's sibling (brother or sister respectively). The 

corollary fails because the Longana do not always parcel 

out one sexual identity per person. A sister's son, despite 

his obvious gender, is also a cross-sex sibling to his V 

mother's brother because a woman's children emerge from 

her womb. 

The fundamental flaw in the Crow skewing rule 

and its corollary, in the Longana case, is that it focuses 

upon isolated kin types, and the wrong ones at that. The 

males whom the skewing rule erroneously equates as same-sex 

siblings of one another, MB and ZS, are really secondary 

to the central importance of the woman who, because of her 

womb, creates the relationship between MB and ZS. Because 

of her womb, a 'Noman' s son has two sexual identities 

vri th respect to that woman's cross-sex siblin..g. ·:rhe dual 

sexual identity of a man's ZS is built into the genealogical 

connections which link a man to his ZS. A ZS has the sexual 
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identity of his mother regardless of his behaviour toward 

his MB in the same way that a Z is a cross-sex sibling 

whether or not she behaves like one. The Longana data 

warn us that anthropologists can no longer afford to 

build into their notions of genealogical connection the 

assumption that associated with each link in the 

genealogical chain is one, and only one, sexual identity. 

Employing a kin type notation (e.g., ZS) for the purposes 

of analysis is useful, and perhaps mandatory (Scheffler 

and Lounsbury 1971), but is potentially misleading. 

Focusing upon isolated kin types is also 

potentially misleading. The dual sex~al identity of a 

man's ZS is as much a product of the procreative 

relationship which a man's Z has with her husband as it 

is of the fact that she has a womb. Indeed, ZH himself 

has a dual sexual identity with respect to his WB. The 

dual sexual identity of ZH, and ZHS, points to or stands 

for the importance of the procreative act in Longana, 

the fact that the terminology refers not just to kin 

types but also to procreation or marriage and its 

associated theory. 

The skewing of the terminology is a by-product 

of the more fundamental Longana principle that a woman's 

children congenitally acquire the kin class status and 

sexual identity of their mother with respect to her 

brother, not the result of an equation of MB ar-d ZS as 
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same-sex siblings. Because a man's ZS has also a male 

sexual identity with respect to his MB, the Crow 

skewing rule can give the impression that it is effective 

in the Longana case, but only at the expense of ignoring 

the Longana theory of procreation, including the Longana 

concept of blood (dai). To do so would necessitate 

abandoning the claim (Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:37-38) 

that formal analyses of kinship terminologies rest upon 

the concepts of genealogical connection as they are 

posited in those cultures that employ the terminologies. 

In the Longana case, the skewing rule (Type II) represents 

no more than a mechanism that will stamp out the appropriate 

terms onto a genealogical grid as we may conceive it; 

a refusal to believe in ghosts that invest certain types of 

genealogical connection with shades of meaning. 



CHA.~TER SIX 

3QHDS OF BLOOD: GEJEALOGICAL CONNECTION 

ATTD SOCIAL RELATIONSHIFS 

Introduction 

In Chapter Five, I examined the relationship 

between kin terminology, genealogical connection, and 

social relationships associated with the cross-sex sibling 

complex. In this chapter, I continue my examination 

of the social relationshins that t~1.e Lo.c.gana ascribe to 

relations of genealogical connection by focusing 

network created b~r links of substaI1ce (dg_i). 

I will show that tte rights and duties that t~e 

Longana associ3.te with a kin term are held fully only cy 

the person classed by the term who is genealogic3.lly 

closest to ego and tLat the righ~s and duties of o~hers 

classed by the same term attenuate with increasing 

genealogical dists.nce from the former. This finding i2 

not unusual (see .2adcliffe-3rown 1952; Keesing 1369:213; 

Scheffler and Lour.isbury l S''?l: 153-154). However~ t~1e 

rights and dm:;ies o:: alter may be aff2cte-d by othc.r 

identities whic!.1 ~1e or she may have such as relative a_ge, 

marital status and coresidence. l1hl<s, tb_c:; fact that 

tv.ro or more kir..._ types a.re classi_f ied c:r the sa21e tern:_ 
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does not irr:ply that all those so classified have similar 

social identities arid rights and duties with respect 

to ego. 

2econd, I s.how that even the rights and duties 

associated with the bond of dai itself may be disclaimed. 

Hence Longana kin terms, do not, strictly speaking, label 

roles; or, put another way, the kinship terminolcgy, and 

genealogical connection, only imply or connote rights 

and duties (Scheffler 1972:115). 

·rhird, I argue that the Longana do not uostulate 

the bond of dai as being inalienable. Therefore the 

Longana concept of genealogical co:::inection exists in 

contradiction to Scheffler's generalization (1973:756) 

that genit::::ir-offs:rring and genetrix-offspring relatior:ships 

are universally conceived as inalienacle and are irreduciole 

elements in every culture. 

Finally, I point out an interesting phenomenon 

concerning the nature of genealogical connection itself 

wiJ.ich has beeL i:rr:.plicit in Chapter Five. The Longa.i.YJ.a 

ideology associated with the bond of dai arid more distant 

genealogical connections is ambiguous. 'I'hat is to say, 

the bond of dai and/or the fact that cercain 1-::insm'?n 

h3.ve two sext1al identities may oe used to forge solidary ~ 

rslationships ·,-.ritr~ the siblir.;.g2 ard other kin of 
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one's parents and oneself, or they may be 1lsed to deny 

one's ooligations to close and distant relatives. 3ot11 

options are embraced by the Longana concept of custom, 

the subject of Chapter Seven. 

Siblings: tue (3), hangue (Z) 

rhe bonds of blood (dai) that are established 

between a ::nan and his off spring and a woman and her 

offspring are extremely important. Under typical 

circumstances, full-siblings (retue sibongu) will share 

t:-J_e same mot:ner and father. Full- siolings will be of the 

same moiety and descent category (duvi) as their ~other. 

Between siolings there is a norm of solidarity which is 

at its strongest ~etween full-sitlings. A full-sibling 

can demand, and expect to receive withou0 repaying, access 

to another full- sibling's ::_a.L.d, f CJod, an.d lat our. 

are IG.ade: 

Within the sibling set two important disi:;inctions 

relative age and sex. 'I'he eldest male is in 

a p:Jsi ti on of authority over l1is brothers anci sisters. 

The eldest male's status with respect to his younger 

siblings is similar to that of a father. _::,_. father :::onfi:iss 

in his first born son, instr1icts hi:::n in ritual mati::ers, 

an.d advises his eldest so:!l. on t:r~e disposal of his _;.s.rce::_s 

of land when he dies. An. elder :::irother shou::c_d instruct~ 

care for, a.i.vid discipline his younger sit lings wl-;.en t~1ey 

are cnildrer2.; when younger siblings reac~ :oaturit;y they 



175 

may argue with the first-born, but should always show 

deference to his position and respect for his authority. 

An elder brother acts on behalf of his younger siblings 

at public events: he gives away the daughter of a 

younger bro~her at her lliarriage, and at a man's death, 

it is his eldest son who compensates his father's siblings 

for the use of the dead man's land. ·rhe elder b:rother 

is in charge of the estates of his father upon the latter's 

death, and he holds the land in trust until such time 

as a younger brother is capable of assuming his share. 

Gnder normal circumstances, then, the first-born 

male is the leader of his sibling set. However, there 

are traditional tales of the unpredictability of life 

in which a yoanger male si-oling achieves do:rr.inance over 

the eldest secause of circumstances or superior ability. 

1\ man who, for example, achieves higher status in the 

graded society than his elder brother is entitled. to 

ref er to the latter as '',:;-ounger sibling" ( t:en1 i" \ an'"' ant ~ ) -'-'- v 

as the eider brother at rublic functions. 

Brothers live together on their father's land. 

Each adult brother is head of :nis own separate household 

in which live his wife and. offspring. A man has his o·vlln 

plots of la.""ld which [1is household cultivates, and as 

household head, each trother is expected to frovide for 

the .!D.embers of his householC.. .Al though inf orIIcant s 
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frequently stress the ideal of sibling solidarity and 

the norm of generalized reciyrocity between brothers, 

they also point out that each man ultimately is responsible 

for his own well-being and that of his family. A lazy d-

or irresponsible brother may find that his siblings 

refuse to come to his aid. 

Upon the death of a man, his plots of land 

revert to his siblings. A ma,.11. also has the right to claim 

as his wife his brother's widow, whom he classes as his 

cwn ·.vif e, or to accept the brideprice should she remarry 

outside the sibling set. Full-siblings will refer to 

one another as retue sibong"J. (''born fror:::t one mother:r), 

and one would expect that the norms of sibling solidari-':,y 

and oppJsi te-sex sioling avoidru11.ce would be strongest 

in this case, for suc11 siblings share identical substance 

by virtue of the fact that they have the same mother 

and father, and are of the same moiety and duvi (descent 

category) affiliation. However, in the past polygyny 

'rras practiced, and half-siblings of same moiety also 

share the same tond of dai with their genitor as do 

full-sitlings. Furthermore, such half-siblings are 

cores:.d.en~s. InforEa..11.ts insist that although half-siblings 

same moiety can be distinguished from retue si~t.rnrn:m, 

they are of tile same status as 1·ull-siblings. .dalf-siolings 

of opposite zoiety have a special status, and are termed 
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oababulu. Such half-siblings share the same dai from 

their genitor, and, in addition, are of the same moiety 

as one's gsnitor. 

'I'he term bababulu is self-reciprocal, and 

informants sometimes express the relationship with a 

half-sioling ·N"ho is the sams moiety as one's father in 

terms of deen respecG mixed with a little fear, for to 

insult such a person, or not to treat such a person as 

a full-s~bling will anger one's father and he (or his 

siblings) may come to favour his dai of the same moiety 

at the expense of his other children. Informants say 

this is possible because such chilcren are both dai 

and classificatory siolings of their fathe::::. However, 

the tababulu relationship is too adva...~tageous for all 

parties bound up within it tQ destroy for iG "ties up'', 

as informants say, a set of siblings who are of one moiety 

a...~d C.uvi affiliation with all half-sib::i_ings of • -l-oppOS::J... ve 

moiety who are descendants of tr-'-e same father. I'he bababulu 

relationship is stronger even than the relationsnip 

between full-siblings, for it entitles half-siblings 

of opposiGe moiety to assume the identity of one's 

full-sibling. 

I'he Lor:gana often state that all those classed 

(descent category) are to be treated as one's own siblir:gs, 
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but this is an ideal. One's relationship with first cousin3 

within one's own descent category (MZC) most closely 

approximates that among one's own siblings, and such 

cousins may not marry. Beyond the range of first cousins, 

the rights and duties owed to hangue (Z) and tue (.3) 

of one's own descent category attenuate, but it is 

impossible to specify a point at which a clearly defined 

oreak occurs. Women of one's descent category may be 

married, although it may be difficult to do so. A 

further discussion of this, with case material, is presented 

in Chapter Seven. Genealogically distant classificatory 

siblings of saIL.e desc2::-~t cat2gory 1A·ho are coresidents, 

or spatially close, will likely behave toNard one another 

as close siblings, but apa.rt from the influence oi 

spatial propinq1J.i t:r, the only obligations that si1Jlings 

of Saille descent category oeyond the range of first 

cousins have to one another are to provide food, shelter 

and protec":;ion. In times of warfare genealogically 

'iistant siblings of same descent category '111ould never 

knowingly attack one another. 

The obligations toward siblings of one's own 

rnoiet;y who are not of one's descent categor;:-,l and not 

dai of one's father are even fewer. r~e genealogically 

closest e:x:&.:nple of sucb. siblings wculd be F3C, a.i."'ld t.er2 

I:or.:.gg__na Gisagree ove~ their status. :3ecau_se g~~ ar0 

fi.:i::·s~ cm.~sins, some Longana argu.e that one is ILorally 
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obligated to treat them as if they were one's own 

. ' l . sio_J_ings. Ot~ers argue that such siblings are one's 

coresidents and therefore must be treated as one's own 

siblings, especially if one does not have real siblings, 

for one needs the contribution of brothers and sisters, 

especially in acquiring 1Hives. Between siblings who 

share only the social identity of same moiety, and who 

are not coresident, there is a blar~:et obligation to 

offer mutual protection, food and shel0er, a..~d a 

prohibition against marriage. Eut these obligations 

are ver;7 wea..1.{. Intramoiety marriages are and itiere common., 

and in of warfare classificatory siblings who 

shared only common moiety affiliation and ':.-ho v,;ere not 

coresidents could knowingly kill one another. 

Matrilateral Relationships: ratahi (M), tokaure (M~), 

alai ( ZC) 

A child typically has ma..~y ratahi: his own 

mother and her sisters, his father's co-wives, and the 

1,vif e of anyone classed. as tamai. It is very difficult 

~o draw distinctions tased upon gen.ealogical connection 

alone as far as social identities and statuses are 

concerned, exce:;:;t to sa:r that the relationsi:lip ';.,ri th 

one's own mother is strongest, and where the ::::elations~ip 

is not reinforced "':Jy coresidence and/or sarr:e descent 
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category affiliation, it is weakest. 

A genetrix refers to her offspring as dai, 

and only this woman can be referred to as bui. 

A genetrix has the responsibility of caring for her 

children, protecting them from harm, and providing <l-

for them. Informants often speak of their mothers 

with more affection than they do of their fathers, 

stressing that, when a child is a...vi inf ant, the mother 

is always there to protect it from harm but the father 

is often away working in his gardens, visiting, and, 

in the past, f ightir...g. Upon reaching adulthood, a 

child maintains a warm, friendly relationship with 

his mother. She is to b8 respected.. Her requests 

to aid her ageing cr~ther and mother's brother ought 

to be o-c.eyed, but a_vi adult male will not avoid his 

mother. Hm,1ever, when one is a child, it is tabu 

(foroidden) for a .ill.other -co talk of sexual matters 

with her offspring. 

I'here is one important duty ,,.,-hich only a 

mother. or in D.er a':::·sence, a MZ must perform. 3ecause 

of gestation, the oond of dai between a mother and 

her off spring carries with it duvi (descent category) 

; - . ~ - -i • 1 memoersnip, and each uUVl nas associated with it one 

)r more socially "G.ndesireable traits which belong to 

it and it alone, and it is thought that these traits 

are herit:a-ole. 'I1his is not to say that all members 
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of the same descent category must display the sane 

personality characteristics, but that in each generation 

some memters ·ATill display them. For example one descent 

categor;y is said to have a propensity for intra-duvi 

marriages ("marrying sisters"); 812d if a man of that 

duvi marries a woman who is also of that duvi, such 

behaviour will be seen as regrettacle, but ultimately 

"'illlderstandable. Other duvi are noted for theft, or 

for being exceptionally strong-1,.;illed., etc. Consequentl;y, 

there is a.i.vi elenent of embarrassment in duvi mem'bership, 

and most i_nformants are reluctant tc publicl:.:r disclose 

such membership, and to diVQlge d~vi membershin to an 

anthropologist. An enemy can be publicly humiliated 

if one remarks that he is a rubbisn .ian :iecause hs 

displays the traits of his descent category (duvi). 

'I1hus a wother will ta_~e great pains to educate her 

children in their potentia~ly irraerited faults so that 

they may be overcome. 

A Mn tokaure should ca:re for and provide 

economic assistance for nis ZC as 'r-ie would for his own 

sister and orother. Longana frequentl:r emphasize that 

a MB, as an elder sibling, snould ~e solicitous for 

the welfare of ~is alai (ZC): he ~nJws when his Z 

a".:ci ner children are in r...eed, and l:'..e can bE: t::-~sted, 

witnout being asked, to come to o~e's aid with money, 
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produce, ar~d valuables for ceremonial events such 

as marriages and. rank-takings in the graded society 

(hungwe). 

3ecause ZC are partially identified with Z, 

a man's sister's sons are both same-sex and opposite-sex 

siblings to him. As o:pposi te-sex siblings, male alai ( zs: 1 

are in a subordinate position which increases the authority 

of 113. ~'1ale alai share some of the avoidance customs 

of their mothers in interaction with I1B, although 

the avoida.-rice behaviour is not as pronou!lced as it is 

between a real crother and sister. 

Longana frequently sta~e that the mother's 

orother is the :1boss ., over his "line 11 (du vi) of si_ster 

and all ~er Qescendants, and trace an orierly line of 

succession of authority from I'IrIM.B to i-'1"J13 to .MB. 

Furthermore, one frequently hears :Longana rr:..ake reference 

to what at first appears to be a seg~entation of authority 

within the duvi. For example, it is often said that 

oni::'s I'IB is the authority over his seg:nent of the duvi, 

and one's ?LNJZS ( tokaure) has authori t:y over his segment 

of the duvi. Eut this is not lineag2 segmentation: 

it is a recognition of the difference between close 

a_Y)_d distant t:okaure within t~e same duvi (descent 

and avoidance t:oward more classificatory tokaure (I"I3), 
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even within the same duvi, and, should one's own I'IB 

die, authority passes to his oldest surviving sibling 

rather tha.cJ. to an older surviving tokaure who is 

genealogically distant. Furthermore, there are a number 

of factors which prevent the ME from fully exercising 

his authority, and decrease his rights and duties, 

toward his sister's children. 

?irst, a MB is a sibling to his ZS because 

both MB and ZS are born from the same mother -- l'IBM. 

But ego's JVIB is not a 11 true" sibling because his I""..B 

and he are not of identical substance. Ego and his 

MB are the off spring of different _procreative pairs. 

The Longana doctrine of blood serves to isolate S>ach 

generation of siblings within the matriline froc 

succeeding generations, thereby preventing by dilution, 

as it were, the development of a stronger concept of 

descent based upon notions of inherited identical 

substance. 

Second, because of the oon.d of dai between 

a woman and her c:C.ildri::n, and the association of ::--1er 

children witn her womb, a :w.an's :ZS shares in the sexual 

identity of his mother. ~he resulting avoidance pattern 

between 113 and his ZS adds an element of restraint to 

the :viE-ZS relationship that is not charac~eristic of 

the n -
D - .C social relationship. 
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I1hird, the bond of olood (dai) between a 

father and his children binds those children to him. 

A father has stronger rights over his children than 

does the l'i:S of the children. I'he bond of dai between 

a m&""l and his off spring outweighs the fact that I"I.3 4-

and ZS are born of one mother. A father has the right 

to bestow his child in marriage regardless of the 

wishes of the child's MB, for example. Of course, 

one's c::.1ild' s IiB is one's halai (WB), and one's WB' s 

opinion ought to be consulted or respectfully heard 

concerning the marriage of his alai (ZG), but a WE's 

superior status over his Zii does not extend to his ZH 

in matters relating to the latter's offspring. Should 

ZH die, the r~ghts over his children pass ta the 

deceased's trother, or to -che eldest male child if ~e 

is an adult. 

Fourth, the rights and duties bound up in 

the IiB-Z3 relationship attenuate sharply with birth 

order and genealogical distance. '.:2he I"lE-ZJ rela-cions:c1in 

is strongest between a man and the first-born son of 

his own sister. A man may, for example, enter the 

house of his sister's second or third-born son, tut 

never the house of the first-born. ZI1C (alailimbogi) 

and ZDDC (alailimbolim-Doxi) are also alai, but tile 

strength of the MB relationship is very weak with these 
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m:ire distant and younger alai. Longana attribute ti'le 

weak nature of the relationship bebveen a man an::i l:lis 

ZDC and. ZDDC as being due to botl:l genealogical distance 

or dilution of blood and to relative age. .Although 

ZL~, for example, ought to honour their I1J.~B's requests 

for labour ar..d produce, the relationship between a 

ZDS and an aged tokaure (ral3) is not as fettered by 

the respect and avoidance characteristic of the ME-ZB 

social relationship. 

'I1.hus, the conce:;;:t of blood ( dai) together with 

the identification of a child with its mother, the 

latter itself the foundation of the Longana concept 

of descent, drive a conceptual and nor;:native wscige 

oetween a man and his sister's male uterine descendants 

as re.ale siblings, whereas the concept of descer..t 

together with the dogma of sibling solidarity make a 

close social relationship possible between them. The 

resultant is a highly ambiguous social rel9..tionship. 

J::here is potential co:n.flict between an eld-:::r 

male of a sibling set ar..d their mother's brother. 

3ecause the eldest male of a sibling set is their ful~

sibling, and a MB is not, an adult elder brother may :iot 8-

consult witil M3 concerning important matters such as 0he 

disposal of land. Conversely, it is a recognizeci 

princi:;;le in Longana that a I13 may be disinteresteC. 
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in the future well-being of his born or unborn ZC, 

and the pressures of existence in the real world or 

personal characteristics may lead a MB to leave his 

Z· 1~ 'Nith little, or no, inheritance. 

