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PREFACE .

HIS book was written originally in order to familiarize

social scientists with the contemporary views of anthro-
pologists concerning social organization. Cultural anthropol-
ogy had by that time crystallized its criticisms of the earlier
ambitious schemes of unilinear evolution—very much as ex-
perimental biologists had registered their protests against
extravagant speculation concerning the development of ani-
mal species. It was clear that diffusion had taken place at
every level of culture and had thus interfered with whatever
sequence of events might be regarded as inherent in the
nature of society. Since Lewis H. Morgan’s Ancient Society
(1877) systematically embodied the older unilinear evolu-
tionism that postulated laws of development, my book in-
evitably grew into a persistent critique of Morgan.

Further, there was an immense and very important body
of ethnographic facts which Morgan and other writers had
neglected until they were fully expounded in Heinrich
Schurtz’s Altersklassen und Mdannerbiinde (1902). The
earlier scholars had concentrated their attention on the fam-
ily, the clan, marriage, and correlated customs. It remained
for Schurtz to point out what a large part is played in primi-
tive society by the equivalents of our masonic lodges and
social clubs, by age and sex grouping. In my book I tried
to do justice to both ranges of fact, those treated by Morgan
- and those described by Schurtz. _
~ The reception accorded to Primitive Society on its appear-
ance varied considerably. Some readers were repelled by
the “negativistic” aspects of the book; others felt swamped

v
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by the mass of detail. Dr. W. H. R. Rivers, the leader of
British investigators in this field, found that “the number
of omissions and errors is very small,” and that the book
“will be of the greatest value to students as a record of early
forms of social institution.” On the other hand, he held
that I had not gone nearly far enough in my diffusionisin
(American Anthropologist, 22:278-283, 1920). While
Rivers complained of my historical pusillanimity, Professor
A. L. Kroeber (ib., 377-381) criticised the “negativistic
attitude toward broader conclusions,” the failure to realize
the limited scope of the results attained, the “comparative
sterility” of the tendency Primitive Society represented. The
concluding sentences read: “After all, honesty is the primary
virtue, and Lowie’s soberness is a long advance on Morgan’s
brilliant illusions. But one sometimes sighs regretfully that
the honesty of the method which is so successfully exempli-
fied here is not stirred into quicker pulse by visions of more
ultimate-enterprise.” _ v
The general American consensus of opinion was favorable.
Primitive Society was accepted as fairly representing the
spirit of American anthropology ; aversion to glib generaliza-
tions seemed a merit rather than a defect. This type of
_reaction appeared in various oral and written comments by
Professor John M. Cooper as well as in full reviews by Elsie
Clews Parsons (The New Republic, Nov. 3, 1920) and Ed-
ward Sapir (The Freeman, June 30, 1920; The Nation,
July 10, 1920). Sapir hailed my effort as “the first work
of major scope in its field, of those intended for a wider than
strictly anthropological public, that breaks definitely with the
classical evolutionist tradition”; as being within its special
sphere “the clearest and most balanced expression we yet
possess of the present temper of American anthropology.”
He accepted it as what it purported to be—a historical-
minded presentation that fought shy of both psychological
and pretendedly historical formulae. He declared that “the
book blends in the most skilful manner, the concrete presenta-
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tion of selected features of primitive societies, the discussion
of the larger, theoretic aspects of these features, and the still
wider bearing of the facts and discussions on his philosophy
" of social development.”

From abroad came some abundantly appreciative com-
ments. Father Wilhelm Schmidt of Vienna, the leader of
the German diffusionists, wrote me a flattering letter and
contemplated having a translation prepared. This, however,
was prevented by the financial status of the Central European
countries. An anonymous reviewer in The New Statesman
compared me with a chambermaid sweeping out the cobwebs
from a long-closed room. Bronislaw Malinowski was per-
sistently eulogistic. Occasional remarks by Messrs. Claude
Iévi-Strauss, Alfred Métraux, Paul Kirchhoff, Erland Nor-
denskidld, and others have indicated that the book was widely
read and exerted some influence. On the other hand, it was
hotly denounced by many admirers of L. H. Morgan.

