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a]ltnp(cs of i to I v pologists are
| in relation to social organization. As a result, social organi-
is depicted in many different ways—as extended description, as
moddstha-rﬁmnunsocwlmucmreurspacsﬁ:pmomes oras
‘descriptions of central f Social org: ion is thus not a
!mmdadﬁeidufmqmrymwhtﬁmhngh:hmuuca]mhmp&-
Rather, it is a field in which intersecting perspectives offer a vani-
of insights, prwnhngdcbmbutntthenmtmuﬂ'eung;xmﬂﬂ

we perceive some significant trends, and perhaps
hetic persp ---tﬂl.at ises to yield a much
Paly iy inue to order,

1 de a basis for und ling th cal ten-

mﬂhnwmmmﬂbmupunthm.wt&hnhmm

in this chapter
mpts to grasp the fundamental features of Polynesian social

bemiomuut'mmnlliﬁ: much less the nuances of idealogy
These limi constrained the interpretations of
-Hﬂymmmmou,fnrwhnmfomofm&lorgammmwm
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mylhathypmhmedthﬂthemgmanuiyneumwmanagnhmnan

people with a clan org; but without a highly developed politi-

l:alsy!u:m TheywmpmmmhlyfnﬂowudhyahﬂermveofwPoly

nesians who brought with them well-developed political institutions

complete with court efiquette, dynastic traditi (\-ﬂlliasmmgmpha
social o

T ] 3

sis on seniority and g g pre
and notions of social caste (see, for example, E. S. C. Handy 1930). A
nmjla:appmachlsfonndmth:mnguuf‘ﬁ:mﬂmrdahl(m&o

1952, 1958). He attributes the Iptures on Easter Island
and otl:er marks of high cul to 1 d ded from Old
le_d ig Such perspectives were no doubt encouraged by Poly-

nesian myths that associate chiefs with stranger kings (Sahlins 1981b;
Howard 1985b; Marcus, chapterﬁ,th:svdtm)

!i‘i gh""' = wiﬂ.ht_ = (3 1. 4 !. 120,
pmmmmmmummapmmmfordm
who established trade, , and | colonial gov-

ermme myt:quuedmmywuhmgudmwhowmauthormedm
make agreements that would hold over a period of time. To their dis-
my,hmse&mfwnduﬁiﬁmhwdmnfyadmrmtmm

tionalized hierarchy, but they were d ined to have a gni.
form of chieftainship, nndmmam:mannguhyelwmgmofa
number of rivals to a p of p y wh they could,

:hmgwmgthatm:ﬁndu:lmammi!mdidedogwaiwppm‘
Descriptions of more mundane aspects of social life—kinship and kin
g:mxps,famdymmutandthedwmnnot’lahw lmdr.enm.and
practi were g Iy colored by a p ed
trm:n\ﬂthmum] ig uoﬂ.cn _"'unn:phut Ceremonies
Were seen as iy barbaric, |
(or a failure to remgnm the pm'per value al‘mmm.odmu}, adnpuun
practices as indications of parental indifference to the fate of their chil-
dren, andsnnwm.t It is not surprising, therefore, that nineteenth cen-

tury eval placed Paolynesian societies well down the develop-
mental ladder, often lower than would be warranted on the basis of
technology.?

Early aceounis ot'denesm! social organization were thus biased in a
number of ways, ranging from simple omissions to gross inaccuracies.
But while such faulty accounts rendered the task of reconstructing tradi-
tmnal social life an exceptionally perilous one, it did not deter armchair

pologists from the pt. As dards for evidence rose, how-
mrthtncedforfmshapprmnkand ically collected infi
tion soon became apparent,

The modern period of social analysis in Polynesia began in the third
dc:adcofdmcmmrywnhdxeﬁomofkobutw Williamson (1924,
1933), Willi 's major ct isted of compiling the rel-
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] ~ evant materials and sifting through them with an appropriately critical
mhuthewuhampemdbyﬂmlackofn:u:mbkfmmewmkﬁ:rmmr-

~ preting them. He hel many ial i of

Polynesian social Tzati ikt e optative nature of social
groups. Heshumsedmnynf&enghtquum

Most schol ¥ during the 1920s and 1930s

3 lhwmdthexraﬁ‘mnmthepmdumonufamdnmdmthmdmw
gmphs{pnbldmdby&shuprn) These aimed at providing a
: for understanding culture history. Social forms were examined in
kmmehghlasmﬁ:m,mydn and other cultural elements—as traits
to be compared so that judgi could be made concerning similari-
 ties and differences between the various societies. Furthermore, it was

- toelicit information about what social life was like prior to Euro-

intervention.

M&cidmrkbmmctbehmfurmthmpdogmlmum broad
arativi mmceded&umvmwandbothwdulmnaryanddﬂ'ﬁ:

fell into disfaver. The data collected on an island or
a single village proved to be sufficiently complex to tax the imagina-
Raymond Firth set the standard for detailed ethnography and pru-

analysis in his prolific publications on Tikopia, a Polynesian out-
Itnamdardd;athasnmrbemmrpmdandrmaww
awe for all y Polynesianists. In his best known work, We,
Tikogna, Firth (1936b) described in vivid detail the organization of
al life on three levels: households, paito *houses tracing descent from
& common ancestor’, and kamanga ‘patrilineal clans’
Moughmdd!ikmmopiahadbmrdaﬁvdyunaffmedby
pea immsimmthcnmeoﬂ'inh'sinitialﬁddmp in 1929, most
F ian islands had undergone consid change as a result
mmm&htb:Wm. It soon became apparent, however, that there
sﬂlmu{hm!mnhouumd:mndmud{orms despite the magni-
of change. Ethnographies by Beaglehole and Beaglehole (1938,
1), E. 5. C Handy (1923), Hogbin (1934), M. Mead (1930b}, and
hers provided material that, when added to Firth's splendid accounts,
d foranwcmudmanﬂlymnmmasﬁ:mal

list view predomi ﬁ'mnshelaze 1920s through the

s, when a post-war g ion of logists took a new look at

old probl Although Polynesi soamwmlmaﬁncmdby
war in the Pacific than their Melanesian and Mi

irts lhe.pmenf' ge had accel d. The continuities between tra-

mal and contemporary social life had to be considered in a new
gimd&nhwmueﬁm:ofmwemmcmd;ximmlfm In
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p . P hnograph took & more dynamic approach to
social ization, focusing on social p rather than the particu-
]nrgmupmgsmmwnblrchmngﬁddwmk.‘smnmshmndmthcmk
tural p ises that Polynesians used in ordering their social lives, and

thevmmmwayspenphmedupmtbgm Asam:]t.mnmpmuy
versions of Polynesian society were no longer seen as mere shadows of
traditional cultures. Modzemmalorgammmmmcmbe\newedu

fammxmmmnght.-m 1 that

hfemnldwnuibutvwmmdmndmg
ufthe.pastby' Ipi g to c 1 principl [mthe!:mmmal
embodiments underspeuﬁ:n ] and histori

Although most post warﬂhnopaphywason]y mctdmlaﬂyaompera
tive in orientation (with field workers citing each other’s work when it
mrvedmﬁamemafmmmtm), Mxrdml]Sa.hImsandlrvmg

Gddmannndemwkmpr- P proj both

“ﬁ)rlhgv-- i in sociopolitical in the region.
Both 1 an evolutionary p ahhmghlhmperspncnmdlr—
fered markedty. Sahlins’ vi s o gicald

Imumddaemnddufadapnv rad:m::nbormwudbyanalngyﬁwn
phwcdmlhmpdogymmmt&wnmﬂmmanddﬁnenmm
social forms. Gold in , saw P 1an social as
groundadmasmgiecnhun]pmn:ple—mmsnvahyﬂeatmbmed
theﬁﬂﬂembﬁwmndmmhothehmncﬂlyspmﬁcwaysmwhﬂ
the p ial ol'r.lut iple were Sahlins
pmwdedamof ynesian social izati ﬁ-mnd:cgmundup.
50 to speak, Goldmmsmwasﬁ-umlheiuitypenpnmveofchzeﬁ
who shaped d:mgsmmtﬂm.rmpmpmes The contrasting perspec-

tives of Sahlins and Gold have aEu:iuilim{mmthal
explanations take in the current [i wnh g planations
&equmdymumcmomdmmimmlona-" gh Sahli changed
his viewpoint and now champi the cultural perspective; see, for
example, Sahlins 1976, 1981a, 1985).
'I‘hemmumtwmkanmcinlmq ization in Polynesia ranges
from detailed studies of delimi pmb.lmsmchundaplioninm
Eibifon e snd shtgihin: vo nosd s A defini

e ¥

sh;ﬁhasmkmphmtwardamoemfurﬂnmlmra]pnnupksmder
lying social forms, with the interpretation of symbels, metaphors, and
myths playing a central role. Fueled by the possibilities of symbolic
interpretation of textual materials recorded in earlier times, renewed
interest in traditional, or early contact forms, haabcmpmofl}us
movement. So, mo,hasbcmaahr.& 1 eth uc-
tions of the impact of Europ inter i on Phly'nman social
structures (see Borofsky and Howard, chapter 8, this volume)




1 lysis of group formation has been central to Polynesian studies
is century. The issue was first raised by Williamson, who, afier
mmmgdmmﬁurmaumavaﬂableuduume.oﬁemdm
and b He clearly recognized the
mumdlhmgmpmp—«ﬁm"lﬁschﬂdrmmdlamm
nts of a marriage between persons of two different groups might live
d become established in the home of either the male or the female
r* (Williamson 1924, 2:2). Williamson treated this possibility as
of confusion, along with adoption. He considered social group-
wbepmperlvfmwndouﬂnhamufhmhlpdunc.amhm
d by

i ufhmh:pandlocaﬁtymd:efarmnmof
Mhrﬁmdﬂhgmhdenhcdmmwmhadnqnac}g
¢ he concluded nevertheless that throughout Polynesia grouping

ily on kinship iderati Th'u. lusion consti-
's I finding regarding Polynesi ma]argan:
It eolors virtually all of his subseq interp For

¢, on the question of social classes, h:dial:ingulahcdl’wr—
, middle and lower classes, and a special category of priests and
but he surmised that since kinship is the primary organizing
boundaries between classes are necessarily blurred (William-
1924, 2:356-357).

Burrows, drawing upon the Bishop Museum monographs of
Ds and 1930s, ook up the issue of social group formation in his
“Breed and Border in Polynesia,” published in 1939. Burrows
iﬁﬂahgnmemsofbmed(kmshlpw grouplup)andbordcr

for similarities within the area of “intermingled breed and
he maintained, although “purely local dynamic factors”
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ed for the variations in detail that give each region a unique pat-
tern {Burrows 1939a:18).
Burrows luded that kinship groupings were the pri yﬁ)rmof
social ization in Polynesia, but that progressive encre of

Emrdcrmrbmdseemstohmhmn the rule. He postulated several
processes as favoring change in that direction, including intermarriage,
adoption, migration, and most important, warfare arising from rivalry
over land or ambition for enhanced status (1939a:20-21).

Amidst this variability, Burrows perceived a general pattern. Polyne-
sians reckoned kinship by means of genealogies that were primarily
patrilineal, he maintained, although matrilineal reckoning was some-
times used as a means of gaining status. Furthermore, a woman did not
lose nsufruct rights to ancestral lands following marriage, but unless her
children were raised by maternal relatives, matrilineal rights tended to
lapuaﬁeramqﬂcnfgencmmm “In short,” wmeBnnuw:{lQSga 1)

“living and ly dead kinsfolk were grouped bilaterally; but the
larger, more kinship groups were almost invariably based on
1 from an i.nﬂmma!eiine"’
From Burrow’s culture historical tive, certain

m@thawbemnknddthcdmammdary Hmm"mam!y
patrilineal™ units organized, that is, are there explicit rules of patrili-

neal descent; if so, what fact for the ion of filiative
lmksmgenn!ogten?ﬂowmthemhm!sdmﬂmchuibyﬂur
FOWS: groups of ki and larger, more permanent patrili-
neal units—related? Do the bers of the former depend on rights

and staruses gained through affiliation with the latter? (If so, such bilat-
eraigrwpsmaybeupmedtohavcapatrﬂ:mdmofnghlhddﬂs)
How do marriage patterns affect group bership and recrui
group leaders? Do bilateral units haveamoogmmh!eﬁnmum? “rhen
kin units are formed bilaterally individuals may have claims on more
than one unit: how does this affect the functioning of these groups?

These questions became pressing as British anthropologists devel-
oped models of unilineal descent struetures. In the work of such analysts
as Radcliffe-Brown, Evans-Pritchard, and Fortes, groups based on
exclusive descent principles were seen as basic to social continuity.
Where descent is non-exclusive, allowing persons to affiliate with both
maternal and paternal groups, the result might be that each group
would eventually include the entire population, and each § would
belong to every other person’s group. Such a situation would presum-
ably be untenable, because corporate management of estates would not
be possible and individual loyalties would be hopelessly divided.

