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We are here to celebrate the centenary of Mor-
gan’s Systems, and the topic I have chosen for
this occasion is “What [s Kinship All About.”
Let us look at the one who began it all and ask
what he thoughr kinship was aj| about. !

I need not remind you that Morgan was
concerned to discover the history and origin
of the Indians of North America. He believed
that he could reconstruce their history and
locate their origins by their manner of classify-
ing kinsmen. He argued that it was not the
words or the language that could be taken as

. reliable indices byr rather the mode of classif-
cation regardless of the words or language
o used,
ot "'f-MDrgan’s feasoning was that if the system of
: * felationship of consanguinity should be found
tobe the same among all the Indians of Amer-

€ channels of the blood, from the
%8s of man’s existence upon the
Ut revealing cerrain definite and pro-

s
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gressive changes with the growth of man’s ex-
perience in the ages of barbarism” {1871:vi).

What did the mode of classification shows
How did it come about? Whar did j¢ reflecr?
Morgan’s answer was: The actug] biological
facts as these were known or knowable, given
the state of knowledge of the group on the one
hand and the staze of marriage and sexual rela-
tionship on the other, at the time the classifica-
tion first was establishe 3

In Morgan’s own words;

The family relationships are a5 ancient as the
family, They exisr in virtue of the law of deriv-
ation, which js expressed by the perperuation
of the species through the marriage relation. A
system of consanguinity which is founded
upon a community of bloed, is but the formal
expression and recognition of these relation-
ships. Around Every person there is a circle or
Eroup of kindred of which such person is the
center, and the Ego, from whom the degree of
the relationship is reckoned and to whom the
relationship jeself returns. Above him are his
father and mother and their ascendants, below
him are his children and their descendants;
while on either side are his brothers and sisters
and their descendants and the brotchers and
sisters of his father and of his mother and
their descendants ag well as a much greater
number of collatera] relatives descended from
common ancestors still more remote. To him
they are nearer in degree than other individuals
of the nation ar large. A formal arrangement of
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the more immediate blood kindred into lineg
of descent, with the adoption of some merhod
to distinguish one relative from another and to
express the value of the relationship, would be
one of the earliest acts of human intelligence
[1871:10].

And so Morgan called the descriptive system
a “natural system” precisely “because ir js
founded upon a correct appreciation of the djs-
tinction between the lineal and several collat-
eral lines and of the perpetual divergence of the
latter from the former. Each relationship is thus
specialized and separated from every other in
such a manner as to decrease jts nearness and
diminish its valye according to the degree of
distance of each person from the central Ego”
(1871:142-143). Conversely, the classificatory
System, as it is used among Americap Indians
and others, Morgan said, is contrary to the
nature of descents, confounding relationships
which are distinet, separating those which are
similaz, and diverting the streams of the blood
from the collateral channels into the lineal,
Where, for the descriptive system, knowledge
of the lines of parentage is necessary to deter
mine the classification, just the opposite is true
for the classificatory system; a knowledge of
parentage is quite unnecessary. It is impossible
to explain its origin on the assumption of the
existence of the family founded upon marriage
between single pairs; but it may be explained
with some degree of probability on the assump-
tion of the antecedent existence of a series of
customs and institutions, one reformatory of
the other, commencing with promiscuous inter-
course and ending with the establishment of
the family, as now constituted, resting on mar-
riage between single pairs (paraphrased from
1871:143).

It will prove useful for us to keep two parts
of Morgan’s paradigm distinct from each other,
One is the mode of classification itself, The
other is the manner in which the mode of clas-
sification can be established, that is, by means
of the analysis of the kinship terminology.

Morgan’s paradigm states that the mode of
classification of kinsmen derives from the
knowledge of how people are actually genetic-
ally or biologically related to each other. This
knowledge in turn depends on their form of
marriage. Hence for Morgan, as for others

since, marriage is the centra] inst-;
inship. Implicit in this part of pyo- (X

digm is the premise thar marriage cons;
sexual relationship between male gpq £
It is the processes of biologica] Teprod;

that make the married pair the po .
their biological offspring and the off,
such a mated pair are siblings, The links
are recognized or marked in the mode pese
sification of kinsmen are the biologica] 5 m,
etic links among these people as theg, :
known, which in turn depend on the mog
marriage. Thus, by taking one male and ¢
female in the abstract and tracing thejr sifyjy
their parenrs, their offspring, and the pargm,‘
siblings, offspring, and spouse of each of th,

it is possible to create a genealogical grid, gy
is called today; the particular classificatigq
kin which a particular people use cay be
mapped on this grid and compared with g
classifications which other people use by ¢q

paring the differently partitioned grids, The .

classification, in turn, can be derived frop
which positions on the Benealogy are gmupéd-
together and which positions are distinguished:

- [I]t seemed obvious to Morgan that the

mode of classification could be read directly |
from the kinship terminology; that is, those:
positions on the genealogical grid which were

grouped together under one kinship term could:
be distinguished from those positions on the
genealogical grid grouped under a different
kinship term and so on. Hence kinship termin-
ology was the key to the mode of classification
and in fact, practically the only key, since the
kinship terms meant (either only or primarily)
specific relationships of blood or marriage. The
taxonomy, then, was derived from no other
source than the kinship terminology.

What was kinship all about for Morgan,
then? Kinship was about the way in which a
people grouped and classified themselves as
compared with the real, true, biological facts
of consanguinity and affinity. The facts of con-
sanguinity mean those persons who are related
by biological descent from the same ancestor
The facts of affinity are the facts of marriage,
and marriage means the sexual, reproductive
relationship between male and female.

McLennan took issue with Morgan on one
specific score, and his arguinent is easy to mis-
understand if one does not observe it closely.

WHAT
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a system of blood-ties” ( 1886:269).

For the following reasons | think that assump-
tion was an error:—(1) s is apparent, on the
slightest inspection of Mr. Morgan’s tables,
that ‘son’ and ‘daughter’, in the cIassiﬁcarory
system, do not mean son or daughter ‘begotren
by’ or *born to’; that ‘brother’ and ‘sister’ are
terms which do not imply connection by des-
cent from the same mother or father; and that
‘mother’ does not mean the bearing mother,
From the analogies of the case, we must be-
lieve that ‘father’ does mean the begerting
father. ...These facts surely ought to have
strongly suggested thar the classificatory
System cannot be a system of blood-ties ar

all...[1886:270]. {2) That the classificatory

system is a system of murual salutations

merely, appears from many of its peculiar fea-

tures. For one thing, the names for relationship

are framed for use in address, They want gen-

erality [McLennan 1886:270, 273).

