ESB5 b\ B R SR SR E P PE BB -
ST SO ME B E MR B X0 B

BIEERR
RSl R B AT

B =
—. I 5

WMFEBGE. REERE, BB SRR e
RZ—, AMEWRAERRIR L, BN E— B EeE, &
WIDIAR N R R EREICRBTE L, BRE T HEE A%
e PRI E LR, DURGE (E A0 A 38 B RS B e A I, b
FERAE A BIALE LA E RIMER 2675, I H e A FE b5 (E A (5
WRYVE EIEYVE A, HERE T B BIRRIR. E— S
TR, I R AR S S B8 B (R U 5 T T B N A S O £ S B it
&t ® (boundary of society), iEitf2 kin-based society HIFRZR 1
& (Murdock 1949; Lévi-Strauss 1949), FAFERE T Stk B4
R, TERIREFEERAS G AR RRAISEEE, RESESE

* A SCHISE R B R B B A B M R AR AUTE . AR A A RVBEAIEREE, R,
HHBEBELRRNEYOE R, HOURARE 2000 4 THREH 28 & | B e
MR &, 1EERTRR lepaw (KE) B spaw (SE00) 1 DA T BHBLE IR A 1
BRI BER BB | — ST AR ER 5 20-47 H, HILE 2005 FE K 2006 fEEENE (95-
2627-H-001-003) && K8 E i H B7 4 7e 2 55 T o



94, BRI AT SR SR

RAGRAY[ 205k | — B ERE, &4 Malinowski AYEE, —HERANHE
Kt &SRyl O EMIATE ] (mental chart), [FRFEF BT i
TSR TE A

SR Claude Lévi-Strauss BYCHBEEAHE#E) (Les structures
éléementairve de la parventé) —EF| MBI .2 %, E. Leach(1961a,
1961b) BAtA T ZIH L TR T 5E, MRS dravidien ZEEVAHEBA 1%
HE—EREHEHTGEEWES, BEEteSsaELEE. AH
ORI R M ERRIRREE R, f£irE A AR St [
BRI IE R EER |, #3% R. Needham (1971) #2 E. Leach #&R[AI#5
PRI B SE, MR e B R T e
43 M, TR AR B B AR . M) BRI B SE, B AR EISE
B, 15 45 D. Schneider (1984) 7E Critique of the Study of Kinship
— 2 T E Y  EESR T (ERELE O R IATE Yap FrERIise),
kin-based society FI M HESFEHILTE, MEREBHEBIRESEE. F
HESEE Y Bt & R EEE R, BE, MsRE N EERE
BB O HE R LA ST BN AR L. 535F, C. Geertz
(1973, 1976) g e BRI, FBMBE & RIS S 10, T
TRITE, HRTEEXAR ISR, BB E B
S FEh. BURRBERERTL & R e H B no A &R P R,

FREAE 70 40K, B—NAIE th R 7 5 B Pa 22 Be iR B P AE
1%, Claude Lévi-Strauss (1984, 1992) £ 3¢ MEEE - M Bl AL, 35
T A 4> # (diverge) FifH & (converge) AR BT /7 M, BUMAZ
P2 05 5 E1E A (personne morale) B3 AT BEAT, £ BE#EE] DITH5E
5% | (maison,” house) £ HH0 AT 23R H AYBOE SLASTE N 4, SaE L57)
B kB R g, HRHRESEA S K HWsE, H2H
B i & R R E S (AR MR RS, i R i
SEAE NEER RO SE TR Y T USRI &,
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M. Godelier 7£ 2004 4F —— 2R i e 2 @ TH 35— F —— HRiE I
HHERR T RIERHL 700 BERCRBIEE ) —& (Métamorphoses de la
parvente) . BNFAERRABUINEBREAIRA, HEREEMZE
HiRR, MG E S RSEH B BRI T, MR, FHrpfl
#EF D. Schneider S AK#E T [ Rt R T2 RIS LRI & 2 2
i, AR BEEEE S8 Morgan (1970[1871]) BE IR H
AR, WEkZ D. Schneider %8 M 3E T2 A B ik & 5 HE R
HME CUEER) TR, R 1980 FLUA R B AR5 2 g &
T, THE(E Morgan #& HFIRIRE, 222 A0~ ET R BRI LRE, i
REFR 0T A T B A

WEARFIR A EARESFENE, FEEELE R RS
RIRERY R, M. Godelier (2004:32) 3%, MRS R EL H CFTE
AT FUNETRE DO, HEAMEHERDRE IR, —ENE
RITEDE, T ASHESCE B TRRE S e, SRR IR
TSGR P ER f AT M AERS |, S8 EE R LR R A LE
F—MEERVHING, LTRSS IR I MR it & B AR AV (R B3
29) o PRIBLI - BB AR — S EAVRIRY, B GRETEIE
Rl — B ER, gk 38 B — IR E R RV /5% (condition idéelle),
PR G P N7 (E I ik S A PR AT 3 B, DU s i P B8 U e B
AR -+ ] (Godelier 1998b:386)

BAGRERS (articulate) FUE B FITASE, TR BLE BB TGS
[, PERREIERIRS M RIRERS RI0R il & 14/& gender (Collier and
Yanagisako 1987:29) B9W5¢, WF9ErVE AN E I A4 E ST
A, REWZRLE KL E S 48 2 A R (Godelier 1998,
2004) , thEL R BUT R CHEEE R, N EHt & (F N i HiEE R E,
HhFrER ORI B EME RSB EEE, O RERPEERR, TeL
{REIHES BRI, BORELA (person) B, H K (self) & ANEIHY



96, B HESE AT ER AR

WreksE S, Br T AL M. Godelier 82 M. Panoff At fwHIE (1998) Z 7,
C. Geertz (1973) 5% A kinship terms %2 JEH B A9 A B Ea g th &
—fl, EZTEBWEEREIEEDNE, K2 AR, BEREEE
% (Schneider 1964) 5—3%%| 1t ¥ (representation) FY—E8, %
A2 et ECRIBASE, B LA E A2 T —E R AT e 78
R, AR EEE—EEAE A EMERMA, HETEREY
B R EETY) (substance) T M1/7 8% (Scheffler and Lounsbury
1971; Schneider 1984; Strathern 1992; Héritier 1996; Carsten
1997; Godelier 2004) o M SCRLEAEE 5 3E 8 1 7 Bl £/ B B 1258 &
RETERIRIRE R T, A B S A4 Frog 28 R L R B AR GliE
(notation system), * FH R Z2 AR SH AT AT B 25T, WfHETE
i ES NS R M A ARG R RER, Ay 5% B (AR
FEEE,

BRI ERE RO, FEHNE BRI LIR R E L EEE
HAEOHE, [FREELEECRAT I bR, FHE, FZREMSME, #
T 43 A 2 T SO [ R et & FR e s B AsaE 7 =, b —2k, T
R EHAEEREAE S, HEE PR IR K
F AR R, RS NEERM I EFHELLA A S A 552 L,
Wl: EURERE, LTS R MERE 2 TR RN, I A —PRIRF %
RIS R BEAYRA LR, LR EMEERERIRTSEA S B A
FLRENT, KICEEGE—SEEIRRERE T, B, ERIZET
HREECEE T, AT T EHAERCE IS A (speaker) 14 B # R B BY
R, Han, SEEPRAESISEEESR MR, RmEMEsImE =R,
MR A NEEERECEERERE, BENORRENER,