As more cases that did not fit the assumptions of unilineal descent
theory were noticed, they came to be viewed as demanding their own
analytical models {Davenport 1959; Firth 1957, 1963; Murdock 1960;
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- Barnes 1962). Since many of these cases were found in the Pacific, a
mml ...... aof ilineal g , based on a hypothetical
: w&mmdmmhmwm!mmm(duhsgdymndapm
- tion to different envi , was advanced by
mtbem'l'hmedcnongh(l?ﬁS)mggmuilha:munﬂmml

. Although descent groups in Tikopia are unilineal, “in most
wmmmmmmqmm"(rm 1957:4), Firth distin-
hed between definitive descent with

bydmtulndu umTﬁnpmandn]namms,muﬁm:h

! p to one h wnh;h:ulﬁm.ﬁtepmmnr[mfmma
5 ancestor. Mﬂmghu-mnggmmlnglmlmmﬂmthmgh
i 'ﬂthnfdem.t

to the effective operation of the sapu. Genealogical claims had ro
ed by social action, notably residence and the use of the Agpu
Emwmunmmwmdaﬂimhmﬁtmvddangemmpm
New Zealand, Firth maintained, most participa
practically restricted to one or two groups.
no (1967) found the traditional descent units of the western
(“ati) to be structurally parallel in most respects to lineages
, and argued that they should be classified as nonunilinear
groups. ‘44 were named, were located in definite geographical
s, had a guardian spirit, a maras mmuma]m andhyunpllu
es, rituals and priests—in short, a
A&mthﬂtfommrpum&:gmps:hﬂuwmdnghm “if not
in the land itself at least in its and in the str
£h have been erected on it (Ottino 1967:478).
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What distinguished the ‘atf from lineages in Ottino’s view was the
lack of a unilineal descent principle and of jural rules regulating mar-
riage, postmarital residence, and the affiliation of children, The result
was that no one had a specific legal destination at birth, so that the core
of each such group was composed of both men and women. Ottino's
(1967:477) analysis of genealogical records also suggests that although
‘ati linked by marriages formed allied grouping pared with seg-

mentary lineages they were “much less " and *neither sell-
sustaining nor functionally independent.”
Two distinct approaches to resolving the: problems inh in

descent group models emerged in the wake of such structural debates.
One followed on the suggestion of Firth that descent units be viewed
operationally. This led to an increased emphasis on individual decision
maimg.ond-eﬂmegwslhmpecple{oumdmmdungchomand
on the rel of ¢ i factors, includi gical ¢
cies. neuchcrappmachfowmdontbemenfmrporammHm
themkmuowalumtheﬁtbﬂwmth:uhmgnphmmdmctm
funetional g and a reconsidered definition of corp

An early example of the first approach is Howard's (1963) analysis of
land tenure in Rotuma. He specifically rejects the unistructural model
of society in favor of seeing societies as composed of activity systems,
mzhﬂ::rdnuxummlmngpnnuplu or factors, that are predictive of

choice g ives. He focuses on the dynamics of

fi ion, tr i nnd“' as a way of illuminating
the ways in which ¢ ic d P in Rotuma. In tak-
mgabnhavmalasuppomdma]urdpﬂspuuve,ﬂwudummm-
cerned with the principles that ine the actual composition of

groups when specific activities are being conducted, rather than begin-
mngmthndcmlgmuptypologyanduymgtoﬁtmdigmﬂuxmncepm
mm1t.Ma he the R term katnaga is better

d d as a ult inciple, used in a variety of situations by
mdmdua!sasammof]egmmmgﬁmrmwuesmmnhey
aemfmu thmasnhmiufgmup Foliowing in Firth's footsteps,

adeci: g approach to gmtrpfmmmm
As more evidence b ilable on it
was apparent that the stmpk dichotomy bﬂwctn exclusive and non-
exﬂume ¥ was 1 Allan F suggested that an

liate range be recognized that he labeled “semi-exclusive,” in

which most individuals are associated primarily with one descent group

but also may hold dary rights of bership in others (Hanson

1971). The Maori hapu and Tuamotuan ‘ati both fit Hanson’s semi-

exclusive category, as did the traditional descent groups on Rapa, where
he conducted fieldwork.

One of the major points of Hi ’s analysis is that despite the non-
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ve nature of contemporary Rapan descent group formation, the
Wbadeqamd;tmrtmmralnmmlhrlhu including
that land uplmnﬁ.l.l in relation to the population and thus com-
for its use is limited. Also, i to the land, around
many descent groups (“opu )Eotm do not last forever. Groups

an improvements dissolve after a period of time, and if things get
too complicated as a result of opu memberships becoming too large,
e is always the option of dividing the estate. Ultimately, according
‘Hanson, “because a Rapan is rarely called upon to act in the role of
er of an ‘spu, and because his commitment to it is so narrowly
d, it is unlikely that his obligations as a member of one ‘spu would
with his obligations as a member of several others” (Hanson

:127).

mm&mpaupmvt.fmaumumralmndchofmmm

de to h g choice and decision making,
abngwaytwu’dldmfymgdm in which ¢

societies functi .mdlms ided us with better con-

ucting tradi | sy An important point

degree to which Polynesians seem to rely on specific contexts to

A to di the rules governing Poly-

malbehamrhm lhmbmmndl!mufmtfnlthmnud:m

ao:ialu. ization illustrates
Hcdum'bunmummuf
dcmt.mnchllkeﬂnnfnunduniupn except that land
ited on Rangi He the question of hew non-
ps, fi “ofthe“ d; of land ritle-holders, can
byemmmgwhenandhwdmmnmmmade Usually the
of a title-holder, *not g to kinship bonds in
the lands™ (Ottino 1973:407, our mmlmon),dnnot divide
. Thus the grandchildren of the original title-holder inherit 2
mwmw&wlmummmehnﬁamim

nder and his children, is not so obvious for second cousins whose
activity consists of difficult discussions about the allocation of
Consequently, formal land division occurs about once every
generations, Although land divisions involve difficulties—they
iﬂa‘ﬂg@uﬂym&nmedhythemahhlyofwhmmmmw

they can be d by d g on ar for usu-
whedoutinaaﬂmrgemanm ho&crwmds.thcworhng
of one ide the basis for decisive altera-

hyd:enm Mmmdmmmaymm
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defined, it effectively orcl : of group formation and

, it is sensitive to ecol since the
mmdemand:hmu{urumgapanmﬂarpnnﬂdkmdﬂmm:
likely it is that co-heirs will either work out arrangements to use it or
dividcitup:‘

e

g on the issue of corporatencss—was
empioyed by Webster (1975)and Ti.[l'any and Tiffany (1978) in efforts to

clarify the of the New
Zealand Maori and Samoans, reup«:mvaly Thcymbyr:mmndcrmg
the notion of corper and to d that the Maori

bapuandSmoau a@adumdeedmeeubequah&nnmsfurbungmu—
H. , they point out that the terms hapu and
mmpnlymc.m&mngmd:ﬂcmnuhmpmdﬂmmm,
and that it is only in a restricted sense that they are used to refer to cor-
porate d ps. Both Wek :mdtlm'ﬁﬁmynﬂkamnpem—
nmmlperlpm:hvtﬂndmhlhm:mhy lyzing specific acti
ucnualmﬂmﬁmrhonmgn{thmegmups,hmmcmpmﬂ:nmm
ulnmam!ymxlml pt, their perspective is jural rather than

w&am:rhngmjhymnmzmgdmm,mbedmhlmgn(lgﬂ),
that the contemporary sapu has b hing but an a
mmnmthuamx]fmmnmuiwnhmxanymgnnfmrpumh&
He argues that most authorities have been misled by supposing the hapu
to be a localized group, but that such was probably never the case,
although he agrees that close association with a particular locality has
always been a focal characteristic of the Maori kin group. However, it is
the close symbolic identification of land, home, and ancestry that is at
theheuuoltimmouaummﬂurthmptacnmlmnndmmmm

haamdelt ible for descent groups to as corporate entities
F an--- i ',ammg ¥ y Maori to be eco-
nomically ludapendcn: of the land,
The local center of the kin group is lly a mara * ial clear-

ing with associated meeting and dining halls” (although the houscholds
of group elders also operate as centers for group activities), and it is par-
ticipation in ritual gatherings on the marae that is the primary indicator
of kin group membership. For any given ceremonial occasion, partici-
pants are divided into two categ: mm-gum henua *people of the land’
or ‘hosts” and manuhiri *visitors’ or gnﬁta Those who are responsible
for organizing and financing the g i typically resident and
ncarbydmcenxg:mpmmbenammdwﬂhdxm act in the role
of hosts, while even quite close ki who b involved after the
initial organization has taken place are treated as guests. Tt is the tangata
whenua who are the corporate core of the cognatic descent category,
which consists of all those individuals who can legitimately claim
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.~ descent from the foundi Admission to tangata whenua status
Tequires active support, mcludmgamhzrhwvymmunmofume
. and resources, which makes it difficult (although not une ) for an

individual to be a core ber of more than one descent group.

~ Whereas previously land was the primary foundation of a hapu's
, ernphasis has now shifted to other resources. According to Web-
el nhmhtenweﬂdnnmenteddla

kinsmen with whom one i on a frequent basis and members of one's
kindred or whassau [‘extended family'], as well as the usually narrower
domestic group, have a reasonable claim on the use of one another’s personal
~ property such as cars or money, and usually enter, eat, and sleep in one
- another’s houses without formalities. In the wider descent group, local
] nmmmnr in the city, ‘ﬁmﬂymmmmeﬂ”am:lmglmnlnrgam
often an which is expended in their name on the
of formal gathering oruuwdtooﬁi‘:lthcmmn:ymdsdm

jough hypothetically an individual can choose to affiliate with
descent groups, practically he or she is drawn toward only one by

mmmcmvmhmwtufgrmdpmum,w!mmhkdywh:

place—a matrter of great concern for most Maori.* Webster con-
that timconmporarylm mailcauomofmusases, satisfies

descendant from that founder are i 5
mﬂnbeuthrequm as among the Maori, a:uvcpa.ruupunﬂn
l‘lfa:rscfthegrw;: InSamnadnsmdudﬁmmmhmmuuuf

ng: economic support of ‘aige exchanges and cer
s, residence on the estate of the ‘aigs, cultivation of land
mtbemﬁmhcnhnpul‘lhe mgx,andpd.mﬂlwppm(‘ﬁﬂ&my

it group, however, that is of special interest to Tiffany.
ee categorics of individuals have rights to make decisions on
‘of an ‘giga: the holders of chiefly titles, the “iga potopoto ‘an ad
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hoc of ‘aiga b ganized Fnr the p L of discuss-

ing ing to title successi , and fal

“constituent units of the ‘aiga composed ot'a.ll those people who acknowl-
di from a brother, son, sister, or daughter of the

edge
founder’ Descent groups generally own several chiefly, or matai, titles,
with the highest ranking tidle that of the reputed founder; all other titles
are ranked in relation to it. It is difficult to overestimate the importance
of chiefly titles to Samoans. Not only do chiefly titles carry with them
one’s symbolic importance as a person, but chiefs continue to play an
extremely active role in regulating their ‘aiga’s affairs. Their responsi-
bilities include allocating ‘aiga land for cultivation, designating house
sites on ‘aiga land, arbitrating and mediating disputes involving group
members, mggundsmdlabnr[wcemmnmal redistributions and
T 1 projects, repr g the group politically in the vil-
!a.gtmuncﬂofchleﬁ ma.mtmmgcorpomﬁepmpenymchuthe ‘aiga’s
official house site, and possibly a savings account, maintaining the
‘aiga’s genealogy, and defending the integrity of other titles associated
with the group (Tiffany 1975a:435).

When a title comes up for consideration it is the ‘aiga potopote who
deliberate. Theabilinrtomamwguinealﬁuklolhedcwem
ngupisd:eoulymrywmﬁ.&uuhr ling an ‘siga polop
maettng a!whld:t!nrdmvequabﬁmomufvms:mdoduum

idered. Failure to exp in the decision, by not sending a
representative if one cannot attend, is likely to be taken by other mem-
bers as a forfeiture of the right to dissent, and is one way potential mem-
berdnpmr.hegmupgmun:tdmad Aswndzvﬂagemuncik decisions
are not consids g unless all i i parties (including those
unnlﬂemmtm&ﬁn:mung)mnm.mdﬁrﬂmmmm:du
puted titles have remained vacant for extended periods of time.