Whatever the ultimate verdict may be, it is clear that
Primitive Society has filled a definite need. It still seems to
have no rival in English and continues to be used as a text
in various American institutions. As late as 1935 Payot
(Paris) published a translation by Mme. E. Métraux under
the title of Traité de sociologie primitive. I own a Japanese
version, apparently issued not many years before World
War II, and am credibly informed that a Chinese translation
also has appeared.

Retrospectively, a few remarks seem in order in connection
with the present edition. An extraordinary wealth of new
 material has come to light during the last quarter of a cen-

~tury, and to some extent there have been areal syntheses by
competent anthropologists. Professor A. R. Radcliffe-
Brown’s summary of what is known about The Social Or-
ganization of Australion Tribes (The Oceania Monographs,
- No. 1, Melbourne, 1931) is typical; so is Paul Kirchhoff’s
masterly article on relevant facts from the forest regions of
tropical America (Die Verwandtschaftsorganisation der Ur-
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waldstimme Siidamerikas, Zeitschrift fiir Ethnologie, 63 :85-
103, 1931). The admirable researches of Martin Gusinde in
Tierra del Fuego and of Curt Nimuendaji in the interior
of Brazil have revealed unsuspected institutions among the -
simpler New World natives. A host of able investigators
have labored in Oceania and Africa, each of which areas now
has a journal specifically devoted to its ethnography. It
would be tempting to incorporate these new data into a re-
vised picture of primitive life, but at the time this is not fea-
sible. I must content myself with a series of corrections and
addenda. ‘

At the same time I think the reader can be assured that so
far as the main propositions of the book are concerned he is
not likely to be led astray. The universal importance and
chronological priority of the individual family (as against
the clan) are accepted by all responsible contemporary schol-
ars—Richard Thurnwald, Wilhelm Schmidt, Radcliffe-
Brown, the Malinowski school. Probably no one now
believes that promiscuity in the strict sense of the term has
existed in recent millennia. Individual property of some sort

~seems to be a general phenomenon of primitive society. The
old argument that matriliny must have preceded patriliny
- because in early times paternity was uncertain has become
worthless as tribe after tribe has become known that is
totaHy indifferent to physiological paternity. Finally, there
is still no evidence for anything remotely resembling a true
matriarchate.
- On the other hand, I should be the last to deny that several
approaches other than mine are equally warranted and doubt-
- less better suited to some tastes. In Professor Thurnwald’s
Afive-volume work, Die menschliche Gesellschaft (Berlin and
Leipzig, 1931- 1934) the synthetic descrxptlon of a number
of diverse peoples is especially appealing, as is the inclusion
~ of higher civilizations. The symposum edited by Drs. M.
Fortes and E. E. Evans-Pritchard on African Political
- Systems (. London 1940) deals ostens1bly wzth only one de-
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partment of social life, but with an extremely important one
that is connected with virtually all others. Corresponding
syntheses for comparable areas would be invaluable. In his
" several publications Father Wilhelm Schmidt (e.g., Vdlker
und Kulturen, 1924) has the great merit of envisaging the
totality of human cultures from a unified historical point of
view. Though some of his reconstructions are assailable,
his work represents a major effort to see social history as a
whole; and, as Eduard Meyer, the great historian of an-
tiquity, has rightly said, the basis of all historical investiga-
tion is always universal history.

So far as my own inclinations go, adhering to the scheme
of the book as originally planned, I should under favorable
circumstances expand it by utilizing the new empirical data
from all over the globe for a historical reconstruction, pri-
marily limited to each major area. I should then compare
the results and test how far they severally suggest a parallel
development. This possibility I should further check by
drawing upon the civilizations—classical, Chinese, Arab,
Egyptian—ifor which the sequence of events can be deter-
mined with the aid of written sources. On this basis a rea-
sonable historical sociology might be founded, rivaling
Father Schmidt’s, but with closer attention to the empirical
findings within each continent.