L4, fFw. L. &%,
2 BURIES A R RIEAT HRBEEE JHAM, SR H 1986 FEFT AR Founations of
Kinship Mathematics —ZHRIEELHE, W KERACEE 2000)FFE,
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S NS N EFERI R IS (EBEE A (speaker) B 1% 2
BEHIIRE, S BREEG TR, FTEBEEMKTT (BT Ho W), 40:
BB HBRIBTF F FIRITATRER D 3K S, AU 5 & 8B i sy
HIREME, —EH ARIBALR A A%k i 2 AR Se AR A S0 ik (B A =0) &
2, REREERTRERFANERE, (0, YREaERAas
1 i BR AR, 18 L5 38 A R o S A T A T — ([ SRR
EHEEE SRRSO —E DNA, AT ARE T, S E
P (A ik & PRI R BAsE 1, DA — S e T Fr sk B R 3% T8
(PR IEE 2 N [E SALRI i iR & [, &L B e |

HE, EEHEGmRBREITIR Transformations of Kinship Erh
Eilde it Hypercube HUIBAY, SRERHRE A5 8 HEAU 7 [ 438 S diida )
FEEE MR (F. E. Tjon Sie Fat 1998:11) fHE 8L, =2 David
B. Kronenfeld (2001) 3£ T IRZI5L4 & 1E#AT Sydney H. Gould 1
BB, PSRRI B R ER R TR = R 2
KPR (cognitive constraints) , AEA S HILE b a B, HEEmE
T T E T E RS ITIILR, B SR E B RA G
FEBRTEI AP IE S R R ME B, RN RN
BUROSERSRERZR R, 0 RE I FEGE S B 22 R B 3y v i 22 WS g P
BRI TE A,

B, SEE R RISk B R, RIS A
AR TERR, B0 =1 FAUs —(E AT B, TEEE R ALE 1898 Z 2000
FE—HZEM, WEHEBERICERN, EEARGE, BR=(E
ZHBE), BRERRFR RO TE, FRFERE
LA RN 3 B B 1R AR A AR AR R e 23R 2 A R R e, L
MENEREFRBE RS (Hawai'i) HB B EE T, ° ego LRI

3k G. P. Murdock (1949) B335,
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B Ik B AR (G +2) [ 838 (MZ~FZ~M; MB~FB~F), * X ego
B b, B e ok Bl A 58 SO AH R R (G = 0) R B EE R RS i 1 £ (B~Z~
FBC~FZC~MBC~MZC) ;° st RAEAL, fiaE B (gen-
eration) & 53 BHERRIRE R4

EE AR B E R TR TR R ERSE . THARREFE
%H (alternate generations) FJFEEE A (speaker) BL# fERE & (alter) &
RAA IR ERE BT, SEEIERERER T, WRtEE E R
WO (G+2), Ed—(EMIH AT SR (G-2), iR ZHEFEEN
RIS EAAEIR, EEMEE R EEENRE, MR SUEEE
(representation) B ME— S HiSE, MR T B LMMESAR B
R AERPENTPEER |, —EREPEIRRIEAERE, BRENE
WFges, (R i MR E S I — FAIRE?

EA S, EEREEREFEBAEMEBENENTE, REE
A B L M B 2 RO BAR,  THE (ERATR A 2 H BB
HREERA, AT 2SI A R ERRRES, AR R
(R — R SRS MR AT, SR SR P B R s R — R M
Brig (Mathieu 1991), Rlit, WFFeiE(EE EASH @R A T R R
4H (alternate generations) B4 B EEE, AT ARSI G/ Bt
RBIRFFgE S [E L B Aot & 4B A EE TR (Collier and Yanagisako
1987:32-33) LA B 1 By BUK MR8 (Reiter 1975), & [ # 53 1E
FENG RSB I IE TR A,

[FIRE, REIEREAIETHIse TS [ERTRE, W ERMIREEEE
FEEE R e —(E i & B RAYTERR (presocial domain), B4l C.
Geertz (1973; Geertz and Geertz 1975) FT R ER &G RS TR B [

4 AT alter BIMER,
5 [&BI7E speaker B alter & [HRIFE B #R
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BRI E., HBMIE TR R a2y, Mt @Rreerm
ettt —, Rt REREESENREh—EEB2mm+E, —~BA
RN IR BRATREE SRR, (B LEMERD (R R A\ SRS R P LA
IR, TR & EERRRE R, K
BTG NMERE IR, BRHETE, EEIFEREEMLUT R
RIS RITERE 2, BB R R,

T G B R T S Y I

T A BES IS B R BEE N RIS B s o 2 R, FrffisesR
[ B A SR S TS B R ABRE T SE 0 2, AR B AR LRSS R ket
TR EERAIRIE, 1896 A EERAEH N H m TN Hih L
o, SR EREISEARATI DI AR | ES, SIRE B ELS
%, W HBFBIEEEBBET, vahe HRE) BEERZ R —EBEE (1996
[1898]:229, 239), T HFH B—EFIREFRALA, I fbHE RS wE
JEHERE iH ARRE U R B — BB R &R, & DARRER L 5 e A R,
RURSCRIREEZBI TR Bt MXLGEMEA R E FEE R
[JalA 1, FEE VSIS RIEZ B /48] ) RS R (F_E51:229) , &
FRR, ThEREERI ISR WFEEER T, AR Z3R H RIE R
A BERER . PR RR R ISR R E T 5 B e R,
e JE R B TEEE SR E B IRt & A SIS IR EE R ? BT RER
HASAT NFEEESR, 41 Starcke (1889), Kroeber (1909), Rivers(1914),
Radcliffe-Brown and Forde (1950), Murdock (1949) & & 5 ks 52
HURTER . R. Needham (1971:94) B FimZUAufsas, MakEF M s
OB TRE R RE A LA, BFES s A it e e niEss, SERE
BHHFIREE TR —E A Rt & thfr, SEABHERNEHEReSE
MR, TEEFRREASRBRREG, SIHkRRE T 5



100, BV FeE AT &R R

BiERE, IR g R ELERIATRE R, MR RRE AR M E T
W3 B N PR TE R MUBERE R IE, W H AR EG R, EE
RERBUS AR — i LAYEEEE, —ENEARE,
RERBEUREIEZTE? 2 EERIIES? R ERMNEE E— D e
HIE L

H4b, B_ERMER . ERMHRAHRERER—BHR, HE
R4y #E | (classificatory) B % ## 5 Il (Morgan 1970[1871]:12),
PRI A ERE R B EE AR S HEHIERSR, RETE
SEHIRIEE, S, BRMAAEFREE SR AL AYTERE
SR E, KM R L B2 RE S RV#iRE (1996[1898]:
239) R BT AR KIS E R B R R LA (R A ik Er B L, 20
A3 38 (kins) ? BR T RHFREAMRZ 71, H BRI BRSO A AT
TE? EEAMERRAEIREA TEER L REH. BREERRE
FHARMEDE,