Fn{dmmmaegmmnnfan ngnthaimpﬂmﬂﬂvmbwdmﬂc
units, often having their own i pposition to other such units.
H.lgherordetﬁiﬁnﬂwlmﬂsmxyhﬂmhd:ﬂdcd into lower order units,
and each may have its own title, Conflict between faletama gets most
intense when they offer opposing candidates for a higher level title
within the ‘afga. In the past, when a descent group grew quite large, so
that relationships between members became diffuse, faldama would
sometimes split off to form their own ‘aiga. Thus, although ‘eigs are cor-
porate groups, important internal political divisions often play a promi-
nent role in the way they function (for an excellent account of the way in
which palitical factionalism operates in relation to Samoan social organ-
uannn,m&hmel‘.?&?}

As with afl cog descent sy 5 have the option of
mnhngda.ummmni mgaandu&mmumalﬁhﬁnuamthman
‘aiga. Given the political nature of such units, and their frequent opposi-
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n to one another, however, individuals are forced to make choices on
a variety of occasions with regard to how they will use their limited
ces. In an insightful article conceming redistribution ceremonies
a, Tiffany and Tiffany (1978) illuminate the way in which affili-
and alignments occur in practice. They find that individuals gen-
seek to enhance their social position by opting to meet contribu-
ohllgaummblghmlusgmupuhmmuﬂnldmhlem m.Ies,
political i e. The plications of such !
in to be spelled out, h
uweo{desun:gmnpﬂormmmhasunmduamlymfnr
Pulynnsmusmdmsmaumluwldmplnmmm Analyses of
Poly 1 in the light of
mmammmmmm
h screened out the intricacies of political maneuvering, individual
making, and the like, to much more complex understandings
action. In the 1980s, pmmthmnm,uem;ﬂ;ﬁndmthcwom

tumplmdz:mmafdemtgm—pama]sodmalng-
bomunmmmeqnmmdwhemumymmmalfm

s are primarily shaped by prag s to ecologi
, or whether they are better unds 1 as manifestati
cultunlpnmplu C.luxlybuthpmnmmvdvui,

of the other leads to quite different perspectives and under-
The ecological perspective secks explanation in economic
, with the key to Polynesian systems being sought in the
demands of island environments. Cognatic descent, from this
is seen as a way of distributing individuals so that ratios of
to resource are optimized. Whereas unilineal descent, rigor-
Imhed kadsmgrwpathugmwntdm:mpommu:muua
y creating conditions in which
Mendupwnhmzxomaf!andwhﬂemhmvmlmdhun—
i dﬁwempmmdxﬂduﬂsmpwhmthemm

i 10 ratios. In an island environment
_heﬂmﬁalwtheawnﬂwmvaldth:populwuu
cultural perspective argues that Py ians carried with them a
Gilen e intexpresing the world and e cal
From this dpoint Polynesian social formations are expres-
nnderavmuyofhmumm!mdmlng:ulmdlmm ofaban:
view that includes specific about kinshi

‘human beings and ancestral gods, and a host of related beliefs.
has this basic issue of interpretation been more clearly arti-
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culated than in attempts to interpret the role of chiefs in Polynesian
societies, and to account for the forms of political organization.

Social Stratification

ltwiﬂbemallodthmeadymeonﬁs working within the diffusionist
JI)L

k, explai ian political forms as the consequence of
successive waves of immigrants, with an original population of egalitar-
ian people followed by a wave o}'nm-Polymmam whu bmught with
ﬂ:lcmawell—dmhpedmof litical i ions of

y and chieftainshiy 'I'hefnstngmﬁcamsinl‘tmpempmm
wasmwa:ﬂafunmmn]mmw.whui:was uced into P

y by Ray d Firth and Ian Hogbin, and to a lesser extent
byMarpmMmddemmBugicbule It was Ralph Piddington, a
dent of Mali h , who articulated the functionalist the-
myof?nlynmdncﬂmmhjpmmﬁ:ﬂy In his conclusion to Exsays in
Polynesian Ethnology (1939), a book based on Williamson's ethnographic
files, Piddington offered a hypothetical sequence by which elaborate
Furmufpohnca]mganmmmghhaudmdopedmoﬁhcmplc

ma!;u of small i ies. He sp i that as
pop increased, p on food pplies led to a struggle for the
mﬁ&nﬂemdmuﬂymhwﬂedhnds.ludmgwmgmp
rivalry and the | d of some groups over others. Paliti-

cal alliances were formed, along with thmagmermuraimmo{
authority, withmehmmbemmgﬁmdﬁe!s then head-chiefs.
This ion of authority generated el of eti and
taboo, and unne—m:dmnrypmnnp!ﬂol‘gmmlogma] m:lmmng pro-
longed through generations, merged the progenitors of the chiefly fami-
lies with the ancestor-gods. These two factors led to the beliefs and prae-
tices subsumed under the general title of the sanctity of chieftainship
(Williamson and Piddington 1939:206-207).

Pickimgmmsexphumforw‘hydnsewmwﬁ}rmsamﬂem
1i from Mali , his teacher and social insti
mpmmedwnmfysmalncuh He made no attempt to-account for
the variations that were to be found in the forms Polynesian political
systems took, other than listing such factors as geographic and demo-
graphic circumstances, individual variations in role performance, insti-
tutional efflorescence within particular societies, and diffusion.

Some twenty years later, Marshall Sahlins (1958) presented an evolu-
tionary explanation for the variations in political organization within
the region. Sahlins reviewed data from fourteen Polynesian socicties
with the purpose of establishing a stratification gradient and correlating
it to technoenvironmental differences. In considering traditional social




tural and functional features. The major structural criterion was
Wzdmcsmuofmk,whlleﬁmmulmmdudd
i and ceremonial privilege and power. The
h wasafour—lwdnlnsnﬁunmﬁngmgfmmtimhghlymnﬁod
ies of Hawaii, Tahiti, Tonga, and Samoa to the egalitarian small
of Pukapuka, Ontong Java, and Tokelau.

ahlmmlnedﬁlmxofmﬁcatmnﬁumthgww;xnntef
He distinguished three types: the ramage system,
nbndon“mmallyranbod segmentary unilineal kin groups
also as political units”'; the descent-line system, which is charac-
by “di locaIiud descent groups organized into
ial political enutlcs” and atoll systems characterized by “com-
-organizations of interlocking social groups different from both
and descent-line structure” (Sahlins 1958:xi-xii). A ramage
, in Sahlins’ usage, is the working out of the principle of seniority

rinciples,
mtommnﬂnxmchd:axﬁdﬁmlmmdias‘pmu

genealogies. ion was an updated of
breed and border thesis; mSahhns 1958200).
tent with his hasi laptation,

ated ion on sy dpmdnmon,m'mlatiw
nption of goods. Chiefs are seen preeminently as directors of
i, as central agents in large-scale redistributions of food and
and as privileged consumers. They are also imbued with
and political prerogati buttheumdeaﬂy
,ms:hhnsschcme&umthmrn ic roles. Ula: ¥
lﬂhﬁmnmumdtupmdumwandlhemnfmdlmﬂxmw

mmmdﬁ)rfoumofsu'snﬁmmnbymmmgthemas

mmmudtabeuplaimdbyaainglehoumld.m
the range of crops is so wide as to preclude effective exploitati
single househaold. Dumzlm:synmmpmmcdmbe

v 1966; Freeman 1961, 1964), and a closc examination of his
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dmﬂwmd:ﬂdegmofﬂnnﬁmnmmbcmumed furbydlcsm

glaﬁlctm'of it size, regard to fuctivity or tech-

! ad ptation (Orans 1966). Nmrth,:la:u his book
! rated the [ ial for ecological explanation, and it served asa
model for comparative research.

While Sahlins’ study was awaiting publication, Irving Goldman
published an article entitled *“Status Rivalry and Cultural Evolution in
Polynesia” (1955), in which he proposed a develop | scheme that
hinged upon the notion that status rivalry was particularly acute in
Polynesian societies. He suggested a sequence of three historical phases:
traditional, which referred to early stages of Polynesian cultural devel-
opment; open, which referred to a transitional condition; and stratified,
which referred to the culminating phases of development. Each phase is
identified by characteristic forms of authority, property, kinship, posi-
tion of women, sexual practices, infanticide, mourning, warfare, priest-
hood, dieties, afterlife, sorcery, and omens. In several subsequent
papers, Goldman (1957, 1958, 1960z, 1960b) elaborated on his thesis,
which culmi 1 in the publication of Ancient Polynesian Society in 1970,
Although Goldman's evolutionism has been greeted with skepticism
(Hawthorne and Belshaw 1957, Howard 1972), his dynamic portrayal
of political life has had a significant impact on contemporary views of
Palyness sl ovganinis
Goldman took Polynesia to be a cultural unity, and attempted to
explain variation in terms of a dominant pattern that unfolded in histor-
ically diverse ways. He focused on the Polynesian status sy , by
which he referred to “the principles that define worth and more specifi-
cally honor, that establish the scales of personal and group value, that
relate position or role to privileges and obligations, that allocate
respects, andﬁmcud:fympeuh&munr’ (Galdman 1970:7). In
Pal he ined, “it is the status system—specifically, the
mmuplesuf&ﬁmr—thmgimdlmmmthesouaimctweua
whole. Principles of status domi all other principles of social organi-
zation™ (Goldman 1970:7).

In his discussion of social groupings, Goldman acknowledges that

descent gtmpaunumﬁ:ﬂyhemwmdasduiﬁngfmmm]exnfnfﬁﬁa
Ilr.m Hc n!!oadnmwlnd.gn the value of examining the way in which

PP I i y allocate rights and responsibiliies, but
he ds o as pri it concerned with honor. In Polynesia,
Galdman {(1970:419, cm.phm.u in original) insists, “descent is not really
a means to status, it is the heart of status.” Rather than attempting to clas-
sify Polynesian descent groups as various forms of nonunilinear types,
which misses the central point in Goldman’s view, a more precise desig-
nation would be to consider them as status lineages.
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he status lineage in Polynesia differs from the broader class of “conven-
tiomal™ lincages in the lack of exogamy and in its lack of full commitment to
either male or female descent lines. Or, to state the difference positively, the
conventional lineage holds 1o categorical rules of exclusion and of affiliation;
Polynesian status lineage, to flexible rules. Polynesian flexibility is
political, and it is for palitical reasons that the status lincage is so
variable an organization (Goldman 1970:422-423),

A special feature of status lineages is that even within specific
criteria of descent differ in accordance with genealogical rank.
g high chiefs, unilinearity authenticates rank and authority,
15 among commoners, whose central concerns are utilitarian
than honorific, bilaterality is the rule. In the stratified societies,
ing to Goldman, (1970:424), “only the upper ranks can be said

are concerned with descent as a means of establishing honor-
N toapremgwuduuemlm:mor&cnomd:nenmthﬂr

d those who offer the best conditions of service. Goldman thus
3 pwm:rplﬂaspartufasﬂufopunmhyuéndnuuﬁvﬂunls

clusters such as Hawaii, the Societies, Tonga, and Samoa
such elaborate political systems on such a rudimentary eco-
hﬂc(loe!{uch duptcri tbuvulum] Ituouthmgmuads

logical explanations. “Since

ieties can be simil mbmm: 1l hether they Py

igh island: "',ridi"' or barren islands.” he
“they be regarded as | g been molded by their

it material 1 o (f‘ Idi 1970 478). For Goldman,
1 it ion for Polynesian social forms is cultural,
!ﬁcpnmhwwmurmﬂtﬁmﬁeﬁxydhmmdm
intentions. From his persp , growth in political cen-

hm:afumymthemhumthnmmm,thﬂu
d, but it was subordinated “toa g
ﬂmalwuﬂaunndgmch"(cddmm 1970:477). MPulync-
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mmmmmmmhemnduedummmmmu Pro-
1 , and ¢ ion serve to allocate, and
whdnmhmrﬁm.mthmmeuﬂwhmthcmmofdncﬁwu
mmpamnvdy high, the d i the honorific;
where lower ranks dmma&udﬂwhmdnﬁadwwmﬂﬂmuﬁhtmm
From the dpoint of ari Y, participation in a cycle of exchanges
unuuhgr:humnmufmru:nmamufmmhnmiherdmm
tive and documentation of status. In a more g l sense, as Gold
(1970:496) succinctly puts it, “exchanges are the code through which
mtuamfomaﬂwismmunicﬂod"

Goldman’s cultural app 1 to an und di Paly
poﬁmcn!orgmmuanh:ngumamuudemhleemm&wlcgmof
mneﬁcacypmmy Theoretically mana is an inherited potential,

genealogically, with greater proportions going to firstborn
mnh&m;mddﬂw—agﬂmtﬂﬂ]}yuﬁnw
dent with kinship seniority. Ultimately it stems from the gods, who are
the of p ---ur nine, of good or ill-fortune, The gods, as
amnn.miumrpwamdmthekmshlpm mdlhmcmdum!u
als who are most directly linked to them througt
mhmthemﬂmlfmmwmvudmcﬁyﬂmmh:med
quality it would have had a profoundly conservative effect on social
organization, but such was not the case. Rather it was conceived to be
dynamic, manifest in action and in the outcomes of problematic events
(Firth 1940; Shore, chapter 5, this volume), To be effective was there-
fore to demonstrate the strength of one’s mana, 1o be ineffective was w
meﬂmwuhmwahmmﬁmmmmdduﬂyhevmmlh
results, maintaining high status requi ations. By
mplmmn.thm.mmﬂdbeloﬁwgamndbymdlﬂduﬂs,wﬂhms
in fortune signifying gains and declines in fortune signifying losscs of
mana.

Chiefs in particular were under p to Iy d rate
thmamﬁ:rmlyhycknngmmldtheyvﬂuineﬂwummd

their lityy On the one hand chiefs were engaged in
mrumddmdﬂxmrmagam:hmn for failure to successfully do
so implied loss of mana, and hence significance as a person. On the other
band Lhﬁewumbﬂmwaywdmommmmﬂmnbymmuﬁﬂ]y
chall , and defeating, a person of equal or higher status. It was the
:.mpetus ufthuctdma!logxthallaybehmdﬂoldma(iwﬂ 12-13)

notion of status rivalry as a relent] or of political change in
Polynesia.