By way of supplementing this historical line of inquiry I
should like to resume Tylor’s statistical approach. In recent
years it has actually been cultivated by Professor G. P.
Murdock and his colleagues at Yale, but to date not enough
has been published to permit an assessment of the results.

Finally, a word of explanation concerning the final para-
graph of Primitive Society, which has been rather generally
misinterpreted. The sentence in which civilization is called
“that thing of shreds and patches” had no bearing on an-
thropological theory. It was written in a period of disillu-
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sionment after World War I, a sentiment very intelligible
at the present moment. I was casting about for something
derogatory to say about our civilization, and as an admirer
of Gilbert and Sullivan naturally bethought myself of the
phrase in question. It is true that I did not believe, nor do
now, that ¢/l elements of a culture are necessarily related by
some organic bond; on the other hand, ever since 1915 my
treatment of kinship terms ought to have absolved me from
the charge of viewing culture as only a fabric of shreds and
patches.
Roeert H. LowiE

Berkeley, July, 1947.
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PRIMITIVE SOCIETY

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

PRIMITIVE society is in a sense coextensive with primi-
tive civilization. For civilization or culture, to substi-
tute the ethnological term, is according to Tylor’s famous
definition ‘“that complex whole which includes knowledge,
belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities
and habits acquired by man as a member of society”;
whence it follows that a complete consideration of society
involves a study of all the phases of civilization. No such
stupendous task is here attempted. I will limit myself to
those aspects of culture known as social organization, i.e.,
I will deal with the groups into which society is divided,
the functions of thése groups, their mutual relations, and
the factors determining their growth.

Yet so closely are the several departments of civilization
knitted together that concentration on any one of them to
the exclusion of all others is an impracticable undertaking.
Recent events have familiarized us with the mutual depend-
ence of apparently disparate branches of culture. Military
operations cannot be successfully conducted without the
activities of the laboratory scientist and of the husbandman,
In stages of lesser advancement the same principle holds.
If we wish to study social organization it is impossible to
ignore industrial factors because often society is organized
precisely along industrial lines, into guilds of blacksmiths
~and architects, shipwrights and tattooers. Our concern,
~ however, will not be with the technical processes employed
I .
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by these artisans, even though they are characteristic of
the society to which they belong; we shall rather deal with
the position of each body in the community, its comparative
status of superiority or inferiority, its prerogatives and
duties as one of a number of parallel or intercrossing aggre-
gates. Similarly, if we have occasion to take notice of re-
ligious corporations, interest will not center in beliefs or

observances, but in the position which the several groups

occupy in the general polity. If we were to view Christian-

ity from this angle, differences as to auricular confession cr

the theory of transubstantiation would figure mainly as

group labels, while the rise to ascendancy in the state of

one body of believers, the degradation of ancther, the dis-

abilities of a third, would primarily engage our attention.

Nevertheless it i3 impossible to anticipate how much knowl-

edge of religion proper would prove necessary to illuminate

the main problem, and unawares we might find ourselves

plunged head over heels into the subtleties of scholastic
disputation. It is not otherwise with savage peoples, and

in order to gauge with accuracy the character of a social
organization it is sometimes essential to take note of data

representing all other phases of aboriginal activity.

Scientifically the study of primitive societies does not
require justification. They eaist and as part of reality
Science is bound to take note of them. But the manner
and spirit in which they have been regarded in the past have
differed widely, and it will not be amiss to consider some
of the ideals pursued in their investigation.

For one thing, it is possible to assume a predominantly
monographic attitude. Some students fix their gaze upon
a single people at a single epoch of its existence, and en-
deavor to describe this one culture with the utmost fidelity.
In the higher reaches of this type of work the ethnographer
becomes an artist who sympathetically penetrates into the
latent spirit of his culture and creates a picture after the
fashion of Gobineau’s Renaissance. That is the ideal of
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humanistic research acclaimed by the philosopner Windel-
band and his school. To them each manifestation of human
history represents a unique phenomenon, an absolutely in-
definable set of values that can merely be experienced
through the visionary’s intuition and then transmitted in
fainter tints to his public. Ethnographic effort conducted
in this spirit would result in a gallery of cultural portraits,
each complete in itself and not related with the rest.