'I'he Longana frequently state that a 113 is 

rrboss" over one's sibling set. 'I1his is more a stm:;ement 

of a normative ideal, for some informa....11.ts, under further 

questioning, will admit that which others freely voluntee.:': 

to say that a .M.3 is 11 boss 11 over his Z' s uterine descendants 

is to engage in loose talk. I1E has most au-Shori ty 

over the first-corn ~ale of his Z~, and, through him, 

00 the rest of the sicling set. Furthermore, the 

authority of NB is not really that of an elder brother, 

as previously discussed. 3u "C treating JYIB as if hs ·,,,.ere 

an elier brother, calling him tokagi (elder same-sex 

sibling) and thus giving him the respect and deference 

due to an elder brother is to honour an elder uterine 

kinsma....11. who holds authority over one's Mand nence, 

ideal~:", over her children. ~o thus honour a ma.i.11. is 

to help ensure a smooth relationship between oneself, 

one's~- and ber opposite-sex sibling, and to help ensure 

that a MB will live u~ ta his obligations as a sibling 

t m·mrd his Z C : a mother's brother should donate pigs 

to ~-is =~; 's raIL1: takings, should contribute to "1.lS 

=~' s ~,:eddi::g, arid should help his Z·J defra:vT tl1e funeral 
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expenses when their father dies. And MB sho'ild try 

to ensure that a portion of his estate goes to his 

ZC when ::ie ·::lies. 

The fulfillment of the obligations associated 

:1ri th -che MB-ZS relationship depends upon the auali ty 

of that relationship. This is even more so when a 

more classificatory relationship exists (such as with 

a ~'I!IZDS), and the relationship is at its weakest between 

tokaure (ME) and alai (ZS) who are merely of the same 

moiety. 

.Alai (SC, ZDC, '.3DDC) IIJ.ay succeed to some 

of the identities of a ~3. Under normal circumstances, 

a ma:n.' s next eldes-c same-sex full-sibling (retue siccngu) 

succeeds to his spouse and parcels of land, and, should 

the deceased' s cl1ildre:i be young, his brother succeeds 

a~so to the obligation to care for his deceased's 

children and the rights to discipline them and arrange 

for their marriages. Should a man die leaving no :rr:ale 

siblings (r~tue simbongu), then his ZS (alai) or ZDS 

(alailimoogi), or in the absence of either of the 

latter, a Z:JDS, alailimbol::..mbogi succeeds to :0.is 

identities '"w'"ith respect to his land and his off s~ring, 

but only if these descendants of the deceased's sister 

( hangue) are adult. Should a ::r;.a11 who has r10 sar:J.e-sex 

full siblings and no real 6 (and therefore no real 
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alai) die, the rights to his land and children pass 

to his half-.siblings by the same father. Only in the 

event that a man has no real alai (ZC) and no half-siblings 

by the same father can his more classificatory alai 

of same duvi (e.g. the deceased's MZDS) legitimately 

lay claim to his land, and even then, the Longana say 

that their claim is very ·.veak. 

'I1he problem o~ succession to land is complicated 

by the principle of dai. A man's same-sex full-siblings 

gain control of his parcels of land when he dies, but 

the cond of dai between a father and his sons ncrwally 

ensures that his offspring, upon payment of compensation 

to the siblings (tue ta1ai) of their dead father, 

succeed to !llost of their father's par~els of land. 

under ideal circumstances, the payments to a tue tar:J.ai 

(FB) ensure that most of a man's land passes to his 

off spring, aI1d som.e of the land is held by the deceased' s 

siblings. I will return to this subject in the next 

section. 

Patrilateral Relationshi~s 

A man refers to his ovm children as dain2'.u 

(''m.y 'olood''). A flan has full authorit;y and responsibilit::;r 

for his child's education a..YJ.d 'vl.rell-being. I1he Longana 

are indulg~nt with young children, and discipli:ie may 
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be administered in _public with an embarrassed apology 

to ruJ.yone present that the child is a "strong head, .. 

or strong-willed; a trait that is both admired a.:id 

disapproved by the Longana. Fathers, and mothers, 

claim to show no special desire for or favouritism 

toward children of either sex. 

As a child matures, it learns that an indulgent 

father can '::lecome a stern disciplinarian. One's father 

may mete out physical punishment to his childreh, ruJ.d 

a child must show his father (and mother) considerabl9 

respect. 'I'he Longa_""la say that a child, regardless 

of his age, must never strike his or her father if he 

threat·2ns or administers physical punishment. A father 

is responsible for teaching his child ritual knowl<Sdge, 

tut, because a child is of opposite moiety to his father, 

a child cannot expect his father to reveal all he k.no~s. 

_A_ child must seek to fill out the gaps in nis knowle,dge 

from someone of same moiety as he. A I"'"G or a grandparem:; 

of sa:ne moiety as a child is a gooa candidate as a 

te::i.cher. 

A man, oy virtue of his identity as a male, 

is the household head, provider for his family, and 

guardian of r ... is off spring. ~n particular, a man ought 

to provide land for his children. Upo.:i a man'2 dea-sh. 

- . " . +-
~l S sons, cy virvue cf the boGd of dai which linked 
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him to his offspring, are entitled to their father's 

parcels of land. Before his death, a father tells 

the history of his parcels of land, and the legitimacy 

of his claims upon them, to his eldest son. 

Although a man's siblings may offer their 

2C advice and scold them, the Longana say that only 

a real father may physically discipline his children, 

and ultimately it is he who decides whom his children 

shall marry. Upon a man's death, his own same-sex 

sibling succeeds to his duties and rights over his 

children, but fulfillment of these rights and duties 

by a tue tamai (F3) tovmrd his 3 1
.:; are contingent upon 

the quality of the former relationship between the dead 

man and his siblings, and the quality o:: the relationship 

':::letween FB and ego. Under ideal circumstances, a FB 

will come to regard his BC as his own, and will hold 

his BC land in trust for them until they are mature 

enough to claim it, or see that it is released to them 

if they are adult when their father dies. 

The Longana say that, because of the principle 

of sibling succession to land, and because of the rights 

to that land which those to whom a sibling refers as 

daingu have, some of a man's ~arcels of land stay 

with his siblings and/o::: alai (ZC), a..YJ.d so.'Tie goes to 

his children if the latter pay compensation to their 
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dead father's siblings at the funeral of their fa~her. 

Should the children not pay compensation to their father's 

siblings for the land, all of it remains with their 

father's siblings. 

This of course is the ideal, but in the past, 

things were not so simple. A man's children could be, 

and were, denied rights to their father's land by 

tneir tue tarr:ai (FE) and alai tamai (FZS). If land 

was scarce, or if father's siblings set the compensation 

payments too high, or if they simply did not want to 

divide and share the land with their brother's offspring, 

they could drive thei~ dead brother's chi~dren from 

the la.:.~d. It is clear then that although a tue tamai 

(BE, and alai -:;amai (ZS) could sacceed tc t.'.J.eir elder 

8ro0her's identities as landholder and provider for his 

children, the two identities were held to be separate, 

and a tue tamai (F::::) could refuse to live up to his 

obligations as a provider of land fcir, and guardian 

of, his dead brother's offspring. One's ~Care not 

one's dai. 

Consequently, many Longana state that land 

tended to stay 1\Tithi.::i the duvi, rather thar1 pass from 

father to son. .3ut this statement must ~e treated 

with caution: the rule that a man's dai had rights 

to his land upon t.'.J.e pay~ent of conpsnsation ~o their 
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father's siblings 0/Ja.s, and is, custorr1ary. Further:::::iOre, 

sucn statemento3 are usually used to contrast today's 

practises with the ideal. ~ongana state that today, 

with the advent of •raluable land d.e:;voted to copra 

cash-cropping, wnite man's inheritance patterns are 

:::ecoming more coillillon. 'I'hat is, the bond of dai is 

now over-stressed, and that with payment of compensation 

to a father's siblings, all the land is going to the 

children of the deceased. The nractise finds favour 

with younger generations, and is of considerable 

anguish to the older generation ·,,,Tho feel that the 

customary iieal of ensu=·ing t:nat so=r1e of one's land 

te t.e.2.d for one's alai is a more equitab:e arranger.ient. 

Tr_e Longana are r:;ron2 to saying -::;:nat tne 

relationsnip bet·..veen a ma.ri and. his alai i:::a:::c.ai (FZS) 

is identical to tiiat ~eti;:een a man and his father. 

This is a normative statement, for upon a little probing, 

the Longa.ria i.v-ill freely discuss the reasons i,{ny an 

alai ta."D.ai (?ZS) is not like a fat;her: a FZS does 

not refer to his I'I.cC as daingu; a FZS is not of 

ide:c.tical sutstanc~ vrith one's father or f at11er' s 

crotner; a FZ3 is like a.ri o:pposite-s2x sibling to 

one's F. ?or these rsasons, a F may not have a close 

2:'elationship with his ZS, anC. this will have its effect 

or.:. the re2-a0:ionship '.vhich a .2Z:3 will nave with .C1is 
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11-33. .Nevertheless, since nr-- r-. • a .b0i:J lS entitled to succeed 

to one's father's statuses and may be aole to successfully 

exert a claim to one's father's parcels of land upon 

his death, the Longana state that, for these reasons, 

a prudent man »vill honour and respect a FZS as he 

would honour an.d respect his own tam.ai. I1his is 

cross-cut by relative age: if alai tamai (FZS) is an 

adult, he may give you advice and scold ;you; if he is 

a married adult he is in an even better position to give 

advice, and help you; but a younger youth (e.g., 

FZDS, FZDDS) or small child is not ca-oable of fulfilling 

the functions of a father and is no-c er.:.titled to scold 

his adult MJ:;S, nor will his advice be so"L":.ght. 

Under ideal circumstances, then, the relationship 

bet·vveen a pers::m and his alai tarr.ai (FZS) will oe a 

strong one, characterized cy the respect which a child 

shows for its :atJ:-1er and the au~hori-sy mixed wit:;1 

indulgence -,vhich a man has for his children. Similar::Ly, 

informants state that anyone who is classified as 

al ai t araai or tue tam.ai (FB), of the sa.r:le duvi 

(descent category) as one's own father can. be counted 

upon to off er aid and protection wherever one happens 

to go, provided that such men are aware of your descent 

categ0ry affiliation. 3u~ classificatory tamai and 

alai ta.mai and tue tam.ai ·,,;ho are not of one's fat her' s 
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descent category are not so obligated, unless a close 

relationship has been established with them, and they 

can refuse to aid, and could even knowingly kill, a 

classificatory netui (C) whose father was not of their 

descent category. 

The tamai-netui (F-C) relationship is strongest 

when it is cemented by the bond of dai~ but even ilere, 

a person may deny the statuses associated with dai. 

Although the bond of dai, once known, cannot be denied, 

the rights and duties idea:ly associated with it may be. 

I have r:::corded tw0 cases in which a man's adult sons 

were constantl:r an eILbarr9.ssme:;:it to him. In totb. 

cases, the father threatened to diso~n his offspring 

ir.L a...YJ. attempt to ffiake them more tractable. Suc:n a 

threat is extremely serious, f_ar____a_..ma__n_'. __ s ___ sure~;:j:; _c_~ 

to _land___j,_~ based s-:;_uarely u_r:;on the bond of dai which 

he has with-his father. rhe threats to disinherit 

were not carried out, for they h9.d the desired effect: 

the adult sons were sufficiently shaken by the threats 

to listen to reason and cease tileir pu~licly disru~tive 

~ehaviour. ~evertheless, informants assured me that 

a man could disown his sons.J 

And childre.c_ may disclaim their _pars::its. 

ma...YJ. ',vho does not live up to his obligations as provider, 

guardieJl and ;nothe:v' s husband may find hims el::' rejected 
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by his offspring. About fifteen years ago, a man 

deserted his t~o young sons when his wife was extrsmely 

ill. Sh::; vms ta~en, with her sons, to her father's 

hamlet where she recovered. Her children re!Ilained with 

her in her natal hamlet. 'I'hese young men acknowledge 

that their genitor is their tamai sibongu (real father), 

out show him no respect, rebuff his attempts to 

re-establish his relationship as their father, and 

refuse all his requests for assistance with his gardens 

a.~d copra. In short, these young men acknowledge the 

identity of dai that they have as offspring of this man, 

but deny all rights and duties that ideally are associated 

with it. 

Father's opposite-sex sicling is one's ratahi*. 

In the last chapter I examined the dual sexual identity 

of a F~ and its importance in the roles v1hich she 

plays at a child's wedding. 

In addition to giving her BC sexual instruction 

and her role in cap-::::urir:.g and taming the FZs of the 

bride, a FZ dispensss, with the aut11ority of one's :r, 

advice on prop.::::r marital -oshaviour. The foll8wing i.s 

tMen from. a lecture given t,y a F'.3 to a young woman 

just prior to the latter's wedding: 
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When you marry you will go to live in 
your husband's village. When your husC:a..11d 
is angry with you he may beat you. You 
must not run away. If your hustand hits 
you outside, then you go inside your 
house and stay there. If he hits you 
inside your house, then you go outside 
and cut the grass or sweep. You must 
not run away from your husband and come 
back to your father. \{nen your ~ms band 
~ells you to do something, you must 
do it! 

A FZ has considerable authority, and she must be respected, 

especially before one is married. She plays a principal 

part in one's wedding, and she does so, if necessary, 

on the auti1ori ty ..I:' 1 --... 
O..i.. ner r, cne's father . There is 

some fear of the authority associated with She 

may also r;h;::rnically punisr.:. her EC, as does a ch:..ld' 2, 

.F and ;i1. 

But there is indulgence too. • T , 

A i..JOnga:::ia is 

as fond of his FZ as he is res-oectf~i1 of ~aer authority. 

In many respects, a FZ is like a l'1 to her 

may go to live with his FZ for periods of time, and she 

treats ner ~'-' as she would ::ier children, and they 

reciprocate: they help her with household chores 

such as coo~ing, cutting and carrying firewood. PJ~d 

a FZ is one's loyal and trustworthy confidante; 

one ca."'1. tell her things which no-'c even one's mother 

or siblings should hear. 
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In the last chaptar I indicated that the 

status of FZ is like that of a same- and opposite-sex 

sibling, like a mother, and like a 1'male 11 mother. 

Consequently it is impossible to obtain from an informant 

a clear statement as to exactly what a FZ is. The 

following statement is an example of how a FZ may be 

described by Longana. It is one of the clearest I 

could obtain: 

She is like a mother (ratahi) but sne is 
not like your mother. She is your father's 
sister, of his duvi (descent category). 
She is not really like a mother. You 
respect her ad-rice, a.rid you honou.::' i1er 
just as you would your father. She can 
beat you too. She is a ratahi, cut not 
the same as your ffiOther, she is not 
the same as a kind of mother . . . 
she is a nother, tut it is different ... 
she calls you '' child 11 (netui), acvid 
she tries to make you happy . . 
you ca..."'1Ilot call the sister of your 
father ''father" (tamai), because she 
is a woman. So you call her mot~er. 

Ihe Longana ultimately resort to explaining 

what a FZ is by outlining her duties in the wejding 

ceremony. iience they point out that the nhrase 

oulengu toa ("my chicken'') . ar ... d her role as instructress 

of sexual l\:no·wledge distinguishes FZ from 1"1. 3ut 

the phrase bulengu toa refers a2-so to another custom 

associated with FZ, &.nd one just as iml-Jortant, for it is 
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through this woman that the:; s:ystem of consanguinity and 

affinity is cori..nected to tJ.1e focus of Longana culture, 

the graded society (hung»'Ve). 

':rhe reciprocal of ratahi bulengu toa ( 11 mother 

of my fowl'') is netui gagu.:naresu (1 1child to eat"). 

The latter term refers to an impol.'tant custom ',1iherein 

a woma..Yl is given gifts of fQod by her brother's children. j 

rrhe rules of opposite sex avoidance forbid a man from 

offering food to his opposite-sex sibling. Yet a 

man's sister provides him with large quantities of mats 

which he rn~eds to obtain a -'.:Jrids (see l"I. Rodman 1976). 

:-::1hese :nats are not given gifts. A 8rother :::;:ust repay 

his sister for the nats she donates at his wedding with 

gifts of por:Oc A man may not off er his sister po c·k 

wf1~ich ne has killed, but a man's child may '""~ ' . 
OI 1- er Dis 

or ne::: FZ pork whicl1 the child has killed, and so a 

marl's c~ildren repay 1 • 

D.lS Z for the mats which 2he 

contrituted to her brother's wedding; hence the term 

for a \vonan' s B~: 'lmine to eat. ri 

~he customary gifts of food from a 3C to its 

FZ begins when a child is an infant. When the uI'.lbilical 

cord of a boy or girl cries and falls off, the mother 

of the child places a stick in the inf ant's hand, &..i.'1.d, 

holding her infa..Ylt's hand, plunges +-' .... . 1 • .... 
cdl.8 Su lCK lilu 0 the 

head of a ~ive, trussed chicken. TDe infant's mother 
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a.'1.d father present the fowl to tne father's sister 

of the i:n.f ant. J:his ceremony is performed once again 

when the child begins to teethe. I'he dead chicken is 

presented to the father's sister, and the father of 

the cnild declares to his sister: "our child (yours 

and mine) has taken the first step in the hungwe 11
• 

The fowl is no~ pork, but it is a promise of _pork to come. 

When a man takes rank in the graded society, 

he often donates a boar for his son to kill. A father 

thus honours his son and helps him to achieve the minor 

rar..ks in the hungwe. Flesh of the boar which the 

child kills is presented ~o the child's FZ. Hence a 

man may honour his son, help him through the minor 

ranks of -'Che hungwe, ta_-\:e ran.~ in the hunt:nve, and, 

at the same time, indirectly repay his Z for the mats 

that she dJnated at his wedding (W. Rodman 1973:166-167). 

rhe otligation of a man to give pork to his Z is lifelong. 

As a man's sons mature and progress through 

the minor ranks of the graded society, he may donate 

pigs for a classificatory son to kill so tha~ his Z 

will continue to receive pork. For example, I attended 

a ceremony in which an old n:an took the hig.:C~est rank 

in the graded society. ~t the end of the ceremony, 

the old man gave a pig for his ZDSS (netui) to kill. 

In this mar.J...L.er, 0he man's aged sister was re1 .. mrded 
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with pork for the mats which she contributed to her 

brother's wedding forty years before. 

A woman kills untusked pigs, in a ceremony 

known as dure, once as a child and again on the eve 

of her wedding (see M. Rodman 1976). The father of 

the young woman sees to it that pork from his daughter's 

dure ceremony is received by his sister: 

In the ceremony of dure, little girls 
are the instruments through which exchanges 
between adult brothers and sisters are 
effected. ·The norm of sister avoidance 
prevents a man from preparing food for 
his sisters; but he may feed his female 
siblings with gifts of pigs that his own 
child has killed. Men control the flow 
of pigs in Aoban society, while women 
produce and affect the distribution of 
pandanus mats. A man can repay the 
mats needed for bridewealth exchanges 
only by providing his sisters with pork, 
and to do so he must use a young girl 
as an intermediary (M. Rodman 1976:16). 

The Longana say that all of the female uterine 

descendants of a FZ have the statuses of a ratahi 

bulengu toa. However, this rule is cross-cut by a 

woman's marital status, age, descent category membership 

and residence. A FZD, for example, who is no0 married 

may not be used as a confidante, nor may she give sexual 

instruction to her MBC, for she has not, as the Longana 

say, 11 known men: 1
• The respect and authority due a 
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FZ is not given by an adul-i::; man to a young child who 

is classed as ratahi*. Ratahi* of one's father's duvi 

(descent category) who resid .. e at a distance may play 

little part in one's life, although informants insist 

tha-c such w0:nen :nay do so if they wish. Ratahi * not of 

one's father's descent category usually have little 

effect on one's life, unless they happen to live in 

one's hamlet. Such women may ta:t:e on the status of 

real FZ under cer-i::;ain conditions described below, but 

they are not obligated to do so, and one is not obligated 

to take on the roles of a BC toward them. 

Gne 's own fat11er' s own si3tsr occupies the 

full set of identities of a FZ. While sh8 is alive, 

her da~ghters and daughters' daughters etc. play a 

secondary part i:a the righ-'cs and duties of a 5Z. 'I'hese 

latter may participate as ratahi• at one's wedding, 

for example, ::mt aLvays one's genealogically closest 

and eldest ratani• plays the principal part, and the 

others are subordinate to her lead. When a man's FZ 

dies~ the next genealogically closest, and eldest 

,.,,10man whom one classes as ratahi *, e.g. FZD, succeeds 

to ner status. 

Life, of course, is not ahvays so orderly. 

under cert8.in at;ypical circumstances a.r1y woman whom 

a man classes as ratani*' ms.y assume the rights and 
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d1_Lties of a ratahi * toward hi.w.. For example, I witnessed 

a wedding ceremony for a man whose father had no 

surviving sisters. These women died without producing 

fe~ale offspring. The roles of ratahi* at the man's 

wedding were filled by local women not all of whom 

were of the groom's father's descent category. None 

of these women appeared on the groom's father's genealogy. 

The woman who played the part of the groom's principal, 

or genealogically closest FZ was a classificatory 

ZDDD (alalimoolimbogi) of the father of the groom. 

I noted earlier in ~his section that informants 

find it difficult to describe precisely what a FZ is. 

The same is true for her husband, to whom ego refers 

as huri ("to follow''). ii. rata11i * marries a_""ld follows 

her husband to his hamlet. Her brother's son may 

follow FZH and stay wi t:C-1 his FZH (huringu "mine to 

follow"). In the eyes of FZH, this child who helps 

his wife and treats her as a mother is ··1ixe" a son, 

and the Longana say that their FZH is like a father to 

them. A FZ is a ratahi* of opposite moiety. A FZH 

is like a tamai (F) of the same moiety. A FZH however 

does not discipline his W3C. As a consequence, a WEC 

can joke with his FZH, laugh at him, and tickle him 

under the chin in public. The joking relationship 
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is not unrestrained, however, because a huri (FZH) 

is of the same :rr;_oisty as his WBC, and is therefore also 

like an elder sibling. In fact, a huri may be an elder 

sibling, or a rl2. 'I1he closest that the Longana are 

able to co~e to describing the status of huri is as 

a close friend, one who is indulgent and generous. 