ﬁecmwdmmdmapﬂ:mﬂewskiﬂudm&amm whose
wares were judged by their effecti andmu&aupechhm such
as healers, prmm,u.d S specialists, along with suc-

cessful warriors, gained status th h their displays of efficacy. There

ust
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. ﬂms mulupk routes to enhanced status in most Polynesian
' g further i to the dy ism of social organiza-

:

-Gdd.mansremnmmmoftmdmonal ynesian social

anstitutes a remarkable achievement. Byfommgmthcsmtussym
e highlighted many aspects of social and political dynamics that had
n previcusly overlooked. The distinction he drew between the con-
of chiefs and commoners stands as a major contribution, as does
is dynamic portrayal of status lineages. Yet, humun:hmthe!mla
15 of any grand scheme. It does not, for ple, provide a satisfa
-explanation for the details of political relations di 1in eth-
accounts such as Firth's work on Tikopia (1936a, 1964, 1967,
. Goldman also phasizes the degree to which chiefs rely
principles to auth --wr-rank.Smn:hnwrkwas
agmddealufmdmmha;mumuhmdmmngdntbo:h
and maternal lines play a role in rankings, and that power
from successfully claiming multiple affiliations. Goldman also
nplifies the concept of mans, and does not deal effectively with
- of these and other kinds of specialists. His dismissal of ecological
umn]mabatcavalmr,huthmmﬂymhasthemueof
; ic b of Poly v

structural flexibility we have o ap-
to group membership (insofar as descent group affiliation is
) thus also characterizes Polynesian stratification. Prior to

feoﬂ mdwmbollnfmtmwmmﬁblewnﬂwhomuld

y to produce them. So, despi
mempnoedbym]unfmntymdthcwpenomy
auielmx political d adept lation of inter-

It was th ‘t.he‘ i pmoeucaufexchange
‘than the imposition of static structural rules, that real political
exercized.

‘was acquired and
ely, however, it may well have been the cultural logic of mana
to Polynesian political their volatile characteristics.

fs in power seemingly were encouraged to push their people’s
to the limit in order to display their potency, and aspirants to
Wtohmcmﬂytmd&mm{anw strength, The
in . provided by the rules of cognatic
itted logi to be rear 1ged to legitimate new ascen-
m dumgmg fortunes could be accommodated without altering
structure. But in the final analysis political success, whether

th:lwpumnnofgmeabg:n]prmuphx the peaceful mobili-
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zation of , or through cong was its own legitimation, for
to be ful was to.d mana, to make manifest the favor of

the gods. It is therefore in action and process, informed by deeply
embaddadcultumlpnmplﬁasweﬂubymummmlpmgmamm that
Polynesian social organization must be
Inam,dteumwehavcdnmncddmsfudlhmlhatdum:-
nated Polynesian ethnology up through the 1960s—placed the cart
before the horse. That is, compelling generalizations about group for-
mation and pelitical structures require cogent theories about the nature
of social action. Becanse kinship lies at the heart of the matter, we shall
heginou: lysis of how ‘,',’ have pted to ly the
‘by sketching out a g | view of Py ian kinshi

uponmmmakmnmkamm Wethmguonmemmdermamt
anxmptnatdmﬁcmmbycthmgmph:nwimhwcbmn:tdymgrhc
ways in which kinship principles are exp in specific

Kinshi

The term kaaiga and its cognates can be glossed as ‘kin’ or 'kinship’ in
most Polynesian languages.® Kaaiga may be used as a verb, noun, or
modifier, and is capable of indicating many kinds and shades of rela-
tionship. Huntsman's analysis of the Tokel kaarga is lary.

A Tokelauan uses the word kasige as a predicate ¢ kasips ki man “we are
related™; and as an indefinite noun ko éa fe kaaiga ¢ o oku “he is my kinsman”,
and as a definite noun &o ki masua ¢ 1 f¢ kaaiga ¢ tahi “we are in the same kin
group” A word derived from kaaiga—stunkasige (ftux means side or portion)
—is used to classify, sort or type animals, phnu‘ohjﬁmwacmiun Tb:
myriad varicties of fish are classified into a ber of overlapp
by their appearance, h&hhmxmdlnhwmr:lmpmgmanmwdmm
muhmgnby:hexrdenpmﬁﬁbm ancient songs are typed into & number of
aige. Both the derived word stuukaigs and the base word kasigs denote
mwmxmwhlch:hmdmhwﬁwamibmbmhnyumedndu
sively to denote two or more human beings with common attributes, which
may be as broadly inclusive as the ssiga of God encompassing all humanity,
living and dead, or as narrowly exclusive as the kasiga of a couple and their
child.

Shared ancestry coneeived of as ausla “paths” linking people to 2 single
forebear, ancestral couple, or sibling set, makes two people kaajgs “kinsmen™
to cach other and defines a number of people as a ksaige “kin group™. People
are kasiga to each other because they have at least one common known or
assumed progenitor, All the people with whom an individual is aware he
shares & forebear or who he knows are linked 1o & kinsman of any of his fore
bears, he iders 1o be his ki This is an ego-ori i category. A

ber of people ider th Ives a kin group because they all have 2




'urhmwn,’ h 'I'Iulmmmnl-omnmdm

[lllis.ofmm:, the of traditional les to post-
-missionary teachings].

. Today, a Nuk man [Nul is one of the atolls in the Tokelau
umlmm:m"wnammwwh:mp

g they have I i from E: H , he points out
a peopkhwﬂwnpbemmmthnimpshuemmbmnm.m

glance sideways, cat ¥
----- (Huntsman 1971:320-321).
e Tokelau use the term kaukaaiga (kaw means ‘to join') in refer-
corporate group which has common rights to property, specifically to

i ‘coconut plantations’, which they jointly exploit and from which
share fruits. Mpmmmmh:mndbyaﬁmndwurﬁnuﬂ

lly great-g d; of clders,
most frequently parents of elders, andareuﬁendleeldeuﬂwmxlm
| people who can trace a “path™ to the founder are & T
i gnized as a koukasig itled to rep ion in the
ls a s, People are ach ledged 1o
kaukasiga because they are linked to its founders, but, more imp

may have affiliate members who do not
» but do share produce (Huntsman 1971:327).

utmtuiummdﬂofkm&hlp,asabmfnraﬁrmmgm
Mhﬂmoremmghk:‘ is 2 means 1o g kin-

d7

lhxwghgwmgorn!mmgofmatena!gbo(handmtmoe
ng tasks’ &rdeﬁmngkuuhlp(l’mbﬂg 1981 116)." The ele-
' property g, pr g, and ing unit on Anuta is
tkgmfx&lﬂ;mghpmdﬁﬁxﬁmisﬂmpﬁmarygmnlogi—
 for membership in the group, it is defined culturally as “that
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group of people whoahamawmmnnhukctnffoodunhnd-mdedw
tributions” (Feinberg 1981.116). i i}
cousins who participate within the same unit have cioucrcmonona! and
behavioral ties than full siblings who are separated. Likewise, an out-
sider who is adopted into a pafongia, and who contributes to it economi-
cally, comes to be treated as a “true sibling of the same parents™ by all
his generation mates in the group (Feinberg 1981 117). Thus social dis-
tance in Polynesian societies is only partially determined by genealogi-
ulmmmun,uther{aﬂomwchumdmualpmtymdmw
mmu,whchmnﬁm: P sonal also play an
partin ing hips. Sharing the same food reg-
ularlympahapmhemmtpmrfulngnohdmmhlp,lhmm,dnhxr
ing the same substance, a]r.houghorhcrmd;mmrcmgnlmd'

In his review of the literature on Polynesian kinship sy , Gold-
man (1970:especially chapter 21] wn:luden that they are r.omtrucwd
out of two fund iority and gender. Seniority is

mﬂncmdmthepr:ccdcmgwenmmhergewaum,mdmﬁudnm
children. If it were to operate without modification, the principle of sen-
iority would result in all of the descendants of a founding ancestral cou-
ﬂel'm.ngm!mdumqudym-immmther Not only would their
children be ranked according to birth order, but in subsequent genera-
tions the d dants of their firstborn child would rank higher than the
descendants of their second born child, and so forth. This principle,
carried to its logical conclusion, results in a set of ranked lineages stem-
mngmmsﬂyﬁnmt&eﬁmub!mgm butgammgﬁ.lr&urd’mm
from sibling sets in descending g The high ng person
is the firstborn child of the firstborn parent, of the firstborn grandpar-
ent, and so on, and all ather persons could be ranked accordingly.
thmutheprmmpkuhemmtym&smﬁmqnmmvegmda
uomot'mms gmderls gorical in its impli s. Male is set off
g the basis for dualistic divisions of ki
'I'hcgmd: pmaplcahumnpmmdmdyml’nlymausﬂﬂmglms,
where the main distinction is between siblings of the same sex and those
of the opposite sex. In its simplest form, as in Tikopia, brother and sis-
ter call each other by the same term (%ave), while siblings of the same sex
call each other by another term (taing). In more complex systems, like
rhmnftheNchcalsndMaon,makscaﬂtbwm:nbynncmun
(ﬁu&m:),whl]cfcrm]ﬂﬂllrhﬂr‘ hers by (tungane); seniority
is d between siblings of the same sex, with the younger calling
tbenld:rbyadsﬁemnttm(mbam)thandwoneumdbythcolderfm
the younger (teina). Some societies, like Pukapuka and Tokelau, are
intermediate; lhcyhawasinglctermfms(bhngsu!menmescxhut
differenti of the opposi mbynpmemsfn;ma]zmd
fc.mak (see I"lrdl 39?01: and Panolf 1965 for penetrating, comparative

LIy
Y ¥ BEP)
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‘-.Formamy mrsvammmm? lynesian kinship sy were all but

red by comparative theorists, perhaps because they appeared

tively nmple, but in fact, internal variation within the region
:---- F‘mh hypothesizes that the ller the

1 ) iption, the si ler the

jological system is llkdy to be (th 1970¢:275). The evidence,

gh there are some seems to support this, at least in

1In addition to diffk in sheer complexity are those that distin-
h eastern and western Polynesia, Whereas western Polynesian

to have elat i the principle of gender duality to a
able degree in structuring their kinship systems, eastern Poly-
has emphasized the principle of seniority. Thus in western Polyne-
societies such as Samoa, Tonga, and Fiji the distinction between
of the opposite sex provides a basis for making distinctions
relatives in adjacent generations, whereas in eastern Polynesia
Mueepnom)ltdw:nm Mother’s brothers and father’s sisters
in these societies, as do their corresponding
uma»mmandne;bewx The social significance of these
.dﬂmmnmslmsmﬂmmmalhmmﬂﬁcmmafwmenméwl
Pol , after puberty, & rule of avoidance

Y

i hetwe:nsiﬂmgsofﬂmoppnmmm,andmenmmquutdm
the utmost respect to their sisters. Thzway:lmg:ucxpmnedm
idiom differs from one western P ysten

"Rmp.akhmghmenhnldtmmalpnliﬁcalpower,thcymaut—
d by their sisters in formal honors (Gifford 1929; see also Gold-
70)." What a man holds in actual power over his sister he sur-
in ritual power to her children, thus balancing the relationship.
sister’s son or daughter is known by the term flamutu, the ety-
of which Gold ucts as “‘a destroyer,” implying that
ster's child is “above the law,” and the symbolic destroyer of his
maternal uncle.'" In fact an ilemufu is entitled to take at will the
i property, and even has the right to seize his sacrificial offerings,
implies a god-like ascendant status. This relationship between
s child and mother’s brother is known as the fahu (rasu in Fiji), and

role in pelitical '-'-"S“(m cti Wpﬂh{l‘

below). “The father's sister, in contrast, is owed
: pect, and is kn. by the term mehekitanga, which impli
s. This plex of relationships is ized by Gold

h his sister, amuhmnmalorsymbnlmwmmdmﬂ‘mamr-
Through her brother, & woman gains lent to what a
'mhu:hilﬂrm.whumuba adﬂ.ldgnmmmdancy
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mamﬂka(hu;mmmnlgencmnu Through his father, a male submits to
an respect p before & fernale of his mother’s generation.
ﬁcﬂ&mtuhmmdmwmuummmrmlfnr
status. Within consanguinity, the brother-sister pattern is the key (Goldman
1970:454; see also Boet 1981, Rogers 1977).