This, then, is what MecLennan said KINSHIP
TERMS were all about; they were courtesies
and modes of address, of mutual salutation.

But did McLennan differ with Mozrgan on
4 what KINSHIP’ was all about? Not a bit!

all, or almast all, the peoples using a form of
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arise out of the biological facrs of human re-
production; for McLennan, rights and duties,
succession and esageg followed blood-ties, not
kinship terms, For both Morgan and McLen-
nan, marriage meant 5 sexual relarionship be-
tween male and female; consanguinity meant
descent from the same ancestor. These are the
only two components that are necessary for the
construction of gz genealogy, thar js, for
the construction of the analytic appararus
needed to describe any particular mode of ¢as-
sification or kinship System and to compare it
with any other system.>

Ever since Morgan’s Systems, anthropolo-

connection had to be taken in their social and
not in their biologjca] meanings; indeed, their
social and their actyy] biological senses dig not
always accord with each other tao well, Some-
times thege biological relationships are either
presumptive, fictive, errors of fact based on
ignorance, or putative rather than empirically
demonstrable, Byr this hardly alters the facr
that it is the system of what gre socially defined
as the biological facts of reproduction that ‘kig-
ship’ is all about, That there are rights and

duties, statuses and roles, and interpersonal re-
lationships of different complexions assaciated

with the genealogically defined ‘kinship® rela-
tionships has always been agreed; but the two
have been kept quite distiner and held to be
inherently distinguishable so that the defining
feature, the definition ofa ‘kinship’ relationship

or as the social defip-
ition of what biology is. Indeed, the prevailing
view since Morgan has been thar the ficrive or
presumptive or undemonstrable biological re-
lationship, the socia aspect itself, is modeled
after, or is a metaphorical extension of,orisa
social accretion to, the defining and fundamen-
tal biological relationship, Thus for instance
adoption is not ruled outside the ‘kinship’
system but is understandape as a kind of ‘kin-
ship’ relationship precisely in terms of the fact

that it is modeled after the biological relation-

ship. Without the biological relationship, in this
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is iven; it asks “Of what does
this world consist?” where the normative leve|
asks, “Given the world to be made up in the
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and the cast of characters;

Parts on the stage ¢

This is not to say that the cultyra] and nor-
mative leve] app unconnected. The cultyrg]
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other definitions,

my definitions, ot the same as the cultura)
system. The cultural leve| js focused on the
fundamental system of symbols and ineanings
which inform and give shape to the normative

level of action,

This theory, like every other theory, is easily
transformable into a serjes of questions which
are put to the data. It assumes that every cop-
Crete act, or system of action, has a cyltura)
component, a social system component, a psy-
chological component, and so on, Thys the
question [ am asking, which follows directly
from this theory, is: What are the underlying
symbols and thejr meanings in this particylay

thing wrong with my theory. If I can answer the
question, it may at least shoyw that the theory
can be applied, even if ir j not enlightening, |
have followed this theory, however, not be.
Cause it is merely applicable byt because 1
think that it js enlightening and thae we learn
much from i,

Parative, functional question.

The crux of the issue, then, is what is being
compared. If we ask how any particular cyj-
tural system is constructed, for instance, we ask
what units it conrains, how they are defined in
that culture, how they are differentiated and
articulated ag symbols and meanings; but if we
POse a question taken from outside any par-
ticular socio-cultural system, this is differens

This leads to the final point in this introdyc.-
tory section. What ‘kinship’ js a]] about is cop-
sidered here only in its cultura] aspects; it js
‘*kinship® at a cultura] leve] as here defined, |
am explicitly not speaking of ‘kinship’ ar
psychological level. Nor am | speaking of it as
a system for the organization of social groups,
that is, not ar the social system, socia) organiza-

. ;. Stancy gt
functional Prerequisite ro the maimﬁte,

any society to regulate sexual behayiq

unregulated sexual behavior jg 2 SOurge

different societies, and 5 5tu
aspects of their *kinship’ system will of courss
be included; but the particular cujpypy| con,

A cultural question js by definition a question’

of from what units this particular socio-cultyry]

System is constructed, of how those units are

such a question necessarily yields maters|
which is unique, distinctive, and cannot be
compared from one society to another, Quite
the contrary. The systems of symbols and mean-
ings of different cultures can be compared as
easily as systems of human reproduction can be
compared from one society to another.

I'do not mean to play semantic games here or
to beg fundamenta] questions; bue if culture
consists in the system of symbols and meanings
of a particular society, and if a socia] system
consists in the manner in which social units are
organized for various socia purposes, then
Comparative operations of the former are
cross-cultural comparisons while, by defin-

" ition, comparative operations of the Jatter are

ROt cross-cultural comparisons bur rather
Cross-social comparisons, thar is, comparisons
of social Organization, socig| systems, or social
structures. The key definitioga) difference lies
between the concepts of society and culture,
between modes of organization of action
Systems and systems of symbols and meanings.
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do with the analysis of particular cultures, not

without the shared bio-genetic substance elem-
social systems.

ent the category of relatives-in-law or relatives

by marriage is formed; and, finally, when the

il shared bio-genetic substance js present alone
2 the category of relatives in narure is formed.

Hence at the pure kinship level the so-called

‘kinship terms’ do not play a classificatory

role.”

-If we consider the pure ‘kinship’ system

alone, we can see that the distinctive features
by which it js defined are parts of two much
wider and more genera] categories of American
culture. That is €asy to see when we remember
that blood relatives are considered to be related
in nature and that they are parts of the natura]
order of things as defined in American culture,
Their second distinctive feature, the code for
conduct, is simply part of thar much wider
category called the grder of law, defined in
opposition to the order of nature, This is the
order imposed by man on nature, the order
defined in American culture as consisting in
rules, regulations, customs, traditions, and so
forth which man, with the aid of human
feason, creates. The limijted domain of law in
the juridical sense s only one part of this
wider domain; and when we understand how
much a part of the same domain they are, we
have explained in some significant degree why
relatives ‘by marriage’ are also called relatives
‘in law.’