Such an attitude toward the data of civilization is by no
means inconsistent with scientific aims, and inasmuch as it
reveals the subtler phases of culture it may even contribute
indispensable elements to a complete description of reality.
But it is equally true that Science cannot rest content with
this aesthetic immersion in distinct manifestations of human
society. Indeed, a student passing successively from one
of these reproductions to another would imperceptibly yield
to a mental exercise quite different from the impulse that
fired the painter in plumbing the individuality of his sub-
ject cr from his own initial attempt at re-creation. Spon-
taneously comparison of later and earlier pictures would
blend with merely absorptive processes. Against the mar-
tial cast of one culture would stand out the devotional twist
of another or the blot of money-madness in a third. Re-
semblances would be noted as well as differences, and the
question would imperatively obtrude itself how both are to
be explained. In other words, phenomena would be not
merely apperceived by themselves but viewed in their re-
lations. '

In part it would be a problem of causal relations. It is
natural to suppose that like phenomena must have like
causes and accordingly it would become the ethnologist’s

duty to determine these: a priori they might be supposed to

lie in racial affinity, or the similarity of geographical en-
vironment, or some other fundamental condition shared
- by the cultures compared. Practically, however, as will ap-
~pear later, it is not so easy to isolate such determinants
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amidst the tremendous complexities of cultural data and
to demonstrate that they are the significant factors. In-
deed, some ethnologists have abandoned all hope of ever
unraveling them. But whether the quest of causal relations
be a hopeless one or not, one kind of relation can never be
ignored by the scientific student of culture—the chronologi-
cal one. Assume that our cultural picture gallery contains
delineations of all distinguishable cultures. It would then
embrace separate pictures of the successive cultures of the
same people. Aesthetic contemplation might rest content
with apperceiving the picture of Japan in 1000 A.D. and
the picture of Japan in 1900 as representing two disparate
embodiments of cultural ideals as independent of each other
as either is of the Italian Renaissance. But that could not
possibly be the attitude of the scientific student. To him
the fact that one culture has grown out of another, that
the same culture has varied with time, is an all-important
fact; without a knowledge of the time relations of cultures
that are merely links of one chain he would feel that he had
missed the most essential part of reality. To put it tersely,
whatever else the investigator of civilization may do, he
must be an historian.

But what kind of an historian shall the ethnologist be?
Some eminent savants whose thinking has been moulded in
experimental laboratories have prescribed with much em-
phasis what kind of history is worth while. Accustomed
to seeing physical phenomena described in the stenographic
equations of the calculus, they cannot conceive of any
branch of knowledge as worth a candle unless it conforms
to the pattern of celestial mechanics. Says Professor Pear-
son in The Grammar of Science: “History can never be-
come science, can never be anything but a catalogue of
facts rehearsed in more or less pleasing language until
these facts are seen to fall into sequences which can be
briefly resumed in scientific formulae.” Applying his tenet
specifically to civilization, this author contends that in
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broad outline the development of man has followed the
same course in Europe, in Africa, in Australasia; that it
can be briefly resumed in terms of certain basic principles;
" and that except in so far as the historian undertakes to ascer-
tain these, his efforts are hardly worthy of serious consider-
ation. Similar opinions have been voiced by Professor Ost-
wald, the chemist, and Dr. Driesch, the zoologist.