Grandnarents and Grandchildren 

The relationship between a man and his 

grandchildren is one of familiarity and ribald jesting, 

although a grandparent can and does discipline his or 

her grandchildren. 'I't-'-e jo~ing relationship between 

a man g_~d his grandchildren is modified by gender and 

moiety affiliation. 

Ee-sween :wales of alternate generations and 

opposite ::noiet:r, the joking relationshi_p is strongest. 

The usual custom is for a grandson to feign se::::'iO'J.S 

conversation with his grandfather, or else to sneak 

up on him from behind. I1he unsuspecting elder is t::-ien 

~hrown to the ground, dust kickec in his face, and a.~ 

attempt to tear cff a piece of the old ::nan 1 s clothing 

is often made. 3oth men towl obscenities at one another. 

The attack is q_uickly over, a....~d the young :wan disa::i:;:,ears, 

laughing, down the bush trail. :tut not all young mer.. 
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are successful at surprising their grandfathers. 

A young man ~ay find that he has a heavy price to pay 

for his incompetence, for if the old man succeeds in 

def ending himself long enough to clutch the young 

man's genitals, he is entitled to inflict considerable 

pain to his satisfaction. And the grandson, protest 

as loudly as he might, must suffer the penalty for 

an unsuccessful ambush until his grandfather decides 

to release him. 

I have observed youngsters so attack elders 

of high and low ran.~. Most men engage i~ the jesting 

relationship with grandchildren whatever their rarLk: 

in the graded society, tut there are a few men who will 

not allow the dignity of their status to be publicly 

assaulted. If a grandfather is very old, or frail, a 

mock attack will ensue. There are some men who are 

the same age as their genealogically closes~ surviving 

grandparents who continue to engage fully in the joking 

relationship regardless of their rel.ative ranks in the 

graded society: I have seen two men of superior 

rank (mabu) in the graded society, both over the 

age of fifty, sit facing one another in a crowded men's 

house, grabbing one another's ankles, pulling each other's 

shirts, li:)S a.vid 2ars, S':Jearing and laughing at one 



205 

another. 

3etwe-::n grandparents and grandchildren of 

same moiety t::ie extent of the jokiri...g relationship is 

weakened because one is like an elder sibling of the 

other. In particular, a grandchild of same moiety of 

his grandparent must not swear at his gra...~dparent. 

Usually the behaviour between them is restricted to a 

mock battle of strength such as arm wrestling or 

subdued jostling marked by uneasy laughter. 

The joking relationship with a grandparent 

of opposite sex is usually more subdued. A woman's 

grandfather of the opposite moisty is entitled. to 

tease his grar1ddaughter with ooscenities, ar~d so~e do. 

However, reser7e between the sexes hanpers tt-'-e full 

dev2lopmeL:t of a joking relationship with a granddaught·2r 

for many men, and & young woma...~ may tend to avoid a 

grandfather wilo teases her publicly '.Vi th his seL.ual 

joking. 

A fatner may hide some of his ritual kncwledgs 

from his 01·m son, but not from his own grandchildren. 

In particular, a man's son's child may receive special 

instruction, since the grandparent and his grandchildren 

1.vill be of the same moie-cy. Grandparents will contric·u-r:;e 

to the e~ono:w.ic well teir_g of their grandchildren 2y 

donating pigs and w.ats at weddings and at the funeral 



206 

ceremoni2s for a grandchild's father, for exa~ple. 

Vagabui ("S-ra...."'1.dchildn) and I1ubui ("Srandparent:') as 

Terms for ~:onsanguineals and Spouses 

I'i1'3 term for 11 grandchild: 1 
( vagabui) is used 

for consanguineals and spouses by a male ego. ?urthermore, 

Longana oales say that consanguineal granddaughters 

are approved a...."'1.d ideal spouses (see also Allen 1964: 

317-319). Cne's own granddaughter is not marriagea~le 

because she possesses one-quarter of one's substance, 

!:mt a :bDD is an appr')ved :;::iotential spouse. Similarly, 

women say that it is good -co ma.::ry a :·grandparent 11 

( tubui). 

Be8ause grandchildren a...J.d grandparents of s8112.e 

moiety as ego (vagabui gogona, tubui gogona) are like 

ego's siblings, ego ough0 not to marry them, for one's 

spouse ( vagaoui, tubui) shou:Ld not 'ce also one's 

. - l . 
Sl:J~lng. Ho~ever. one's consanguineal grandchild 

or grandparent who is not like one's sibling -- vas:a'cui 

and tubui of opposite moiety to oneself -- ca__r1 be also 

one's s;-ouse. 

For a man, consanguineal vagabui who are not 

of his r:ioiet~r are not lil<:e his si-olings and there is 

aJ. absence of restraint between a man and these 
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grandchildrsn. Sexual familiarity, though limited 

to an exchange of obscenities, is a characteristic 

feature of the relationship between a man and his 

grandchildren of opposite moiety. 

Thus a man's granddaughter of opposite moiety 

is, apart from his FZ, the only '.'Voman to whom he may 

speak of sexual matters. This customary lack of 

male - female restraint, say the Longa.Y1a, implies a 

potential procreative relationship between a man and 

his granddaughters of opposite moiety. However, because 

a grandchild is not a man's sibling of same and of 

opposite sex, a granddaughter of opp0site moiety does 

not have the same kin class statuses and rights ai.~d 

duties -N"ic;n respect to a ::nB..r1 as does his FZ. Nevertheless, 

the status of a vagabui of opposite moiety as an 

ideal s-couse ties vagabui as a consanguineal category 

to the story of human procreation. 

ln Chapter Five, I argued that the consanguineal, 

spouse and affinal terminologies are inextricably 

conjoined. I'he status of a consanguineal gra.11dchild 

returns us to the same point. In the context of the 

stor:r of human reprod.uction, -':;here is a certai:'.:l congruence 

of vagabui as a consanguineal ter:r~ with vagabui as a 

term for a ::nan's s0ouse. 
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In the story of reproduction, the first 

genitor 1 s consanguineal vagabui was his junior sibling 

who was also destined to become his • -P 
Wl.L e. However, 

the later adoption of the incest tabu and exogamous 

matrimoieties meant that si~~ings ought not to be also 

wives ( v1ga:mi). I have argued in Chapter Five that 

the custom of classifying one's spouse as vagabui 

refers to both of these conditions in the story. 

Consanguineal vagabui are yet a man's junior 

siblings (vagabui gogona, e.g., 3SD) and potential 

, - . ~Dn1 spouses ~vagaou1, e.g.,~ D/. gowever, the former 

ought net to be also or ... e' s ·:rives ( vagabui) while the 

latter, because they are not one's siblings, are ideal 

potential s:;:ouse s ( vagatui, . Thus, there is a sense 

in which vagabui as a term for consanguineals recapitulates 

the story of human reproduction in a mar~~er similar to 

that of vagabui as a term for spouses. 

Adontion, J.:llegitimacy, and :Clood 

I noted earlier that even the rights and duties 

associated with the bonds of dai ma.-7 be disclaimed ::;_n 

Longa_na. .:::ut can the bonds of dai themselves be 

disclaimed: Som2 anthropo:ogists (Scheffler 1973:754) 

argue that g~nitor-offspring and genetrix-offspring 
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relations are :i. • • universally conceived as inalienable 

(Scheffler 1973:755; see also Fortes 1978:21). 

iTot so in Longana. ·rhe Longana have a form 

of adoption (halo) in 1,-1hich an infant may be raised 

as the dai of another couple. Should the child learn 

of its real parents, it may make claims, e.g., to ~and, 

on the tasis of its bonds of dai to its real parents, 

and thes9 claims must be recognized as legitimate. 

However, in these cases, the adopted child does not lose 

his or her legitimate rights as the son or daughter 

of his adoptive parents. ro the Longana, adoptive 

lin...~s of dai, so to speak, g_r;:; no wea}:er than real ones. 

Informants lament the fact that there are 

malicious peo9le who have, for whatever reason, informed 

another that he or she is the child of another man 

and woman. :Sut infor:::iants universally claimed tnat there 

are cases of successfully hidden adoption in the district, 

and ado-:Jted persons have 8een brought up to 

believe that they are the off spring of their adon~ive 

parents. Successful cases of hidden adoption are by 

definition impossible to find. Indeed, it is often 

extremely difficult to find out about cases of adoption 

in which the adopted person, and others, are aware 

that he is not the dai of those who ref er to hin as 

daimm. 
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Eut the issue hers is not whether an 

anthropologist is able to find successful cases of 

hidden adoption, or what happens when one's true parentage 

is revealed. 'I11-ie questioil is: do the Longana consider 

the bonds of dai -- g2nitor-offspring and genetrix-offspring 

relations as being inalienable? In Longana, the 

bond of dai is in principle alienable through the process 

of adoption. 

Furthermore, in cases of illegitimacy, the 

Longana did not try to establish the genitor of the 

child, and with good r2ason. ·J:io accuse a man of 

'
1pulling a 'tJO:nan

11
, a phrase which r:ieans anything from 

forci::il:; ra:r;e to elopement, was to invite a fight 

which c2uld result in the death of the accusej or the 

outraged fat her of ti::..e woman. Such deaths initiated 

rounds of vengeance into whic11 larger numbers of peopl:; 

were drawn, and often the end result was war±'are. 

::;onsequentl;y, when a f athsr found that his 1L11.wed 

daughter was pregnant, he 111ade no attempt to fir.i.d the 

g2nitor. T'he father would try to find someone to 

marry his daughter and so become the child's father. 

In addition, a woman could £lave atorted herself ',vith 

~he aid of her sisters a.11.d moth~rs in the ~enstruation 

hut, thus keeping 0.he fact of her pregnancy secret. 
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5ut failing this, or a man willing to marry the ·rvoman, 

tne :Uongana had an. ingeni:::ms device for ensuring that 

an illsgitimats child remained with its mother and, 

topefully, would provide a suitable explanation to the 

public for the appearance of an in.f ant. 

In the Longana story of procreation, many 

of the descent categories (duvi) originated when 

inf ants were discovered in the bush, or miraculously 

appeared from the feathers of tirds, in a bird's 

nest, in a litter of pigs, etc. ·1vhen an unmarried 

woman "became pregnant, she would be seclud'2d until 

s.Qe deli7ered. During t:C.e nignt, her inf ant would be 

taken into the bust and :;;laced., for exarrr;;le near a 

bird's nest. At dawn, the womeIJ. would ·,val}: through 

t :ae 'Cush, ret;rieve th,:; child, and :c.oisily announce 

that they had., as nad the founding ancestors, fouIJ.d 

a child 1r1hich must have 8een born by the bird whose 

nes"t was nearby. The child ·-~·as given the moisty 

affiliation of its mother, assigned to a new descen-c 

category named after the bird that had presumaoly 

gi ve2 birth to it; and placed with . -'-
l t ... S mother. If 

the infant was a girl, she would be the founder of a 

new descent category. 

The Longana say that, in the past, people 

jelievad this deception. Whether people believed it 
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or not is no~ the ;oint. The genitor of the child 

was not sought. 'rhe illegi tir:iate bond of dai between 

a man and his child was totally discounted and 

therefore so were the rights ru""ld duties associated 

with that bond of dai. 

In Longana, genitor-offspring and 

gsnitrix-off spring relations were not and are not 

considered inalienable. The evidence from adoption 

practises a.Yld from customs concerning cases of 

illegitiI;J.acy, exists in contradiction to Schefflsr's 

generalization that geni tor-off spring a_71d geni trix-of.f spring 

relations are: 

. universally conceived as inalienable, 
as 'in the nature of things' ... 
I0 is a source of considerable concern 
to most of the world's peoples tha~ 
it is possible to create relations of 
genealogical connection out of 
;1'!edlock . • . while it is important 
to note that a man's entitlement 00 
some or most of his rights and duties 
as genitor of his offspring may be 
denied him if he did not have the right 
to engender them in the first place, 
he remains ~heir genitor whether he had 
that right or not, and this fac0 is 
never totally discounted for social 
~·urposes (Scheffler 1973:755). 
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SUTI1.Tary a..rid ~oncl usions 

~11 those classed by the same term do not 

have the saree social identities a.rid rights and duties 

with respect to ego. Characteristically, the 

genealogically closest representative of the kin 

category, e.g., (tamai) has a cluster of social 

identities (Keesing 1969:221), e.g., guardian, 

disciplinarian. household head, etc., that more 

genealogically distant members of the class do not 

have in ful:L. ?otentially, these other members of 

the ld:::i category :inay assume the fall set of identities 

associated with the term u~on the death of the 

genealogically closest :11.ember 1.v-rw is classed ty the 

term. ~n other words, the statuses associated wit~ 

a kin term attenuate with genealogical distance from 

the pri.::nary referent of the term. 'J;hus, a FB ( tue 

tamai) may s~cceed to his brother's status 

to ego, -out '1vhile one's fat:t-... er' is alive he and only 

he occupies the full set of identi~ies associated 

with the term t2aai (F) with respect to those whom 

he classifies as daingu. Ideally, there is a:i orderly 

succession to the status of F, a..~d the ~ules 

genealogically p11rased. ?or ex:a.:::;::_ple, in t~J.e eve:::it of 

father's death, one's eldest ~B s~ould succeed to ~is 

status, and :::rn.13;-- if one ~as no ~'3 nay a FZS succssd 
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to the identities associated with one 1 s father. The 

longana s;:-Fstem of kin classification thus su::;:rports, 

at least i-'l the Longana ideal model, a hypothesis 

suggested by Scheffler and 1ounsbury: 

• we may -creat it as a hypothesis 
that rules of kin-class or terminological 
extension may reflect rules of status 
succession. Sxtensions of a kinshin 
term, then, would define a class of 
~otential legal successors - and successors 
~o successor~ - to statuses held by one's 
nearer kinsma.-ri (Scheffler and Lounsbury 
1971:154). 

The Longana data also ccmfirm a point 1,"1hich 

Scheffler (1973:768) has consistently stressed: -;:-he 

fact that ti,,.-o or m.ore kinsmen £ay 'oe classed by the 

SBEle term need not necessarily imply -chat those kinsmen 

have identical status with respect to ego. One reason 

why this is tTue in Lor:gana is tha-c rights a.:::id iuties 

associa-ced ',vi th the term attsnuate with genealogical 

distance. 3ut there are additional reasons why 

coclassif ication does not imply similarity of status 

in Longana. 

First, one's relative age may affect one's 

status. f'or example, no one expects an adult to 

confide in, or -cake advice fro2 a tamai 

·,fho is a :roung child. Second, ~arital status rc.ay ";::;s 
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important. A man's FZ~ may not assume her identities 

as confidante and sexual instructress if she is Uilllarried. 

1rhird, a genealogically close kinsman may not exercise 

his or her identities with respect to ego if he or she 

lives at a distance. Conversely, a genealogically 

distant kinsman may be treated as a close kinsman if 

he or she resides in ego's hamlet. This factor of 

coresidence is importa.rit. The Longana claim that all \ 

those who live in the same village or 11 within the same/-. 

fence 11
, as they put it, are as close relatives to on8 ( 

another, and should demonstrate the solidarity ideally! 

typical of close kinsmen, at least with respect to \ 

outsiders. 

Fourth, coclassification does not necessarily 

imply similarity of status because of the nature of 

genealogical coILriection itself. I'he fact that certai:::i 

kinsmen may have two sexual identities adds considerable 

ambiguity to the status systerc.. ;.. f'LB and his ZS may 

choose to accent 0he same-sex sibling aspect of their 

relationship, and thus a man's :=s may be treated as 

if he Nere a tue (B). This is the normative ideal in 

Iongana, out because a rc.a..'1's ZS is like an opposite-sex 

sibling, and not of identical suostance as are his 

own siblings, there is ample opportunity for a man ~o 

neglect his duties as an elder trother to his :=s, 
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and vice versa. 111hus, although there is a normative 

rule that a man and his sister's offspring are like 

elder and j~nior siblings to one another, there is no 

guarantee that the g2nealogical connections bet'ATeen 

them will be sufficient to ensure that they will assume 

and maintain the normatively appropriate statuses with 

respect to one another. 

?urthermore, although the bond of dai tetween 

ego and his or her own off spring normatively associates 

those offspring closely with ego's siblings, especially 

if those siblings are of identical substance to ego, 

there is no guaran.tee tr.cat :?g:::i' s siblings ':Jill assu:ne 

the normatively appropriate statuses with res~ect to 

ego's chil:iren. FE may rsfuse to assums tl-.i.c 

responsi'8ility for ensuring that his dead '.:Jrother's 

children will recei-v-e soms .'Jf the land which they can 

claim fro:;:n their father's sioling-set because of the 

bond of j_ai wt.i.ich links t.Derr. i::o their deaa father. 

Only a ITtan' s O'NTI 
4 • I 4 1 • 4 • .., 

cni~aren are nis aaingu, ana a man 

always refuse to p2-ay tamai (F) to his dead 'Jrother's 

child. Sucb behaviour was not normative, but it 

wasn't unus1ial ei t.De~. 

The Longana notion of blood relationship 

has t-,vo as~sc:ct s. On the one l1an.d, it can serve as a 

link to a field of genealogical conn.ections ce;;rond one 1 s 
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parents and thus to a large number of persons who will, 

nor::natively at least, be atle a....-rid willing to assume, 

partially or wholly, the same rights and duties with 

respect to 

closest to 

ego as those :C:in types who are genealogically J 
ego. Thus the bonds of dai may be seen as 

a means of social integration. 

On the other hand, the notion of 8lood 

relaGionship ca,._~ and does have the opposite effect, 

for it systematically and sharply carves out ~arent-child 

relationships as units and disembeds them from the rest 

of the social network. Nowhere is this more clearly 

seen_ tGa....n. in -che separation of the uterine d-::scendant s v' 

of a common ancestress, "si-olings born of cne iL.other'', 

into isolates of siblings of identical substance. In 

Longana, the nuclear family overrides descent. 

3eyond the is.mediate genealogical relationships 

created ty dai the rights and duties associated 'di th 

the kin ter::ninology are only loosely connected to 

genealogical connection. Even the social identities 

associated with the bond of dai itself are not inherent 

to it. I':rms a man may '.)e one's geni tor, -::iu-t geni tors 

neea not assume the idenGities ap~ropria0e 00 a fatDer 

with respect to his dain,;ri;. and vice versa. 

~'Iar.:.y anthropologists 1968:23, 27; 

Fortes 1969: 52-57; ~"Teedha11 l9?4:_1_LQ, 55, 73; Schneider 
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1968b:l3, 1976:201; .Sou-chwold 1971:40) have argued 

or assumed that a primary function of a syste~ of kin 

classification is to ref er to a system of roles or 

rights and duties. As 2cheffler has noted: 

The argument is not simpl;y 
functional but causal: terminological 
equations anC. distinc-J::;ions of kin ty:pes 
are held to follow . . from equivalence 
or nonequivalence of social status, or 
tot~ terminological and jural status 
are held to oe dependent "on the group 
structure of the society" • • • or on 
other abstract "structural :;:-irinciples 11 

• 

While it may be true in some cases 
that coclassification i~plies similarity 
of status and, conversely, that 
classification under diff erenG ~inship 
terms implies dissimilarity of status, 
this is far from oeing a nonexce~tionable 
arrangemen-c . (Scheffler 1973:768). 

·:rhe =.ongana data support those anthropologists 

(Keesing 1969, 1972:21; Sci1effler and 2:iounscury 1971:5; 

Scheffler 1972a:ll5, 1973:768) who argue that, stric-cly 

spea}:::ing, kin -::;erDs io not label ::-oles; kin terms 

only connote o:r' i:nply rights and duties: 
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• . • occupying a focal kin type vis-~-vis 
ego connotes a cluster of roles. Alter's 
classification by the kin term does not 
denend on his assuming this cluster of 
social identities (er their being appropriate 
to him) and enacting the composite role 
(Keesing 1969:221). 

However, the data tell us more than that. 

Since the Longana do not conceive of the -bonds of dai 

as inalienable, their concept of parentage and therefore 

of genealogical connection exists in contradiction to 

3cheffler's ge~erali~ation (1973:756) that 

genitor-off spring and genetr~x-cffsrring relationships 

are irreducible elements of all kinship sys~ems. 



CHA?'J:ER SEVEN 

KINSHIP J...ND CUSTOM 

Introduction 

In the last chapter, I identified a fundamental 

ambiguity inherent in the Longa.ria concept of genealogical 

connection. On the one hand, the Longana may use the 

bond of dai to forge an ideology of solidarity, or 

kinship amity (Fortes 1969:232) beyond their im."Ilediate 

parents, siblings ar.cd children. Ho'.veve.r, 8ecause the 

bend of dai can also serve to isolate one's own siblings, 

off spring and _:=ar:~:::,ts fron one's other nore classificatory 

kin, e.g., F3, ~C, M3, etc., the B...,'ClOID of 1 • 1 • ..zinsnip 

amity can be denied. V 

rhe ~ongana ref er to the norms surrounding 

genealogical. connection that emphasize solidarity as the 

"straight'' or ~.he "true '1 way. But deviations from these 

standards f ::Jr oehaviour bet·v\feen kin are not unusual. 