1968 4 [y & $it th R8T B T H  Au es 6 TRT\ JBS T U R 2R
(1994:66), TBAZEHE—H M7, MAYE B ERHE R BR NIEH
Bat, T ZHRFER, WA LRAE IR (1992), FFATEL
HART IR HAY IR, BRE. (F8 RS E, SREESHritiEs
BN BIERRIE (salappawan) BATR BISIREL, #8075 H, HIfESS5—
B EPEEEANEER, FAZMYE 1905 2 1985 F Mt HIE
TR ANLHEZAEA . ISR RMATEE (AR 1991), 544, i
LA Abas B4 o o8 2k EHUE IS B R B R B 1% B S S R E S 1 0
(FEZHE 1990) 6

[ B A S EEEET Y AL BRI AREE b, WK (1999) FEH B it
B2 55 5 BRI HE R AasE 2 E RO R, fF—r/”Jszjﬁ%ﬁfméﬁiqjéﬁ it
RN EREAERE. HAHGE., BRBUS B Rt B BEA,

FEEECNRIT, EISHARR LR EE R L2 B RE



IS AR B ERE EE AR BOA . SER RIS EETE RS 101

TR, MRS TR, RIS AR T
EWAK, A HE AL bRt H MR S B RE, B
S R T AROSTE DR DUE A R ES, AR SR AR R 8, (R
BENSCREARNBOINRE ERBE, Ml HEE s smEE
HEBERANTEE D, hkEmEA il g, Sumige
FRAHE AEIRE, TR0 TR S RS R BRI ML, SUBsE e
BRSSO B, BIAN: ISR REAR GO HAREE S (5 A4
iENERE, EHZEREA. LTS, EE AR ESERAR
JERY T RREENS |, PEA, WEIERAME A ERERIR LB IR (biau~) It [F]
RFTEMBE LB bk, LR, KA. BEME, HAMKE
RE. A, BBHEEE, HE 2RI AR IS AR B R R,

=. 1898-2000 4135 [ N\ Bl FiFaH Lo
(Compared Kin List of Kavalan)

BB ARG SRRMAEREFER, RNEREF, H
L5, MEHIEMER, RTAERE, Sfsittie, a0 ERE
—EMNRPR A A RIEROE, FATREA ., 22 RABERRZES,
BE—2R BRI LASE v S BRI R B R, R BB PR A AR T 1, A
SOA B A, [FIRFAEARRCIR RS B R AU BRI TR, £
PRGBS, EARNE, BASMEREENER, BBELE
x, WMLBE S E R IEIE R AR, FER R . PIERRALR,
AR AR QT DU PR, B — e B R B B A SE 5,

RSP CE NS FE i, MR R, DURFIHS,Ru]i5Ima
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(R EEZE TR /T 1, © B eI P EESE A (1996[1898]) . Z5HA
$(1930) . EIFEME (1931, FrE#R(1969) . dH#E (1985) . T
(1985) . ZEF-3%(1996) " SHge A BB LR T LU H LR,
RIS % 2000 FEAEICEF LB ZR, LUE IR A, ® &
MBEIE  ETRREWHIEE, AEAARANE=[EZEAFT, K Bﬁj\E'
numﬁ—c%‘iﬁﬁm?ﬂﬁfﬂﬁ RO A EEBIFEE A, BB
SRR S A AR L, R, FrE AT E SIS EmEIIRE, &
%?U ego B R BHBE R (G+2, G-2). F_HFRWHE, BT HE
HUSTIROTRERANE, BB RERRIE cgo EFEEM(GH3, G-
) %Eljtﬂhjt?r’““%rﬂo BT HER IR R R, (&1

— & EEEEROEE L, FIA G+3,.G-3 KE=3%%
Eﬁ%‘ﬁé@f'ﬁ?%ﬁo

AT IR R A B R L R T, 2R MBS (reference) AL
HEAME (consanguine) fEaE 5+, BRCIERRBAATT

G: 1A generation
@: 2L female

p: B male

e: B elder

y: 4 younger

6 BN A4 55 R BV B S04 (notation system), BT ER SRR b
TR RSB RIEREEE SR, HhHEREE -ERN MR 2=
{U: A.S.P. T}, £& U 2 A (person) BB REITCER, A F-&5H (age-distinction),
S 24 (sex-distinction), P Z##& (parenthood), T (incest taboo) ZEMEES,
A LU AR E B BRI RO TEERE, 2% 1 1) Liu Pin-Hsiung (1986) ; 2) ZIHECGH
B 2000) GRHIFRTFFE) B 2004 F {158,

7 7B HESE R BT E HEF TIEAVAE, TJES [HE B EMR, B EMm (1931) RiFKiE
(1985) KyHHZE J Al (1999) , - H1%% (1985) W5e i B BRI SE 4 Fé.

8 FEEHTTHEE L EAVERE AR Api. Umus, Abas, HE®IERIF., WA KR,
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M: RE# mother
#H father

A HRFH parents
Ihtk sister
h#E brother
HC ego

: & 5 daughter
5 son

/N child

H: 3% husband
W:Zi7 wife

J: [Glff sibling

QB EENTHE

BT R, SRR R B B R B REE b, 215848 (2004:
D MANEEEREC TR ELNTEY], RFELEEL: MZ
(REERIERER), FF ACRRIACE) S ISR, ForiSLlT MR
2 i R R A9 EE AR (anthrop. notation) o {HIE £6 A\ FEE2 SR (1 1
RO SRR, B PR IRERE S R E G A RAGR, R
F B B B AR LA Rl 7 BAGR, B RAMRRUREC A TE LR B
(chain), &FLUFIE{E: F (fatherling & 72 BifR), M (matherling
BFLRER) . B F. MR, BFLRXETFLRIMEARGE, F.
M HEEFRIBH A (alter) M5, F. MAHR, HAEERHEHEA
(speaker) H9TER, RILATIN @ (1) K w (5B14:) VEEE), SETEA hniHs
BhAF R, BB EEE (kin-string) 35 LA T BIFR T Fl 5 &
SRS AREE AR IR/ N, 0 MMMM, 534t e ar
FREEBISA ] (sibling, [FIAR) 1L, J %5 FF K MM, At MMMM
A LAE LA MIM, AZE0H LU #9 Ms fB e Fhik 2 th A 58 = M



104, B fe b AdemmoC R

(kin-strings Liu) o

B S A R B — R RR (F=M), (BRI
[E] {948 (chain) & BFER—# (box) , TEEHH B (skein), FTLASHA] 2
ERE1LES P (parents) . C(child) i) J 250, A RECE PP, A
£E P2, BEETHE—S ARG ELRES, SR NEEER
Tl ER SR, HEIEECRE REHE—RER, StERRE
F[ 8 | BRI TR, J7 R RE R A5 R R AL R L e, 7
BRI H B AR, BURPLUT A MRS Hi 3% i 58 AR
th (skeins Liu) . # F2RAGBAMLZFRE. ZfE. BH. BtE#. LH.
WAk, BEERREE (BIEE 2000) FrREFIRIEUEMH (kin terms)
FEHISIRAIT 1 & I, B Tim R A, 785% I1 g ingl G+
3K GH2HEREE, it EE ego BYEE %8 (second kindred)
FR [,
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1M Consanguine