The attitude just defined displays a surprising naiveté.
No doubt ethnologists and other historians would be greatly
at fault if thev failed to discover the laws underlying civili-
zation, thus giving to their data the highest degree of co-
ordination to which they are amenable. But the first ques-
tion is whether any such laws exist and what measure of
codrdination is feasible. The existence of uniformity in
culture history cannot be assumed simply because it would
be convenient. Even in physics the investigator is not
always fortunate enough to reduce his phenomena to a
Newtonian formula. He must theoretically accept the fact
that water has its point of maximum density at four degrees
Centigrade, as men at large have had to reckon with it
practically, without waiting until water shall assume the
properties of other liquids. So the ethnologist cannot per-
mit his task to be pre-determined for him. If there are laws
of social evolution, he must assuredly discover them, but
whether there are any remains to be seen, and his scholarly
position remains unaffected by their non-existence. His
duty is to ascertain the course civilization actually has fol-
lowed; and the kind of synthesis he gives must depend on
the nature of his facts. To strive for the ideals of another
branch of knowledge may be positively pernicious, for it
can easily lead to that factitious simplification which means
falsification. It would be equivalent to insisting that water
must condense in freezing. If every people of the globe
had a culture history wholly different from that of every
other, the historian’s task would still be to record these sin-~
gularities and make the best of them; and in contributing his
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share to the sum total of knowledge he would suffer no loss
in scientific dignity from the unmalleability of his material,
Without, therefore, at the outset remouncing the search
for laws of social evolution, we will emphatically declare
otir independence of that pseudo-scientific dogmatism which
insists on formulating all phenomena after the fashion that
has proved serviceable in a diminutive corner of the field
of human knowledge. Uninfluenced by any bias for or
against historical regularities, we shall attempt to deter-
mine what are the facts and what has been their actual
sequence.

Here, however, the ethnologist encounters an obstacle
from which the historian of the higher civilizations is ex-
empt. The succession of events in primitive communities is
~ rarely a matter of recorded knowledge except for the most
recent period, and when positive information extends back
to several centuries ago the student considers himself unusu-
ally fortunate. This presents a real difficulty but not an in-
surmountable one. For in addition to the sparse document-
ary sources the ethnologist possesses a stock of established
ethnographic and linguistic fact, and when this is combined
with the data of geographical distribution it is often possible
to reconstruct history with practical certainty. With regard
to phenomena of social organization instances will be sup-
plied in later chapters; I will therefore elucidate the method
by a technological illustration. In smelting iron the natives
of Madagascar employ the piston-bellows, a type quite dif-
ferent from the bellows of the Negro blacksmiths of the
neighboring African continent. In a splendid example of
historical reconstruction Tylor pointed out that the piston-
bellows occurs also in Sumatra, in other parts of the Malay
Archipelago, and the adjacent portion of the Asiatic main-
land; and that anthropologically and linguistically the
Malagasy of Madagascar are members of the Malay family.
Hence the piston-bellows is undoubtedly a Malay invention,
which was carried by the Malays to various regions in the
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course of their migrations. By thus combining general
anthropological knowledge with knowledge of the distri-
_ bution of a trait Tylor succeeded in establishing the
history of a mechanical contrivance beyond any reasonable
doubt.

" In the historical reconstruction of culture the phenomena
of distribution play, indeed, an extraordinary part. If a
trait occurs everywhere, it might veritably be the product
of some universally operative social law. If it is found in
a restricted number of cases, it may still have evolved
through some such instrumentality acting under specific
conditions that would then remain to be determined by
analysis of the cultures in which the feature is embedded.
On the other hand, as in the instance of the Malagasy bel-
lows, there may be no law involved but a question of genetic
relationship. Finally, the sharers of a cultural trait may be
of distinct lineage but through contact and borrowing have
come to hold in common a portion of their cultures.

Thus the data as to distribution demand an interpreta-
tion, whether in terms of some causal factor, or of tribal
affinity or international intercourse ; and the answer elicited
with the aid of extraneous ethnological information is neces-
sarily cast in historical form. If we were tracing the history
of ironwork, we should assign to the Malay bellows a rela-
tively late date because it is a specialized form evolved in
a region of Asia remote from the ancient centers of metal-
lurgy; and we should regard the Malagasy bellows as a
relatively recent importation because Madagascar represents
the farthest outpost of Malay civilization.