At the pure level, then, part of what anthro-
pologists have traditionally been calling *kin-
ship’ seems to be defined in American culture as
an indistinguishable part of these two much
wider and more general cultural categories,
the order of narure and the order of law,

If we now consider the domains of religion
and nationality® and analyze them as we have
analyzed ‘kinship,” a rather interesting fact
emerges. We again distinguish the pure system
from the conglomerate system. The conglomer-
ate system of nationality consists in the entire
federal and state Systems; the legislative, judi-
cial, and executive branches of government;
the two Houses of Congress; the different

states and thejr organization, and so forth.
But to abstract the pure system we simply ask,
What makes a person a citizen? What are
the distinctive features which define a person’s
-nationality? He is either born an American
or he is - and the word js of course quite

What happens if this analytic strategy is used
on a particular *kinship’ system? Does it tel] us
anything usefully new o different abour that
system or about the nature of *kinship’?

I have tried to do thig for the American
‘kinship’ system, Since much of this material
already has been published ( 1968, 1969: 116~
125, 1970:88-90), I will merely touch on the
points which bear directly on the task ar hand.

What anthropologists  have heretofore
regarded as THE domain of ‘kinship’ in Amer;-
can culture turns out to be only one part of 3
larger domain, made up of two different parts.
The domain we have traditionally called “kin-
ship’ is Ego-centered, consisting of a network
of related persons, such as mother, father,
brother, etc. It is not hard to see thar
this domain is construcred out of many differ-
ent kinds of components from many different
systerns. Thus each unir in the system, such as
‘mother’ o ‘father,’ is defined first by whatmight
becalled a pure *kinship’ component, second by
in age or generation component, third by a
sex-role component, fourth by a class compon-
ent, and by other components of other kinds as
well. Hence I have called this the ‘conglomer-
-3¢’ system or the ‘conglomerate’ level of the
~fystem. ,

{To understand the second part we must go a
- ftep further, We can, by using a leve| of contrast
~Which is not generally employed in *kinship’
ysis, abstract the ‘kinship’ component
eand in its pure form from the conglomer-
We do so by asking what the dis-
ve features are which define the person as
Knsman 55 against a non-kinsman.® When
this, it becomes apparent at the leve| of
o PUIE' System thae the distinctive fearures or

t?E‘ﬁnirxg features ( 1968:22, 41ff) or the
Utive a4 irreducible elements are, first,
io-genetic substance and, second, a

oth elements occur together the
i 'Y of blood relative js formed; when the
¥ conduce element occurs alope and




significant — naturalized. Once again we find
that the distinctive features are shared sub-
stance (being born American) and a code for
conduct which enjoins diffuse, enduring soli-
darity: being a loyal American, loving one’s
country, and, in President Kennedy’s felicitous
phrase, “Ask not what your country can do for
you. Ask rather what you can do for your
country.” The same is true, as I have tried to
show elsewhere, for religion, where the con-
glomerate level includes the organization of
the church and so forth; but what makes a
member of the church is, once again, shared
substance and a special code for conduct which
can be characterized as diffuse, enduring soli-
darity (1969). [...]

If the conglomerate level consists in units
madeupofelementsfrom different puresystems,
then the question arises of how the different
components relate with each other in the con-
glomerate unit. Are they simply added together?
Do they form some special configuration?

The answer to these questions seems to be
that at the level of the person, each pure com-
ponent receives further specificarion of its con-
tent, defined now with reference to how a
person should act, and this further specification
derives from the total context or the interaction
of all of the defining components.

Let me try to explain this by going back to
the so-called ‘kinship’ component once more.
The ‘kinship’ component says that persons are
related either by shared bio-genetic substance,
a shared code for conduct, or by both. But at
the level of the person something called “dis-
tance’ comes into play, so that the question is
no longer shared or not shared but of how
much is shared. If the shared elements are
now conceived in terms of magnirudes, then
class factors, personal factors, and a variety of
other considerations permit it to be cut off at
various points and at various times and under
various circumstances and for various purposes
at the option of the actor himself. Hence the
common observation in both America and
England that some people will actually trace
blood connections to people, whom they then
say they do not count among their relatives or
kinsmen. They simply say, “Yes, they are my
blood relatives, I suppose, but I don’t consider
them relatives; they are too far away” or words
to that effect.
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In sum, the difference betweeq thn ol
system and the conglomerate System
their orientations. The conglomerage systy
oriented toward action, toward telling e
how to behave, toward telling people hPFOﬂe
do-it under ideal circumstances. It j5 thug
closer to the normative system. The D
system, however, is oriented toward the sy
of-being, toward How Things Are. It js {7
transition from How Things Are and Hnw
Things Ought To Be to the domain of § That
Is So, How Then Should One Act that the py
systems come together to form the conglopey
ate systems for action. !

At this point the question of just what j
‘kinship’ all about or how the domain of ;.
ship’ is to be defined must be raised. If, on the
one hand, the broad categories of the order of

nature and the order of law contain as specig]

instances the two major components which are
distinctive features out of which the categories

of kin are formed, and if, on the other hand, at
the level of the pure system, the ‘kinship

system, the nationality system, and the reli

gious system cannot be distinguished from

one another in terms of their defining features,

what justification is there for calling this

system either a ‘kinship’ or a ‘religious’ or a
‘nationality’ system? They are, culturally
speaking or with respect to their distinctive
features, all exactly the same thing.

And if it is true that at the level of the con-
glomerate system it is not possible to say that
the ‘kinship’ component is dominant and
modifies the sex-role component, or the other
way around, but only that each retains its in-
tegrity in the configuration, while a new, emer
gent level is formed, then it is equally
problematic as to what, for comparative ana-
Iytic purposes, any particular conglomerate
system should be called. That is, if it is a “kin-
ship’ plus sex-role plus age-role plus class,
system, why call it a ‘kinship’ system? Og, for
that matter, why call it a sex-role system? Is
there one good reason why a particular bundle
of components should be characterized by
only one of its components rather than by an-
other?