‘The Samoan pattern also derives from a heavy emphasis on restraint
and respect between brother and sister, but in Samoa it is the father’s
sister who is known as the slamutu. The term is also used in reference to
the eldest sister of a man holding a high-ranking title. A man’s sister has
the power to place a curse of barrenness upon him, thus cutting off his
line, which in Samoa (and indeed in any Polynesian society) would be
an act of the utmost gravity,

In the Marquesas, within eastern Polynesia, the cognate term i ‘amutu
refers to a man's sister’s child or a woman's brother’s child. There is no
mention in the literature of sisters’ power over their bmt.hm, raﬂmr

MnBr. MoBrWi, FaSi, FaSiHu act as mual Itisthe i
ity b g i l.haus phasi in this

In g I, eastern Polynesi h: seniority and,
Ithough gender is imp genderrsmxgw:ntbemcdcgreeof

pmmimnceasinwmgml’olyn:mswm Sibling terms provide
one index of this difference. Whereas all of the eastern Polynesian

ieties make a terminological distinction b elder and young
sibling of the same sex, most western Polynesian societies do not. In the
parental and offspring generations, on the other hand, the bifurcation
that distinguishes cross from parallel ki that is ¢ place in
mmPolynmamlymmdwmdeyuemmmofthe
Marg and Tk

The Hawaiian case dearly shows the dominam eastern Polynesian

concern Eor seniority. Relatives are ped tog by g ion

+ 2 tons b =1 13 md 11. 1 w Il I gm_]
eration ﬂbhngscl’th: e e used the reciprocal terms hnhmm
‘older sibling’ and & ibling’. When required, sex dis-

tinctions were designated byaddmggcrmsufﬁnsfarmn!e(kmror
nane) and female (wahine or hine) (see Handy and Pukui 1972:42).
Goldman (1970) interprets the differences between east and west as
representing a reduction in complexity that corresponds to historical
processes. Thus we find in Tonga andSmm{aM] in Fl]l) the oldest

Palynesian societies, and the g sister e pat-
terns. These are hat less emphasized, but stll in ather
western Polynesian societies, and appear in an even more diluted form
in the Marqg In the inder of the castern Polynesian societies
brother-sister avoidance is ially absent, and the sibling relation-

ship in general is downplayed in favor of the husband-wife dyad. Since

TR
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;‘?__ﬁmnl.onwmﬂou n
dualism allows for a variety of elshorations, the kinship systems in west-
Polynesia are more plex and variable, those in Polyne-

In Goldman’s view, all Polynesian kinshi izations d
jors, respect, and worth, solhcyaremnuwtochangumwmepts
“status. Since he associates dualism with the domestic status system
seniority with the public status system, he interprets the simplifica-
mmsmduummtheugmﬁumddmmcmmfmw
ics. In eastern Polynesia, in other
King shapod the Kinship 4y st ibie
foru ler distincti Guldmmnprmf
1 ‘.nm mmmmh.m:

pattern, pmw.lh.dy in western Polynesia,
unmkxbiymmofchmnt" {Goldman 1970:468).
Goldman relies on the etymology of kin terms to argue that
kmnhlpsysmnnmﬂoumxmmm, other scholars have
d to the ways in which kinshi mspoclﬁrom-

ts in order to clarify the issues involved. Most notable are of

Polynesian Socizty published a ! issue on
-and beliefs about incest in Oceania. Four of the articles deal with
n societies, and help to illumi of kinship

dmmamol'pnumrymm it is not so much the sexual
t of the relationship that arouses negative responses as the
of marriage (although a marriage between cousins may trans-
a lisison considered scandalous into a routine relationship once it
byhmen mOmnol‘JH) The!'ucmlsonthelmplwa
- for the kinship group ly

—themesmwlmmhmh bel Furthermore, and

mmmamg,mthedcgmmwhmhhmhxpisde&mdmn
and conditional manner, so that one cannot delineate a clear

1t Polynesi tives on kinship (and social
')l:mhe d ﬁ'omhnthmccologualaﬂdcul-
E dly, it is imp to keep in mind that we

wuhnshn&s,meafwhs:hmmymaﬂmdmmm
ly small ities. But even on the larger islands, one
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must that fi ling colonies were small, and became inbred
bﬂ"”.—r' pansion g i sufficient numbers to obscure

I relationships. Thus Polynesian societics probably all had

toguthmughnpenod when mating was mc\mhlebctwmdmdy
related kinsmen, and there had to be some way to make it socially
acceptable. Fromacuimral standpoint, the situation is complicated by

the g I Paly preference for local endogamy, for marrying
mthmurmrme’lhumemmumty"'l‘h:remnsforr.hummldu-
ple, and reflect such factors as bilaterality in d king ( s

chummgmanmughwughxsothmtbeymmﬁ)medm!uw
their home communities for the political or economic expediency of
their male consanguines), the notion of ancestral spirits who are asso-
muuiwrﬂ:mshmnclm:ahtyandwimmrdwvdybmngnmmm-

parison with alien spirits who i other ities, and a senti-
mental attachment to the land that is ed by one’s cognatic d
group. It is, in fact, difficult to i the i ofland asa

symbol for Polynesians, mmmmimmedlucmeshkcﬂawmmld
New Zealand, where most Hawaiians and Maori neither exercise eco-
nomic control over nor receive tangible benefits from their ancestral
lands (for an excellent account of the symbalic importance of land as
distinct me its use, see Hanson 1970). Given the potential for mbngu
'l‘}'m fining kinship relations within Polynesian sy )

ties Eor 2ot :.... or g relati hip are often rather

1l l'orreadynn tion of g Ity formulated
mles{mch as r.houe proscribing msx)

Thcuwdyuf'““ Jau incest prohit by H and Hooper

best plifies the operation of these principles. The Tokelau
gmupmcnmpmedofﬁmramlk three of which are currently inhabited.
Despite a and cul people have a strong attach-
mtmthﬁrhmeﬂnﬂandadﬂﬁnttcpm&mmmmﬁormuge
within the local D hic data gathered by Hi
andliuoparml?ﬁ?audlmshwrmofmdopmym@ngfmmw
percent on the smallest atoll (population ca. 500) to 91 percent on the
largest (population ca. 700). Despite a stated preference for atoll endo-
gamy, however, the data suggest “that Tokelauans, when confronted
with the dilemma p I by a pref for atoll endogamy and the
prohibition on marrying close kin, do sacrifice endogamy” (Huntsman
and Hooper 1976:268).

A genealogical study of Atafu, one of the atalls, supports this idea.
Atafu was settled toward the end of the eighteenth century by two mar-
ried couples, to whom bers of the p populati u-acethei.r
pedigree. In the early generations foll i 1 the
llmw:hatptefmfurendnglmywalnmﬁmdmmdcrmatndeby

incest p ions, as the p

B ey




i ﬂ;ﬁepmmmmurdummmmmhcalmdngxmy“ﬁshm
ion of the | by g ion, it was
ﬁrpmphhﬁhwﬁndmwuhmﬂmlnmlmmes
to conform to the rules governing incest. This is reflected in the fact
ﬂz:deg:mdmumh:pmmgthmmnmgmlmmhu
(H and Hooper 1976:268-269;
© gﬂmmﬂmdbykmpelm)
m" social org flects its close historical connection
Snmnamdunphysmenuﬂylh:mc\ﬂmalwu The
h and sisters is chara u-rmby
ence, “and respect. They are complemcnu:y roles, mvolvmg
support, and bound together in a co , which
dwhk-tpmaofpamﬂarnhlmgmwmbenofm;
m Thul.umSmua,mgmdmmmmdwﬁed

, with the founders’ sons and their issue
5 thcf.wmﬂn:, th:dmgh‘nmandthurmmﬂ:mungthc
fafine (for a di ion of this fi of 8 g

see Shore 1982:91-95).

e Tokelau term most closely approximating thar of incest is holi
which translates roughly as the ‘desecration of kinship' (Hunts-
and Hooper 1976:257). Theoretically, all Tokelauans are kinsmen
they derive from common ancestors, but pragmatically kinship
S mtcmaf:hnmgmmmnnpmpntyupaﬂuﬁheme
group. A marriage bers of a kaukaatgn is thus
afmmgudlmnfd:edegrccofmlﬂmush:p

the Tokelau conceptual scheme, those who hold joint rights to common
y are by definition “kinsmen.” “Kinsmen" do not marry; those who
“no longer kinsmen."” Thus those who marry can no longer hold com-
rights to property. The logic which forces this conclusion is irrevocable.
her the property of any “stock" fcognatic descent group] in which a hus-
d and wife both hold land rights must be divided, or the property is
ed intact and the marrying couple banished (Huntsman and Hooper

problem generated by the marriage of close kin is that it
role reversals, as kin become affines and vice versa, There is no
“term in Tokelau that can be translated as “affinity’, and “the
of kiiga ‘kin® or ‘related” is simply he kdiga ‘not kin® or ‘unre-
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lated" and marriage should take place only between people who are *not
kin" " {Huntsman and Hooper 1976:260).

When an incestuous marriage occurs, individuals who were previ-
ously related as categorical brothers and sisters, for example, and there-
fore expected to be respectful and restrained with one another, suddenly
are cast into the roles of brother-in-law and sister-in-law, which calls for
sexual banter and easy-going i ion, while ical siblings of
lhmmcm,amnngwhommmdmymalhdfor suddenly
become in-laws of the same sex, among whom restraint and respect is
prescribed. These ambiguities can only be ignored if the marriage is
ignored, which sometimes happens when outmigy to New Zealand
marry kinsmen; their commen kiiga in the home atolls simply continue
to act as kin. Huntsman and Hooper (1976:270) conclude that, “since
dwymmncuvuinndcxprmedmﬂmuhumufmalmthﬁrdmn

R | . Iiliticone aeeq

flexible, : more attuned tnmalandem!mxcmﬂmuuf
dhgemmmabaﬂnmpmrﬂﬂdwhni“
1 the definition of kinshi

malmmﬂecmdmd:emalmd’mnmmﬁm byShm(w?ﬁe),
and the papers by Hooper (1976) on Tahiti and Monberg (1976) on Bel-
lona, which appear in the same voh It is furth ident in Sibling-
ship in Oceania, a volume edited by Marshall (1981). The contributors to
the volume each made an effort to contextualize the usage of sibling ter-
minology, and in so doing contribute to a finer understanding of these
central relationships. What comes through from the Polynesian chap-
ters (Feinberg 1981 on Anuta; Hecht 1981 on Pukapuka; Huntsman
1981b on Tokelau; Kutpamcklgﬂlonthe Ma:quuas)ur.h:cm:mtu
which biographic, ional, and prag ions enter into
kinship designations. Kmshlptﬂmmpdylcmn:,mdmuuda:&f
ferent levels of contrast, dcpendmgonarcunuwncumdpu:m
Thus true siblings may or may not be distinguished in ordinary dis-
course, and a close relative in one context may be termed distant in
another,

Adoption

Although the study of incest prohibitions in Polynesia focuses our atten-
nnnmthchmth:r—msterhnk ﬁ:estudyofndupannﬂ]ummm:hz

between parents and children. Two blished in

the 1970s (Cmou 1970 Brady, ed. 1976) contain tlnelm]kul'rhelm
ture on Poly They repr nmpru_,
effort to understand the d v ics of Polynesian p d, and the
results have been revealing.

Both the form and the high frequency of adoption in Polynesia are
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adnpumunumenallyumgmﬁmunmmlmglustthw
it of all children (United States Children’s Bureau Division of
h 1964). Ty-pm! ramsml’dynmmgefmm one-fourth to
the total For ple, on Rangiroa atoll in the
motus, Ottino (1970) reports that 35 5 of the houscholds had
< dn[dmnrmdnmmrhmﬂuxnanﬂ.ﬁpumtc{thehmhnldi
been involved in an adopti ‘Brady (19?Eb} rtpmn
30p of the Bkt an Pansbits
murmdﬁﬂm?ﬂpmtmmhaulmdsmthamu
; , & Polynesian outlier in Micronesia,

%mofthemdempnpﬂannn.whphadmexpenmwub
parenthood. Even in those Polynesian societies most affected
tern culture, such as Tahiti and Hawaii, adoption rates remain
ThusHodper(lWO)repnmdntSSpumtol’householdsmdw
nunity of Maupiti i d child andHowardetal
Fuu.nddmtnbechcmcmzs of Hawaii an

s studied.
’&mm.aﬁopnmw?dymammﬁmﬂymmﬁuwm
Western societies. Whereas adoption in Euroy

I istiially Savalves - Samalised, Jegdl Kok 55

total and exclusive p d rights lated p

s adosit fvely anfaio

“‘ y 1 ‘--":‘ 1. 1, man 1

ibilities. Furtk while Wmerncrs who
upthmd:uldmfma:hptmnmhkdymbtmasmoompnml
nndmnﬁzu cmaccmemPo]mman

1 in Polynesia. On a di ic level, the high value Polyne-
ﬁvetompknngﬁmﬂmmamngmnvanngiomeforadop-
Childless couples are pitied, and are regarded as both socially and

ally disadvantaged. Adoption serves as a distributive mecha-
helping to equalize major imbalances in family size. It must be
out, however, that infertility is not a major problem in the
n, and that most adopting adults already have, or have had chil-

smically, adoption often serves as means of balancing the labor
o{ahouuhold.]nmmtldaud i the d ic unit
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P most efficiently with a division of labor (flexible though it may
be) b men and , and b adults and children. Chil-
dren perform a variety of light chores when they are young, and move
into important economic roles as they mature. They also serve as a form
of long-term economic insurance (see Hooper 1970 for an instance in
which this is apparently of primary concern}.**

Adupuunalwmasameanxdseiemnghmxfmhndd:mmght
otherwise revert to less f: 1i fuals. A fi i niece or neph
or grandchild can thus be given priority over other competitors. In
turn, the selected individual is placed under an obligation to provide for
the adopted parent(s).’* Another economic reason given for adoption is
the desire to have a child learn a skill from an expert (Handy and Pukui
1972:46).

meanaoolﬂg:cﬂ]pempemw adommermﬁmmmmdms
as a powerful ad for y distributing people rel-
mwmmurm,uxluwnglmd.wuhndmmm Pa.rucl.llm-ly
where periodic droughts, destructive atanm. tsunamis, and other vicis-

situdes of narure bined with hi¢ fluctuations 10
memhalambﬂwoeupnwﬂmonmdmm: adoption became
an important adj to cog ! ualneamaf.mdmmbmmg

people through the use of culrarally approved strategics. Although such
aﬂogmalva.rmhksmathw lated the devel and refine-
ment of these their impli ﬁtmﬂmg;nmmnwﬂt
elaborated within the 'ufmh iety’s cultural logic. We
find, therefore, a ber of vari an 1 i but there

mmedmwwnmxﬂ:nxp]nrmhemddyshzmddmmghmt
Polynesia.