Since, as a matter of fact, cultural resemblances abound
between peoples of diverse stock, their interpretation com-
monly narrows to a choice between two alternatives. Either
they are due to like causes, whether these can be determined
or not; or they are the result of borrowing. A predilection
for one or the other explanation has lain at the bottom of
much ethnological discussion in the past; and at present
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influential schools both in England and in continental
Europe clamorously insist that all cultural parallels are due
to diffusion from a single center. It is inevitable to envisage
this moot-problem at the start, since uncompromising cham-
pionship of either alternative has far-reaching practical
consequences. For if every parallel is due to borrowing;
then sociological laws, which can be inferred only from in-
dependently developing likenesses, are barred. Then the
history of religion or social life or technology consists ex-
clusively in a statement of the place of origin of beliefs,
customs and implements, and a recital of their travels to
different parts of the globe. On the other hand, if borrow-
ing covers only part of the observed parallels, an explanation
from like causes becomes at least the ideal goal in an inves-
tigation of the remainder. It is therefore proper to justify
in the beginning whatever position one is inclined to take
in the conflict between the rival theories of diffusion and
independent evolution.

The great strength of the diffusionist theory lies in the
abundance of evidence that transmission has played an enor-
mous part in the growth of cultures. This is often not
merely a matter of inference but of recorded observation,
as in the influence of Egyptian on Greek, or of Arabian
on mediaeval European civilization. To this vast body
of testimony must be added numerous examples of borrow-
ing established by inference but in a manner that admits of
no doubt. Whenever a well-defined trait is distributed over
a continuous area, the conclusion can hardly be avoided that
it has developed in one spot within that area and has thence
traveled to its confines. Often that conclusion is corrobo-
rated by a quantitative test: the feature in question is found
in a state of high elaboration about the center of origin and
dwindles towards the periphery. Thus, Professor Boas has
demonstrated with great elegance that the Raven cycle of
Canadian mythology originated about the northern part of
British Columbia and thence traveled southwards. The
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farther one proceeds from the point of origin the smaller is
the degree of elaboration of the cycle until it finally tapers
away. This combination of legendary adventures could
not be confined to a narrow coastal strip if it were the prod-
nct of some law of myth-making; and there would not be
noticeable that progressive diminution of complexity if we
were not dealing with a case of successive transmission to
districts farther and farther removed from the fountain-
head.

Diffusion must accordingly be hailed as a vera causa.
But is it the only one? What shall we say when like traits
crop up in widely severed regions of which the populations
are neither racially related nor have ever been in contact so
far as is known? In that contingency the diffusionist must
have recourse to the auxiliary hypothesis that contact at
one time existed; and he does so because of his conviction
that every element of culture is ultimately due to so extraor-
dinary a confluence of circumstances that the conditions for
a second invention can never recur. This is the basic tenet
of the diffusionist creed that we must face.

It may at once be admitted that some of the arguments
leveled at this position in the past have not been especially
fortunate. Thus, the duplication of scientific discoveries
has been cited to prove that the same feature may develop
independently. Yet in general this argument lacks cogency.
A careful historical examination usually shows that the co-
discoverers both borrowed largely from the same cultural
stock, as did Newton and Leibnitz in the discovery of the
calculus.  Such a case, then, cannot be likened to the inde-
pendent creation of cultural elements in completely sepa-~
rated areas. Further, when modern scientists duplicate
each other’s results they are not merely building on the
same foundation but are trained workers who consciously
seek to add definite stones to the structure. This deliberate
striving on the basis of special training is a motive that must
be wholly banished in considering the ruder civilizations,
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‘and the likelihood of a repeated invention is proportionately

lessened.

The weakness of the diffusionist doctrine in its extreme .

form lies in its lack of discrimination. Few would deny;
that a highly complex invention could not readily be made

several times, but when this principle is extended to the
 simplest devices and conceptions it flies in the face of proba-

bility. It is true that man suffers from poverty of inven-
tiveness and ever prefers to follow the path of lesser
resistance by borrowing, but his failing is not so great as is
contended. If it were, that admirable adaptation to environ-
ment which we occasionally note in widely separated areas
could never have taken place. The Micronesians would not
have learned to substitute the shell of the giant clam for

 the stone no longer available on their islands for axe blades;

the Andaman Islanders and South American natives would
never have learned to stupefy fish with poisonous plants;
nor would any of a legion of ingenious industrial processes
of strictly limited range have been achieved. Must we
assume that the Plains Indian who was able to perfect a
highly complex embroidery technique in porcupine quills
was incapable of discovering for himself that buffalo dung
could be used in fire-making and had to learn it from some
alien source? The Hidatsa Indians of North Dakota still
cross the Missouri in boats resembling the Welsh coracle,
an umbrella-shaped frame being covered with a hide. Must
we countenance the assumption that a connection once
existed that has merely been obliterated in course of time?
We shall certainly not yield to that view if among neigh-