In initial stages of fisl.dv;ork, the 

eth!lographer who asks for t.:::ie custo:rr:s associated with 

different kin classifications is introduced into a 

world in which all tnose classed as F (tamai) are 

220 
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kindly, indulgent, and as concerned for the welfare 

of their brother's children as they are for the welfare 

of their own; in which all those classed as siblings 

behave toward one another as siblings; a world in which 

all mother's bro~hers treat one as a true sibling; a 

world in which all nen marry wo.::rren of opposite moiety: 

etc. Such a view of Longana kinship a11d society is 

a parody of Longana social life. Standards for imitiation 

(gaidumo) exist, and the Longana say they are rules, 

8ut the Longana also say that there are rules and 

there are the actions of men. 

As I have indicated in :.:;.r:..apter Six, the 

rules or norms a..nd the circumventions of them are roo~ed 

in the fact that t~e nor:::ns or standar~s for imitation 

themselves are only loosely cor..nected with genealogical 

co:ri..nection. 'I1he la.tter itself is an inherently an~biguous 

concept. The concepts upon which the rules are based 

are subject to negotiation, bargaining and interpretati:m. 

:Sut why should the norms and concepts upon 

which they are based be open for reassessment? In the 

next section I describe values unrelated to the kinship 

syste:::n. 'Lnese values are principles for the pursuit 

of safe and successful living in Longana, and that 

pursuit is not al ways i.:.1 accord 1o:i th the ideal st ar ... dards 

for behaviour associated ';vi th genealogical conni::ction. 
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In such circumstances norms are not a reliable guide 

to social action in Longana. 

In the third section, I ~ut the material 

discussed in the second to use in examining some case 

examples that illustrate that the normative model 

of kinship relationships is often not a reliable guide 

in predicting or accounting for social action in Longana. 

The Longana manage to surprise not only the ethnographer 

who tries to utilize the normative model for kinship 

behaviour in order to figure out what his informants 

are up to, they manage to sur?rise one another as 

well. 3y these criteria (Keesing 1972:24) Longana 

society may appropriately be characterized as loossly

structured.. 

This brings up the problem of the analysis 

of statuses and roles in the study of kinship. In the 

fourth sectio~ of this chapter, I supplement the 

material presented so far with a detailed example of 

the public debate that occurred when two close kin Qf 

the same descent category announced their intention 

to marry. An analysis of that debate demonstrates 

that, in the Longana case at least, it is not fruitful 

to assume that the norms associa~ed with kin class 

statuses form an underlying code for ~ehaviour which 

may be studied as a grammatical system (Goodenough 1965; 
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Keesing 1969, 1970, 1972) in order to account for 

Longana behaviour. Rather, the norms should be studied 

as they are used in social transactions (Scheffler 

1966:293). It is the bargaining, manipulative approach 

to life whicl'l characterizes Longana society, not an 

adherence to rules, or the existence of rules for the 

breaking of rules (Harris 1974). 

In the fifth section, I discuss the Longana 

descent categories (duvi). I argue that there are no 

descent groups in Longana, but the descent categories 

play a significant part in Lcngana social life nevertheless. 

By means of these descent categories, and by ma...~ipulating 

the norms associated with siblings, a Longana ca..~ 

artfully create a web of ooligations with classificatory 

kin of other descent categories of same a..~d of opposite 

moiety. 

In the sixth, and final section, I draw 

together elements from this and the preceding cha~ter 

in order to discuss the theoretical relevance of the 

relationship between kin terminology and social action 

in Longana. 
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Values for Living 

I1he 1ongana subscribe to a number of values 

that are not related to the kinship system. These 

values are told to children in the forn of custom 

stories a."YJ.d ;roverbs. 

I1here is a rule that one ought not to force 

people into doing something that they do not wish to 

do. Resentment ·dill always redound upon the forceful 

person, and, since one needs the cooperation of others, 

it is foolish to ~rode one's support. Repeatedly I 

heard the :,ongana justify others' actions which were 

contrary to the rulE s of kinship wit~1 the statement: 

·:rt is not good, but you cannot force ,. men , . 

:Ln a story which is use:i -co instruct children, 

a man wants -ch2 leal-\:y roof of his house repaired. 

His son wa."YJ.ts to play in the surf with his friends, 

but the old ma.n insists that his son help with tha-cching 

the roof. ~he son complies, but sadly. After the job 

is done, the old :ai.an, who is a magician, tells his son 

to get out his surf board a.n~ stand near the entrance 

to the village. Soon large waves come down the path, 

and the child sDends a pleasant afternoon ri,iing t£1e 

sea. 

'The moral of the stor:T is that authority :na;;-
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be used, a.i."'ld ought to -be respected, but one must not 

give the appearance of forcing a__-r1other to conform to 

one's viishes. Tl1e child had to submit to the authority 

of his father, but at the same time the father respected 

the personal autonomy of his child. 

And personal autonomy is highly respected 

in Longana. This results in the saying that one ought 

to mind one's own business. ~man may refuse to become 

involved even in his brother's affairs, even when his 

brother is placed in jeopardy. This was forcefully 

driven home to me when, as a result of a gift that I 

made to a good friend, I that I had placed ' . IllS 

health, :perh2,ps his life itself, in da.i."'lger. = \rainly 

searchei £or 0t.e man. ?ersuaded by ~ongana ideology 

that the relationshius between siblings are solidary, 

and assuming that bet'.<veen full-siblings solidarity -,\/ould 

-- be a..,"Xiorr.atic, I reported t::> the man's elder fall-sibling 

the iangers that his brother faced. I 'das st artl ei 

to receive a stone-faced reply of unconcern: 

Y cu will have to t a.2.rn that up ~'Ji th my 
jrother. The matter is strictly between 
?·ou and him. You find t.im. I ~'lave other 
things to do. 

Other informants confirmed tj_e principle t'c~at a ;nan 1 s 
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dealings with other men are really his own businesa. 

Later, my friend reprimanded me for involving others 

in his affairs. 

rersonal autonomy is valued, and so is a 

kind of rugged 2-ndividualism. 'I'he Longana admire a 

person who, through his own efforts, succeeds in 

accomplishing much, particularly in the hungwe. 

One needs a strong will to succeed in life, especially 

in the graded society. Without determination a person 

will be of no account. 

But there are limits to the admiration of 

a strong will. A ~erson w"'.l.o gives the appearance of 

being excessively headstrong is ~ound to build up 

significant and long-lasting resentment. A strong-

willed person who is successful can be assured of 

reserved ad~iration. One who fails may find it difficult 

to recover or ouild his reputation. The Lcngana will 

attemut to temner a headstrong child with discipline, 

while at the same time showing pride that the c.nild 

demonstrates great determination. 

I'he value placed upon personal autonomy, 

individualism a..YJ.d a strong will is combined with an 

::thos of reserv2, o:::: circu12s_r>:?ction. ·:rhe Longans. have 

a series of -:Jrover8s that are used in '2VeryC..ay life, 

especially for -:ne instruction of 1 • l ' 
cn.i~:lren, that 
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emphasize the same message: be prudent. 

One such proverb is: "Give open-handedly 

with your right hand, but keep the left clenched". 

When one gives, one gives generously. But to give 

generously according to all the obligations associated 

with the kinship system, for example, will rapidly 

drain one's resources. 

Ideally, a re~uest from a kinsman cannot be 

denied. By holding some of his valuables in reserve, 

by "clenching his left hand", a ill.an can always claim 

that he has nothing left to give. All Longana espouse 

the norm of generalized reciprocity between kin. 

They also know that to live up to the blan..~et obligations 

toward dista.~t classificatory kin, or kin whom they 

do not tr~st or respect, can deplete one's resources 

for financing political a~bitions or the marriage +~ 
0.L 

one's children. 

There are several '.'rays in which one may _;irotect 

one's valuables from the demands of others. For example, 

pigs, always in dema.~d, especially if -1--' , vDey nave tusks, 

may oe placed Uo.~der ths name of one's child w.ho is 

too young to req_uire such quantities of valuable 

animals. It is understood ':Jetween father and son that 

the :;;:;igs be released only to tne ±:'ather. When aI10ther 

Longana requests a pig of the father, he ::nay deny thm:; 
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he has any; t~e numerous p~gs rooting around his 

estate belong to his child. No one is fooled by this 

subterfuge. Yet the child ca11not be forced to give 

up those pigs to anyone who requests them, at least 

not without his father's permission. 

Th2se customary values that are not associated 

with the Longana kinship system cross-cut the rights 

a,_vid duties ascribed to genealogical connection and ena-:Jle 

a person to deny his kin-associated rights and duties, 

or at least to maneuver around them. Knowing the Longana 

stm1dards with resDect to approved interaction oen'Veen 

kin may 

action. 

Action 

+- -no" ce a reliable gaiC:e to Longan.a social 

I:i this section I -.·1iJ_l em:;)loy case ITI.at2rials 

to argue that the Longana social system is loosely 

structured. That is to say, Longana social action may 

be related to, t-ut is not al ways predicated upon, the 

norms or rig[lt s a.vid duties ideally associated -,.-i tt~ 

relations of genealogisal connection. 

Som.e anthropologists (Ksesing 1972) ,)bject 

to, or are war-:i of, t:ie use of the term loosely 2tructured 

to characterize the social organization o= a peopl2. 
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.k society might qualify as 11 loosely 
structured 11 if people went around surprising 
one another. 1,v'hen they go around surprising 
the ethnographer but not one another, the 
ethnographer must be looking for the 
wrong kind of structure in the wrong 
way (Keesing 1972:24). 

The Longa.~a have consistently managed to 

surJrise three ethnographers who have studied them since 

1970: myself, and Margaret and 1.hlliam Rodman. (personal 

communication). In addition, the Longana routinely 

surprise one another. 

I had beeL on the island for a number of 

months when. I heard that a wedding was to take place 

in aoout three weeks' time. I had collected the 

genealogies of the fathers of th::; bride and tne groom, 

acd during the next few weeks I studied them carefully. 

On the eve oi the wedding, I arranged for the father 

of the groom to come to my house. My plan was to como 

through his genealogy with him, a..~d try to esti::nate 

which of his Y.:in were going to contri'Jute how mucl":. to 

the 8ridewealth. 

I''I:T informant, whorr;. T shall C3.ll Joseph, agresd 

with me that the people on his genealogical chart should 

cor..tribute to the payment wD.ich is made by ti1e fat her 

of the grooi to the bride's kin. Eut he couldn't tell 
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me whetner in fact m2JJ.y of these kin were coming, and 

ho'ti much they were going to bring. Joseph emphasized 

that people 1,vill contribute only if -chey are willing 

and able, and that is up to each man to decide. One 

cannot force men to live up to their obligations, and 

it was conceivable that Joseph's prestation could fall 

short of the required amount. Joseph could not be 

certain of how much his kin would be contributing until 

they actually appeared in his hamlet and the donations 

were counted. 

What then, was the required amount? Jose0h 

didn't know tha-c either. Although the fathe~s of the 

bride should consult with the fathers of the groom 

in advs .. 11ce so that the father of the groo::n can ~resent 

more mats and pigs to t~e bride's kin than he :::eceives 

fro~ them on the day of the exchange, things ca:..~ 

easily go a·dry. 

First, the father of the oride may refuse 

to :::iscuss the bridewealth before the wedding 

(11. Rodman 1976:60) if he is unhappy with -che rr;.arriage. 

This may result in the unexpected presentation of a 

large number of mats to the kin of the groorr;., and 

the.y may :10t be able to return an appropriate 1':Jrofit" 

to the kin of the bride. Second, even if t~e father 

of the bri1e has negotiat~d tne tridewealth exchanges, 
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there is no guaran.t ee that he vv-ill live up to the 

agreement. It is not unknown for a bride to appear 

in the village of the groom with more valuables thaI1 

the groom's kin can repay. The father of the groom 

can be ''downed" in this manner. ·That is, his reputation 

can be damaged, although the wedding will not be halted. 

There are thus two elements which can lead to 

the potentially unpleasant surprise of the kin of the 

groom. First, one's kinsmen may be una1le and/or 

unwilling to contribute the requisite goods on the day 

of the wedding. Second, one; can always be fooled by 

the father of the bride. 

Consequently, in order to control the ambiguity 

inherent in the bridewealth exchanges, a representative 

of the kin of the groom, usually a FB or B, ap:;_:iears 

in the village of the bride when her portion of the 

',-vedding exchange is oeing amassed. T'he repr'2sentative 

of the groom's kin does a q_uick count of the :;;igs and 

mats, returns quickly to the haml'2t of the groom and 

reports to the groon's father. The father of the 

groom and his brothers can then finally ascertain 

they have the requisite amcun:c. 
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In the morning we'll go down to the 
bride's village and we'll see. One of 
us will go down. He'll watch them getting 
ready to bring the woman here. He'll 
count how many mats, how many pigs. 
Then he'll come back and tell us how 
many mats and pigs we'll need, and then 
w2'll tal.L and see if we have enough, 
cecause there must be a little more given 
to those belonging to the bride than 
they give to us. It isn't acceptable 
for us to return to t;hem their ovm mats 
:md pigs. 

If the kin of the groom are short of the 

amount that they have observed being amassed oy the 

kin of the bride, they have no longer than the rest 

of the day and t:C1at evening to try and obtain more 

valuables. The bride usual~y is brought to the groom's 

village on the day after she has killed pigs (dure) :md 

her mats h9-ve teen accumulated. Sometimes, hoi."lever, 

she may be brought -'chat afternoon. 

Ambiguity, and hence uncertainty is 

insti-r;utionalized in bridewealth exchanges. Uncertainty 

also is a fact of life in t;he investment and ritual 

.slaughter of boars in the graced society (hunFue) 

(M. Rodman 1976:58-5); 11i. Rodman 13'73), but since 

that institution is not closely connecced ·t<Jith ths 

L:inship systsm, I mention the uncertainty with respect; 

~o i-r; only in passing. Rather, I wish t;O discuss 

two cases in some detail as furthe::' examples of the 

.:act that knowledge of the statuses ascribed -co 



2JJ 

kinship is not enough to account for social action in 

Longana. 

Case I 

Michael is a high rarL"l\:ing IIJ.an in the J..oban 

graded society (hungwe). He lives with his brothers 

in the village of Luwoa. 'I1hree miles down the road 

lives the principal leader (ratahigi) of Longana, 

Job. Job's success in the graded society is largely 

due to the fact that Michael's father, now dead, a 

man of high rank and great influence in Longana, adoDted 

Job as his brothe~ an.d aided Job's meteoric rise in 

tile hungwe. 

Job is t.has a ''father" of I~ichael, and Job's 

children, who live in the hamlet of Tiko with Job, 

are Michael's "si1:Jlings''. Job has helped Michael 

substantially in the graded society, a__"Yld Ivlichael, loyal 

to his sponsor, is l<.nown as the executive, or the 

"hand'' of Job. So close is the relationship between 

Ihchael a.ad Job tnat some informants say -chat l'Iichael 

is closer to Job's sons than he is to his ow11 siblings 

who live with Michael in Luwoa. 

~ichael is recognized as a man of integrity. 

l1his, coupled with his rar>....k in the graded society, 

qualifies him for the title of ratahigi (leader), at 
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least of :'.lis own village of Lmr.Joa. 

~-'o..l though the villages of Luwoa and Tiko are 

three miles apart, they worship at the same church and 

have close political and social ties because of the 

adoptive and political relationships between ?1ichael's 

father, Michael, and Job. The people of Luwoa and Tiko 

identify themselves, and are identified, as being members 

of one community, under one ratahigi, Job, and his 

assistant, Michael. 

During my stay in Longa..~a, a series of disputes 

erupted between Michael's real siblings at Luwoa and 

his siblings by adontion at Tiko. The disputes centered 

around Job. Job had been building an exceptionally 

large men's house commensur':lte 1.11ith his rank, at Tikc. 

rte had called upon Michael and his siblings at Luwoa 

for labour, and. they had worked hard. It is customary 

in Longana to re·ward those who la1Jour on projects of 

this sort with food, kava, and payments of mats. :Cor 

a long tioe, Job had provided copious amounts of food 

a..~d :--cava but his :payreents of valuaole mats to ?"Iichael' s 

siblings had never been made • 

.i'1ichael's siolings then refused to labour on 

Job's men's house until the outstanding debts had been 

paid. Work halted on the men's house, for Michael's 

siblings were Joo's principal source of laoour. Joo 
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a_-rid his children 11'lere angry, 0-ut no payments seemed 

forthcoming. 

One of Michael's children worked at the 

Cooperative store in Tiko where Job had run up a 

long-standing debt of a few hundred dollars and, des~ite 

repeated requests by the Coop, Job had not paid off his 

account. The ~oop was in financial difficulty ani 

needed 0heir money. Out of exasperation, and perhaps 

a little malice, Michael's son pos~ed Job's account 

on the Coop bulletin board. 

A man's business is a ~rivate matter, and a 

ratahigi's dignity, and reputation, is jealously 

guarded. Job justifiably was angered. He demanded 

that valuable tusked boars be paid to him by Michael, 

his siblings and children in compensation for the 

defamation of character that Jo'.:! had suffered because 

of the gossi~ concerning his intentions to pay nis 

de-ots to tne :::;oop aI1d to Michael's siblings. 

~ichael paid, but he could not cover the 

fines of his children a_-rid his brotr~ers. ;_t this point, 

one of Job's children ',,,-ho rightly has a reputation 

of being rapacious, attem_;;ted, on behalf of his father, 

to raise tr~e compensation payments. T1ichael understandaoly 

oa~ked, and his siblings f~om Ti~o and his siblings 

from Luwoa oeca:na involved in a fractious dis:;mte 
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that sometixes erupted in violence over a period of a 

month. Job, publicly embarrassed over this turn of events, 

tried in vain to restrain his offspring. Michael, for his 

part, tried to restrain his siblings, also to no avail. 

A.lt:O.ough Michael and Job made their peace, 

Michael was now in an intolerable position. T7 • 
rtis 01,vn 

siblings at Luwoa called upon him as ratahigi and as 

a full-sibling to defend their interests against Job's 

children. Job's children demanded that Michael, as 

the 'hand'' of Job, as the ratahigi of ~uwoa and as 

their sibling, enforce t11eir demands upon Michael's 

own siblings and children. 

Speculation concerning Michael's nosition in 

the dispute -rms the topic of much conversation for a period 

of two weeks. :,•IhoEi would Michael support? .Some informants 

said that rviichael woul'.i support his own siblings. They 

had -oeen abused by Joe and his children. Michael was 

first born; he must support his full-siblings. Ob1ers 

claimed that Michael could not forget his status as 

a ratahigi and the fact that he owed Job gratitude 

a..Yld loyalty for Job's sup9ort and sponsorship. 

Still others argued that Michael's close association 

with Job a..Yld his children over the years was ie facto 

proof that l'Iichael was unconcerned al:out his real 

siblings, and that 'c.e woulC. support his ·'father" 
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and mentor, Job, and his ::siblings 1
', Job 1 s chi:=_dren. 

The dispute erupted again in l'1icl;.ael's village. 

Job's childrell and .Michael's ;younger siblings fought. 

Then they proceeded to Michael's house in order to 

co~~ront him and, they hoped, definitively ascertain 

Michael's position. 

Whom did Michael support? No one. To the 

consternation of his squabbling siolings and f ellovJ 

Lo:::igana, Michael, hearing the noise of the fight as it 

approached his home, had quietly gathered together his 

dogs and, literally and figuratively leaving his social 

identities and rights and duties behind, had gone off 

to the ·:::ush to hunt wild pig. T·hen he visited his 

FB~ in another village a·oout five miles distant, for 

a week. 

This decision cos-c- Michael heavily. His 

reputation as a ratahigi and as a kinsma.'1. was severely 

da~aged. Up until the time I left; i<_ota, ~"Iicnael had 

not been able to restore nis position with his siolings 

or his reputation as a promising ma.~ of influence in 

Longana ~clitics. Eut what is important in this case 

is that the ..Uongana Ivho were llot ~·arties to the dispute 

were unable -c-o predict ~vnat .Micnael would do. Indeei, 
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they disagreed fuilong themselves about what Michael 

should do. ;~Yld I"Iichael 's si ol in.gs and Job' s children 

were startled by what Michael did. 

Michael's case is dramatic, but the surprise 

he caused J..0 not all that unusual in :Gongana. One I'.lore 

example iliust suffice to de~onstrate my point. It is 

a neat contrast to Michael's case. itihereas Michael 

shed his iientities to the consternation of his ~in, 

Isaac used his kinship status to mystify the entire 

district. 

2ase II 

:3ef ore my arrival on .Ao-oa, the people of the 

c1._istrict of :=.,ongana had decided to ouild a Cultural 

Centre near the village of ~ovonda. -=:onsiderable lan.ci 

was req_uired for the _p:::7oj ect, ai.'ld it was decicied at a 

district meeting that the land would ':::·e donated to the 

Centre. 