(1) Kavalan i FE38 Fbige 2 I (Compared Kinlist Kavalan) 9

o S50 5 g %E%*ﬁ?%' %ﬁ%f@% %ﬁ%f@%ﬁ %E%*@Eg %E}%fﬁgg %ﬁ)%f@?%‘
£ /\ﬁ%’ﬁ%éﬂ% kin-strings (82 chains) 10 | skeins (cluster) ! kin terms | kin terms kin terms kin terms | kin terms kin terms
anthrop. notation Liu Liu 1‘35;%;% 118298 ﬁ{jé.‘ 191130 é%jj? 11%31 (’%Jﬂi 191351 Bt 191%6 j:EE[ 119785
=1l SniEsE =4 JIIT=2 7 =1 it
G+2 | PM MM, FM PP (P?) vahe bai vai var’ vaei bai
G+2 | PF MF, FF PP (P?) vayt baqi vayet’ vagei’ vake baqi
G+1 | M M P tena tima tina tina tina tina
G+1 | F F P tama tama tama tama tama tama
G+1 | MZ, Fz MJé,F]¢ PJ tima tina tina R % HEARER
G+1 | MB, FB My, Flu PJ tama tama tama PR ER EPRER
GO Ze, Be T8 J A" qaqa Xaxa’ qaga kakai gaqa®®
GO Zy, By Jy21 J soani®? suwani> soane soai’ zani swanit
GO MZD, MZS, MBD, MBS, MJMqS,MJEﬂ, Mijb, PJC sasoane-tamania | musasoani swani a
FZD, FZS, FBD, FBS MJF u, FJM¢, FJMy, qaqa
FJF ¢, FJFu
G-1 |D,S Mg, Fé, My, Fu C sones sunis sunis®? sunis>® fEHRER sunis
G-2 | DD, DS MM¢, MMy, FMg, | CC (C?) vahe™ bagi vai vagei’’ vake/vaei® | bai
FMpu
G-2 SD, SS @qﬁ, W,u, FF ¢, CC (CH» vahe baqgi vayet’ vaqgei vake/vaei baqi
FFu

18 F#S: MM, FF,

19 FEE R EREE B RS B. (U1), RBSZERTEEEEHEA,

20 +HAERER T B ERERE 0 EY, BREES qaqaqa, B/ saswani,

21 5i3% 5 MM, FF,

22 e HERE S MEMEEE By GB), R MRIMEIE SR,

23 1 suwani 1N do tazungan RV, TE qaga BENN tazungan FREVE,

24 TE sunis %00 runanay 5581, %00 tazungan B2 5,

25 SA-FHE sunis WiH moronanai yo sunis, ZC5LANN tazungan no sunis,

26 alter FMEBITT NG vahe Z1%, U0 vahe-hyunanai F8FEW], vahe-tazungan F52ZHT (A
1999:241), {HiS{EREREHEENL 1278 SHHR 20 S Bl 5 F RO/ INELFEBRE

27 Y AHEE RS HAE NS SE RIS A BB M, FEE IR (1999:311),

28 [prtE A E G B A B THERFEIRERE I, (Ey2E sE MR R A i A MeRE SR T RS

9 NIREVHBMRE RN RIFEE, RIS ENTIE, S AERCARD. R T RS
RESMTEMER], EELEFRBBMEE, FRERYE,

10 AIFEEB SR (kin chain) ENNEERERTEERAMEERIITIE . u, BAHEFEERRTE ey I,
FUSEAE G MBS IEIER R, BREE S (kin-string), HRZHEY T B EAL,

11— chain BISEE S SR LHEARB B FEAF, A EAQEBIERel SEE ], 2
SeAETEFEUR 4 (kin-cluster), tHELE ego AT & RS, 2ATE R GRS
E =

12 {FREFEHE 1996[1898]:239,

13 Z2{EIAER 1930:296-405, {FHFEAHXRE, HEEKZUS [PA, HIEFHBILEIESE,

14 SRERRCFRE, 27K (1999:285), HHEFHISEMUEY, S=2MM,

15 5| F T AGHE (1999:241) —F BRI HEFECHR, BB ILERTIITESE,

16 BrE#t 1966:27; 1969:3,

17 RhRFRE, 51 B ST,
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BRI RS LR 8, BT RBEHEE S, KB
ERUERE, EERTERERETERE, DUREESHRER, DUFEEHE
BUERRERE FRIE A BALR, ST &R B TEE R it S 2 (1944 £48)
B S B (1940 4F48) K0 DL R I & (1936 42 47) B2 7% 2 AR (1933 4F
4 R 2000 FFAYEHFK, TEE LA EERERE (reference) BSOMTEIR, 5F
HRYIZRANT

(3)4HB Affines

JLARS B NS
generation kin terms anthropological notation
G+1 napawan na qaqa na tama ku | FBeW, FZ,H
G+1 napawan na suwani na tama ku | FB,W, FZ,H
G+1 napawan na qaqa na tina ku | MB.W, MZ.H
G+1 napawan na suwani na tina ku | MB,W, MZ,H
G=0 napawan W, H
G=0 degan BW, ZH

FBSW, FZDH,

G=0 degan MBSSW, MZDH
G-1 klabu SW, DH
G-1 katavu na gaqa ku B.SW/Z.DH
G-1 katavu na Suwani ku B,SW/Z,DH
G-2 napawan na vai ku DDH, DSW, SDH, SSW*
G-2 napawan na vage ku DDH, DSW, SDH, SSW**

41 speaker F524tk,
42 speaker B854,
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. WEBURERE T AR R

KEEE, BIEEAERAENEEREY, SRR ARG
B, WHERRINESE, 55 B R A M SRS R [ A B R R e
Pl WaRAEITIE, TIRe(ERt &R R R R R L A M S
Do BT BRTC(R AR MR M B E /R, W vad (THEL) | vagi (THAQ)
B} (tina) . R (tama) 5+, WS AR MEE G 25 EARER /Y
=MEE: 1) napawan % ERBFE—F, © B (address) R A B
BRI, 2) F—#ERIRRAE BZ A degan, degan WEIZHIGE
H, &A% AR EHERRERREL, 3)B—8ERTLiEr
53 MERIERIY Rlabu,

FHEF o, 38\ R B FLIESIEE AIZ B klabu — &, 38 2 1
NRRREEE, SIER AR BEITCHER, FRAlfE HIRRF RS AN BRp 2
J S, B E R BRI R SE R M, BRI Ot
EARE B A BRI ERIRE, MAES R BN ET, KREA
HR S B PTSE BB, R A klabu —FASRIEIHE I SRAE RIS,
ERRNERE A I, R haRoR tA et & R T EE 1,
B SBRAAIERD, TRREL SRR, BB A O ZH), i
BRBRLA, EIT 1980 £, fEA klabu —FR IR AR,
B S £ S ] A AR S A M OB, B S ILERE N, (EASIRAITE
IRARTAPT E A, B E U BRI R ACRELE