There is ONE good reason and thar is when,
in the particular culture we are studying, it is
done that way. I can think of no other good
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This turns out to be the case in American  in which they are embedded in that
culture, As in modern Wesrern European cul-  well as the way in which they are articulated to
ture in general, there are clear-cut, formal div-  the social system components at the normative
isions which are called in that culture itself level, The normative level thus includes more
‘institutions.’ Thege institutions refer precisely  than those cultural elements in it. I follows
to the conglomerate leve] — the “family’ s one, therefore that the conglomerate level and the
the ‘church’ is another (it may also be called normative system are ar the same level of ab-
‘religion’), the ‘stare’ is 2 third, and so on. straction, but that the notion of conglomerate

Hence if our term *kinship’ is Synonymous s simply the identification of the cultural elem-
with that institution as it is defined in American  ents in thei, matrix of the normative system.
culture, sometimes called ‘family,” then ‘kin- To move to the pure cultural level, then, is to
ship’ is indeed a valid cultural unit which is  abstract distinct cultural domains apart from
actually found in American culture, and it is  and regardless of the normative matrix in
found so that its defining features are at the which they are found. Thus one normative
cultural level to be identical with those of reli-  marrix containing certain cultural elements
gion and nationality while it is found to be very may bean institutionally distince family system
clearly differentiated from those other units ar  in moderg Western European society, but the
the conglomerate leve] and in its normative pure cultural domain s quite different as I have
aspects. Nor should it be forgotten that, how-  tried to show, and the same cultural elements
ever ‘kinship,’ nationality, and religion are dif can be found in a variety of other differentiared
ferentiated at the conglomerate, organizational normative systems as well (such as religion, the
level, the very same distinctive features which moral community, etc.). To distinguish the con-

is simply to locate the
eir place in the norma-

system as

selves an integral part of the orders of nature  cultyra] elements in th
and law. That is, we have simply not explored  tive System and to be able to analyze them in
the entire universe of American culture and so relation to each other and to the normative
We cannot as yet say what other units should system which contains them,
fall into the same caltural category with ‘kin- Let me conclude this section by repeating
ship,’ nationality, and religion or, o putitin that as anthropologists we can study different
the other way, whatever other categories ex- cultures or we cap study different social
haust the domains of ¢he order of nature and systems. If we study different cultures we do
law. Thus there are grounds for accepting not do the same thing as when we study differ-
Parsons’ suggestion thar education ought to be  ent social systems. When we study different
considered along with kinship, religion, and cultures we study different conceptual schemes
the moral community (nationality) as part of  for what life is and how it should be lived, we
asingle cultural entity. My purpose here, how- study different symbolic apd meaningful
e¥er, is not to introduce a new element but to systems. We do not study the different ways
temind the reader thar we have approached ip which different theoretically defined func-
erican culture rather as the blind men ap- tions are actually or ideally carried out. There
Proached the elephant, Even if we have dis- s thus a major difference between cultural
tovered that a leg is linked to the body, we anthropology and whar has been called,
AVe not gone much further and cannot claim following British usage

{and quite correctly,
ave examined American cultural categories  too) social anthropology or comparative soci-

_™Maustively, This js a very important point to ology. I take my task to be the study of culture
% ',.Wiuch I'shall return,

and identify myself as a cultural anthropologist

adn introducing the terms pure and conglom-  (although I will be the first to admit thar this
‘:f"ﬂff I confine their meaning to the cultural  has not always been so)
e

-‘_'31 and spealk only of cultural components, Given this definition of the task, we can
ts clear thyt phe pure level is confined to the proceed. Even if *kinship’ is culturally segre-
Tﬁlf&l level alone. The conglomerate level gated as a domain ar one level of American

= € understood as the cultyral elements  culture — the conglomerate or normative level
fmbedded in the normative system and the way - it is not culturally segregated as a distinct
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way to the descriptive system, for it showed not
only that man had achieved the most advanced

form of the family but had also achieved an A different funcripnal question centers on the
advanced level of knowledge, for the descrip-  cultural rather than the socia) system leve],
tive system was “founded upon correct appre- That question has to do with the system of
ciation of the distinction between lineal and symbols and meanings which the so-called
several collateral [ines of perpetual divergence ‘kinship’ System embodies, with what the
of the latter from the former” (1871:142), «a boundaries of that sub-system of symbols and
formal arrangement of the more immediate meanings are and whether they stretch beyond
bloed kindred into lines of descent, with the the *kinship’ system or only fall within a por-
adoption of some methad to distinguish one rtion of . The functional question ar the cul-
relative from another and to express the value  tyra] level, then, is whar that system of symbols
of the relationship, would be one of the earliest and meanings consists in and, once that is
acts of human intelligence” (1871:10). answered, what parr jt plays in the tota]
For the ‘functionalists’ of Malinowski’s socio-cultural system, |

school the situation was nor much differene

except that the evolutionary material was ex-

cised with gusto, ‘Kinship’ was the social rec- I
ognition of biological facts, and the presence
and function of a socio-cultural system of ‘kin-
ship’ was explicable and understandable pre-
cisely on the ground that these facts constiture
elements in the external environment with

which man must cope directly as well as indir- The fundamenta] point of section II was that
ectly and to which he must adapt. His way of  at the cultural or symbolic level, *kinship,’ rel;-
coping with them and adapting to them is, by gion, nationality {pending a full clarification
definition, the ‘kinship’ system. The family, and revision of this term), and possibly educa-
a part of the ‘kinship” system, was seen by  tion as well are identical, although they are
Malinowski as, among other things, one way  quite different in thejr social system or social
of maintaining order in the sexual sphere, for it Organizational aspects.
provided rules and regulations governing In sections I and I, I emphasized that the
sexual relations and these, when obeyed, were question asked of the data is different, depen-
orderly and permitted man to proceed with his ding on whether it is 4 cultural question or a
life in an orderly fashion and withour disrup-  social System or social organizational question.
tions and the chaos that would be attendant on The next problem, and the problem of this
unregulated sexuality, section, is the old one of how comparison can
AsIhave already indicated, I too am g func-  be conducted on a cultural level if it is assumed
Ht?naiist and I too have a functional explan-  that each and every culture may be uniquely
ation to offer, though it is somewhat different  constituted, How can one compare wholly dif-
om Malinowski’s or his co-workers’, ferent things?
*No one can disagree that man must cope In part, the answer to this question has been
With the facts of life and the facts of nature,  given in the discussion of the differences be-
Whether he knows what these facts are scientif-  tween culture and social system. The unjes of
ally or has only erroneous beljefs, It can be any Particular culture are defined distinctively
‘monstrated easily that the question of how  within that culture. By definition, they cannot

be imposed from outside. It follows, therefore,

patterns for action which adapt man to the
facts of his environment,

In section I, I drew a distinction berween cul-
ture and social or normative system and said
that this distinction had an important placein a

wider social theory, essentially Parsonian in
conception.

: from the definitions and the theory used here,

ﬁ ::'n at thﬂf., by the ‘kinship’ system. But that js that there is and can be only one cultura] ques-
’h'e:et‘ e lﬁlam point here at all. The maijn point  tion, the question of what its particular system
fere jg g

at that is a socjal System question, 2 of symbols and meanings consist in.