Some of t:C-le 2-arj_c_ that LYldr<::w and ~1is brothers 

cultivated was to be rr_ad<:: into a playing fie2-d .for the 

Centre. _Anirei:J' s trotners were in favour of donating 

the land, out "_:,_ndrew, aided and abetted cy his sen, 

Isaac, contes-ced the gifi::;. -~:.ndrsw' s la.:.1-ci i:Jas valua-ole. 

It ,,,,as nlante=l 'Pii t'r~ coconut tress, ancl c:::ipra i2 tiJ.e 

principal acce2s t~nat ;._ooans .hav2 to cash. Isaac, 
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for his part, was concerned for his patrimony. 

calls Isaac daingu ( '1my bloodi:): that land should 

someday ·::::,elong to Isaac. 

Isaac was also employed by the Centre, for 

Isaac had a g::iod education and was familiar with the 

11 f ashion" of wi1ite men. .h young )~us0ralian was hired 

to oversee the construction and development of the 

·::entre. 

At the time of ny arrival, Andrew had asked 

-516'.)0 Australia.."l for compensa0ion. His brothers, and 

the political leaders of the district were angered. 

The pri:;e '::ent up to j_32:JO. _.'.._nother meeting was held. 

Isaac did all the talking. )_ndrew is a 2-.'etiring 

ma..11., out Isaac is well-known as a 11 s0rong-head 11
• .L-'-e 

argued his case 'di th some arrogar...ce, but wel2.. ;_nd::'ew' s 

brothers and the leading politic~ans decided that 

;:_.__,_-vidrew' s land ought to be donated to the Centre tut 

so:::ne compensation should be made to 1-'-Ildrew for trLe 

loss of his coconut tress. ~_ndrew received five dollars 

per tree for his losses, a total ::if ~490. 

Here ~2,.ndrew drops out of the picture, 

Isaac takes centre stage. Isaac was unhappy with the 

land settlement and made his complaints ::;mblic. :L'he 

;_ustralian ·,-ms a~_:_gry because D.e thought that Is9..ac, 

as an e~ploye'? of the Centre ought not to nave as:t:\:ed 
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such an e}:oroitant sum for the land. Isaac's incessant 

complaining further alienated him from the Australian 

and from Isaac's fellow Longa.i."Yla who thought tha-i:; Isaac 

ought to abide oy the decision that the district leaders, 

i1is fat her' s orothers, and the public had made. 

Isaac's relationship with the Australian 

deteriorated to the point that the Australian had 

Isaac fired. Isaac's protests received little sympathy: 

his headstrong actions against a community decision, 

and his constant grumbling and scrapping with -!-' uDe 

Australian had eroded supporL. for his present case. 

'I'wo da;;-s after Isaac was fired, Longana awoke 

to find the playing field planted in coconuts a11d 

bananas, and the road ru~...n.ing r:ur..d the field olocked 

by logs. Isaac admitted to planting the field and 

blockir.i.g the road. 

The Longana were ou_traged. I1he land issue 

was settled, and_ Andrew had accepted compensation. 

How could Isaac :nave the audacity to raise the 13__,_Yld 

issue again? Besides, as one ratahigi informed me, 

everyone could understand Isaac's concern for a -:)art 

of his patrimony, but _ _,_:c._drew was still alive, and :C~ad 

the right to dispose of his land. Furtherm.ore, a son 

doesn't take his fath.er's 2-and wit:hout ti:1e agl:'eeille.:'.lt 

of his fath.er's b:rothers, and without compensating them 
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for that land. Hence, Isaac's making a garden out of 

the playing field was also contrary to the rules for 

succeeding to one's father's parcels of land. 

Over the next two ffionths, small meetings 

of important men were held to decide what to do about 

Isaac. The ~ongana hoped the matter would go away, or 

else that someone would be able to persuade Isaac to 

tear out the ~rees and remove the roadblock. Isaac 

adamantly refused to do so. 

Pinally, exasperai::;ed, the two most imuortant 

ratahigi and other principal leaders met, and decided 

that an unpleasant gen.eral m2eting would be held at 

the Centre. Isaac would be taught a lesson. His fine 

for defyi~g the law of the ratahigi would be stiff. 

rhis headstrong young man had to be brought under 

control. 

A general meeting was called. People flowed 

into the large hall at the Centre from all over the 

district. T·he crowd became so large that peo:ple jostled 

or~e another for a place near windows s..nd doors; oi::;hers 

had to sii::; on the grass and hope that those near the 

windows would. keep up a running commentary on the 

progression of the case. 

rhe meeting opened. The rari_king men made 
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~reliminary s0aternents concerning the purpose of the 

meeting -- Isaac's claim, by the planting of trees, 

to the Centre's land. Isaac rose to speak. A change 

had come over him. His arrogance was gone. His voice 

1,,ms resp2ctfully muted. The crowd hushed, listened 

to Isaac's opening statement, and then rapidly began 

to buz:::: and groan with disoelisf. 

Isaac did not want the land, he wanted his 

job! He confessed that the planting of the field had 

been a ruse to air his complaints concerning his 

firing. Now that everyone was here, said Isaac, they 

might as Tl1e;y did, and they decided that 

Isaac had been mistreated, altho~gh he was not without 

blame. Isaac was reinstated. 

'I1he Longana had a.:;sullled that Isaac, by planting 

the playing field, was renewing his claim to Andrew's 

land "'uy rigj_t of his bond of dai to Lndrew. 'I'hat was 

an action 0b.at a headstrong young :cc.an would be expected 

to perform. But Isaac admitted only to planting the 

crops. :-re r:ever did say why he had done so. Isaac 

had used his kinship status as _Andrew's son, a11d the 

rights associated 1"1i th that sta0us, to mystif:-r his 

fell ow ~o:aga____fla. Isaac's action reinforced his renuta0ion 

as a 11 strong-head 11
• Eut now peo""8le were filled with 

ar:_._usement and admiration for Isaac's brilliant cou-o. 
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This man, admitted the yrincipal ratahigi of Longana, 

had potential. 

In sum, there are times when the Longana are 

unable to "'J_Se the norms associated with gen:::alogical 

connection to predict or influence another's actions. 

Furthermore, as the case of Isaac shows, even those 

actions that seem most intelligible as manifestations 

of the rights and duties associated vvi th genealogical 

connection may be illusory. 

I have emphasized the unpredictable element 

in Iongana society in ordsr to argue that Longana 

society is loose::i_y structur~;d with reference to the 

rights and d.utiss associated with genealogical connection. 

But are ~he norms associated with kinship therefore 

unimportant in understanding :Songana social action? 

In the nex~ ~wo sections I will show that, even though 

:Songana social action may be unpredictable at times, 

the norms associated with kinship and marriage are 

vitally im~ortant for an understa..~ding of Longana 

society. 

Using the :2ules 

Isaac's case is a good example. ne used 

the nor::ns associated with dai to crystify his audic::nce. 
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3ut if those norms were not i::nportant, his audience 

could never have been mislead. 

Isaac was using kinship to talk about something 

else. 3ut the message he ',vas conveying by doing so was 

not his real purpose. Longana thought that Isaac was 

talking about land, when in fact he was talking about 

his joo. An-chropologists have often commented on the 

use of kinship as idiom (Leach 1961:11, Scheffler 

and this certainly occurs in Longana as 

Isaac's case illustrates. Hoi,'\J"ever, an apocryphal story 

has it ~hat Freud once remarked that sometimes a 

cigar is just a cigar; in Longana, sometimes disputes 

about kinship are just disputes about kinshin. 

Case I::LI 

When 3arnabas a_nnounced his intention -so xarry 

Rachel, the first reaction of many Longana was -co forbiC. 

the marriage. nachel is Barnabas' I1l"IT1ZDD. Earnaoas 

refers to .Raccel as ratahi 0'0, and both Bar:::iabas and 

Rachel are of the saLJ.e .:ioiety and desc':mt categor;:;r: 

dUVi ~ ~ ( "dUVi' Or 1 part I Of the lOOSt8r 11
) o 

Furthermore, Barnabas and Rachel have lived all their 

lives in ths hamlet of 1Jndu and so they were well 
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aware that they are of the same descent category. 

:Barnabas' father was de3.d, but his f atner' s 

full-sibling (F3) Matthew had dutifully 3.ssumed the 

responsitilities of g~ardian, provider of land, 

disciplinarian, etc., of 3arnabas' father. l''latthew 

was determined that Barnabas ar..d Rachel would not 

marry. 

Matthew is an old man and is perhaps the 

most respected political leader (ratahigi) in the 

district. He is also renowned as the ultimate authority 

on Longana custom. ~:',.s a ratahigi, Mat-chew· forbid the 

marriage. 1-is a man of c-:.istom he argued that such 

::narriages were not 11 straight 11
• As the father of 

.Darnaoas, Matthew thrsatened that, should 3arnacas 

defy his ruling, then ~Iatthew would sse to it that 

Barnaba.s 'rJould not rec'2ive any of his dead fatner' s 

land. 

There were those w110 agreed with Matthew. 

There were those who did not. The two factions me::; 

at Mattnew's nomestead in ~ndu to debate the issue, 

for 2arnabas and iiachel had announced that, 1,v-hataver 

the consequences, they we-;:e determined to ro.arry. 

Matthev; was Dersuaded to relent by the very 

;::;eo-ole that an et:hnograpner would axpect to onDose 
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the marriage most strongly: the close kin of Earnabas 

a..c~d Rachel, especially those who are members of the 

couple's descent category (duvi ~ ~). The arguments 

that the members of duvi na ~ used to persuade 

Matthew to change his mind are instructive. 

First, it was argued that since Matthew, 

Rachel and 3arnabas all lived in Undu, and Matthew 

had ofte!l acknowledged the affection and estee:n that 

he and ~11is I5S Barnabas had for one another, l"Iatthew 

could be assured that :Sarnabas a..c~d his wife -vrnuld care 

for him in his old age. It was emphasized that often 

children are lax in their duties to aged pare~ts, 

especially if their parents are not their real parents. 

:2arna-::as h3.d consistentl;y treated Matthew with the 

affection and re.spect due to his ovm gsni tor, ani 

there was every reason to S'J.ppose this would continue 

in the future if Barnacas was allmoJed to marry Rache2-. 

But if Barnabas was forced to run away with Rachel to 

live in another hamlet~ as he surel:y--- would, I1atthe~·J 

would. likely be permanently estranged from :'.::.arnac'as. 

Second, intramoiety marriages were nothing 

new. ?'Iatthew ':vas aware, it was argued, that marrying 

a woman of sans moiety was customarily desirab::L_2, 

especially .for a -+- l • • raGanigi. J!urthermore, many custom 

stories refer to the :narriage cf actual brother a..cJ.d 
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sister. One is the Longan.a story of procreation. Another 

is the story of the first ritual slaughter of boars, 

in which a man needs a wife in one part of the ceremony. 

He has none, and so he marries his sister. But the most 

importa...rit custom story concerns the history of duvi na ure 

itself. 

rhere are certain people in Longana who are 

members of a descent category known as duvi biti 

(bi ti: 11 little 11
), but they are, the Longana say, 

really duvi na ure. ·rho se of du vi na ure who have 

married their descent category '"sisters 11
, or who 

are ma~rilineal descendants of such marriages, are said 

to ::ie following a tradition of intra-duvi marriage 

established long ago by a man named ~iti. 

3iti, it is said, was of marriageable age, 

but found it difficult to find a wife. So Eiti charmed 

a coconut with love ffiagic, place it on a path whic.i 

he thought the women from other hamlets would use, and 

waited in the bush. 

11uch to Bi ti's consternation, his younger 

sister appeared on the patl1, a...rid charmed by the coconut, 

insisted upon marrying 3iti. 3iti, his parents and 

siblings all objected, out there was nothing they could 

do. The magic was too s~rcng. 3iti and his .sister were 
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married. 

Consequently, it is not unexpected that every 

generai:;ion or so two people of duvi na ~ become married. 

'I1he Longana say that it is one of the character flaws 

of tl1ose of duvi na ure to want to marry their 11 sisters 11
, 

and when they cio, they are assigned the duvi affiliation 

of duvi citi. Duvi na ure is the only duvi given this 

derogatory appellation: when people of other duvi 

intermarry there is no reclassification of them. The 

appellation of duvi biti is, then, regarde~ as an 

insult to all those of duvi na ure, whether they 

have married within t~eir own duvi or not. 

Some J_::,eople say that we are duvi -ci -':;i 
because a r;ian of duvi na ure took his 
sister. So no·v'! they say that we marry 
our sisters. That's why they say that 
3arnabas and Rachel are duvi biti. 
'.l:'his i.s rub-oish talk! We' re not ashamed 
of it, because Biti wasn't the first man 
or the last to do it! 

Although those of ~uvi na ure re~ard the ----- ~ 

characterization of their duvi as having a propensity 

to marry sisters as slander, the story of Biti 

could ce used to the advantage of Rachel and :'.)arnabas, 

and it was. )~ft er all, :=arnabas and .2achel couldn't 

really help themselves. I1hey were the victims of a 
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heritable trait for which their duvi is famous. 

Matthew had to admit that intramoiety and 

intra-duvi marriages were part of Longana tradition, 

even though they weren't "straightn :practises. Then 

his opponents strengthened their case by arguing that 

-oecause rt.achel was the same duvi as Barnabas, and what 

is more, his ratahi (;vr), 3arnabas could leave i-,· 
.ulS 

wife at home assured that she would look after her 

husband's interests, would treat his brothers with 

respect, and would not cheat on her husband . 

.:Finally, a strong arg~~u::ient for the marriage 

of Rachel and :Sarnabas was 118.de on the basis of their 

personal characteristics, or 11 f ashion 11
• Al though one's 

spouse should come from the moiety opposite to one's 

own, the Longana emphasize that the personal qualities 

of the potential s:pcuse may dstermine choice. It 

was argued that Barnabas and Rachel are fine examples 

of a proper upbringing according to Longana custom. 

They are kind to everyone, industrious, and resDectful 

to their elders. 'J:1here was nothing in the history of 

their f a~ilies or in their present behaviour that would 

indicate that these bro young people would have a 

bad marriage. 

~atthew, consistent with his reputation as 
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reasonable men and leader (ratahigi), yielded to the 

arguments of ~hose in favour of the marriage. Matthew 

insists yet that the marriage was wrong. However, the 

relationship between Barnabas and Matthew has not been 

harmed by the marriage or the debate over it. 

Case III demonstrates that the rules associated 

with kinship and marriage are open for discussion. 

'I'he Longana say tha~ the norms associated with kinship 

and marriage are important, but tradition also includes 

precedents, such as the story of Biti and the custom 

for leaders (ratahigi) to take at least one wife of 

same moiety for protection, that run counter to the 

rules of kinship and marriage. Such contradiciti 1:•ns to 

the normative order provide loopholes that allow the 

rules to be re-negotiated according to concrete situations. 

Loopholes, once <?staolished, can ce exploited 

using other norms that ar'? associated with kinship 

and marriage. Once Hattt.'2w had to admit that intramoiety 

and intra-duvi rn'3.rriages were uart of the Longana 

tradition, his opponents could argue the adva.c~tages 

of having a wife who is also a ratahi (M) of one's 

du vi and '.vho would the ref ore be more concerned for one's 

'.Nelf are a.c~d more faithful than a woman of opposite 

moiety; the advantage of marrying someone of gocd 
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character, and the advantage, for Matthew, of not 

alienating the future respect and affection of a dutiful 

son. 

Some anthropologists (Goodenough 1965, Keesing 

1970) have treated the norms associated with kinshin 

as part of a conce-r:;tual code that underlies and informs 

behaviour. 'I' hey assume that the social identities 

and the rights and duties associated with genealogical 

connection are conceptually systematized by the actors 

and therefore the norms may be analyzed formally as if 

they constitute a grammar (Goodenough 1965:6, Keesing 

1970:423) in order to ezplain and predict social 

interactio:c.. 

So conceived, cultures are epistemologically 
in the same realm as language . . . 
as inf erred ideational codes lying 
behind the realm of observable events 
(Keesing 1974:77). 

It is true that there is a norBative ncodc:;" 

associated with genealogical connection, cut it does 

not carry us very far in understa.-riding .I;ongana social 

interaction. First, the Longana concept of genealogical 

connection itself and the dual sexual idenGities 

associated with some t;ypes of genealogical connection 
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(e.g., a man's ZS), give ample opportu.c""lity for the 

code to be denied or circumvented. 

Second, the code is contradicted by traditional 

practises and myths that can be used in evaluating the 

code itself. Third, there are values not associated 

with the notion of genealogical sonnection that provide 

a rationale for circumventing the code. These values, 

and the circumvention of the norms associated with 

genealogical connection are as much a part of .Songana 

culture as the code itself. 

In the Longana case, it is not a fruitful 

procedure to abstract ths norrr.2 associated with genealogical 

con_Dection and treat them as an ideational system under 

the assumption that the purpose of these norms is to 

provide a set of standards by which social action is 

organized. Depending upon par~icular circumstances~ 

the norms associated with kinship may be used in this 

way, but often they are not. 

Descent Categories and the Expa.i.J.sion of Kin Networks 

In preceding sections of this chapter I have 

described how a person may circumvent the norms associated 

with genealogical connection in the pursuit of private 

goals. To a cer-cain extent I have thus neglected the 

00her side of Longana kinship: 0he kinship norrr.s irrlply 



253 

solidarity oetween relatives. If the norms can be 

circumv2nted, how can ego try to ensure that others 

will in fact live up to their obligations toward him? 

As I have indicated in Chapter Six, ego may 

stress, throug:O. his behaviour toward alter, the solidary 

aspects of the bonds of dai in an attempt to ensure that 

his immediate classificatory kin (e.g., FB, FZC, MB, 

etc.) live up to the rights and duties associated with 

their kin classifications. This is effective, but it 

limits one's support to a small circle of relatives. 

In order to be successful, a man needs a consideraole 

number of people upon whom he ca...-ri rely, especially if 

his siblir:g set is small. 'I'his section examines the 

role that Longana descent categories (duvi) have to 

play in the Longana kinship syste~. 

I have consistently referred to the Iongana 

duvi as a descent category. In doing so, I have been 

f ollowir~g those anthropologists (Kee sing 1975: 9-10; 

Scheffler 1966) who maintain tha-c a distinction between 

social category and social group is necessary in the 

analysis of social systems. A social category, such 

as 1'the descendants of ancestor X'' is a conceptual 

classification, wi1ereas a social group: 



254 

. . . consists of actual warm-blooded 
human beings who recurrently interact in 
an interconnected set of roles . . • 
what defines a group is its internal 
organization, the articulation of its 
members in a set of interconnected roles 
(Keesing 1975:10). 

'I'he distinction oetween category and group 

is essential (Scheffler 1966; Holy 1976:107-131), 

for it is not always true that the existence of descent 

categories among a people results in the existence of 

descent grouns among them (Scheffler 1966:544). ./ 

Longana is such a case. 

'I'he Longana have a concept of descent. ) .. s 

I have noted in Chapters Three and Five, all the uterine 

desceLdants of a common ancestress can be thought of 

as oeing born from that ancestress. 1:'his is achieved 

"c,y identifying the off spring of a woman with herself, 

or more accurately, her womb. All the uterine descendants 

of a woman are siblings cy telescoping, as it were, 

her uterine C.escendants u:i:;ward through successive 11i'ombs. 

Thus the category duvi is defined with reference to an 

8J2Cestress. 

However, the Longana cannot trace actual 

links to the founding ancestress of tneir des,:;ent 

category. Indeed, lmowledge of one's progenitors 
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for more than three generations is vague~ No one knows 

how many generations have passed since his or her 

duvi was formed. Duvi, then, are matriclans. Eut 

these matriclans are not descent groups, nor are 

unilineal descent groups formed from the matriclans. 

rhe essence of descent group ideology is that 

the members of the descent category can together act 

as a si:::igle legal individual (Keesing 1975:17; 

3cheffler 1966: 543; Fortes 1969:304) vis-~-vis 

outsiders. Descent categories can be transformed into 

descent groups, the paradig~ of the corporation 

(For-ces 1969:304), oecause the descent ideology itself 

declares that those belonging to the descent category 

see ti1emsel ves in 2.11 imnortant sense as one person 

(Fortes 1969:304; Keesing 1975:17-18). 

Some anthropolog~sts (Fortes 1969:176 fn, 

184, 304; La Fontaine 1973:47) seem to assume, proba-cly 

on the basis of African materials, (Foewe and Lovell 

1980), that a concept of descent that is expressed as 

'
1being corn of one mother 11 or of 11 one womb 11 iffiplies 

that all members of that descent category see -chemsel ves 

as being of the same substance as their ancestors, 

therefore, as one person. '.2he Longana data exist 

in contradiction to this assumption. 
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Certainly, the primitive elements of the 

notion of unity within the Longana matriclan are present, 

due no doubt to the upward telescoping of uterine kin 

and hence their identification as siblings: one ought 

not to marry within one's matriclan, one ought not to 

kill a member of one's matriclan, for example. 3ut, 

have shown in Chapters ·rhree, Five, and .Six, the 

~ongana doctrine of blood (dai) ensures that a sibling 

se~ ca."'1.Ilot see themselves as their progenitors or as 

having identical substance with future generations. 

·The Longana descent construct lacks the basic 

condition, as S?ecified by Portes (1969:304), for the 

development of lineages: as Longa.~a see it, there is 

no past, present and future continuity of substance 

associated with the cross-sex sibling bond. Each individual 

sibling set within the d'3scent catego::-y has its ::n·m 

unique s~itstance. 