S5k, IR (R 50 %) REEESHIRALR, BALAHEHTERE ape
— FARFBE S A AR FI MR BC M, B A 25 atzi (BURD . abei

43 BHREREREARBADS - HENHT ) BENEIEHEA napawan ERZR
TEBBEMEE, WIEBRE takuwan, FERFHZA,
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(FT1E1) « ad (T 152) S SR RE 7 B A 3[R R e 3 B FO AR
NGRS AR, TEBRAESRET, BIAMHEEEm
FEH B IS BBk b, PRI AN AREE T A A A0 50 A A1

Fi., G L B Sk L ) SR i 2 53 AT

BT OR, S e E R B B A E B MR EEE A A Lo B9
ERRBHE T THFEERRI, B ARERR, MEIELUT
puRE: EER S |F B FZRBMGR (fatherling), ERR[ M RREFZ
% (motherling), 5 F. M #§KIt, B2 AR (BREO\) BiF 21
B GRRE ) BT BER, SEREFRR /7 A AR 3R B et W e 8 e
- B g R IR B R A B 5 SRR R R T A i LR R BA £,
HBRGTRR, BREEEMENES, DIEHRRICRER, ERE
AR, 5Bk, BRE—EHBROEEEHREES, FInEHR
E4E (coverset), WA EhERSE ] B& 1 Ju (brother) & Jo (sister),
SEWEBEERER (B | Z) 0TS, Hp “ |7 R alter (BFEEA) T
BESY, #R7EFERBYE, B HRZME, MURZEE speaker (FEFEA)
BRI Sy, HoEHIRS TR ER | 7 AREEIR speaker iR
alter HUFES R IR ARIE 5y, HATFIRIER B —fEAR “— 7, M ETTRE
THEY, E2BEEER,

R AR LA S0 ik, S35 1 A R B S S B BB B ABEE (A MR A
g 1 & 1) 8RR E ., 2538 FrE (I EEE (L3889 chaingraph,
E & EES] ego B E TR (G+2, G-2), WIRMAFEE ZHRIKEIE
ALz R, DUOAEERLE, BT EErE R EEE
FIANTEE ganasuwani, EFAVEIE AR T, BRI ego HITHEE
(BHHA) E S EAFAE R — lepaw (B N) WIFEL, HIEHE BE A RS [F] 10
GERE, EEEE AR E R H SR EIE, FroUS BRI EEE L
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I8 PN L

ERE LB IR GREEFRR) BRI, RROSE-, Ak
MRS (TR R E ) SR F —(E S EE, R # (skein) (B
2004:15) , BEEFCIBREIRMES A 2 R R EE — B Ay (e, 108
(chain) & HHFER—1% (box) i F## (skein) , #&ECHE #[E (Kavalan
Skeingraph) , A1t —2€ AT LAFTHE &R = DU R B HLAY, 3 55
(B R Y52 52 3 B R ML 7 31 T B0 S o 4 e [ s - T
&y 2 A WS T T B 1 S ELACRBEE (elementary term) 7% 1 2 7 {7, 5
bh, BT HELREA, SHLHERNAEEREE, DUGTHEE
L (E 1) .

BT, EEIRIEREREAE (1996[1898]) . ZfFEAER (1930) . &
FEEM(1931) . B2t (1969), TR (1985) . H7K#d(1985). =&
3%(1996) " i E IR BIREE, B KSR MEIMRMEEmERI &
Mol 11, e —5 8L E B $iE (chaingraph) ko /& #EE (skein-
graph)

f94H kin graph GRS 8]) LARN R [ —— 588 S B8 & S —
B—(E AL, WA, TE22M L RlE e E I (1898) — L InE
% (1930) — B 1/ TEEhnigse (1931) — B/ TEEigse (1969) — 16
SETi (1985,71996,,°2000) , 22 b IEAT 2 5 MBS HE B AL R E 3 e
W, FNERKSEEICEER TR RER R E— R ERERE, M
TS =2, B4h, RlER R = EE—EH
EEATHE, BT 1985 FHRWELE, FERETRRILEERE,

44 jE [ ESE P S E M LOERER, MIESIAERSN. FRET
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8% 58 (Term) HARRD

1 vai PM
2 vaqi PF
3 tina M
4 tama F
5 qaqa Ze, Be
6 suani Zy, By
7 sunis D, S
A=0 A=-0
G+2 ) | 1 2 ‘ 1
A = O
G+1 a 3
_ OO0 o Od
G=0 5%6 _ 5%6
6%0
G-1 -
|
| |
G-2 152
& ) :

Z&: RI#R O %
| = LM 1% A: B
[ B 1% I %

fde

1 ESEERBm AR AR (2B 2000)°

45 1 2000 FEFTEREHIRA,
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HEEZEAE 1898 (L) REFEHE 1898 (ELHH)
Kavalan Chaingraph Kavalan Skeingraph

ZfEBAZER 1930 (hNiEsE) ZfEHAZE 1930 (INis%E)
Kavalan Chaingraph Kavalan Skeingraph

2 |

BEHEMm 1931 (ER) EBHHEMA 1931 (EH)
Kavalan Chaingraph Kavalan Skeingraph
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BEH B 1931 (I0issE)
Kavalan Chaingraph

BrE &t 1969 (EH)
Kavalan Chaingraph

enfimBenRen

T FH¥ 1985 (fE3EHTiit)
Kavalan Chaingraph

B 1931 (hnigse)
Kavalan Skeingraph

BrE = 1969 (ELHH)
Kavalan Skeingraph

+H%E; 1985 (FEE Hrint)
Kavalan Skeingraph
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7K 1999 (FEEHrint) 7K 1999 (TR Hriit)
Kavalan Chaingraph Kavalan Skeingraph

i-i-

I3 1996 (fEEH i) Z=T2 1996 (fEEHit)
Kavalan Chaingraph Kavalan Skeingraph

(-ﬁ-

ZIEERR 2000 (fEEHTiit) ZIEERR 2000 (fE3EHT L)
Kavalan Chaingraph Kavalan Skeingraph
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N WS IR SRR AT - LRSS R /T IS SELAS W S

HUFRESEHA (1898) . Zf50AZE (1930) . BB (1931). FrEsf
(1969) . 1 FH¥% (1985) . W7kl (1985) . 253 (1996) K23 (2000) *°
FE [E B R AR R P A S B A S R B s, P S e o
ERENRBS. REEESONTE, #—SMUEBH, EEER
HE IS BATREE R A AR R, F RS IE A AR ES (native point
of view, Geertz 1976) FRFIZe AR B, SEFHH FIFTE BB RIS
R BRI, FMABES T, ik EEEEEERE
EEE, EFMIERTEHEMEURFEBWEE, HEBLEN
B GEE, HEn DR A S 5, HIARE
B BN CE —REA LR, 228 2 IR AR R P B 28 = A B,
TR R B v LA R B A — R 2

R4 Murdock (1949:130) K25t HERIRERE 75480k, W35 A A9
B fEEE £ B LI AR FEEE (elementary term) £+, £+ (1985) 76
ERTE R FRRE R, BRI TS REEMEE (PJC) X B R RN DI
378 (descriptive term) FIHIEH, TARIRSE I H &k}, WHELER
AR BACREE & HEIRCAEEE, 5946, BH(1931) fFEEHAIEEEHR
EPHIRESHEEOER . 153 ego [FIHARZE 2B BT, 1P
BOABEERIIN sal, 2eFonE R BIbER, HELRMEF A sa K55
B RS B T RS, BRI BEE, e g sehy
ER RN muse 3EMELE S TBEEROH IS, KSR
AEEEA TR IER, EEEIHENEAIINEE, ATEEERE

16 5 SRS H MY RN, MRS MBHER, RRET,
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ANBCEIME, BHERFRORIRERERE? R T RaE—
S, Hoh, FELMEEERS, [FIREERNS EEREE RN ga
RRER, Ml salfB&s/h, ERHEEFERIHD.