Ome such theme centers on the way jural rights are defined in relation
1o children. Whereas in Western cultures jural rights over children lie
almost exclusively in the hands of the natural parents unless otherwise
altered by legal process, in Polynesia sibling * sib-
lings, mdemddﬂchl&u:lhmpmﬂlngbummlhmmurdw
ents. Adoption of ¢ is theref notmmumthctmmferof

parental rights from one to another as it is a gthening of g
ﬁghﬂ.%pﬁmmdfﬂmgemm@sm.ﬂpmtmnﬁmm
diffuse conception of parenthood than exists in the West.

As Levy (1970) first pointed out for Tahiti—and the principle holds
for most of Polynesia—prevalent adoption serves to communicate to

children, and indeed to everyone in the ¥, that all relati
ships, even those of mother to child, are contu md bl i
Accordmgtul.cvydmhaumpommpaydwlogmdmpumm.
including a tendency to avoid strong 1 attach to

(see also Ritchie and Ritchie 1979, and chapter 4, this volume). On'l'he
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¢ side, Firth (1936b:192-193) suggests that on Tikopia adoption
lhemmagclhatpcrmmmhawue:bcynndthgdmnem:
-rnimtfomwmmuaﬁ:mdmﬂ ing that comp

ks, in her descripion of adoption on
mﬂnﬁmmdﬂmnﬂmhgrmplmun.m:hwghpuuc—
rdatmsiuplmﬁagde,shepdmsml |tullwayupmblcmﬁnd

for hip. “All i

tymolbemmdlhmghanymdlﬂdual butchnmior
may be maximized through the maintenance of a group of
al substitutes” (Brooks 1976:62-63), This is close to Firth's
of course, although his functional imperative has been recast asa
pemmwmamgbmhmadnpuomandlh:muheh—
mnmymgm:ra!“Bm}mhapgthemmxmpnmm

Emmliwu:dngmilly
i ' d i ‘ﬂ £ -
% ]Jm'!ﬂl ities, “that relati g lep _t
¢ of this k of interdependency must take

over the wishes of individuals, even such strong wishes as attach
‘s natural children™ (Carroll 1970:152).

extreme case can be found on Taku'u, a Polynesian outlier in
ia ﬁmcmymmndﬂpmimbuth,mxdm:hndumm

over

mm&o&umnmmmdﬂﬁuﬂﬂnmdaﬂmm
!hn iblings should coop To put the matter another
, “adopti i not only the principle of “group solidarity™ but
‘ﬂ:ep-.m dimensions of this solidarity (Carroll 1970:152).

s in theauuf'l’ah;‘u,ﬁarroﬂ pmnuoulth:mpmuc: adoption
: of bi hood hu:m
'amdmit,whihmdnmmtimmmmnnk:ﬁngme
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Gender

One focus of the debates concerning the nature of Polynesian descent
groups involved the question of a patrilineal bias. Although it is ack-

dedged that optation is a characteristi ufmostl’nlymannymu.
mmmycamthewmafmpmu : is composed of patri-
lly related males. S i parm:ns also reveal a tendency to
favor males, so from a statistical standp idh exists to support a
caufmpatrdmeahtyclfmthcrmm cultural conceptions of descent
d in Py display abuslwwdthemakhue In Samoa
mdml.beEl]we" ds, for i traced to an ancestor

d'lmghmakﬂmnkrredwu s(ronghlood while those traced
through females are known as “weak blood,” hnkagu(Bmdy 1976b:
124; Shore 1976a.177). Goldman, in for
Pdpma,mndudﬂthmdwanncutyuftbemahhmnsabwpnnu
ple of status in the region. He considers most Paly societies to
manifest a pro-patriliny bias, which is based on the notion that men and
the male line carry more mana ‘potency’ than women and the female
line. This bias is mitigated by the principle of seniority, and by other
criteria associated with mana, such as genealogical depth and reputa-
tions for skill and valor (Goldman 1970:16). Salxlms in his carlier com-

Ithough he acknowledged Lhmfemllelmkxwmmnnx]l’y;m]mr—
mﬁ:rumngancmmmdumdtbﬁm bipatrilineal to di
this mode of d rech g (Sahlins 1958:146).

Indeed, one could make a mungcue_hrmalc dominance if one were
to focus entirely on certain cultural conceptions of male and female, as
these were deseribed by earlier ethnographers (e.g., E. 5. C Handy
1927.37). More recent ethnographic accounts based on cultural concep-
tions likewise tend to emphasize male strengths and female weaknesses.
For ple; in their description of male and female in Tokelau culture,
Huntsman and Hooper (1975) report a distinction between ifu malohi
‘strong side’ and ity vaivai ‘weak side’ The reference is only partly to
physical strength, it also implies “rthat men are dignified and controlled
and lhmhy quah.ﬁed o make decisions and exercise authority,” while

inerable and erratic, dnu I;twy are u.uahle to

control :h:u- feelings and are prone o cau-
tion” (Huntsman and Hooper 1975:419).

Wﬂmammmmvﬁdasmnﬁmdmdsed:mry men’s as

i s

expansive and active. As elsewhere in Poly , spatial met-
aphors are used to portray this difference. © Thcwomansuys the man
goes on the path,” is an i lated from Tokelau to

nudlﬂ‘am:mhemmma]cmdfemal:amm
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' In general, female activity is on land, within the village and in the domestic
_sphere of house and cookhouse, while male activity is at sea, on the outlying
ﬁammﬁm@ummwmﬂmmd&:w known fig-
uratively as * thepath."ﬁmhndnndm,wﬁhgemdmdmldm
domestic and public areas of the village are « as

-domains of the sexes. In cach contrast set, |l|lﬂlchnﬂ:\l'heummm-
fined, more restricted in both social and spatial terms (Huntsman and
‘Hooper 1975:418; see also Shore 1982:225-228, Hecht 1977),

Samoa, men are allotted tasks defined as heavy, such as clearing
hﬁmdﬂmm,dmpmﬁlhngmdmwﬂ:wm.

mandmﬂwuzkmtmg:mmumrdingwlhurm
or needs. )

z _ﬂgmﬂmsmwomenwmo&mfomnlmadmthe
n of taboos and were backed by sup 1 i In many

wagreaterorlemrdegmc Tlnoommnnnmmwaﬁtha:
n are especially vulnerable to capricious supernatural influence
mmuatmghzm thcymmhcmnﬁncdmotdermmd

m certain Polynesian societies, i.m.‘luding the enforced virginity
girls, a relatively high frequency of rape, and a marked
n of wives to hushands within the d ic sphere (Orer

all these signs of inferiority, however, there is a good deal of
wwﬂﬁmmmmpﬂh@m&mgb&m?ﬂm
already indicated, in Pal outweighed their
in formal honors, xndmtm‘edda&xmﬁumthm More

a critical role in g alliances—indeed, as recent
-h:ulhowndwyp]aycdspnomlmlcmmobdmngnmm
verting them into political power—but they held high office

same regularity (see Bott 1982). Fun.bunwre. a]thnugh vlrgunty
rally valued, and some : Vg , for the
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most part women were [ree to indulge in sexual relations without
stigma.

The status of women in Polynesia thus appears at first glance to be
paradoxical. Despite a negative ideclogy associating women with weak-
ness, darkness, and an absence of control, and the overall subordination
of to their hushands, eth phers have g Ily described
Polynesian women as enjoying mlmvdy high status (Loeb 1926:82,
Linton 1939-162; Mariner 1827, 2:95, 119, 211, Oliver 1974:1132).

Steps 1 clearing up this paradox have been taken by Schoeffel
(1978, 1979)md3hm(19m 1989 .in their analyses of sexuality and
gender in Samoa, and by Ortner (1981) in her overview of the topic.
M(:g?am)mmmmmmwsmm
themm'nlmdwcularaspecmofmety
md[hﬂe]nmhmgmdumtbgendﬂdmpﬂomuawh The key
concept is feagaipa, which refers to anpeallrclauon.dnpbuwemtwn
parties who interact in a defined and who rep
opposed concepts whmhmm;lmthm interaction” (Schoeffel 1979:69).
erdatmshrps(whmhﬁhamgimm “‘covenant”) occur in three
distinct : kinship and gender, religion and politics, As Schoeffel
interprets them, feagaiga relationships involve social contracts between
two parties, men!‘whommpmsentsucmd.ﬁmmwhmhlmpmcmml
order on the other, who represents the impulsive, ‘natural’ human ani-
mal (Schoeffel 1979:70). Sisters in Samoa are perceived as exercising
such a controlling power (mana) over their brothers, and are thus hon-
ored and served by them. As wives, however, women are expected to
serve their husbands and submit to their authority (pule).

Amd:nnghou,ma]itthanmisaminmdwnhthemuup(
of @mie, which is applied to behavior that is idered to stem from per-
mnaldnveemdurgeu hmntrmwlhemoepto{aga,whld:mfetsto
“social norms, proper behavior, linked to social roles and appropriate
contexts”™ (Shme 1981‘195)‘ Shore presents these two terms as parallel
to (but not identical with) the nature-culture dichotomy as it is used by
structural amhmpﬁog:xu Thus &nis implies “lack of social restraint or
form, and the expression of personal impulse and spontanqty, wl'nie
aga “suggests social constraint, dignity, and subordi
impulse to cultural style and social control™ (Shore 1981 196)

For Shore, the key to women's status lies in Samoan conceptions of
blood, which when it flows from the body in an uncontrolled manner (as
in menstruation, or from a wound}, is referred to in chiefly address as
dirt and is a source of pollution (see Hanson 1982b for an alternative
perspective). In contrast, when the flow of blood is under societal con-
trol {as in blood fusions or during ing) there are no implica-
tions of pollution. The basic as far as are concerned is
that between menstrual flow, over which society has relatively little con-
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trol, and the hymeneal blood of a new bride, which Shore believes may
symbaolize societal control (Shore 1981:198; see also Shore, chapter 5,
this volume).

‘There is, Shore maintains, a distinction that follows from this cul-
tural logic between women as sisters, whose sexuality is restrained and

ghawmanwhmmmgewasammgcden]mhlghe:ms
one who eloped, or one who has a reg forp v(lm:h—
total lack of social ). Altk h not all Polynesian societies

is the case, especially among women of rank.
Ortner takes as axiomatic the nature-culture dmnctmn of Lévi-
ss, and the lency for to be i bolicall
dosdywnhnmnmandmmmthadlum [npamm!at,nmthc
od mmpmndwummthmm:dmuﬁedwﬂhuzme,
! ins, and are rel 1 to an inferior status. Men, in con-
express their creativity externally and anificially, through the
nipulation of technology and symbols (Ormer 1974:75), that is,
th cultural means. But women are not only associated with repro-
n. They are as wives, mathers, amd[ovm hutnol:whmllmym
the role of sisters, daugh and | virgins. Women thus
ave & dual nature in Polynesia; they are like men in some ways, differ-
nt from them in others.
Like Schoeffel and Shore, Ortner (1981) perceives that the status
ity of women derives from the contrast between their roles as sis-
andas:tpmdumvebnngs(wwu,muthmorlmm) but she goes
r and relates the issue to the ranki 1. Ortner
from Gald |mm.gh&n1malymofmkamdua-
, and following Geld mcmthestatussystmas

g kinship, gender, and d group ization Shelm-
of prestige and ranking to define the nature of per-
mdsoualvalu:.an.ddwtdnrewhmmaudwnmunmmd
uld be. Ortner organizes her analysis about what men, who usually
thcmsmem,mmgtumu@plmh and how that pro-
implicates the organization of their with

a discussion of these two aspects of chieftainship). But
) P a problem to chiefs, ﬁ)rl.beya]luwmdnm?hlah
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to choose | descent groups, €S fly at the time of marriage.
Descent group gth is thereft bject to ipulation, and it is
here that women provide a key. For one thmg, since women, as daugh-
ters, inherit rights in their descent groups’ land, *“sons-in-law with less
substantial property stakes in their own lines may be attracted into their
wives' lines, while at the same time, given the patrilineal bias in the
inheritance structure, they can hold on to their own land and bring it
into their affinal line's orbit” (Ortner 1981:367). Since the children of
mchamaniagewuuhimamﬁkdyufﬁlinuwiththcirmmhcr‘nmup.
this has the | ial of adding sut ially woits bership. Contral
ofwomenlhmbmuakey&uwmmmpulmngdﬂsmgmup
strength, and leads to placement of values on virginity, attempts to use
women as lures, and a variety of sexual “assaults™ upon women.