Internally, or viewed from within, the 

Longana descent category is no~ conceived as one person. 

Also, externally, or viewed from without, Longana descent 

categories are not jural persons. rrhat is to say 

Longana descent categories do not have legal or 

political unity and autonomy. 

No Longana knows how many descent categories 

there are. Informants' estimates range from ten to 
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fifteen duvi for each moiety. From my records, I have 

fifteen for the Tagaro moiety and thirteen for the Merambuto 

moiety. Although informants give estimates, no single 

informant ca_~ name all the duvi of his moiety. 

Longana du vi were not all formed at same 

time or in the same manner, a fact that helps to explain 

their number. Some descent categories originated soon 

after the first pre-humans imposed a moiety system 

upon themselves. Other ancestresses ap9eared later 

from various sources such as holes in the ground, or 

from the feathers of birds. Others originated with 

the daughters of matagoro, or as illegitimate c~ildren. 

A leader's sa:ne-moiety wife, matagoro, was not .\- ' L>O :iave 

intercourse with her D.usband. \,~·hen a matagoro oecame 

pregnant, her off spring ·xere treated in the same manner 

as illegitimate children as described in Chapter Six. 

Still other Longana descent categories are the matrilineal 

descendants of extremely powerful ratahigi. If a mac~ 

acD.ieved outstanding reno11m, his matrilineal dsscenda.-nts 

were called by his name, aI1d -chereby a new descent 

category was formed. 
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Although Longana know the places of origin 

of duvi, the places of origin are not sacred, and there 

are not sacred rituals or ancestor worship associated 

with the places of origin. The members of a duvi 

do not congregate at any time, for any reason, at the 

place of the descent category's origin. 

There is no tendency for the membership of 

a duvi to reside near the place of origin of the 

descent category. Patrivirilocal residence ensures 

that duvi membership is scattered throughout the district. 

Local groups are not distinguished by commonality of 

descent, nor do local groups conceive of their 

relationships ~,,,-is-a-vis other local groups El an 

idiom of descent. 

~uvi are not autonomous within the political 

sphere. Leadership is the prerogative of ratahigi, 

men who have achieved renown as ranking men in the 

graded society (hungwe) and, in the past, as ·warriors. 

Such men gathered around the::n factions of suppor-cers 

of any duvi affiliation. Political allianc~es and 

enmities bet'J'Jeen local gr:mps were the result of the 

politics of ratahigis supported by their local factions 

a...'ld inter-hamlet alliances. T~1e fact that a .:nan was 

a ratahigi held no imnlications for the future ra~~~ 
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e.nd influence of his ZS. There were no perpetual 

offices associated with the duvi. 

There was no doctrine of collective responsibility 

with respect to blood vengeance. Acts of vengeance 

were directed specifically at one's enemy or his immediate 

kin, preferably a brother or a son. If one could not 

kill an enemy or his immediate kin, another person, 

of any duvi affiliation, from one's enemy's hamlet 

was regarded as acceptable but not exactly equivalent. 

An enemy's duvi-mate from another localii::y was not 

an acceptable substitute for one's enemy. To kill such 

a man or his immediate kin merely ~nitiated a separate 

round of blood debts with another local group or 

alliance. It was not unkno\'iTI for a powerful ratahigi 

to persuade a man to kill another of the latter's duvi, 

albeii:: from anoi::her locality. 

~part from a rule that one ought not to marry 

within one's duvi. Longana descent categories did not __ , 
and do not regulate marriage. There 1,,'ere no marital 

alliances between descent categories aua descent 

categories. Furthermore, the right to bestow a child 

in marriage rested with the father of the child, not 

the child's uterine kin. In addition, seACJ.al rslations 

1,vi thin one's duvi were not regarded as incestuous. 
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In~ercourse with full-siblings would result in swift 

death for the couple. Intercourse with a ZD resulted 

in uublic ridicule which, it was hoped, would drive 

the man to suicide. 

Furthermore, the Longana duvi is not a 

collective person with regard to the death of its 

members or >-Jith respect to land.. 'I'hese two remaining 

topics can conveniently be discussed at the same time. 

When a person dies, it is the responsibility 

of his i~..Illediate uterine ~in (siblings, MB and ZC) 

together with his offspring and their uterine kin, to 

'Jury him. Together, the uterine kin of the deceased 

and uterine kin of the d.eceased's children orchestrate 

the funeral and the mortuary feasts. 

The deceased's father's closest uterine kin 

dig the grave. For this service they are paid mats 

and a yig by the sibling set and children of the deceased. 

The immediate uterine kir_._ of the dead man - his sitlings, 

sister's chi~dren, and mother's brother, then consult 

with the deceased' s off ss:,ring and their immediate 

matrikin in order to decide the expenses associated 

with a burial ~hat will be considered appropriate 

for a man of the deceased's rank and status in the 

• .!... com.mun::.. '--' y. 
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'I·he uterine kin of the deceased roust contribute 

s. quan"Gi ty of valu9.ble mats in which the corpse will be 

'vvTapped for -::iurial. ':rhe off spring of the dead man anci 

their MB and ZC will contribute an equal quantity of 

mats. For a high rmL~ing man, as many as ten 

navahangavulu, the most valuable mats in Longana 

(see 11. Rodmail 1976) may be required, together with 

large quantities of mats of lower denomi:r:..ation. 

After the man is buried, he ~ust be ~easted 

every ten days for one hundred days. It is mainly the 

duty of tile off spring of the deceased and their uterine 

kin to supply and prepare the puddings~ pork< and kava~ 

for these mortuary feast~ although the uterine kin 

cf the deceased also contribute. '.I'he mortuary feasts 

are open to anyone who wishes to attend, and large 

gatherings are coID.IILon. 

In addition to the expenses outlined above, 

the children of the deceased are responsible for 

settling a.~y outstanding debts that their father 

had incurred, and, in order to obtain title to their 

aead father's land, t.r~e children of the deceased must 

presen"G their deac~ fat her' s siblings with valuable 

tusked boars. 

Fu!leral expenses can be a heav;y burden for 

the uterine kin of the '.ieceased a!ld his children. 'I'he 
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penalty for inaoility to meet funeral expenses is loss 

of land. 

If the uterine kin of the deceased are unable 

or unwilling to contribute enough garden produce, pork, 

mats, labour, and kava to their kinsman's funeral and 

mortuary feastsl any man of any descent category may 

do so and in consequence may claim an appropriate 

portion of the deceased's land. In this way, the land 

of the deceased_ becomes transferT8d to a man, or a 

sibling set, of another duvi. 

Genealogically distant members of the deceased's 

duvi are under no obligation to financially support the 

deceased's immediate matrikin. Indeed, genealogically 

distant iuvi-mates of tne deceased, oy contributing 

heavily to a mac""l' s funeral v.rhen his uterine kin cannot l 

may legitimately claim the dead ma.D's land for their 

sibling sets at the expense of the uterine :.\:in cf the 

deceased. When a Longana uses th8 word duvi with 

r8ference to t:i.8 rights and duties concerning weddings 1 

funeralsl land or vengeance, he is referring primarily 

to a set of siblings and their uterine kin of proximate 

generations (MB, ZC), ac""ld secondarily to any n:;_embers 

of the descent category who feel obligated, on an 

individual ba.sis, toward th-:: f oriller. 
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'rhe land belonging to a sibling set may te 

alienated in other ways. In the past, before the 

cash-cropping of coconuts was introduced, a mother's 

brother could sell land for a few mats or a small pig ) 

to anyone he chose without having to obtain the consent 

of his entire descent category, although if he was 

responsible, b.e would have conferred with his siblings 

on the matter. A man may give some land to his brother's 

son, regardless of his duvi, when the latter takes 

ra:n.k in the graded society. But land was most frequently 

lost at funerals: 

We ta_"ke ground, especially when a man 
aies. If you contribute to the lacour 
and expenses of his funeral, you can take 
some of his land. If his duvi do not 
'>vork at his funeral, they lose the right 
to his land. Now you're head of the 
land. If you are concerned about some 
of your duvi, you can give them some 
of it. That's up to you. If you don't 
1:1a_-rit to, you don 1 t have to. 

In addition, some of the land of a man passes 

to his sons, nrovided the latter make compensation 

with payments of pigs to the surviving members of t~'leir 

father's sibling set.~ If the deceased's offspring 

a_-rid their uterine kin are unable to compensate the 
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deceased' s orothers -,,1ith pigs, men of ar1y duvi may do 

so with the ccmse:;:1t of the dead man's siclings, and so 

claim the land that vvould nor::nally go to t{le off spring 

0f the deceased. 'I'he latter cannot count on the .; 

fina:::-lcial support of genealogically distan-G meCTbers 

of their descent category in order to secure land for 

'h . 0.u.eir sibling set. 

Fortes has argued that property is not the 

foundation of ma~rilineal descent groups, cut is 

!I . the vehicle of the unity and solidarity of the 

sibling grou_;:: and its projection in c;he intergenerational 

continuity of ths uc;erin-s stirp'' U-969:186). Property 

is not so conceivei in Longana, as the customs for 

stripping away t:O.e :;;roperty of a sibling group and 

its fuc:ure uterine :issceniants at .:unerals attest. 

Furtl1srm.ore, m.y analysis of Longana fu.aeral customs 

revea2..s that 0he membership of a d·2scent c,ategory is 

not identified as, and do not identify ti.1eCTsel ves as, 

a co2-lecti ve Ulli t in lif ':: an.d dea~h. 

'.vas not, a collective u::.-ii-;:;y i:::: an ideological, le5al, 

cere.::rronial, politic al, Jr econow.ic s2n2e. -'-'ongana 

iescent cac;egories did not convene, ~descent categories, 

:'or any _;;;ur:pose. ·:'here are .LO matrilineages in ~ongar..a, 



and my investigations concerning the past status of 

duvi indicate 0hat Longana society was not structured 

around matrilineal descent groups. The Longana duvi, 
<f-

then, is a dispersed, non-corporate, matriclan. 

What, then, is the social significance of 

Longana descent categories? '11h9 Longana use the descent 

categories to create and sucstantially expa_~d a range ~ 

of _people upon wham_ they can rely as siblings. 

~he principal targets in this process are 

womsn of specified descent categories, and institution 

that serves as the mechanism is d'J.re ~ a 11 ritual 

event in which a f2nale ~cills pigsn (M. Rodman 1976: l2). 

I noted in Cha-cter Six t.iat J.m::2 is one means bv 'dnich 
~ ~--- u 

a man m.ay re::;iay his sister i,rith pork for the valuable 

mats t11at she contributed to her brother's -:Jricswe2~lth 

pay:::ient s. ~y providing :pigs for his daughter (ncd-u ~ -. 
- '-...... v - ,' 

to kill. and O"J seeing that the ::_:;orl~ is given to his 

sister, a man can present his sister with gifts of r·ork 

1t1hile maintaining the rules of o·::;-oosi te-sex sibli~.:.g 

avoidance associated ·:.o:i"Ch food. 

~.':.s a woman sees it, a ::i:.--other is one wi10 fr::2ds 

her 0.·i tn pork us:..ng his child as an intermediary in 

exchange for the mats which shs contributes to ~er 

bro-cher' s ·,\;sdding and. for t~'le services, such as sexual 
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education, that she provides for her brother's child . 

.h man, however, has many persons whom he classes as 

netui ("child 11
) ; e.g., l12C, 3C, ZSC, etc. 

When a man's classificatory daughter performs 

dure, he may give a pig to the girl's father for the 

girl to kill. The donor tells the father of the girl 

that the carcass of the pig is to go to a woman who 

is the donor's genealogically distant classificatory 

sister. When the pork is presented to the latter, 

the donor's name is revealed to her. 

I1he gift of pork from a ma11 to a genealogically 

distant classificatory sister a-c once signals that the 

donor regards the recipient as he does his own sister, 

and creates an economic imtalance between the donor 

and recipient, for the gift of ,ork is a prepayment, 

as it were, in anticipation Jf services rendered. 

Furthernore, the recipient will share the gif-c of Dork 

v.ri th her OHI1 and genealogically close classifica-cor;:;r 

3istsrs ar:.d daughters and thus, by extension, ot~-ier 

women are indebted, as sisters, to the donor as well. 

1.,fhen the donor requires mats for his wedding, 

or the marriage of his brothers or sons, or the funeral J 

of l:.is fat her, the recipient of the :;JOrk, togetner wi tn 

her sisters and daughters, -,Jill contribute. I1he Longana 
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say tl1at the recipient's brotl1ers will come to view 

the donor as a full-sibling also. 

'~here are three reasons why the dure ceremony 

lS tile cnief mechanism oy which genealogically distant 

classificatory sibling sets are brought into a close 

social relationship. First, dure is the only ceremony 

invol vir_g pigs in which ths donor determines to whom 

the carcasses will go (11. Rodma_n 1976:65). 

Second, a man's gif0s of pork to a woman are 

not ~ree gifts; they are _payments for, or in anticipation 

of, her donations of valuacle mats which a man requires 

at various times in his lifs. 'I'hus, t.L1e gifts of pork 

to a woIG.an initiate an econoI!lic imbalance between 

the cionor and the recipisnt that can be oalanced only 

in the future. In the interim, the woman will come 

to t:nir.Jc of the donor as sne cioes her own brother. 

~-nd her c:iildren and brothers will do so as well. 

I'hird, dure ceremonies allow a man not only 

to signal his intent to regard another sibling s20 as 

his mm, :::n1t to demonstrate his intentions econo:wically 

by sacrificing his pigs to initiate the rela~ionship 

of cross-sex sitling economic dependency with a womar1 

of that si"'oling set. ...~ man ~a~T atte~pt -co tr9at a_ 

classificator:r ~1ro0her as a clos2 sibling, and ~-:..e way 
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be successful in doing so. :Sut by giving pork to that 
l/' 

classificatory "orother' s sister, a man establishes the 

seriousness of his intent. 

Through the institution of dure a man may 

literally invest his pigs in the norIL.s associa-ced with 

kinship in order to create a web of sibling sets who 

1-".rill regard him as a close sibling. In this ma...'lner, 

the fact of genealogical distance and the conco~itant 

possibility of indifference toward ego are overcome. 

This method of ''bu;Ting sisters 11
, as the 

Longana put it, is only effective with those genealogically 

distant classificato:::y sisters who are of the same 

~escent categories as one's siblings, half-siblings, 

and the offspring of one's father's brothers. The 

assumption is that since these women are genealogically 

one's closest sisters, o-<chsr women of the same descent 

categories will be more easily induced -co loo:t= upon 

one as a close sibling. 

Especially des~rable are those cis-can-c 

classificatory sisters whose descent category ::nemberships 

e.re the sa."'Ile as one's o:;posi t e moiety siblings 

who are offs;;ring of one's father &'ld father's brother. 

The -03.-caoulu relationship ties u::p ', as the ~ongan.a 

say, one's own sibling set 'di th a sibling se"'.:; of .Jpposi-ce 
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and the bababulu relationship, a man ca."'1. lash together 

a large number of sibling sets from both moieties upon 

whom he can r2ly. 

The descent categories that ego can use to 

build constellations of sibling sets who will feel 

o~ligated ~o him as siblings are genealogically specified: 

the descent categories of his father's children and 

his father's brother's children. The end result is to 

transform sibling sets of genealogically specified 

descent categories into a network of close ~in. In 

this ::nanner are ego-oriented genealogical relationships, 

or kinship relationships, and ancestor-oriented, or J 

descent relationships, intertwined in Longana. 

Su.Illiilary and Conclusions 

In Chapter Six, I shmved that -che classification 

of two or more kintypes by the same -cerm does not imply 

that they will have similar statuses with res~ect to 

ego. 1he social identities associated with the kin 

terminology attenuate with genealogical distance, and 

are cross-cut by other factors such as relative age, 

marital sta"Sus, and co-resiC.ence. More fun~_am.entally, 

t.'.J.s rights and duties associated wii:;h '::<:inship are not 
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inherent -co the Longana notion of genealogical connection. 

In this chapter, I have expanded my investigation 

of the norms associated with the terminology, and 

genealogical connection, in order to consider the role 

the norms have to play in Longana social action. I 

have concluded that Longana social orga.~ization is 

loosely structured with respect to the norms associated 

with kinship. There are two principal reasons for this 

conclusion. 

First, the Longana value personal autonomy, 

individualism, and a strong will; and hold that 

circumspection is a necessary precept if one is to 

live successfully. These maxims are unrelated to the 

:r_orrc.s associated ',vi tn kinship, and provide a rationale 

for ignoring, denying, and manipulating the rignts and 

duties implied by genealogical co~~nection. 

c:: ' .._,econa, the Longana do not conceive of their 

customs as a tightly integrated, internally consistent 

set of rules that are to be applied independently of 

any particular situation. rhe norms associated with 

kinship ar::: seen as the 'straight 11 way, as standards 

for interpersonal behaviour, but tnere are also other 

customs, and LJreced:::nts having the force of custom, 

that contradict the nor~ative or~er. Such contradictions 
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to the norms implied by genealogical connection provide 

loopholes that allmv the rules of kinship and marriage 

to be negotiated according to concrete situations. 

Although the rights and duties implied by 

genealogical connection may oe denied, ignored, debated, 

manipulated and used as rhetoric in the pursuit of 

individual goals, they are also important in solidifying 

relationships between relatives, especially with those 

who are not of one's parents' sibling set or their 

offspring. Even within this relatively small circle 

of relatives, it is prudent to take seriously one's 

rights and duties l::;oward specified alters. Where 

genealogical lin..~s are not cemented cy substance (dai), 

it is wise to treat even close classificatorzr kin 

(e.g., FB, 1"13), as if they are one's parents or siblings. 

The norms apr;ropriate between siblings of 

identical substance may be used to significantly expand 

the number of sibling sets -iVho will, it is said, regard 

2go as his 01ivn. siblings. The principal mechanisms for 

this are: certain genealogically specified descent 

categories -- one's own, and the descent categories 

of the off spring of one's father and fat her' s ·crJthers; 

and the institution of dure. Decause ~f the b2babulu 

relationship, sibling sets of both moie-cies m.ay oe 
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drawn into one's network of socially close kin. 

I think it is fair to characterize the Longana 

social system as an anastomosis of ego-centered webs 

of dyadic social relationships founded upon, and maintained 

and expanded by, the norms appropriate to the bonds 

of dai al'.ld identical substance; yet ever-changing 

as individuals negotiate, debate, and mai."lipulate the 

norms of kinship in the pursuit of their private goals. 

The nodes in t~is system were the powerful ratahigis 

a11d those who aspired to that position: high ranking 

uen in the graded society (hungwe) and fierce warriors 

who collected about them factions of supporters and 

dependents. 'The power of the ratahigis is gone, but 

the loose structure of the Longana social system remains. 

Longana society is not structured around 

matrilineal desc2nt groups. ?urther:::nore, the Longana 

kinship system is another illustration that similar 

types of Crow terminologies need not be associated 

with similar kinds of descent categories and descent 

groups. For example, the ~uanula (Zambia), Longana 

and Kofyar (Nigeria) have similar 2row-type systems 

of consanguineal classification. 'I'he Luapula have 

corporate matrilineages, the Longana have matrilineal 

descent categories cut no corporate descent groups, and 
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tbe Kofyar have no matrilineal descent categories but 

have corporate patrilineal descent groups (Foewe and 

Lovell 1980; Netting 1968). The existence of such 

cases undermines attempts to account for the existence 

of Crow systems of kin classification on the grounds 

that such systems are associated with matrilineal descent 

groups (see also Lounsbury 1964b ll959J:215; Scheffler 

and Lounsbury 1971:155-156). 

Finally, I have noted the importance of the 

dure cere!Ilony for the expansion of kinship networks. 

But dure has :no:::e significance than the reeans by which 

ego may expand his network of sibling sets who will 

feel obligated to him as genealogically close siblings. 

1I1he ·dure ceremony is an integral part of the 
~~ ~ 

establishment of procreative relationshins. Only women 

perform Qure and every woman performs dure on the eve 

of her wedding. ?igs, units of wealth controlled by 

men, are killed by the bride. ?ork from the ceremony 

goes to tbe bride's father's sisters as food; pa;y::nent 

on behalf of the bride's father for the mats, units of 

~,veal th controlled by women, that the bride's fat her' s 

sisters provided so that their cross-sex sibling could 

himself establish a procreative union. 
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In the story of procreation, the first 

procreative union is associated with the first woman 

accepting a.~ offer of food from one of her cross-sex 

siblings. By means of dure, the establishment of 

procreative relationships is associated yet with men 

giving food to their cross-sex siblings. 

However, because of the cross-sex sibling 

avoidance pattern, a man may not give por1c directly 

to his sister. In the dure ceremony, a man uses his 

daughter as an intermediary between himself ar..d his 

sister. This arra.~gement can also be related to the 

story of procreation. 

~ bride kills a pig that has been given to her 

by her father (tamai) who, like her mother (ratani), 

refers to the bride as netungu ( '1my child"). 'I1he 

flesh of the pig will go from the bride's father to 

the latter's sisGer to whom the bride refers as 

ratahingu * ('!my mother''), and who refers to the bride 

as netungu ('Icy childrr). It is as i-=:' the 'o:!:ide is 

also the offspring of cross-sex siblings; as if her 

father's sis-csr is as the first woman was, both fatiler's 

sister and mother to her brother's child. 