AR S, FARBEERIBL ego BHLAE=
REVEEEA, et =R, REHEMEAGTHE £ EEEE,
546, ATERIRIM. 55RERIUGIIRER, ELMG. B mkiE
Z NP BRERIE R A BT RIES (shift) BIEM (2 skeingraph #i
BREFTH « ) o EEFHVER T (RBIER 2000, Kavalan Skein-
graph), FEHIRER] LUA ZIEE(E 55 R MR TEIHER R B AR R,
EEA MBI SERE, e EMREEE (kin cluster) . I
BB ego MFIMMBREERIPE —HR B ER F=HK (J~PJC
~PPJCC), [ ego £—MR(G+1) Ay EERFEFE B H A RBR 2 [/
fa, REHZE—mEREME (P~PC~PPJC), FT ego FEHE
(G+2) A RE, HFMMEEEE PP~PP]), 1 ego KR EHEE
H1(G-1, G-2, G-3), IEFEARBERE, Ll ego MAURFTHEALEL, fil
FrEttREHR B A 2R, A BUERTa R #rES (B
I 2004) :

A= {L, ], PJC, P?JC~ ... P JC"}

[FIFE, FREHAAEB, ego B—% G+1 7 PA, G+2 8
P2A--- Al N S PrA, HEBRISEE, B CAFR, BN
AR CrA, FE—F, HEIEFERERIRHME, FMe] DU H
TS R ER R A 0 BRI RIS [ {H/ | (generation rule), FRE0LES
M=F(G+1),J=1(G=0), M= TF (G-1) . ;EfE R B
M=F, Bt J=1 B0apH6E i RIS AR K A5 B e A
i, BUOREE S AELECE B 2000)H R PCHH, fEEM TP UEHEH
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REFBESR, " BIUEBHSSEEBES

MRBRMTBE BRI, HeERMEREs, rToISIES -
MES3 Bl A R B SR A w, JE R JR5- 858 s R #iE,
g EER— R, BERHBEBE RSN EERE
28 K A AR T A H A5 R EEE AR, & RIS B RS SR R RN
B, fEEmEmEES, RMTLLEEE RIS ALREN
BBy BAHE, B B3 =(HAER, HEIEESERED IR,
HEAREHEEBE CECEESE, L =EEmat-rE, EEE
HHE BERHRIHIE

GRS BB =, 58 Morgan (1970[1871]) 7%
RS EIERER, BRI ERR ego IRATERIN
BB ERR, M FOBEE T, Hitk¥ Morgan
Mg, LRIFERMREEFRIMRE RS BECEEERIVER, (B
& M1 B AR BRI A EE A B B2 0 AR i [, i R LA 2 A
BB R BV RORE R, BT — R L Em B ER B AR Y, 05
—EZEEROHEE. BTHEEARCTRRE, EHIIER—F
BEEBR AR RIS, EERMABEXE RS REGEERZE
B AEAEERL ] e, EEERHERA S, RIHEE HE
IS E R L BEER, MIESRKmEMERA, B
Bk, HRIBHREREEER,

TE M EE R TR S — A HE H S IS B A RO RR AN 2R R SR B AR A R ——
qanasuwani 28BS IELE, HEBEAT S, # ego BITHAIE
THA R FR, BEGE B ER— lepaw (RE) N, 73 Z R —E K JE
EEE, AW mE—MEEERN, ERABRE qanasuwani, 78

47 Bt 1931 SEA4E B B BT E NS s AU FERE IR E th, PEEE R B — 5 R AE AR
HIIN sa 3% musa BIE-ETEREIATE R,
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M, EEIEERESUEERNREY, ganasuwani 52 BHERIZEIERE
B RS EEE R, 251k AlM RS2 it & ST (Oedipus)
THEETRBLHARREFRIGR, T2 B b iRaIFE ARIfR, IR E MEHm
[FE ego 18, #—2 AEIEE AL, H ego HEMEN
EEME hainan (), RTEAHEE hainan BINIIRKELE, G005
WA GRERE prisin (B5R), BAEN, GHEimAM, EREMERHE
B EREY RBRR, BOBFEE R, SR
4%, BIAAE Francoise Hériter (1979, 1996) R @ 2 B8 5w, 8K
I3 7% W FEAE [F] substance (77, #510) A2 . RIE AL MEE SARYES 1
KA,

4%, SIS RSB A AR N GERYERR, SR AREE (A
Z MR EIMASIRES = fERTE — ¥k Y Tilunu K Abas(gaga,”
suani) —RETEMR, P R DB ERE, PEMAEEHEEE
Be, *° 7EBAZE L IR S AL T BRERAUHEM, Mth—R S THIEL B2
AR TR A T T BT NN PHEEI ERTRAKEHE
A, TIEEET AR SEERA, * EHP P et i, ZEREK
MR R ATE, Z B GEAEMEER, AR kI e
SEIEHIE A,

SE R AR R A, 5 E HAREE RS R AV E R B55 R G ETE AN, &R
0 EEIE R A R PR B 1R (ego) TR —i8, 1E8EMEaEHE R
RIS, FE—EREAERMBREEIER, EIEEE R
SHEATHIS (shift), EEISHT & RIENEBRER, &F—EA
i, b B e, W BRI AR, it T RE RIS, AR, 18
ME B SE R ego,/[FIHE, PRIESESHEHESS R MUBAEAME, Y gagasa, 1

48 FEFT LA RMERERORRA, BRI R BB = S R Edh o6
49 IR,
50 2000 FFARFTEL, BRZEE M, [ RAEARME 1998:165-289 CEFRIRERT>04~09,
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AR EAER, HE, SEHEBEEEAS AR ZEHBEA
MR AR B4, A — (R R A R (R AR R IR RIERSE
B, EEEEROEE ARG AT, #1930 FAEHAERN—K
{1775 Hi 35 sororate (FEIBERIE) ¥ levirate (FeTL28) B E R, '

e, RSN EEE, B EIS R GEEN D HHE R,
= AMEAUER, FEWFEREFEEIE (BARL, 7%, KREE, #
T E BB B B ARaE Lk, B4 (1961:125-156) 3
WPt PE R, 50, HEEBERLEE, E—F Mz
BoRZ B, FE MR BB MRS AR
VRS, AR ACERE R ENBEERL, HEEEE,
HBE g DUER B IEREEE, FT AR S AR HE 3 BRE 35 PSR PO
JBTBEE AR AR E it &, B E R AR R 2 B i RS R B, T
WEERRSER, FREHREE,

Lo, AR A B P AR A (BEAT)