A girl has real value to her d line, particularly if she sustains her affilia-

tion with it and brings in her husband, his land, and their children. There is
thus structural motivation fnr"hulﬁugm"inndmgﬁm—fa&su This “hold-

ing on* is symhalically exp d th mmmlcfhurvupnny'ﬂt\ﬂrgm
both displays her ki "s symbuoli ion of her and, E
is defined as highly I ble, exp her genuil vahmtuhl:rpvup.\t

the same time the control structure means that sex with her must be “taken,”
“stolen,” or otherwise forcefully appropriated, even when she presents her-
lﬂf.udrnﬁzndm.aamungpany Hmthcpmﬂmmn{wm
forms of sexual theft—sleep ¢ by
defloration of virgins, and the like (Ortner 1981:375).

Why, then, do Polynesian women have the reputation for easy,
uncomplicated sexuality? And how do we explain the extensive docu-
mentation of women's intercourse with sailors during the peried of

loration? Is the popular image of ] Polynesian sexuality a
myrh?Onnerpomumtthalnmwmzhuqmlsuhumﬂm
recruitment game. There is therefore a considerable differential in the
degree to which young women are controlled: high-ranking women are
much more closely supervised than those of low status. Low status
women—those with fewest material and social resources to bring into a
marriage—were unlikely to contract a marriage with a resourceful male
anyway, so the stake in controlling them was relatively low. Along with

widows, divorcees, and other 1 by explicit recognition of
their lity, they i 1 a pool of available women. Added o
this cultural cy was the lous status of junior male siblings

in senior lines. Being both of high rank and junior to their elder siblings
whomdmsuccmdtonﬂuamipommaofchdiaamhp,pmmm‘b—
lings were i ial th pamculm'!y if they married
eer!y,andwdl.andprndmeda' ble progeny. fing to Ortner,

T TN T —
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was to ge them to sexual indulgence (but not to
urpntemny), particularly with lmuzr status women with

the whole, Oriner agrees with the
rs that the status of i

.ﬁnpumhwsweunodouhtofmpommuumdxy
‘certainly constituted only part of the Polynesian repertoire for

ng groups. She also fails to take into account life cycle
in sexual expectations and social status. In general, her model

hat more patible with the data from western Polyne-
mmmhhngnmwremmtdahmmd. ‘Ncwmhcimdm
mul.hz' g la of imp 7 that

ovoke fruitful research
mtmmm:lshanemmdq;mun:zhm:thclmagcof
For 1 itians are reported by Levy (1973:
a!mmnnmngmaldnnur;&uxmaudpomqmgammslm
difficult, rather than men as stronger. Hanson (1982b) con-
the concept of female pollution has been mi ued. He
the data as indicating that women were traditionally per-
conduits of the sacred, and apt o attract, not repel, divine
He g lizes from an analysis of tapu removal 1o a broad
ahmwnmcn in traditional Polynesia. “Women were per-
close to the gods, too subject to their influence, to be able o
them. Although men were more remote from the gods—perhaps
hyummrmcﬁm&nm—ﬁeymyhawbemmghz
more effective at rel y pulation of the
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divine for human ends™ (Hanson 1982b:375). Although it does not fully
address the fundamental question of how gender informs social life,
Hanson's formulation places the problem of gender relations in the con-
text of cultural conceptions that assure cultural continuity. Thus he cites
Sahlins, whosuggesur.lmmﬂawm “dxesexesrq;mmedthem
fundamental ways in which v drew the 5 4 of
existence from the gods: for the male it was to extract human livelihood
from the gods in the form of food, while for the female it was to attract

the gods and to transform their g ive p into children” (Han-
son 1982b:371).

An increased appreciation for the complexities of gender cone

has led porary anthropologi mqtmmuwvﬂid:tynfearlm-
formulati ph pamlmu!nynamuct&mngpnmplzm
Pal i jeties. Altho gh a bias in that direction certainly existed

athx.hmncepmaland pragmatic levels, to characterize Polynesian
societies as patrilineal, with merely a few concessions to practicality,

seems clearly err An ple is provid 'byWebsmrsmnaly~
sis of the Maori data, cited earher W‘ebm.er asseris that previous
accounts of Maori d groups, incl g Firth’s, negl 1 the egal-

mmandbuhteralmpmufmgnamhndup emphasizing instead
“the dogma of male autocracy and patrilineal descent™ (Webster 1975-
125). In a careful study of one of the tribes reputed to be most firmly
male authoritarian, he found an -age incids of 35 p female
links among all links traced by terminal descendants. The point is that
female linkages were hardly trivial, and presented a genuine, and
apparently culturally approved, alternative. Although there were cer-
tainly differences in the degree to which male links were emphasized in
various Polynesian societies, and within the same society under differ-
ent circumstances (see Linnekin 1985b concerning changing patterns in
Hawaii), what evidence there is supports the view that linkages through
females were both culturally important and pragmatically used to a con-
iderable extent throughout Polynesia. They were clearly more than a
residual phenomenon.

Alliance and Exchange

Tt is no accident that Marcel Mauss, in his famous analysis of gift-giving
and exchange (1954), used the New Zealand Maori as an epitomizing
case. Formalized exchange is an essential part of social life in Polynesia
and operates at every level of society, from the domestic to the apically
political. Although various aspects of exchange have been described by
the earliest observers of Polynesian cultures (it would have been difficalt
to miss), recent field workers have placed the topic at the heart of their
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For purg of di jion we shall distinguish two general

l

thmemwhlchp:rmmlh:pnmnymmmodl-

or services are dividuals or groups. In
, our distinction breaks down, and intangibles such as knowl-
prestige, and privileges can also be d g the di

at enter into exchange transactions.
:pmnmd out previously, for most Poly marriage

gnized as kin is abhorrent. Yet marital bonds that reinforee
or ite long sep d lines of ki may be wel
n that all bers of a local population are ‘kin', heard often
.nmmyhahmmyul‘mdomyuwﬂ]uwihgb

fortably close marriages or to the emigration of young people
dmmmagepanmm
the western Tuamotus, Ottino (1965, 1967) has reconstructed

bdpdwmumehcdmcmdmmuf‘mandm
of chiefly lines.
ﬂl&tthcmsfonuannl\ufpcﬂmralalh:nmummnphm

Polynesia. Close uni precisely
or even scandalous for folk,
ttmdﬁﬁ:mimmm!hmofh:ghmandmm
n the heroic god-like qualities ascribed to high-ranking indi-
Polynesian societies, it is not surprising that incest, one of the
that characterizes gods in myths, should also occur among the
Hawaii, for example, marriages between closely related persons
descent occurred regularly, with the closest marriages
siblings) consolidating the highest status.

msdm&@mwmmm&w

one line supplanted another as wife-giver to the Tui Tonga,
, and presumably sealed, amﬂuarynctory(mﬂoﬂlgﬂl
(1929:189) rep g her’s daugt MD)
Wbt"ummﬂnmougdue&,butmmngmmnnm

s of the data, Biersack (1982) construes Tongan society as
| through the interaction of two structures, elaborated by cross
llel relationships. Each structure is hierarchical and becomes a
for assymetric exchange. She goes on to argue that the MBD
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marriage rule is not g 1 by an ¢l y structure (as defined
by Lévi-Strauss), nor does it 1y maintain the cross/parallel disti
tion. Instead, it is affected by both structures: wife-giving units stand as
both mother’s brother and younger brother to wife-takers. The result is
an intensification of hierarchy and a generalization of the privileges of
fahu (prototypically, sister’s child) outside of life crisis contexts.
Biersack’s analysis has some notable strengths. For example, it
accounts for the cognatic emphases in the official genealogies among
persons of high rank in Tonga. It also provides a rationale for marriage
practices linking the highest s % units, and it helps to explain the corre-
lation of changes in wife-giving units with changes in such units” politi-
cal fortunes. In addition, irﬂmﬁﬁtmmmm

lings and between elder and y that
western Polynesians have ' mthdahmalemtmnmalmd
transactional rules. And her di ion of adj; generation relati
ships brings out the patterning of relations between p " gibli
and siblings’ child One implicati seemsmbeﬁmxpamm-chﬂd

mhummm!numedbymmmnfmmumyandmmkmﬂnp_
Biersack maintains that the two structures she has identified combine
to produce a f ion that underlies Tongan social structure. But for
reasons that will emerge, wemunmmfurublew:than?mtmp(m
locate fixed structures at the heart of Poly We
whether the structures Biersack dtsc:n'bm are truly fundamental, or
whether they take on such dear definition only under conditions deter-

mined by the political system.

Inth:hhrquem,mss-munnnmmsn[dncﬂychﬂdmwmmm
as ing the rank of di unm(m),ahhoughda:apphmunﬂ
uf!hznﬂewasopmm iderable interp ion. Thus Dening (1971)
identified a marriage that M. d as following the rule

despite the fact it unnudpamlielmmm ‘We therefore suspect that the
rule did not prescribe marriage partners so much as it provided a
rationale for action in res to status iderations. Such claims
appurmbeon!ymofsevers] ways to present a particular marriage as
T 17 In fact, models of alliance that empha-
mthcmkmg)ofprmupnwmiﬁappurmheoﬁmmduum
Polynesia, b ges tend to inval I media and to be
prmmimawmtyo{m:m. Within this cultural area there are
multiple mechanisms for forming alliances, including transactions in
goods, services, and intangibles. And in addition to marriage, there is
adoption.

‘Whereas our previous discussion of adoption emphasized its ecologi-
calmpmmmandmzmphmnonsformmpuumnfhmhrp herewc
are concerned with its significance for
individuals and groups. As indicated earlier, adopclon in Palynesia
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minapurtlnlmlemaﬁmmg isting relationships and blisk
me&msuexptmﬂywemnmnlpammdumgwe
ir jural rights, but rather extend them to the adopting parent(s).
parents and adopting p thus co-par of the
children, creating a bond between them that is logically parallel to
een husband and wife, wimcsmmgmt!mndlsaptmlnthal

arents of the same offspring. Although most
betmenmdlw&ualswnudmrﬁmi]mslheyhavethesymbdw
v for g and strengthening ties k larger groups in

samewaythntman‘iag:dou.lnmmcmmm however,
is even more flexible than marriage as an alliance mechanism,
can be transacted between familics for whom marriage is pro-
incest restrictions. Indeed, this may be one of the reasons
has such a high incidence in Polynesia, since, as we have
pointed out, cognatic descent systems normally extend the
to third or fourth cousins, thus reducing the possibility of
marriage as a basic mechanism for forming alliances between
50 related. In contrast, most unilineal systems prescribe or
mmrmgcuamemoffmmgaﬂlm. with
s 1g only to p llel ins. As Brady has
of kin in ic systems with extensive
mmrnagemyfulﬁllmynfdtememmﬂm
and alliance functions that close cross-cousin marriage does in
systems” (Brady 1976a:290).
ications of adoption for political maneuvering in status-con-
mablyapcﬂedoutbyShnm{i??Eb} Hedocumeuuthe

o echani: B g par-
a child who is not related by blood, political alliances are
ed into attack of ! in this

into the future rather than relying on common ancestry.
adopting the child of an outside chief, a group creates a com-
ﬂnutlmofbmhpuﬁnmlu.um
2 may serve to ally groups who
1o gain from such transactions. Thus in one case Shore
repeated adoptions and acts of name-giving link a pastor’s
(ﬂ)‘nﬂlaﬂng:uup{B)mﬂmwﬂageufhmmmmy,whmrhc
The are with
xﬁuulyglwngnmmdmhngchdd:m The result is that
:mbers of family B increased their status by their new kinship
family A, the pastor’s family gained strong supportive kin-
mtimzmﬂuge (Shore 1976a.187).
h-adoptive ties between families are often important, adop-
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tions may also work to avoid differentiation within a kin unit. In eastern
Polynesia especially, multiple adoptions may crosscut potential divi-
sions between generations or emergent lines, and thus work to preserve
the ideal of unity. As a result, exchange, in the form of reciprocal nur-
turance, may not only complement gencalogical ties but may actually
supplant them as the perceived basis for kinship.

In reviewing the literature on transactions, particular forms of reci-
procity emerge as crucial in one society or another. However, moving
ﬁumﬂ:emu:tyd'mngcoradopmmwaﬂmandmp:mryua

total social ph un pl b even the small-
est Polynesi jeti in dense ks of exchange. In Toke-
lau, Farmmph,fmddsstnbwmmurm:hmandbﬂwmw
and other local groupings, as well as g small g of househol

Mnd:utemnnupmdmﬂoodﬁchmga notnmplytocﬁcugmﬂ'al
ized or restricted exch but to invelve all in a shared social fate. As

Huntsman (1981b:100) relates: ““That everyone shares and shares
equally is ‘the true Tokelau way' ™ (Sec Linnckin 1985b for a similar
view among Hawaiians.)