I'he dure c2remony emphasizes th2 same elements 

that are stressed in the story of the first procreative 
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union: the cross-sex sibling bond; cross-sex sibling 

avoidance; the importance of woman in the process of 

procreation; and gifts of food by a man to his cross-sex 

sibling in association with his own procreative 

relationship. Thus, an examination of the dure 

ceremony returns us to the cross-sex sibling complex 

and the Longana theory of procreation. 



CHA?TER EIGH'r 

CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

'rhe Longana theory of procreation provi'.ies 

the context, the imaginative universe (Geertz 19'?3:13) 

without which ~ongana kinship '.Nould not be intelligible. 

1rhe Longana theory of procreation consists roughly 

of three parts: the story of human reproduction or 

creation; gestation; and substance (dai). The focus 

of the first is the cross-sex sibling bond. ~he 

focus of the last is the parent-off spring relationship. 

The second, the theory of gestation, gives the concept 

of substance significance in the presence of the 

cross-sex sibling bond. 

1rhe Longana story of human reprod.uction, 

together with their doctrin2 concerning gestation, are 

essential for understanding the mode of kin classificatio~ 

and how modes of conduct come to be associated with 

certain types of consanguineal and affinal connections. 

In the next section, I summarize the importance of these 

two elements of the Longana theory of procreation for 
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understanding the Longana Crow-type kinship system. 

I discuss "Ghe relevance of r.J.Y examination of the longana 

data for kinship theory in the third and concluding 

section. 

The rheor:v- of :?rocreation and the Cross-sex 3ibling Complex 

Fllles for the classification of spouses, 

spouses of siblings of same sex, and spouses of siblings 

of opposite sex can oe derived from the story of 

human reproduction. 'I'he rules for the classification 

of the spouses of cross-sex siblings recreate the 

original relationships of si~ling's spouse and spouse's 

si-cling. 'I'he ru::Les for thes::; affinal terms and the 

associated kin class statuses stem from the story of 

human reproduction. 

I1he transformation of tile spouse of a cross-sez 

sibling into a sibling of opposite sex, female, is 

essential for an understanding of the Longana Crow 

kinship system. The syster.J. for classifying the spouses 

of siblings of opposite sex and the theory of gestation 

are linked, indirectly in the case of a male ego, 

directly in the case of a female ego, to the composite 

kin class statuses of the offspring of one's cress-sex 

siblings and of the cross-sex siblings of one's parents. 
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Because of the Longana theory of gestation, 

the rc.ul tiple kin class statuses that a child has 1di th 

respect to his 113 and FZ are congenitally acquired. 

One can account for the fact that a man's sister's 

children are his cross-sex siblings by concentrating 

solely upon the congenital relationship between a man, 

his sister, and her children. However~ because of the 

mode of affinal classification, a man's ZR is, like 

the first sibling's spouse, a ~an who has been transformed 

into a si"oling of opposite sex, female. From this 

pers;:ective, a man's ZC are his siblings of opposite 

sex by vir-cue of t11e~r congenital relationship (dai) 

with th:::ir father. It is as if a man's sister's children 

have gestated in the worn';:) of their fatner, who has 

become an opposite sex sibling, female, to his wife's 

brother. 

The result of the Longana mode of affinal 

classification, together with their ideas concerning 

ges-'uation, is that a man's ZH and ZC are his siclings 

of opposite sex female, arid that a ZH and a ZS are 

also a ma..~'s siblings of same sex. The affinal 

terminology does not directly generate the composite 

kiri class sta-cus of a ~an's ZS as it does for a ~a..~'s 

ZH. 
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For a female ego, the system for classifying 

affines, which stems from tne Longana story of 

reproduction, bestows multiple kin class statuses upon 

a woma!l a:..'ld her brother's wife. The Longana theory 

of gesta~ion results in the inheritance of the composite 

kin class status of a woman's EW by the latter's 

children. 

I1hus a woman is to her brother's child as 

the first Ao ban 1v-oman was with respect to her sioling 

with whom she initiated a procreative relationship: 

a woman who is a sibling with a male sexual identity. 

Also, oecause of the affinal terminology and gestation, 

a woman is to her brother's child as the first Aoban 

womar: was with respect to ~~'2r own offspring: a mother 

and sibling of same and of opposite sex. Thus, a 

FZ is associated, as was the first woman, with sexual 

knowledge, the initiation of procreative relationships, 

an.d the sharing of food between cross-sex siolings. 

This com-clex and important relationship t.!:lat a ·,-;o~an 

has with resnect to her cross-sex sibling's offspring 

is reflected in the classification of FZ as ratahingu 

bulengu toa a.."Yld a woma.."Yl' s classification of her 3C as 

netungu gagumaresu. 
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The phrase bulengu toa (rimy fowl") refers to 

a father's sister as a female sibling with a male sexual 

identity in two ways. First, bulengu toa compresses 

the various rights and duties of a father's sister with 

respect to marriage and sexual instruction into a 

single referent: the little drama that occurs at 

weddings wherein the ''fowl" (FZ) of the groom :ita..'Iles 

the fowl:• (the FZs) of the oride so that a new 

reproductive union may be established. Second, the 

first food that a woma.n receives from her brother 

comes from her brother's child, who is her sibling of 

same and of opposite sex. ':2his food is a fowJ.. (toa) 

that the child has killed as his or her first step 

in the graded society. 

Furthermore, a nan may offer his sister pork 

only by using his child as an intermediary. Thus a 

woman associates her brother's child with food, and 

refers to this child as ''mine to eat" (gagumaresu). 

The classification of a father's sister as 

ratahingu bulengu toa ("my mother, my fowl") co:!:l.pactly 

refers to that woman's multiple kin class statuses as 

a kind of mother and as a sibling of same a.nd of opposite 

sex, and refers also to the rights and duties t~at are 

nor~atively associated with this combination of kin 

class s~atuses. Ultimately, then, the classification 
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of FZ refers to the first genetrix. Reciprocally, a 

woman's classification of her brother's child as 

netungu gagumaresu (''my child, mine to eat 11
) refers 

to that child's statuses as a kind of son or daughter 

ai.~d sibling of same and of opposite sex. 

The mode of affinal classification, together 

with the Longar:a concepts concerning gestation, provide 

the principles by which a woman classifies the children 

of her cross-sex sibling, and hence provide the principles 

for the Crow terminology for a female ego. The same 

principles account also for the unusual classification 

of the descendants of a ·woman's brother's children. 

'I1he story of reproduction and the theory of 

gestation provide the principles by which the children 

of ego's cross-sex siblings acquire their kin class 

statuses, and hence provide the princi9les for the 

Crow terminology. Also, the affective and ritual 

relations associated \vi "ch tt.e multiple kin class statuses 

inherent to the FZ - BC a..Yld rIB - ZC genealogical 

rela~ionships stem from the story of the creation of 

the first woIL.an and her subsequent relationships with 

her siblings. 

'i:he avoidance complex that is associa-ced. 

with the ~13 - ZC .soci2.l relationship is characteristic 
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of the B - Z social relationship. The pattern of 

avoidance between siblings of opposite sex is expressed 

in the Longana story of human reproduction. In the case 

of the FZ - BC social relationship, the details of the 

rights and duties of FZ toward her BC, especially 

concerning the marriage ceremony, food, and dure 

ritual, are not specified in the story of human 

reproduction. Nevertheless, the principles underlying 

these rights and duties are more or less explicit in 

the Longana story of human reproduction, for they 

are clearly associated with ~he multiple kin class 

statuses that 1,vere possessed by the first woman with 

respect to her siblings and offspring and are possessed 

by a father's sister with respect to her brother's 

children. 

Finally, my analysis of the Longana system 

of kin classification is significant for the 

i~terpretation of Crow ~erminologies. Some 

anthropologists ar~~e that the essential feature, or 

1:riucleus' 1 (Kee sing 1975: 115) of Crow-type systems 

of kin classification is the equation of 9. ME vvith B 

(Keesing 1975:115; Lounscury 1964b /1969]; Scheffler 

1972a; Scheffler ai.Ld Lounsbury 1971:156). In ~ongana, 

however, i:IB and ZS are not only siblings, they are 
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siblings of same and of opposite sex; and so are a 

woman and her cross-sex sibling's children. 

Ego and his or her cross-sex sibling's offspring 

are equated as siblings because of the significance 

that the Longa.i.~a attach to gestation in the presence 

of the cross-sex sibling bond. Thus my analysis of 

the Longana terminology supports Poewe's argument 

that 11 
••• womb ... is the epitomizing symbol 

of a Crow-type matricentricity .... ", and, once 

this is recognized, the ~ajor features of Crow systems 

of classification may be more readily understood 

(?oewe and Lovell 1980:77; see also ?oewe 1980). 

Furthermore, in the Longana case, the 

''nucleus 11 of the Crow terminology is not simply the 

relationship between a man and his ZS. The ''nucleus" 

of th9 Longana teeninology consists of the relationships 

between ego and his or her: cross-sex sibling; 

cross-sex sibling's spouse; and cross-sex sibling's 

children. Without all of the Se consanguine al a.Yld 

aff inal types -- what I have called the cross-sex 

sibling complex -- together with the theory of 

procreation, the Longana system of Crow classification 

car.J~ot be understood. 
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Conclusions 

I 

The Longana mode of classifying consanguineals 

cannot be discovered solely from the consanguineal 

terminology. There are two principal reasons for this 

conclusion. First, in Chapters Three and Four, I 

demonstrated that, in order to account for the way the 

Longana classify the children of grandchildren, 

knowledge of the classification of spouses and of those 

affines who are ~arried to ego's children and grandchildren 

is required. Second, in Chapter Five I demonstrated 

that, in order to account for t~e classification of 

the children of cross-sex siblings, knowledge of the 

system for classifying those affines who are spouses 

of cross-sex siblings is required. 

J'fore accurately, to understand how a woman 

classifies the offspring of her cross-sex siblings, 

knowledge of the affinal classification is required. 

Kn.owledge of the affinal classification is not required 

to understand how a man classifies his opposite-sex 

sibling 1 s children. Ho1,11ev2r, because terminologies 

are used by both male and female egos, a female ego's 

classification is just as essential as a male ego's 
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for understanding the general nroblem of how the 

children of cross-sex siblings are classified. 

Therefore, the affinal terminology is just 

as essential for understanding the classification of the 

children of cross-sex siblings as it is for 

understanding the classification of the children of 

grandchildren. Thus my ar1alysis of the Longana data 

does not support Scheffler's generalizations (1972a: 

117, 119) that spouse and affinal terminologies are 

structurall:r dependent upon systems for classifying 

consru~guineals, and therefore ccnsanguineal terms 

may be analyzed separately from affinal terms. 

II 

The terms for consanguines do not by 

themselves provide any clues concerning the fact that 

composite kin class statuses, importru~t for understanding 

the mode of consar1guineal classification, may be 

associated 1iVith certain types of consanguineal connection; 

out observations of actual behaviour between consanguineals 

a..~d interviews concerning the appropriate modes of 

conduct between consanguineals of specified types, do. 

Hence observed behaviour and data concerning modes of 

conduct appropriate between certain consanguineals 

provide crucial clues to the Longana mode of 



286 

consang1J.ineal classification. 

'=:'hus I disagree with Scheffler's (1972a:ll7, 

1978:3) methodological dictum that systems of 

consanguineal classification must be analyzed separately 

from any social statuses and affective relationships 

that may be associated with the terms. 'I'he Longana 

case dereonstrates what some anthropologists (Fortes 1969: 

53, 58; Schneider 1972:37) have long maintained - the 

mode of consanguineal classification may not be 

discoverable unless modes of conduct associated with 

the terms are taken into account as part of the analysis 

of the terminology. 

However, ::::: e.m not claiming -:hat the function 

of consanguineal terms in Longana is to label roles 

or to distribute right and duty statuses among persons. 

'I:he Longana data support Scheffler' s insistence that 

consanguineal terms only imply modes of conduct 

(Scheffler 1972:115, 1973:768, 1978:3; see also 

Keesing 1969:221, 1972:21). As I have demonstrated 

in 8hapters Six ana beven, the sole knowledge that 

two persons may be classed by the same term does no-c 

mean that they will share the same statuses with resnect 

to ego, or behave toward ego in a similar fashion. 
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The rights and duties associated with the 

consanguineal terms or with the types of genealogical 

connection to which they ref er can be denied and they 

can be manipulated because they are always subject 

to other publicly shared values concerned with the 

pursuit of individual goals. Also, the social 

relationships ascribed between consanguineals ~ay 

be, as in the case of MB and ZS, inherently ambiguous. 

Other factors, such as relative age, residence, marital 

status and genealogical distance can also attenuate 

or negate the social statuses that may be implied by 

a consanguineal term. Finally, the bonds of substance, 

dai, are alienable. 

In Longana, jural and affective statuses are 

normative implications of the consanguineal terminology. 

However, those implications are essential for discovering 

the mode of consanguineal classification. 

III 

The Longana mode of spouse and af final 

classification cannot be discovered from the spouse 

and affinal terms alone. Without the Longana story 

of huma.-ri procreation, we know only that spouses are 

classified as grandchildren ruJ.d grandparents, -~mt vle 

do not know why; we know that the spouses of cross-sex 
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siblings and spouses' cross-sex siblings are classed 

as cross-sex siblings, but we do not know why the 

Longana do this, nor do we understand its significance. 

?urthermore, ego's classification of his 

or her cross-sex sibling's spouse, and the reciprocal 

classification, seems 'oizarre without the knowledge 

that one of these ai'fines takes on a female sexual 

identity, as a sibling, with respect to the other. 

This information can be deduced from the Longana story 

of human reproduction, which provides the rationale 

for it, but it is more readily learned from observing 

the interaction :p9..ttern bei::;weer.1.. ego and his or her 

cross-sex sibling's spouse, or fro:cl inquiring about 

the appropriate mode of conduct between ego and his 

or her cross-sex sibling's spouse. In short, a full 

understanding of the mode of spouse and af final 

classification requires information frore observations 

and/or knowledge of the norms associated with the 

terms, together with an interpretation of the L'.:mgar.1..a 

story of human reproduction. 

rv 

It follows from my conclusions in Sections I, 

II, and that i::;he consanguineal and af final 
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t"erminologie s form an integrated 'dhole; neither is 

structurally secondary to the other. The consa..."'lguineal 

and affinal terminologies, considered as a unit, 

cannot oe analyzed in strict isolation from the modes 

of conduct that are normatively ascribed between certain 

consanguineals and af fines. 'I1hat is to say, one cannot 

discover the mode of consanguineal and affinal 

classification from the consanguineal and aff inal terms 

alone. 

3cheffler and Lounsbury (1971:76-7?) assume 

that for every kin type there is one truly proper 

term of reference only. The Longan.a evidence suggests 

that this assumption is not justified. 

In Chapter Four, I showed that the application 

of consanguineal terms to certain kin types cai.~ be 

contingent u9on social statuses which have nothing to 

do •,,ri th genealogical co:ri....nection 22.££ ~· The al terna-ce 

terms for the children of grandchildren depend upon 

such statuses as, for example, the moiety and clan 

filiation of the spouses of ego's child and grandchild. 

The classification of a man's sister varies with n2r 

marital status a...Dd whether she is alive or dead. 

If there are two or more kin terms that can 
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be applied properly to a certain type of genealogical 

connection, and if the selection of which term to apply 

to that type of genealogical connection depends upon 

considerations that are extraneous to that genealogical 

connection per ~' then knowledge of the kin type to 

which the set of terms refers ma;y be a necessary 

requirement for discovering the mode of kin classification 

~ut, contrary to Scheffler and Lounsbury's theory 

(Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:76-77; Scheffler l972b:320, 

1976: 87, 1978: 3), it is not a sufficient req1J.ire2ent. 

The inadequacy of employing a_~ analysis of 

the kin t:r:i;ies to which the t2rms refer as the sole 

method for discovering the mode of kin classification 

first came to my attention \'vi i::h respect to the problem 

of indeterminacy in the classification of the children 

of grandchildren. There are other reasons for questioning 

the value of employing a genealogical grid as the 

ma,jor technique for understanding I.:ongana kin 

classification, and kinship. These reasons are discussed 

':::lelow. 

~he fact that composite kin statuses are 

associated 'V'Ti t.n certain ty::_Jes of genealogical con...~ec-cion 
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raises issues concerning the anthropological conception 

of genealogical connection, and further calls into 

question the ~se of a genealogical grid as a tool in 

the analysis of kinship systems. As Scheffler and 

Lounsbury (1971:37-38) note: 

The critical term here is 11 genealogical n. 

The problem of defining it, and thereoy 
:'kinship'', in a way that is cross-culturally 
useful has given anthropologists considerable 
difficulty ....... let us simply 
sta-ce that by 11 genealogical connection 11 

we designate culturally posited forms 
of interpersonal connectedness that are 
held to be direct consequences of processes 
of engendering and bearing children and 
that have the property of indissoluoili0y. 
To phrase this another way, genea~ogical 
connection is employed here as a general 
cover term for a Hide variety of culturally 
postulated forms of congenital relatedness 
between persons. 

. . . The terms of this stipulative 
theoretical definition of genealogical 
connection only require that, in local 
theories, sexual intercourse is considered 
necessary to the processes of engendering 
and bearing children. 

Schneider (1972:32-37) has pointed out that 

there is nothing unusual a8out this definition of 

kinship. It or definitions similar to it, have been 

in common use since the time of Morga...-ri (1871) and 

• . r ~ T' . ( l ~ "°"'4 J ~. rt. h. ~ivers ~c 1, and it is still considered 

appropria-ce oy many anthropologists (e.g., ~ort2s 
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1969:53-56, 1978:13, 21; Scheffler 1978:4-5). 

With the qualification that in Longana relations 

of genealogical connection are alienable, the definition 

of genealogical connection used by Scheffler and Lounsbury 

is ethnographically appropriate in the Longana case. 

As I demons-crated in Shapter rhree, the Longana recognize 

that sexual intercourse is necessary for engendering 

and bea.:'ing children. 1I.1hey posit geni tors and gentrices' 

as their doctrine of substance or blood (dai) illustrates. 

Given that parent-child bonds of genealogical 

connection are posited by -che ~ongana, then each 

individual is related to his or her siblings, children, 

the siblings of his or her parents, etc., by the same 

parent-chi2-d ties. What results, then, is an egocentric 

network~ or grid, composed of chains of relatedness 

what is more commonly called a genealogical gri,i. 

'I'he chains of genealogical conr1.ection may 

"oe expressed diagramm.atically, or as kin types (e.g. , F, 

11, F'Z, l'l3, etc.). 3oth devices have teen used ir.:. this 

dissertation. That a kin type notation is appropriate 

in tr~e iiongana case is indicated also oy the terminology: 

~ongan.a can and frequently do use relative product 

definitions as alternate classifications of relatives: 

e.g., father's sister (FZ) is ratahingu bulengu -coa or 
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hangue tamangu (':my father's sibling of op:;iosite 

sex"). 

~he construction of a genealogical grid and 

the use of a kin type notation in the analysis of Longana 

kinship is thus ethnographically appropriate, for they 

represent an ethnosemantic field constructed on the 

basis of substance (dai) postulated within Longana 

culture. 'rheref ore, as Scheffler and Lounsbury ( 1971: 

69) point out, use of a kin tyye notation is mandatory 

if the anthropologist desires to examine the words that 

ref er i::;o relationships of genealogical connection. 

?aradoxically, the fact that the analytical 

use of a kin type notation is ethnographically appropriate 

in t1:1e Longana case is :potentially a conceptual trap. 

Kin type notations such as 'ZS' or 'FZ', or the triangles 

a..:.11.d circles that a.11.thropologists use to diagram kin 

types, disguise the fact that certain kin types may have 

more than one kin class status and more than one 

sexual identity. 

The matter of sexual identity is especially 

important; the use of a kin type notation assumes, 

explicitly or implicitly, that each person has one and 

only one sexual identity -- is either male or female -

and that this is a cultural universal, a matter of biolog:r 



(see, e.g., warner 1937 /"196w:63,66; Lounsbury 1964a 

fl96~7:135, 1964b il9697:219; Goodenough 1967 !1968.7:329; 

Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:50, 78-79). 

In short, the use of a kin type notation may 

impose our notions of biology upon another culture's 

8elief system, and seriously undermine our analysis 

of their kinship system. vlallace (1965 il969J:401) 

noted the logical possibility of this: 

.... But Eost semantic analysts, 
whether or not they wish to claim 
psychological reality for their analyses, 
probably make use of some plausible 
assumptions about the meaningfulness 
of these kin-types to some sort of 
''human nature,. . . . • Thus when the 
analyst finds that some kin-term sets 
sort out neatly into "male" and ·1female 11 

distributions, he does not hesitate not 
only to use this discovery as a convenient 
aid to the construction of his own 
predictive LlOdel of usage, but also 
to attribute nis distinction to the 
native speakers (explicitly or implicitly). 
'ro avoid doing so, indeed, would demand 
a more rigorous hocus-pocus-manship 
than even the post positivistic 
anthropologists probably possess .. 
But this raises the more gensral problem 
of justifying the use of any universal 
set of conceptual denotata as a 
meta-language into which all kinship 
terminologies can be translated. 