We must start, of course, as adults who have

es 5 . i i .
are defined apg lived in our own soclety and been socialized in

articulated into a ser of
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our own culture before we even imagine any
others. Thus we starr by asking that question
and answering it for our own culture, which
always serves as a base-line for cross-culrural
comparison. Without some comprehension,
however botched, distorted, biased, and jn-
fused with value judgments and wishful think-
ing, both good and bad, our own culture
always remains the base-line for all other ques-
tions and comparisons. In part, this is because
the experience of our own culture is the only
experience which is deep and subtle enough ro
comprehend in cultura] terms, for the cultural
aspects of action are particularly subtle, some-
times particularly diffiey] to comprehend
partly because they are symbols not treated
usually as symbols bur as true facts. So it is
difficult at times to convince an American
that blood as a fluid has nothing in j¢ which
causes ties to be deep and strong. So, too, many
aspects of culrure are unconscious and are nor
part of an explicit scheme of things.

A more fundamental reason for the fact thar
our own culture is always implicitly or expli-
citly, immediately or remotely, the base-line for
comparison and comprehension is that that is
what anthropology is all about. [ isan attempt
to understand ourselves as human beings by
using anthropology as the mirror for man, By
seeing ourselves against the contrast of others
and by seeing others in contrast with ourselves,
we learn about ourselves and about mankind,

It is unnecessary to rajse the old problem of
how it is possible for two things to be com-
pared as wholes when each js wholly unigue.
We are spared this burden by the fact that the
basis for comparison is given by our definition
of culture as 2 system of symbols and mean-
ings. Symbols and meanings can be compared

just as easily as modes of family Organization,
the roles of seniors to juniors, or the methods
of agriculture. The comparative base is given
therefore by the theoretical stipulation of what
it is we are trying ro abstract from each system
and from the fact that we can indeed systemat-
ically abstract the system of symbols and mean.-
ings for each society. Hence the key to the
comparative problem is in locating the sym-
bolic elements from a careful analysis of the
units which the culture jtself defines. We do not
say, “Let’s look ar the lineages,” we agk instead
what units this culture postulates, and the
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answer may have nothing wh,
with lineages. We mus; then folloy these 5
bolic elements throughout the Particyly,
ture, wherever they may lead and jp whatg:
forms they may be found. I shorr, Y
question is the first step, It my
answered for our own culryre asan h}’PUfhesi
One then takes those cultural canstrycyg
asks if any other culture has anything Jika
not, how they differ, where and in w
and where they appear to be the same
Let me conclude and Summariz

tever pg

3 framing_'
St then ]

hat Way
2

categories do 7ot come from a Previously gps.
lyzed culture at all, but are composed of ad hg,
elements which derive from social System queg.
tions, functiona] questions,
Morgan’s case especially)
erations, all of which are quite foreign to any
particular culture. Morgan did 70z use the cul-
tural system of American ‘kinship’ as the mode]
for his comparative analysis because ag I have
shown in American Kinship, the genealogical
grid which Morgan used js not part of that
System. Morgan is quite clear that what he
took to be the comparative model as the many
quotes cited at the outser of this paper show, is
the genealogically defined or biologically de-
fined network. By using the genealogically de-
fined grid Morgan and his followers have
protected themselves from finding  out
what the true units of American ‘kinship’ in a
caltural sense are and what their distinctive
features actually are, In other words, they have
not dealt with American ‘kinship’ as a
cultural system bur have simply assumed
that their mode] caught or contained some
part of it
I have affirmed repeatedly that the genea-
logically defined grid is not appropriately ap-
plied to American *kinship® for three reasons.
First, it does not in fact correspond to the
cultural units of which the American *kinship'
System is actually made up, nor to the distinct-
ive features in terms of which these cultural
units are defined, unless, of course, the results
of the research presented in American Kinship

are largely in error Second, the genealogically
defined grid is tied to the false assumption that
it is possible to discover the classification of

evolutionary consid-

s

. without taking into account
2908 ? systerm, particularly the
ns}upartems for behavior as v
Y ulrl::rai context_in which the
dcr = sitnated. Third, as McLe
o int out and as only a ‘few
f to'pcd is the false assumption t
mu{;ﬁ;siﬂp terms’ are eith?t the s
e h which the classiﬁcano:} of
DSI?shed or constitute a major ¢
t: of evidence on that prf)ble:;]. ]
0{;5 might raise the.que'stzon o wi
haps, the American *kinship’system
‘hEPS,'t is the only one in the v-vorld
';J;;Z;logical grid is inapproprtatellﬁ
smparison. I am sure that you wi
:I':F]%ZI:: not seem to be so. I can
}e:ﬁiar that from my OWI-:I \%rgr:lllc 0
: Mescalero Apache, and the g

Jes and

' fi th
“|ogically defined grid does not
i 'le'?tgl:zr. Iywouid suggest that the Nue

. fitted to a genealogical grid, nor r
Eskimo systems we have adequate i
Dn'i'he important point is that th(::
ally defined grid is the only analytic
has been applied to most c3f the sgs
anthropologists have studied. Thei
almost no systematic attempt o stu
tion without employ.ing this devic
simply, it is about time that we 1
other hypotheses. [...]
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We are ready now to deal with t
which is the title of this paper: Wh:
out? .
MITJIB:E answer is simple and self-evi
Kinship’ is an analytic category wl;
prevalent in anthropology smFZ
invented it. In the way in uf'bxc :
bis followers have used it, it dEes
pond to any cultural category knc
The closest thing to it is the Weste
category of ‘family,’ but if I a:; c
analysis even that is not closei.1 ro
ning of this paper I have put the w
in quotes, in order to affirm that it
ical notion in the mind of the ar
which has no discernible cultura

facr.
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kinsmen without taking into account the rest of Thave consciously misused the re

ing whatever to do
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er own culture as an hypothesis,
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the *kinship’ System, particularly the system of
roles and patterns for behavior as well as the
wider cultural conrext in which the *kinship’
system is situated. Third, as McLennan was
first to point out and as only a few since have
maintained, is the false assumption thar the so-
called *kinship terms’ ara either the sole avenye
through which the classification of kin can be
established or constitute 4 major or decisjve
body of evidence on thar problem.