B, ROEE—SOIEERMANBEHE L, $HE, G
BREESE = REDEEE 9 R 22 43 (partition) AUARRI, 1) 58 —{H
RIS EFRAR, BRT RIERIZGERE J=1 ¥R, 22
MASHE BRI 5 o SE R 53 1] 43 SE BR R 5 1 A e LR R AR SR, 7
Fo RS, FEE-SWR, Boh DETERERE, W2
ASCHHERE, AR E RAERRIE A FR R L M, FMIRIAREMA]

51 QIR ISIRTE R R I AF AR, ZREGH bR B, WHLE sororate; HHAH)
ISRAEIRTE R R B A KRR, REFEFIEH I, WlE levirate, HTitATE
£ 1960 SEARRIE NV KBS, BEEBIEES , WIS IR AR
BRI R, FRDHIRE ego WEBEMA, MR/ NZERIE, EHEIENT
gEET, RIAE MR A, S R 2 R ) B EAE R
(associate) o FRAELEHTITIRTE A A& /7 2R d 1 v — AR 7 2GR E
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DIEHEHEEA ego I, B#EHE (G=0, G-1, G-2, G-3) FE3E#
BEMERNES, G-1 RAERTERMASREE, 258 suani
(N7), T G-2, G-3HEMTEBEMIEN (alter) £ R E Frlk
A, EEAEWREERESER 2B HE R,

i E, AEE—EAAE TERRZE, WERAE X G+
1 DA%, #HBHEEE LHBRE A (speaker) F BEER R H (sex) Frfig
ZERES, WHERNESERT G+1, G+2, G+3 WEHBHREES
# (partition) W EZ A, EFRFEE IS Rk —E A & A REEE 1
A, TE g R s BB, LA BN A E |1 T BB
K, FENre—EEEES RS, T EEEASNEYER, Wit
EE BT AR, —EARYEY R BEREEE 1 A& A E R AR
R, —EANRIEERR & MHERFE B RS ERR, ESEHBEHEE
[MEBEFEAT IRV UM, MEEHASENEBETE, BRE—EE
IS AMER (gender) BIHEZ b (conceptualization) iEFE,

N, BRI 2355 A R P g s 1) BEL R £ R L

EEHGEEE R E S X EFRRF A (alternate
generations) R ATE—CRVHI R B, S nt & M RIN R H it
REFRZ S B 38 (G-2) AEYERI RN, mE3E (G+2) itk
HIRTE, A EEE MR EREERAH 2 AT G-2 B G+ 2 W Rt
BHY G-3/G+3----+-, BB REUL T HFHEERAKEL -
FHRE—EERNE I (2F BB 2000, Kavalan Skeingraph [&),
g SRR T

(2, )—(@2, 1)— 4, 3)—(ego)— (7) = (18 2)— (1 2)
G+3 - G+2 - G+1 -G=0—-G-1—- G2 — G-3
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NRITE S E —E AR RE R ST AEEEY A, §EH
PA, BREM CAETR, G+3ZPPAMTFE, G+2 2 PPANTE,
G+12PARTHR.G3 2 CANTE, G222 CANTE, G 12
CARITE, G=02 ANTH, EEHENK:

P*A - P°A—-PA—-A—-CA—-CA-CA

NIEFEHE B IEIE T PPA~P?A~C2A~C3A Ul T 45 B %5
% (equivalence relation), E{[ %% F(REE B FBZR (symmetric) .
K 578 (reflexive) K AJ5EZR (transitive), i H 38 FU{E T4 894 %5
FROE_EautgEiEEEr, FRMA ARR, 5B PAH A FR, CAMAAE
R, RlIHGE SERERE R PATEERAVSERS . 7 ego AcHIEE: A~ A~ A,
— A= Ay, HERRARER, BHREERE. BEROT:

A
o—
ﬁ N
/ \
A @ A,
4\ V4
N “/J

As
2 TEISEERURMEEEIEERE (cycle rule)

FIE 2 PR MRS AR R AR TEME, ego BT,
G=EEZR B =AARBE 1, o LT R R —(E 258 B
KR, —RER IR R EEARARINEE, R —ER A ERIEERE,
B, ERREE R G HRREE T, IR ARTFAIRE R R,
SEETEERE T AR 230 H R M 85 A TS BOE i A —E AR,

BT LA, WIHMAMBAETERR,. 83, g% RA
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—IERYE RIMEFRERE LRI H EE REEARERE, R & S ARSI
wWhEYE, EREHEERERIRRE, FTLIERE G+1. G+2. G=1. G-
1 REE R FRIEZEARRER TR, ERERERENT S
ERFEETE lepaw (FRE) FHY salepawan —FK NHIEiE, HE2EHFE
=R G-2 FrAEMMAR, HEtERFEHHERELAER, BEMBE
Rt 2ERHAEERRE, BEL TR, KB, EEHERNE
REBES BRI ESE, ERENFEATEE TR
BBRERIZ, BREARIRENEEFR.O,

R H A BE (kin graph) ', EHEEFREREAE (1996[1898]:
229) W EBFAEFR RN 22N G-2 HWHE—EFEFERE 1 REF
Fonill i (vahe) BL5R (vahe) , T HR A EE—EFERIE 2 RFR
A (vahi) , kR RBEANERNAFRTE R RES (B2 FERE
HHYFEESE4E Kavalan Skeingraph [#) . RIEFRENHER: THREER
FEfBEARRELE—ERR, DRNIMRIERR IR AZRE, HE
IR TR REE, ERRRERMEERHE 7 RHER A
MBI E R BRF LA G B REYER, HBoERRR—EEEL
MR R, B pan-feminine. BAZCEEFULATMEEY,

g, ZERE=TH5% (1930) FEfEE NS s R E 2RI fEE A
EfFsE2fiR, MATHERRAE BB LIH R0, Hob, 1931
FEEHFEMEICEMNBIEFHENE — KRR ER I T LS (f1
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Marriage within a Hierarchical
Status System:

The Case of Rukai, Taiwan

Masaharu Kasahara (GZJRE0H)

Yokohama National University, Japan

This paper describes several features of Rukai marriage
customs, focusing on recurring instances of high tension between the
kin of potential marriage partners. These tensions are attributable to
a hierarchically ranked status system in which status automatically
decreases with genealogical distance from the supreme status of
hereditary chief. People will often utilize relative status difference
from the marital partner as a strategic means of effecting social
promotion. Here, I wish to focus first on the significance of selecting
a spouse, and then to suggest that the status system of this society
appears to relate, directly or indirectly, to customs of bridewealth,
postmarital residence, wedding rites, and married life in general.

I. Introduction

The August issue of “Riban-no-tomo” (1934), a periodical published
during the Japanese colonial period for administrative officers in
charge of aboriginal affairs, contains a brief report under the
heading of “Improving Paiwan Marriage Customs.” In view of the
fact that the author refers by name to Rukai villages such as Budai,
Kabararayan and Kinuran, the “Paiwan” of this report are, in fact,
Rukai. “Improvements” the Japanese officers ordered to be imple-
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mented were as follows: (1) abolition of marriage by capture, (2)
consolidation of the matchmaker’s function, (3) limiting the amount
of bridewealth to a maximum (corresponding to 15 Japanese yen), (4)
obligation to worship at the Japanese Shinto shrine in Budai, (5)
prohibition of temporary postmarital residence at the wife’s natal
home. Needless to say, these regulations contributed to the destruc-
tion of the indigenous Rukai culture in colonial times. However, it
can also be pointed out that this brief report shows an accurate grasp
of several special features of their original marriage customs, i.e.
transfer of a vast bridewealth, performing several rituals misunder-
stood as marriage by capture, undefined variable postmarital resi-
dence and others generating a strong tensions between the bride’s
and the bridegroom’s kin.