A deczpnwiy modest paper by Tiffany (1975b) shows how complex

Poly y can be. She documents chiefly redistribu-
ummSmm,dmibmgmmmmmaung]eywmwmcha
chief contributed to redistrit “Aiga ‘S units of descent,

land and rank’ are described by Tiffany as pooling units, and the matai
whnleadthem aatlwcmtdinmmofpoolmg and redistribution. But

‘aiga are involved in exc at 1 social levels, and the actions of
matas, who invariably h:ve tics to mu]uplt atgc and villages, cannot be
seen simply in terms of self- to a single unir.

Tlifanysmalysulsamlmmccmemv:mthemplﬂmﬂddof
Samoan exchange based an two forms of goods, foga ‘women’s goods,
especially fine mats® and ‘elos ‘men's goods, especially foodstuffs'
Enhanguufthcaemmegunuofgoodsawddmgs,bcmmthe

oflhcglmmmdl&efamﬂyofthebﬂde.mdowmwdmrty
by M. Mead (1930b), and a ber of have
m;mdlh:wcd:hngenhang:upmwty-pﬂ] Ah:hougﬁl:bem.gmﬁ
cance of these two types of commodities at life-crisis ceremonies cannot
be denied, the closer look at exchange provided by Tiffany raises ques-
tions about the nature of these categories and their flow over time (see
also Franco 1985).

In short, although models of exchange circuits such as Lévi-Strauss’
mnd:hufgmemhwimdm:madmhang:fucmaﬁmﬂnnmann
gle type of ion, P exchanges can be mapped by such
modelsnulymm&rurheymkelntnmdmmnavmuynfum
tions that can be reduced to instances of a rule, or by noting why alli-
ances are, in a particular sector of society, so narrowly focused. Where

FhrEme—
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value 15 g d 10 a tion, as fi the privileged
ufﬂmx involved, such valucdﬂu not appcarmﬁﬂhwmema

the repetitive practices of one or another form of exchange. At
ent of heightened transaction, such as a wedding, many partici-
'mchoomlodcﬁne:harrdmummpmthemprm

mind, however, that they are also working to maintain a net-
ties that might collapse if the ambiguities of multiple connee-

power and persi e of multi ded exchange in Poly-
ities is ill d by Linnekin's description of the con-
Y, H:wmanannmmyof!(e'm: Ke‘anae Hawaiians cate-

ions with the outside from social

i W.I]ﬂ—bﬂ ‘, u.fexdu.n,gcm

1y stable ¢ ions arc not formidabl
hw:&imhtﬂknmmmhﬂrwrﬁlmnlgnm.pmgum
P new of ionships. In Pukapuka, for

council of elders decided to recreate a traditional form of
pn as a means of rearranging the bases for competition
fsky 1987). G quently, one must deal with a

s analysis makes clear, there is by no means an agreement
th:trndmmue,maimgthepnmhﬂmes[ﬂrmhg:mml
It may be that the disp orfmm,pcx
rather than stable of reciprocity, are 1 to these
pm(mﬂhmimhranmdumofhmng)
i group fels bring to the fore dis-
mmmuingmﬂunm,th:dm:mhugemoddplmm
und cycles of reciprocity through which such units are
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defined as partners. We see Palynesian practices as conveying a view of
nuﬁcxyinwhidnth:[actnfwidumcudrdaﬁomhiphmmbd,bmin
which the g of well-t i 'uniuandwdl-deﬁmddmhud
exchange may also be precipitated b t and
actions. mesmhapcmpeﬂne.aw:dcnn@:ofmhangtw
can be seen as operative, and under certain conditions clearcut
ewdwngttystmmbelomedmthmpammlarmalﬁdds

In our ,_" lhe"‘ ge of developing an appropriately supple
model of Py exc i Mtbwghlhcmdywofm
nmcsurmtalnmnlfamskma&mbmmmhng,lhzwmknhpeuﬁmg
the contexts in which such structures obtain, and the logic whereby con-
texts are aligned in a larger social order, has barely begun.

Toward an Understanding of Polynesian Contexts

One starting point for the analysis of Polynesi is the study of
formahmdmn.mrhasﬁmanddueﬂyhmcmmmmmem
Polynesia, and Enr“‘ 1 action such as the Maori marae
(see Bott 1972; D i 1981b; Sal i 19?5) By identifying the
parameters that define such events for parti the | ials for
vmnmlhem,mdthemmadedwchmmm,peupmw
can be gained on the ways in which Polynesians view their organiza-
tion. Anyperspu:uwm&dbcmmplﬂe,hwwer unless attention
to elab is bal d by ion to everyday
interactions. Wrdwul explicit means of relating these, analysts may find
that well-enunciated views of social life, enacted and expounded in for-
mal events, do not correspond with other realities. We may therefore be
tempted 1o take such views as masks or illusions, but the efforts Polyne-
sians devote to ceremonial events would make such a deduction ques-
tionable. In fact, formal events often serve to order everyday relation-
ships. They may do so by summarizing them, by selecting out one or
another aspect for mention, or even by asserting ironically what people
know to be not quite the case. When dealing with dramas of status, such
as chiefly kava ceremonies, or even with celebrations of youth and
beauty such as those that occur at Bastille Day festivals in French
Palynesia, local -----nl'dmmatm‘gymuubeexmnedrlmdy
The analysis of | amrchfm'ﬂu)uamdmn
and events that signal cultural intery ions of situati and for the
underlying cultural logic whereby situations are aligned or ¢ d
Smdauos‘l’ulynmm:dmx(eg, 1 1978; Kirkpatrick 1983) and
interactive pmmdnrts(ngdeminngSﬁ;M&ml%&)m:h
mr.hesemuea butShm{l%?]has i 1 them most directly
Shaore i I key di ions that liec behind 5 con-
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s of action and of relationships. The terms of his analysis—dmio
nal impulse and behavior’ and ags ‘social conduct, behavior

ical and pl y relations; ranked and unranked
muwdbotbwpom&ommmmxmponmtfarm
1 pri draw on in making sense

action.® Similarly, his analytical focus on social control works
levels. He deals with the | of aggr (organizing the

ackg d and resg toa ) and with the
which certain types of rel hips stand as pl and

mechanisms for others. The approach yields a scheme of rela-
l]lpnu (Shm 1982; ‘112) but, more important, it portrays the

g sonshig andlevdsufma!m:gunmamn
way that S of gauging and resg g to cri-
illuminated. lnntlmrwotds h:pmvldaﬂwmnalsferuﬂwr
tic account of Samoan society or a symbolic one, but turns
-ﬁomﬂ:md:yamvummuthcmlcrphyofmmmmmd

s political strateg

{193‘2 257) argues that “secial « are al d
extmlmﬂmmmdsmaimmmmm butd:cnngwo{pnm

dor the tone of these ¢ is sharply bythek:glcof
from which they take their ing.” Op i i

pumandennuulamtenergypervndepmtauomofsel!
ud'rthuumhps and hence understandings of situations.
bl ions provided by Shore (see especially
:ummmtc nnl-y one part of a fully articulated analysis of contexts.
Isnnlhewaysmcml Eonmhdptosbapeewau by estab-
and alter that actors can explore.
ufana]ymgucaahngwsymardclanfymgbmhtheagmﬁ—
lar event es and the inherent dynamics of a
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Although no single vision unites the field, there is broad agreement

lysts of Polynesian societies on the importance of studying
sucmldymmm: mﬁmneedmmmgmammuofmmmd
ents; on exch ive of, not just reflecting or linking

malglwpmgx.andmlhem:edmmq:denmm definitions of sit-
uations and the ways they negotiate meanings. As we have indicated, a
search for cultural principles that structure social life in Polynesia is
yielding suggestive results. This is largely a comparative effort, but it
does not lessen the need to study processes within particular socicties,
and to analyze them in detail. If we are to comprehend Polynesian
social realities, even the most extensive and subtle models of cultural
principles must be buttressed by accounts of the processes that bring
them into play.
In the course of this essay we have referred to differences between
cn]tun!andmdogu:alexplmmmu between structural and
dies aimed at generalized models and those
mthnpaﬂwﬂmsucmphm These differences indicate that much
theoretical work remains to be done. For explanations to be fully ade-
quate, cultural analyses would have to take into consideration ecological

opport and st 1 “wmddhawmhccum
! 1 by iderations of the social that

structures and the histaricad realities that s ..Ihuu_,mdu |
ized models would have to be responsive to the of form and

process contained in the most sensitive particularistc accounts. The
order is a tall one.

Currently, studies focusing on the cultural bases of social life are in
vogue, butdmnnottusayﬂm:amglcpamd:gmhutﬁnmphul
R.alher, most analysts agree that any satisf: of
Poly social izati mus:begrmnduimﬂwwm:h-lmﬁur
mation is synmanca.‘lly organized and oomm:mmated For some, this
means giving priority to views articulated by Pol i For others,
the imp is 1o di codes i “'mnrufnctz etiquette, forma-
lized events, and myth. Butwgmdlmuflhca,ppmadnwmh the task
of constructing compelling models of Palynesian social systems remains
before us. The task is both theoretical and ethnographic, for new mod-
els raise to prominence data that have been refractory. Such data, in
turn, stimulate new insights. In the light of past scholarship, prospects
both for extensive debate and increased understanding appear good.

NOTES

Wewuﬂdhhmacknm‘hﬂgetbemvemuquuof:mwdﬂikpmﬁded
us by Aletta Biersack, Rob Borofeky, and Judy Hi Jocelyn Linnek
mdMﬂrﬂySwmnimmninhctpﬁﬂmm

e e
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Later on, colonial admini ofiin redeRingd & Sitional
mpmmmwdwmmmmmmﬁnmmlmmwedhgal
Thus in Fiji, an pt to codify ¢ ¥ land tenure rules and to
Wnyhdtoaugﬁﬁmmddemmsmmmdwa
ion of rights in previously accessible land. It also magnified the power of
heads (Chapelle 1978; France 1969; Walter 1978a). Crocombe’s (1964)

of Rarotonga landholding also reveals a pattern of streamlining com-
MMMl]qﬂyWUn&mdmsym It has

i the

that signals the old age and imminent demise of the latter as well as
on ufaumxmndtheamﬂcm Wcmmdummgﬁmm

. % G dotatlod
ions that Pol do not

Li‘ h
of mana for competitive relations among chiefs or special-

evident in other Oceanic societies as well, See Roger Keesing (1984) for

n concepts.

where idiosyncratic terms are used (such as Tahitian fetif), they are
‘equivalents.

‘notion of kinship as shared substance derives from a point made by
M{lm More gencrally, Schneider’s (1972, 1976) insistence
of kinship has been a major stimulus to
ization within Polynesi

take kinship to be real and proper when sign and reality, action and
coincide; they take it to exist in an important way when signs abound
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dupitcth:nhmmofﬁhm and find it to be little more than hypothetical,
fi gyninnehnln
Ii} Wi fitical office in Polynesi
polities, Klahuuwmufl‘laww l’unvaoan}nu ud@n:uﬁﬂnwn{
Tonga are notable.

11 One ought to i ion in ting such etymalogical !
tions. The relationship b the i cmmmnfmmﬂyundmm
nndd)mrmot!’mmsua:mhly:lyr Buch cannot

hmummmmdwmwmm“am

PR

12. An exception to this rule of preference is that persons of high rank often
opt to marry out in order to establish political aliances with other groups.

13. I!mhmhwﬁwdmmﬁfﬁm
when used cross-cull since ¥ are legalistic in
orientation. It is often difficalt 1o distinguish & fe and
long-term arrangements. Indeed, mlﬂmiwu)piﬂﬂ!mﬂl:vulumﬁmd
by Carroll (1970) and Brady (1976) in attempts to arrive at a suitable cross-cul-
tural definition of adoption and related concepts.

14, Kirkpatrick (1983) casts doubt on the economic insurance view of adop-
tion with regard to the Marquesas. There the hope that children, adopted or
natural, will provide for their aged parents may be questioned. More impor-
tant, Kirkpatrick argues that adoption serves to bolster the identity claims of
adopters. Marquesans appear 1o be less concerned with geting evenrual sup-
port from their dependents than with maintaining their roles as providers,
which signifies their status as competent, mature adults.

15. Whﬂwudnpﬂmmhmpeandtheum&ammmaﬂymvﬂmm

! couple, in Poly take place between indi-
vﬁmhﬂmnnlympammammngcumﬂquuimﬂﬂwaﬁupmg
parent.

16. This is in linc with Silverman's (1969) model of Banaban strategizing as
a matter of maximizing options. Silverman’s account of a Micronesian case can
be neatly applied to Polynesian data.

17 See also Shore 19762:294 for comments on factors militating towards alli-
ance among a few families at the pinnacle of the Samoan status system.

18. F: (1984) has chall d Shore's of the terms dmis and
aga. In our view, much of his criticism fails, for he faults Shore on details that
are not critical to Shere’s analytical project and, in discussions of the notion of
nature, secms to misunderstand Shore, Alnrmll,whleﬁhnmsmmdﬂm
two terms may not be definitive, his broad concerning 5.
undnmmpdmuuplw.ld or even gthened, by such critici