One might raise the question of whether, pey-
haps, the American ‘kinship’sysrem is unique in
that it is the only one in the world where the
genealogical grid s inappropriate for cultural
comparison. I am sure that you wil| agree that
this does not seem to be sgq, I can assure the
reader that from my own work on Yap, the
Mescalero Apache, and the Zug; ... the genea-
logically defined grid does not fir these cultures
either. [ would suggest that the Nuer canno be
fitted to a genealogical grid, nor most of the

- Eskimo systems we have adequate informatiop
on.

The important point is that the genealogic-

' ally defined grid is the only analyrtic device that
- has been applied to most of the systems which
anthropologists have studied. There has been
almost no systematic attempt to study the ques-
tion without employing this device, To put it
imply, it is about time that we rested some
ther hypotheses. [...]

v

We e ready now to dea] with the question
zh is the title of this paper: What Is Kinship

e allswer is simple and self-evident by now.

B’ is an analyric category which has been
et in anthropology since Morgan first
nted it, Iy the way in which Morgan and

bt e mind of the anthropologist
e 43 no discernjbe cultural referent in

I have talied myself our of studying ‘kinship’ ag

rm ‘kinship’
simply as a way of beginning the discussion,
But it is no longer hecessary to misuse the
words; now W& can use them correctly.
Kinship® is what Morgan’s, Goodenough’s,
Lounsbury’s, Lévi-Strauss’, Leach’s and Need-
ham’s (among others) analyric schemes are a]
about, byt they have no known referent in any

level there is no such thing as *kinship.’ Hence
my use of the rerm ‘pure kinship level’ is
Wrong, too, which I have tried to suggest by

€ use of quotes around the word. The leve] js
the pure culture level as defined by certain
symbols.

Let me conclude this section on a simple
note. For a while anthropologists used to
write papers aboyr Totemism as if jt were a
concrete or conceptual entity that had an
actual, existentia] counterpart in the enlfrures
of the Australjan’ aborigines, among orhers,
Goldenweiser and others then demolished
that notion and showed that totemism simply
did not exist as 5 useful analytic category pre-
cisely because it had ng corresponding referent
in any of the cultyres with which it was alleged
to be associated, [r became, then, a nop.
subject. In dye course Lévi-Strauss wrote g
book about that non-subject, in which he frst
explained that it was 5 non-subject and there-
fore could not be the subject of the book, for jt

thropologists, not the natives they wrote abour,
The ‘matrilinea] complex’ suffered the same
fate in the hands of Lowie,

In my view, ‘kinship’ is like totemism, matri-
archy, and the ‘matrilineal complex.” It is a
non-subject. It exists in the minds of anthro-
pologists but not in the cultures they study, If
you like to think thar | have devoted 2 good
part of my intelleceual Jife to the industrious
study of a non-subject, you are more than wel-
come to do so. If you think that I have now
talked myself out of 4 subject for study you are
quite right, too. But that is not the whole story.
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if it were a distinct, discrete, isolable sub-
system of every and any culture. What I have
learned and have tried o convey here is thar in
the study of culture one must proceed in a very
different way.

When I started o study American ‘kinship’
went to households to talk with the inhabitants
about how those who were living there were
related to each other and to others who were
not living there, I systematically collecred ge-
nealogies at the very outset. When I began to
discover that their concepts were somewhar
different from those which traditional ‘kinship’
studies led me to expect, I followed thejr
concepts and their definitions and the formula-
tion of the cultura] domains of thejr actions,
depending as well o Iy own experience over
the past years here in America, on Yap, and
among the Mescalero Apache. Once thar was
done, and it was nor easy for me to do it
systematically, 1 could see that there was no
such thing as *kinship,’ €XCEDL as it existed ag

a set of a priori theoretical assumptions in the
mind of the anthropologist.

One must take the native’s own categories,
the native’s units, the native’s organization, and
articulation of those categories and follow
their definitions, their symbolic and meaning-
ful divisions wherever they may lead. When
they lead across the lines of ‘*kinship’ into pol-
Itics, €conomics, education, ritnal, and relj-
gion, one must follow them there and include
those areas within the domains which the par-
ticular culture has laid ou, One does nor stop
at the anthropologist’s arbitrarily defined
domains of ‘kinship,’ ‘religion,’ ‘ritual,” and  from published literature, of what happens
‘age-sets,’ etc., but instead draws a picture of when a particular ‘kinship’ system is analyzed
the structure of a culture by means of the car- in this way, using my own work on American
egories and congeries of unirs which the culture *kinship,” and I think I was able to show that
defines as irg parts; one interrelates these jn some rather new and differene results emerged.
terms which, in that particular culture are sym- One of the lessons derived from this study of
bolically defined as identical, drawing distinc-. American ‘kinship’ was that the very same

tions among parts which that culture itse]f symbols defined *kinship,’ nationality, and reli-
defines as different by their differen: symbolic  gion at the cultural level and tha, if this were
definition and designation, 50, then all of these — with the possible addition

Proceeding this Way, a somewhar different of the educational system in American culture
analysis emerges than when one asks questions could be included in ope single cultural unit
about the social System or the social organiza- or domain. ‘Hence there need be - there could
be —no grounds for distinguishing the ‘kinship’
system from the ‘religious’ system, from the
‘nationality’ system, from the ‘educational’
system at the culrural Jeve],

than the study of jis social System, gy
this is the way we have been Praceedipg ;- o
past, largely neglecting or Omitting the srulg I\iﬁ

culture or relegating the idea of cultyps "
kinds of hats the natives weay ar, Carregy,

ingly, to the leve] of arts and crafq it
achieved. [ .. .] )

"%

Iwill try to briefly Summarize thjg Paper g
what I take to be jts major points, and add gy
point in conclusion, :

Theory suggests that it may be ugefy)
Systematically and rigorously distinguish ol
ture from socia] system, defining culture rath
narrowly as a system of symbols and meaningg,
When this view of culture jg applied
what have ordinarily been treated as ‘kinship"
Systems, new materia] emerges because g

of the classic question which is at the socig)
system level of How Does This Society Organ- ©
ize to Accomplish Certain Tasks (establigh -
alliances,
vide for inheritance and succession, hold and
transmit property, etc.), a cultural questign
is asked: namely, what are the units, how are
they defined in the native culture jself,
how does it postulate thejr interconnections,
their mode of differentiation, by what
symbolic devices dp they define the units and
their relationship, and what meanings do these
have? '

I tried to give an example, briefly condensed

tion. Yet the two Systems, as I have said af]
along, articulate and are related to each other.
culture can no more be
sub-systems of a society