~ boring tribes there turns up the prototype of the Hidatsa

bull-boat,—an improvised raft of tent skins supported by
cross-pieces of wood and proving the autochthonous inven-
tion of the boat. Again, there is the case of the Australians
and the Tierra del Fuegians, both of whom readily noted on
becoming acquainted with glass that this material offered

@ good substitute for stone in the manufacture of certain

SRR ERM
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implements. Thus a fairly long catalogue might be made
of simple ideas that are either positively known to have
. been conceived more than once or that at least in all proba-
bility originated independently in two or more places. In-
deed, there is not lacking evidence that even more abstruse
notions have in rare instances been re-invented. None is
more remarkable than the occurrence of the zero figure in
the notation of the Maya of Yucatan, an achievement not
equaled by the Greeks or Romans and duplicating that of
the Hindu without the least possibility of mutual influence.
However, the illustrations cited apply only to a limited
section of the cultural domain, that in which mechanical or
theoretical problems are solved by intellectual means. The
religious, sociological and aesthetic aspects of culture are
founded in response to totally different motives. It is con-
ceivable that in these, where there is greater freedom from
rational control, where in other words the analogical faculty
functions in unrestrained vigor, the chance for independent
evolution is lessened or annulled. Indeed, some observers
would sooner admit that the most important inventions of
mechanical ingenuity could have a multiple origin than that
any human mind could independently have retraced the
tortuous path that has led to some grotesque mythological
conception. Nevertheless the non-rationalistic departments
of culture are not lacking in examples of the independent
origin of similar features. A single illustration will suffice.
No worse affront can be hurled in the teeth of a Kurnai
Australian than to call him an orphan; and the same is true
of the Crow Indian in Montana. That so harmless a term
should be resented as the most offensive imprecation seems
strange, but there is an explanation for it. Among the
ruder peoples influence is often directly dependent on the
greater or lesser number of faithful relatives. The kinless
orphan is consequently damned to social impotence and
considering aboriginal vanity it is natural that the vocabu-~
lary of vituperation should contain no more degrading epi-
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thet. Itis therefore not only certain that neither the Kurnai
borrowed from the Crow nor vice versa, but the reason for
the observed parallel is clear from known facts of primitive
life.

It is not necessary to multiply instances of this type
because an inexhaustible supply of relevant data is furnished
by a single department of culture, to wit, language. Lin-
guistic processes belong to the same category psychologically
as the processes by which the non-intellectualistic part of
culture has come into being, and what applies to them has
accordingly a wider application. English has come to ap-
proach Chinese in the simplicity of its grammar not because
of the direct influence exerted by China on the speech of
the British Isles but from internal causes. If the Shosho-
nean Indian languages of the Great Basin of North America
have a dual number it is not because they have borrowed
the notion from the ancient Greeks but because it is a notion
that can and does arise independently. In this manner a
host of instances can be enumerated showing that the same
mode of classifying or describing phenomena has been
evolved in languages utterly unrelated in origin and wholly
disconnected in point of contact. If that is so, even though
the reason for the resemblances be forever hidden from our
ken, the fact is established that reasoning and classification
by analogy can produce analogous results. Accordingly it
is sheer dogmatism to decree that such results could not
occur in the case of customs or myths.

In short, there is no reason for excluding the possibility
of independent development in the study of social organiza-
tion. I will accordingly treat each case of resemblance on
its merits and shall not strike the balance between the rival
theories before the close of my investigation.