In ~o.n.gana, certain offspring of cross-sex 

siblings have, congenitally: two sexual identities --
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they are male and female. My analysis of the Longana 

data supports ·V'Iallace 's misgivings concerning the use 

of kin type notations. The dimension of sex is not 

a cross-cultural universal; it is a matter of 

ethnotiology, and as Schneider (1968a, 1972:45) has 

insisted, no good can come from uncritically projecting 

our cultural notions about biology into the analysis 

of kinshi:p. 

Wallace (1965 fl969J:401) mentions another 

problem with res:pect 00 the use of a kin type n0tation. 

Kin types are frequen0ly treated as if they are objects, 

as kinds of things, mere referents for kin terms, and 

thus the question as to vfr.cether the genealogical 

relationships ex:pressed ty the kin type notation have 

meaning in and of themselves does not seem to arise 

(see also Fortes 1969:54; rtarrunel 1965 l1971J:323; 

Scheffler a_nd Lounsbury 1971:3-5, 50; Keesing 1972:18-19). 

Conveniently, the anthropologist can create a genealogical 

grid that is ethnographically appropriate, and use it 

as a neutral, inherently mea_ningless analytical 

instrument for the examination of a terminology which 

refers to it. 



Eut a problem presents itself: if genealogical 

co1].nections expressed by the kin type notation are 

semantically ~eutral, or latent (Fortes 1969:54), 

how do social relationships, or modes of conduct, come 

to be associated with them? ?or many anthropologists 

(Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:155-158; Scheffler 1972:317; 

Fortes 1969:54; Needham 1974:41), the manner in which 

modes of conduct become associated with relations of 

genealogical connection is rather mysterious or accidental. 

Somehow, the latent relations of genealogical connection 

become innucleated (Fortes 1969:54), as it were, by 

values, rights and duties. ·:Lhat is, they become 

transformed into social relations. 

'I1he Longana concept of dai is significant 

with respect to this problem. As I have emphasized 

in Chapter Six, the concept of substance or dai is 

Janus-faced. From. one ferspective, it is expansive, 

stressing what might be called an axiom of amit:r 

(Fortes 1969:232) or standing for 11 
••• diffuse, 

enduring solidari ty 11 
( Sch..Yleider 1972: 47). 3ut there 

is a dilatory aspect GO the doctrine of substance 

as well, a natural tendency for it to emphasize difference 

and separateness, ~ot unity. 
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I1his inherent contradiction in the concept 

of dai means that a Longana is not born into a ready 

made network of kinship solidarity. A Longana has 

to construct a network of relatives who will treat him 

according to an ideal set of standards. Kinship amity 

exists only as potential, not as an actuality. 

Ths Janus-faced nature of dai allows the 

Longana to use norms or rules from other domains --

the political, the economic, and the publicly shared 

maxims concerning personal self interest and well being 

to deny, or ta...~e advantage of, the modes of conduct 

associated with genealogical cJnnec-cion. As the Longana 

stress, whether the norms associated with substance 

have any value for social action or not depends upon 

the interests and actions of men in particular 

circumstances. Regarding norms as codes for conduct 

ca,.~ot account for social action; what is actually done 

need not have been (Geertz 1973:18). 

In Longana, the concept of suostance is not:; 

tied to the norms associated with it. It might reasonably 

be said that the concept of dai stands for, or symbolizes, 

the importance of the procreative relationship in the 

Longana theory of procreation and thus substance wea...~ly 

points to the concevts regarding womb and the natur2 
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of men and women; but unlike the modes of conduct 

associated vrith the cross-sex sibling complex, there 

is nothing intrinsic to the relationship between the 

bonds of dai and the norms associated with them. 

One may say that the norms associated with 

the links of substance stand for solidarity or amity, 

but the concept of substance itself cannot be said to 

stand for these things. 3ocial action in conformity 

to the norms associated ',vi th links of substance cannot 

be said to be manifestations of the concept of substance 

itself, or of the concepts contained within the Longana 

theory of procreation. 

TJ:-.Le :=.iongana case indicates "'.::hat a lliethodology 

(see Schneider 1972:37-39) that searches for the :neaning, 

or the symbolism, of kinship oy assuming that such meanir~g 

can best and most easily be found through a simple 

process of a~stracting a normative code from social 

action and the symbolic system from the normative code 

may or may not be fruitful: some modes of conduct may 

be manifestations of concepts expressed in the theory 

of procreation, others may not. Further:w_ore, we 

not entitled to assume, as some are prone to do 

(F::irtes 1969:232; Schneider 1972:47) that the premises 

anci telief s aocut procreation -oromote social integ:::::ation. 



299 

In short, the concept of substance by itself 

:;Jrovides no evidence concerning -Che manner in which 

modes of conduct come to be associated with it. In 

this respect, the Longana evidence concerning dai 

is that it is latent, or neutral, and all that we can 

say about the problem is that, somehow, rights and 

duties and affect have become attached to, or have 

iD..c'lucleated, genealogical connections based on substance 

alone. 

Nevertheless, some types of genealogical 

connection are ~ot merely neutral objects for the Longana. 

i~he Longana case illustrates that a kin type notation 

specifies not only position on a genealogical grid, but 

a genealogical relationship, a type of genealogical 

COIL'lection that may express concepts of a Theory of 

procreation that are not contained in the concept of 

substance, or in The simple proposition that sexual 

intercourse is necessary for the engendering of children. 

The cross-sex sibling bond, together with the genealogical 

relationsi1iu: child of cross-sex sibling and the affinal 

relationshiu: spouse of cross-sex sibling, form a 

com:9lex of consanguinea2- a.D.d affinal relationships 

tha.t is info::c"med by the ::::ior:gana story of humai.""'l 

reuroduction and - by means of the resultant co::n.-cosi te 
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kin class statuses - refers to Longana concepts regarding 

the nature of men and women, and gestation, concepts 

to which the notion of dai, or substance, does not 

directly refer. 

I have ref erred to this complex of consanguineal 

and af final relationships centered upon the cross-sex 

sibling bond as the cross-sex sibling complex. It is 

by means of this cross-sex sibling co~plex that the 

genealogical grid, the web of kinship, constructed 

solely upon the notion of substance, becomes suspended 

in a web of ::neaning for the Longana. 'I'he genealogical 

grid is not a neutral instrument of analysis in the 

Longana case. Ultimately, it, like the consanguineal 

and affinal terminologies, refers to the story of human 

procreation. 

·rhere is, then, nothing mysterious or accidenta2.. 

concerniri_g -che fact that certain modes of c::mduct are 

appropria~e between persons who occupy the positions 

denoted by the consanguineal and af final types associated 

with the cross-sex sibling com9lex. The cross-sex 

sibling bond itself, together with the composite kin 

class statuses associated with the children of cross-sex 

siblings and the spouses of cross-sex siblings, stsm 

from and ref er to the original consa..~guineal and affinal 
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relationships and the modes of conduct related in 

the Longana story of humaI1 reproduction. 

In a sense, the persons who are cross-sex 

siblings, offspring of cross-sex siblings, and spouses 

of cross-sex siblings, re-enact with their alters the 

drama of the Longana story of hum.an reproduction. 

'J1he modes of conduct and the ritual associated with the 

cross-sex sibling complex are sym.bols - they are 

concrete ma_nifestations of the explicit and implicit 

concepts (Geertz 1966:5) contained in the Longana 

story of hum.an reproduction. 

Schneider has argued that kinship, in the 

sense of a genealogical grid that can oe used as a 

neutral c:.nalytical apparatus, does not exist: 

... 'kinship' is what Morgan's, 
Goodenough's, Lounsbury's, Levi-Strauss', 
Leach's and Xeedham's (among others) 
analytical schemes are all about, 
'Ju-c they have no referent in any known 

1 / ~ ' . d ' a72 C:')) cu ture . . . ~ ocnnei er l.,, : ,/~ • 

Sc'r.illeider is correct with respeci:;- to the Longacvia data: 

kinship, in the form of the analytical apparatus that 

has been used in anthropology since the time of Morgan 

and Rivers, conceived as a web of interpersonal 
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superio:' ontological status than the analytical category 

;theory of procreation". 

Second, Schneider's refusal to grant cultural 

status to native beliefs concerning any aspect of their 

universe is contradictory, given the definition of culture 

that he uses. body of definitions, premises, 

statements, postulates, presumptions, and perceptions 

• 
11 (Schneider 1976: 2CJ3) about tb.e nat:1re of -orocreation 

and parturition is surely a cultu.:'al statement. 

The longana theory of procreation is a 

symbolic i:c.f ormation source, a 1 . rn.odel for 

'reality'. " (G~~_,,.,t,... 1 860' · ?\ . ~~~ ~ ~~ .. )• .S.ccording to .Schneider, 

a cultural system, a syste.:::i of sym'::ols a.i.YJ.d meanings, 

provides . a meaningful social or1er a_nd social 

life. . .. ( l :J72: 47). ·~nat is :;irecisely what th2 

Longana theory of _'.:;rocreation does. 

The consanguine al and. af final terrr.inologiss, 

taken segarately or as a unit; the 1ongana notions 

concerning sutstanc·3, -chs nature ::lf men mid wcime2:1, 

s2xua::.. intercourse, co:c..ce~tion, gsstation; and t:r~s 

modes of conduct associated with tne c2oss-sex sibling 

complex, are elemsnts of a symbolic system, eac:O. not 

~ully intelligible without the other, which si~gly 

and colleci::;ively derive ~rom, and thus stand for, the 

Longa....YJ.a theory of frocreai::;ion. in particular the Longana 



J06 

story of hu::::J.an reproduction. That story itsel:'. is 

a symbol (Geertz 1966:8): a theory that systematically 

incorporates separable ideas and attitudes into a 

narrative - a doctrine in narrative form. Kinship, 

as a systen of symbols and meanings, exists in Longa..~a. 

As a doctrine, a symoolic system, the Longana 

theory of procreation pervades the mode of kin and 

affinal c:;..assification. ·~hrough the neaning ',~·ith which 

it endows the cross-sex sioli:c.g bond, the theory of 

procreation attaches modes of conduct to the cross-sex 

sibling co::n;ilex, and, through the latter, informs 

ritual aasociated with marriage, th.::: exchange of :;-.igs 

and mats, and Lhe ritual slaughter of pigs in the 

dure ceremony and the graded society. In the social 

system, the m-:?lliJ.ing of womb, combined with th2 doc-'crine 

of dai, substance, results in a weak concept of descen~ 

that is not conducive to tr~e formaGion of descent 

groups. Finally, the significance of the cross-sex 

sibling complex can ce found in suc'c1 spheres of social 

acticn as the expansion of one's 'r::inship networl;;: o-;/ 

means of the dure ceremony. 

;_s .3c~meider (19'72:51) has noted, t:'le concepts 

of procreation, conception, etc., can be found in tr-'-s 

economic and politic al dor::ains as '1Jell as in the 

social. But the Lor_:_gana -ct.eor;;r of p:rocr2ation C..o::s 
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not provide the key, or master set of symbols, that 

organizes these domains. 

·:rhe Longana theory of procreation is especially 

important for the understanding of social norms and 

social action, 8.s ·we may expect, but it cannot account 

for all modes of conduct, even ~etween l{in, and a::i..l 

social action in Longana cannot bs intelligibly 0.escri-:::>ed 

as a concrete manifestation of concepts contained 

i:Ji thin the Longana theory of procreation. For example, 

the Longana theory of procreation informs the spheres 

of economics and politics only insofar as these domains 

have to ci-=> i,~·ith -she ezc:r.c&,nge cf food oetween cross-sex 

. - l . sio .... ings. The colitical and economic domains are noG 

su-:'.:lsets o:, are not intelligi':Jle as, :::nanifestati:;ns 

of the Longana theory of procreation. 

Scl°'.Ln.eider ( 1972: 59~ , reCTar£lng on -':;he 

orri..nivalence of symools, claims that we cannot pro:;;erly 

distinguish kinship, religion, or politics, for example, 

as cultural systems. 3:owever, the symbolic irrrnort of 

the Longana theory of procreation is limited. Corrcrary 

to Schneider, it does make sense to :I'efer to Longana 

kinship as a cultural system, distinguishaole from, 

although not unrelated to, the s0her~s of econo§ic 

ex~:C1ange, Gr politics, for example, as cultural systems. 
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VIII 

.My analysis of the Longana dai~a supports 

Scheffler's generalization that: 

• . • the foundation of any kinship 
system consists in a folk-cultural theory 
designed to account for the fact that 
women give birth to children; i.e., a 
theory of human reproduction (Scheffler 
1973:749). 

Thus I am in fundamental agree"!I'1ent with 

what has come to be known as the pro-genealogy view 

of kinshio (Strathern 1973:31; Fo~tes 1978:22). 

3ut I have a proviso. 

I share '.'.'i th .Sch..YJ.eider (1972: 36-37) a skepticism 

-'.:;O'A-ard theories (e.g., Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:38, 

5.-, • ~ h 1~-"'l 1 "''77 • "56 • H' +-c 1 "")'?8 • "'l 'j -'-h -'- ' ., --1 +-' -..J, uC.e .L-Ler -"-'::) 1 :.;r.( , ~Orv~S -7 .c:.._ 0~au n.OJ_u vne 

primitive elements of any kinship system to -ce ~arent -

child rela-c::_ons of genealogical connectior_~ even when, 

as in the Longana case, these are postulated -2;y the 

people concerned. The prir:iitive elements of an:r kinshi:p 

system have -i:;o be empirically determined in eac£1 

case (3crilleider 1972: 37). 
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However logical it may seem to some 

anthropologists (Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971:50; 

Scheffler 1973:751) that genitor - offspring and 

genetrix - off spring relationships must precede sibling 

ties, that is not the way the Longana see it. In their 

theory of procreation, parent - child relationshi~s 

are derivative. The primary, original, or pri:::nitive 

relation of genealogical connection was the sibling 

bond, followed in order by spouse and affinal relationshins 

and, finally, parent - child relationships. 

Furtherffiore, the fact that parent - c~ild 

relationships may be a co.21--conent oi a theory of 

procreation, or even a universal coffiponent of such 

is 

no indication that these particular forms of relatedness 

have the most significance for the people who posit 

them. A genealogical grid that is constructed solely 

with refersnce to the fact -shat parent - child 

relationships are posited within a culture may not be 

sufficient to account for the cultural content, the 

se~antics, of all relations of genealogical con~~ection 

that are posited within that culture. 
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IX 

In sum..-rnary, my analysis of the Longana data 

has shown that the principles of kin classification 

cannot be discovered by isolating the consanguineal 

terms tog:::ther with tne chains of genealogical connection, 

and analyzing them separately from the terminology for 

spouses and affines, or separately from the modes of 

conduct that are normatively ascribed to relations of 

consanguinity and affinity. ·T".le principal reason for 

this is that certain consanguineal relationships, nar:::iely 

the off spring of cI·oss-sex si~lings, and the children 

of grandchildren, have a significance for ~he ~onga..na 

other than that of consanguinity. 

'I'hese consai.'lgui:::eal relationships ref er also 

to relations of affin:'...t;y, to iceas concerning gestation, 

to the significance of the cross-sex sibling bond, 

to l:ongana ideas concerning the creation of men and 

women, and hence to the origin of procreation itself. 

T'hese conceptions are expressed as a story, a sequence 

of events between the first siblings, their spouses 

and affines, wherein the principles for the classification 

of consa...'lguines and affines, and the principles for 

conciuct between same-sex siblings, cross-sex siblings, 

si8ling's spouse and spouse's sioling, are contained. 
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·J:1hus, in Longana, the consa!lguineal and aff inal 

terminologies, and certain types of consanguineal 

and affinal relationships, together with the modes of 

conduct appropriate to them, are manifestations, symbols, 

of the story of huma....~ reproduction. 

In short, the system of consanguineal and 

aff inal classification, and modes of conduct associated 

with some of the terms, are two parts of a system 

of symbols and meanings. Neither part is comprehensible 

without the other, anC. the rslationship between the 

two cannot ~e understood fully without knowledge of 

the significance of the COT..lf;_On feature that links 

them -- the relations of genealogical con....~ection 

as they are cor_ceived by the Lcngana. 

My ~1rnrk offers support for those, such as 

Scneffler, Lounsbury, and Fortes, who argue that 

genealogy is of central im0ortance ln the anal:r.sis of 

kinship systems; at the same time, it offers support 

to those, such as ScD..neider~ who stress the symbolic 

imnort of cultura~ly conceived re~ations of genealogical 

connection. i''ly analysis of the Longana data s"'..lggests 

that a pro-genealogy approach to kinship and a cultural, 

or symbolic a;.proach ..J_ 1 • ~ • 
00 Kinsni:p, are not necessarily 
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opposed stra-cegies for investigating the relationship 

-oetween principles of kin classifica-cion and modes 

of conduc-c grounded in relations of genealogical 

corrn.ection. 



APPENDIX A 

THE Gi':NERAL IviODE OF CLASSIFYING SPOUSES 

The spouses of ego and his or her descendants may 
be classified in the following manner: 

Male Ego 

W gahorai ("to send"), Used mainly before children are 
born. 
tubui lo valengu ("the mother in my house"). Used 
after children are born. 

DH bweli. Used only for males who marry those whom ego 
classifies as netui. 

DDH tamai netui vagabui ("father of child of grandchild"). 

DSW tubui lo valei vagabui ("mother in the house of 
grandchild"). 

SW gahorai netui ("child's to send"). Used mainly 
before SW bears children. 
tubui lo valei netui ("mother in child's house"). 

SSW gahorai vagabui ("grandchild's to send"). 
tubui lo valei (plus name of SS e.g., Tari). Note 
the difference between this usage and the one for 
DSW. Ego must use the name of the relative here 
because SS is a vagabui gogona. 

SDH tamai netui vagabui ("father of child of grandchild"). 

Female Ego 

H tamai netui ("father of child"). 

DH tamai netui netui ("father of child's child"). 
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APPENDIX A -- CONTINUED 

DDH tamai netui vagabui ("father of child of grandchild"). 

DSW gahorai vagabui ("grandchild's to send"). 

SW bweli 

SSW gahorai vagabui ("grandchild's to send") . 

SDH tamai netui vagabui ("father of child of grandchild"). 

The use of bweli by females is less consistent than 
it is by males. Males apply the term only to those men of 
same moiety who have married a daughter. Females apply the 
term to women who have married: a son; a brother's son; 
a grandchild of same moiety; a grandchild of opposite moiety; 
and to men who have married: a grandchild of opposite moiety 
and a brother's daughter. 

With the exception of the term bweli, then, the 
same distinctions are drawn by both male and female egos: 
childless female affines are distinguished from those who 
have given birth; male affines are "fathers". Although I 
have not recorded that the phrase tubui lo valei vagabui is 
used by women for DSW after she has had children, I have 
no reason to doubt that it exists; men as well will often 
use the term gahorai to refer to their wives or son's 
wives long after they have had children. 



APPENDIX B 

A MODEL FOR THE CLASSIFICATION 

OF SPOUSES AND AFFINES, MALE EGO 

Model Logic 

w = vagabui 

WB = vagabui W is vagabui. 

ZH = tubui Z classes ZH as tubui. 

WF = tue WF is same moiety as ego. 

WJ'JI = netui WM is a generation senior to W. 

S\1f = vagabui gogona S reclassifies his Was vagabui; 
thus (by generational criterion) 
ego is a tubui gogona to her. 

DH= tue 

SSW = vagabui 

DSH = netui 

DSW = vagabui gogona 

DDH = tue 

DH is of same moiety as ego. 

SS is a vagabui gogona (= tehi, 
"younger brother") and thus he is 
equivalent to ego for the purposes 
of reckoning his offspring. SSW, 
therefore, will be classed as ego's 
wife. 

Ego's s refers to DH as tue. 
Therefore, SDH is a netui to ego, 
since a sibling of ego's child 
is ego's child. 

Ego's DS is a tubui to ego's DSW; 
ego's D is a tubui to DSW. 
Hence ego's DSW is a vagabui 
gogona to ego. 

Since DH is a tue to DDH, ego is 
a tue to DDH. 
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Model 

H = tubui 

HZ = tubui 

BW = vagabui 

Hrn = tubui 

APPENDIX C 

A MODEL FOR THE CLASSIFICATION OF 

SPOUSES AND AFFINES, FEMALE EGO 

Logic 

H is a tubui. 

B refers to his W as vagabui. 

H is classified as tubui. By 
generational criterion, HM is a 
tubui. 

HF = tubui gogona As above, adjusted for moiety 
membership. A spouse of a tubui 
is a tubui gogona. 

DH = tam.ai 

SW = vagabui 

SSW = vagabui gogona 

SDH = netui 

DSW = vagabui 

DDH = tubui 

11\~1 is ne tui . 

HM is a tubui. 

Ego's SSW refers to ego's S as 
tubui gogona (HF). Since the 
mother of a tubui gogona is, by 
generational criterion, a tubui 
gogona, ego's SSW is vagabui 
gogona. 

Ego's S refers to his DH as tue, 
and a tue of ego's S is a netu:I 
to ego. 

Ego's DSW refers to ego's D as 
tubui (HM). Thus ego is also 
tubui to her DSW, and DSW is a 
vagabui to ego. 

A 1,iiJM is netui. ·Therefore DDH 
and ego class DD as netui. 
Therefore DDH = H = tubui. 
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