Ultimately the study of
isolated from all other

new question has been asked abouyr it. Instead * |

maintain control over territory, pro- - -

where the bio-genetic Bl"f
- £ conception and parturi
lemen®> ° ly as defining elements
5lmptyat::s of affairs with wi
musst cope in one way or ar
1 strategy of study which Icc
L sr:l;uggcstioﬂ that these defi
7 dCd 'thle d.’ of one flesh and bloc
& "9f b it could be understoa
gengpc l‘d ;ntslgod for social re!ati‘c
i ik during solidariry. That it
4if@s?,g;3:ments which previc_aus tl}e.
e |y defining features, ‘givens’ |
Esm&;?rlsf could be understood I?ett
0f[El f:)r ,kinds of social ‘relanons
‘l??oiably these did not dlenv:;1 fron:],
" for, the biological material they ,I:
order functionally. Indeesi, a:i ma d);
. scientific facts sharply contra 1ct:ha
. facts about biology; but the faécft :
tific facts had little or no discer
on changing the cult-ural facrshsee
evidence for concludmg' tha:t the
¢lements in American 'kmshlp weri
symbolic of something else af
relevant to biology as a natural or
of'?{f: ::xt step in the argu‘m{?nt wa
generalize from that fact. “Kinship
time of Morgan, had been dcﬁned.
consanguinity and affinity, tl}a;1 i
priori set of criteria, apd studied v
to the organization of its ‘el_emelnt:s'
ging certain functions. If klIlShlpl i
the cultural level, however, then it
that ‘kinship’ is an artifact of the :
gists’ analytic apparatus and has 1
counterpart in the cultures of any
eties we studied. -

Hence the conclusion that ‘kins
temism, the matrilineal f:oml:.vlezic,
archy, is a non-subject, since it do
in any culrure known to man.

I then tried briefly to show Fhat
who seemed to have broken with
tradition — Rivers, Leach, NeEfihar
Strauss — were still ensnared in tk
either by their commitment to gene
teria in the definition of kinship
commitment to the positing qf quet
at the social system or social or
level, or both. T used Lounsbury
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ke to be its major points, and add on
:onclusion.
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inheritance and succession, ho sgon
property, etc.), a cultui:al ﬁu:v on
namely, what are .the units, Oitse]f
ined in the native culture dons,
s it postulate thei{ u_uercoxlzjnec wha;
ode of differentiation, y_ts e
devices do they define t.he uz{l:’ > a0
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to give an example, briefly co}l:denzzcsi
blished literature, of whgt a:ﬁ;z o
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1y, using my own work on e
and I think I was able to s Oergﬂd.
1er new and different resultsz entiu e
the lessons derived from this s e
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1 of these — with the possible B
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e included in one single cuhere ald
. Hence there need I?e -t i
'ounds for distinguishing dmfrom rd
om the ‘religious’ s.yste‘m(,i o
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the cultural level.

of affajrs,

The next Step in the argumen; was simply 1o
Beneralize from ¢hay fact. Kinship,’ from the
time of Morgan, had been defined i, terms of
consanguinity and that i, by an 4

eties we studied,
eice the conclusion that *kinship,’ like -
®mism, the matrilineg] complex, and matri-
rchy, js 5 non-subject, since it does not exist
- Many eyleyge known to map,

enough a5 examples of rhoge whe were withoye
questioy Squarely in the tradition of Morgan,
And finally, embedded here and there in the
Paper is the plea ¢ try, for a change, anather
approach to kingh; P, another ger of hypotheses,

good, Productive, legitimate questions. [ only
urge that we ask 5 different kind of question, a
cultura] question, as we]].
In conclusion, if the argument of thig Paper
as any merir, j¢ follows thag it will no longer
be possible tq study “kinship® op religion or
€conomics or politics, etc., as distiner cultura]
Systems, for in each case the definition of each
of these domains hag been in sociaj system or

socially of sociologically defined, and the two
different questions, ope Organizational and the
other cultural, are then pur 1o the data,
{Indeed, one of the favorite Weberian questions
of recent timeg has been of the effect of relj-
gious Organization and jis culturaj aspects qn
the developmen; of the €conomic system.) The

religious System to the
cultural aspecys of the *kinship,’ political, or
economic system without extraordinary skij|
and good Iuck, if it is Possible at a]],

the argument | have presented here is
followed oy logically it wil] be necessary to

examination of the social spstem, ar least in
its injtial phases. Ultimarely, of course, as the
Parsonjan theory of action makes gq clear,




these all come together and are mutually inter-
dependent parts of any concrete system of
action, but they are analytically distinct. As
R0 one system can be reduced to any other
each system therefore has an integrity of its
own which must be respected by the analytic
procedures used,

It is precisely this failure to distinguish the
social system aspecrs from the cultural aspects
and the primary analytic emphasis op the social
system to the neglect of the cultural that has led
us—the descendants and followers of Morgan -
into such untenable conclusions as [ have tried
to deal with here — thar because in some sense
genealogy and procreation and conception are
‘really out there as indisputable and unavoid-
able facts of life’ it js and it must be the materig]
out of which kinship systems are made.

To my mind it wil] no longer be acceptable to
consider ‘religion ag 3 cultural system’ any
more than it would be acceprable to consjder
inshi a cultural system’ of ‘politics as a

cultural system.’ Each culture must be ap-
proached apart from jts institutional segments,
its social organizational Segments, or its social
structural segments, and from a purely cultural
perspective. Once the cultural system as a
whole is outlined — ¢ least in its more or less
broad outline, with s major symbolic features
defined and the links between them roughly
established — then, and only then, ecan such
questions be usefully rajsed as, for instance,
the role of the culture of a given society on jts
economic development, its religious organiza-
tion, or its political system. But I would stress
the importance of undertaking culturaf ana-
lyses which are truly and clearly independent
of the sociological analyses and uncontamin-