In the foregoing remarks lies the reason for the impor-
tant place assigned to matters of distribution in the subse-
quent chapters. From the range of a phenomenon we know
at once whether it can even tentatively rank as a necessary
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consequence of human gregariousness, while a comparison
of linked traits may reveal the conditions favoring its
_appearance. The distribution of an institution may demon-
strate that it has been diffused, and when coupled with other
information it may aid in a fairly complete reconstruction
of historical processes. When we know only the range of
a usage, we may not yet know very much, but we have at
least a point of departure for amplifying our information.
When we do not know the distribution of a phenomenon
with unrecorded history, we know nothing that is theoreti-
cally significant.

The knowledge of primitive society has an educational
value that should recommend its study even to those who are
not primarilv interested in the processes of culture history.
All of us are born into a set of traditional institutions and
social conventions that are accepted not only as natural but
as the only conceivable response to social needs. Departures
from our standards in foreigners bear in our biased view
the stamp of inferiority. Against this purblind provincial-
ism there is no better antidote than the systematic study of
alien civilizations. Acquaintance with adjustments in one
society after another that rest on wholly different founda-
tions from those with which we are familiar enlarges our
notion of social potentialities as the conception of #-dimen-
sional space enlarges the vision of the non-Euclidean geome-
trician. We see our received set of opinions and customs
as merely one of an indefinite number of possible variants;
and we are emboldened to hew them into shape in accord-
ance with novel aspirations.




CHAPTER II

MARRIAGE

IF SOCIAL organization is but one phase of culture and
can be understood solely in connection with other phases,
a corresponding statement holds even more decidedly for
any one of the aspects of social organization. We may begin
by considering the primitive family, but very soon we find
that in order to comprehend its phenomena we must con-
sider what at first seem quite irrelevant series of facts. In
parts of Oceania, where a man regularly eats and sleeps at
his club, this type of unit affects family life so profoundly
that the two cannot well be divorced in picturing either.
If, on the other hand, we begin with clubs, we shall very
soon be engaged in a discussion of property concepts be-
cause membership in these organizations is sometimes equiv-
_alent to the holding of a proprietary title. But any treat-
ment of property involves the notions of kinship that
determine inheritance of property. And so forth. In short,
these several topics are so closely interrelated that none of
them can be treated as the basic one from which all others
are logically deducible. However we commence, there must
be constant anticipation and constant cross-referencing, for
by the sheer necessities of exposition we are driven to exam-
ine fragment after fragment of an organic whole.

This being so, any starting-point will do. T will select the
family as the first social unit to be considered; and will
naturally begin by describing the conditions that confront
the individual who desires to found a new family,—the
social prohibitions and prescriptions to which he has to sub-
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mit in the selection of a mate and the traditional means of
acquiring one,

MarrIAGE PROHIBITIONS

- In every part of the world there are restrictions on the
choice of a mate based on propinquity of relationship.
Those who transgress the rules are guilty of the dread crime
of incest. Within the narrowest family circle sexual rela-
tions are universally tabooed. There are no tribes which
countenance the mating of parent and child, and where
brother-sister unions have been recorded they are not the
result of primitiveness but of excessive sophistication. That
is, in communities where pride of descent obtains in hyper-
trophied form, as in ancient Egypt and Peru, the sovereign
may find no one of sufficiently high rank to become his
mate except his nearest blood kin. Such instances are,
however, decidedly rare and do not affect the practices of
the common herd.

It is not the function of the ethnologist but of the biclo-
gist and psychologist to explain why man has so deep-rooted
a horror of incest, though personally I accept Hobhouse’s
view that the sentiment is instinctive. The student of so-
ciety merely has to reckon with the fact that the dread of
incest limits the biologically possible number of unions.. He
must further register the different ways in which different
communities conceive the incest rule. For while parent
and child, brother and sister, are universally barred from
mating, many tribes favor and all but prescribe marriages
between certain more remote kindred. That is to say, while
the aversion to marriage within the group of the closest
relatives may be instinctive, the extension of that sentiment
beyond that restricted circle is conventional, some tribes
drawing the line far more rigorously than others. For
example, the Blackfoot of Montana not only discountenance
the marriage of cousins but look askance at any union
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