ated by them. This is not the place to elaborate

this last point but only to make clear that if the

analysis of this paper has any merit, then the

independent study of the culture of 5 society as
a whole culture must pe undertaken apart from
and uncontaminated by the study of its socia]
system.
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tion again my seminar on Culture Theurj ol
spring, 1971, the students in the Depamﬁe"‘;‘t‘ i
of Anthropology who heard and discussedﬁ :
first version of this paper, making many h‘ll;:
ful suggestions, and the students ar the Uy
versity of Minnesota who also listerpy: §°
patiently and made acyre and perceptiye g,
servations and suggestiong which I hayej;.
corporated withour further, more speclfic
acknowledgment. :
Unless, of course, one takes the Pposition thy
marriage js necessarily entailed in the notiog
of descent and therefore all that i needed is
one single Component, parenthood,
One of the best contemporary statements of
this position is contained in two papers by
Ernest Gellner, 1957 and 1960,
Parentheticalfy, I'should note that the cultural
System can be abstracted ejther from the nor-
mative system or directly from the leve] of
observable behavior, for it js 4 distinct aspect
of each, Methodologicalfy the situation may
be such that it is easier to abstract the culeural
material from the normarive system, and [
think that this is often true. Furthermore, it
is a useful methodological device to treat the
normative system and the system of ohserved
behavior as relatively independent sources of
material - they cannor be completely inde-
pendent, of course - sg thar the cultural ma-
terial abstracted from the normative system
can be checked against the cultural material
abstracted from the patterns of concrete be-
havior. If these two sources do not yield the
same cultura] material, the analyst is alerted
to the fact that he hag 5 problem on his hands,

the normative system, and the normative
system plays a role, though by no means the
only or even the decisive role, in concrete
action, then the culrura] aspect oughr to
appear in both and npot only in one area.

Finally, it should be noted that some parts of
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[fﬁ]:ctional-processual, and it is aj
call a kind of theory ‘St‘I‘I.ICtLElIiE-
See Parsons (1570) on this pmnk.c
6 I cannot think of a.smgle wor| :
which has systematically done ]
the assumption is n}ade. t’hat ;O,
and affinity define ‘kinship a}t; 4 !
a bond of either sort can be s owI
then by definition those are'kmsm
good example of the diffciem.
asking a social from a cultugaﬁq:
externally given criten‘on, ade nllt
ship’ taken from out§1de the‘ 1::_u ]
rather than a dcﬁnitlorll of ‘kins
from inside the culture itself.

7 The fundamental refert;:nca he;z ;
(1970); see also Schneider (1 ;
discussion of Mchnnan' abov;: :
point is fundamental, since the
has been widespread if not ;m:
Morgan that the mode 9f clas
kin is embodied in the kinship
and can be derived from. no oth6e
I have suggested (Schnel'der 19
there are other, more rehgble as
ways of deriving tht’: clasaﬁca;lo;

by the use of kinship terms. 1 a
Michael Silverstein for pointing
that 1 had failed to make this p
earlier drafts of this paper. e
8 Iam roughly summarizing cdr
here. There is, however, a funda
in that paper which I want to
here but which I cannot (‘ZO;I'ECI
there is hardly space in which t¢
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the cultural system are constructs of the op- let me acknowledge thar my seminar in Cyl.

server which deal with implicit, cavert, or
unconscious categories while others can be
formulated directly from the natives’ own,
explicit model jtself. For further discussion
of these points see my “American Kinship®
(1968), especially Chapter One.

5 All questions are really functional, When the
question deals with the relationg between the
parts under given conditions it is a structural
question. When it deals wich the relations
becween parts taken over a period of time
and with reference to their change and inger-
action, then the question js processual. Hence
the popular term ‘structural-functional® is 5
fundamental misundersranding as well as a
misnomer. Since all questions are functional,
some structural, and some Processual, then a]
questions are either functional-strucryral or
functional-processual, and it is a mistake to
call a kind of theory ‘structural-funcrional.”
See Parsons (1970) on this point.

6 I cannot think of a single work on *kinship’
which has systematically done this, Instead,
the assumption is made thar consanguinity
and affinity define *kinship’ and, therefore, if
a bond of either sorr can be shown to obtain,
- then by definition those are kinsmen. This is a

' good example of the difference between

- asking a social from a cultural question. The

externally given criterion, a definition of ‘kin-

- ship® taken from outside the culture, is used

father than a definiriog of *kinship’ elicited
om inside the culeure itself,

The fundamenta] reference here is Schneider

rafts of ths Paper.

l'ﬂllghl?( Summarizing Schneider (1969)
: 'I,'h;rc 15, however, 5 fundamental error
ufapﬁr which I wan, to acknowledge
h-‘f" ich I cannge correct fully since
=8 Nardly SPace in which pq do so. First,

ture Theory in the spring of 1971 drove home
to me the fact that there Was an error involved
in this formulation; second, thar Talcorr
Parsons ajso pointed out the error and thar
the solution emerged in conversarions with
him during that same period. The problem js
that birth in a country is not quite comparable
to birth by a mother in American culture, The
word birth is the same but two different
meanings seem to he implied, Second, narion-
aliey is really a modern invention and the
presumption implicit in mose of the work I
have done on American kinship is thar these
are fundamental culryrq] categories of long
standing and considerabje stability. Thar the
concept of nationality seems ro fir 50 easily
does suggest I am nor far off the target. The

solution seems to pe to treat the third element

in the triad not ag nationality but as some-

thing like Durkheim’s ‘mora] community,” the
Broup sharing the same cultural system con-

ligious reference, as the Jews and Moslems
and the Biddhists or Christians at certain
levels constiture such a mora| community.
The second aspect of the solurion centers on
series of symbolic equations between birth,
blood, and land or Place or locality, It is the
analog in some instances of the “Where Ya
From?” questions which strangers somerimes
ask of each other; but I muse forego spelling
out the ways in which common blood and
common soil or land are treated a5 equivalent
under certain conditions in America, | hope ro
be able to publish a correction of this in the
near furre bur une] then will |eave things
stand here a5 originally presented,
It is even a moot question as to whether the
symbols derive from the facts of narure
and the facts of biology as these can be
demonstrated scientifically, Wha is indisput-
able is that the symbols are formed of elem-
ents which in natve culture are defined ag
biological, particularly a5 aspects of
the reproductive process, Whar is disputable
is whether they in fact derjve from, or
mirror, or are models formed after the scien-
tific facts of biology. I do nor think that chey
are, bue this is 5 subject best left 1o another
time.
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10 Of which C.. Geerrz (1965)

such an institutional beginning b
attempt to relate the cultural gng social

SYStem aspects, only to isolate the cultural
aspects.
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ay out for explanation. Anthr
spired by the women’s moveme
1960’s took such a step when th
whether male dominance was a
universal and if so, why {
Lamphere 1974; R.Eitf.:r 1975;

By asking what explained sexi
they rejected it as an unch.ang
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