An old Rukai man said, “Our marriage customs are a veritable
quarrel.” Although he referred to a series of actual instances of
emotional strain between the man’s and the woman’s parties
concerning the suitability of the prospective couple and the amount
of bridewealth, his remark should be understood to imply that their
marriage practices were deeply rooted in the hierarchically ranked
status system. In Rukai and the adjacent Paiwan society chiefs and
commoners are distinguished. The vertical order of status differ-
ences is emphasized in various aspects of everyday life. People living
under such conditions will be apt to have a keen interest in whether
the partners in a marriage are equal or unequal in status and rank,
and whether the assets transferred are appropriate or not. They may
sometimes stage a feint and diplomatic skills in negotiating a mar-
riage on favorable terms. Thus the above-mentioned remark that
their marriage customs are a veritable quarrel can regarded as a
slightly exaggerated description of the peculiar atmosphere sur-
rounding a marriage contract which is rooted in its inherent relation
to the hierarchical status system.

To date the marriage customs of the Rukai and Paiwan have
been described and analyzed in the context of the status system in
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many ethnographic studies (Kojima and Kobayashi 1920; Okada
1941; Wei 1963; Lin 1965; Hsieh 1966, 1967; Chiang 1983; Yamaji 1991,
and others). It appears, however, that only a few of them have
sufficiently represented the intensity of people’s interest in marriage
practices. Marriage is not a mere component of the status system in
these societies. As Yamaji (1991:231) pointed out, “the basis of strati-
ficatory societies lies in the process of selecting a spouse.” Whom
and how to marry will, therefore, constitute the axis for the repro-
duction and functioning of the system of status hierarchy. In this
article, I wish to describe Rukai marriage customs and analyze their
correlation with the hierarchical status system of this society,
keeping this important meaning in mind. Data used were collected
mainly through my fieldwork in Budai village.

In order to depict the Rukai marriage customs as a coherent
system, the ethnographic present will, as a rule, be fixed in a past
when the present generation of aged persons actually held their own
weddings. Only the gist of the present state will be mentioned in the
concluding part.

II. Ascribed Status System

A hereditary chief holds the highest status in each Rukai villages.
Until the Japanese established their colonial rule over the Rukai area
at the beginning of the twentieth century, these chiefs deported
themselves in their respective villages as rulers, boasting of their
noble birth. They held vast tracts of land and exacted tribute from
the commoners. Irrespective of how insignificant their actual spheres
of influence may have been, the fact remains that among the ethnic
groups of Taiwan only Rukai and Paiwan had the potential to
develop their polity toward the formation of a chiefdom.

The chief of each village is called falyalalai, and the majority of
commoners la-kaokaol (la signifies the plural). People usually explain
their ascribed status hierarchy by emphasizing the difference
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between both extremes. Namely, the Rukai status system seems to be
conceptualized in their own ideational schema as consisting of a
ruling chief and a large number of ruled commoners. However, the
term talyalalai is used not only to designate each individual chief, but
also to refer to a prescribed range of the chief’s kin. Thus, hitherto,
this term has often been translated as “chiefly stratum” or “noble
stratum” in ethnographic descriptions.

As a rule, the Rukai chiefly position is inherited by eldest son,
but when there is no male successor, by the eldest daughter.
Although it is doubtful that this rule of male primogeniture has been
strictly observed, the priority of the eldest son differs from the mode
of succession among the Paiwan where the first-born child, regard-
less of sex, always succeeds. This succession pattern should be con-
sidered in the context of the characteristics of the family (da’anu)
concept found in Rukai society at large. In their society the trend is
to ensure continuity of each familial unit over generations by desig-
nating one child, the eldest son, as heir (u#ap, which literally means
“millet seed”). The succession of the chief’s office is mostly explained
in the context of familial continuity. If the successor of a chief has
siblings, males below the second son become independent as non-
successors by birth order, establish new households after their
marriage and are called ta-agi-agi (where agi stands for younger
sibling). While their status in relation to the eldest brother is one step
below, they are nevertheless considered to be talvalalai or chiefs.
That is to say, a categorical distinction between successor of the
chiefly office and non-successor is not included in the term talyalalai,
and the non-successors are called fa-agi-agi only when their ranks
have to be distinguished by birth order.

As time passes, the descendants of the fa-agi-agi gradually
become more distant from the chief in a genealogical sense, and their
status declines as well (Fig. 1). Although there is no precise standard
of recognition, after several generations they become almost equal in
status to commoners. Even though an individual may insist he is
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talyalalai, very often there are discrepancies between a person’s
self-esteem and public opinion about him. People whose position
within the status system is vague actually form a certain percentage
of this society. They have been categorized as “middle stratum” and
the like in some preceding studies (Hsieh 1967; Hsu 1986; Yamaji
1991). Moreover, among kaokaol, the commoners, each person’s
delicate difference of rank and status is determined on whether he is
regarded as being descended from a falyalalai in the remote past or
being an ordinary commoner. Concerning the commoner’s status
similar discrepancies in what the person concerned thinks and what
those around him recognize, can be observed. In principle, while only
the highest position of a chief and his lineal descendants acquired by
genealogical seniority are permanent in the Rukai ascribed status
system, the status of any other person, whether he/she be the chief’s
collateral descendant or a commoner, tend to decline with the
passing of generations.

12
I
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>
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Fig. 1 Ascribed Status System

On the strength of these considerations, it is necessary here to
take note of the concept of the Rukai system of “social stratifica-
tion” which has often been applied in preceding studies. Although
Rukai society has been characterized as “stratified,” not all of its
members do belong to a particular stratum of chief or commoner in
regular sequence. Actually, there are some persons whose social
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position is vague, and some with discrepancies in regard to their
status in their self-estimation and popular consent. For that reason a
computation of the number of chiefly houses and commoner’s houses
in any village will produce an inaccurate result. Even though a more
elaborate frame of analysis may be set up by adding the category of
“middle stratum” to the chief’s and commoner’s strata, it will merely
produce an imperfect replica of the people’s own hierarchical con-
cept. Suenari (1973:65, 66) defines the similar status hierarchy of the
Paiwan not as constitution of discrete strata, but as a kind of contin-
uous ranking system, including all members of the society from the
lineal descendants of the paramount chief, down to a mere com-
moner. That definition should be applied to the Rukai status system
too. Difference of status between a chief of the highest position and
the humblest of commoners present sharp contrasts, but it becomes
merely relative when it applies to the medium stratum. It seems that
the Rukai fully realize the deviation from their ideational schema
which emphasizes the difference between falyalalai and la-kaokaol
and the de facto complex status composition of their society. Thus
people are keenly interested in their personal interrelations as to
who is superior or inferior in status and rank.

The Rukai status system can be explained more effectively by
taking note of Geertz’s model of “the sinking status pattern” used to
analyze the gentry dadia in Bali, or the well-known concept of
“status lineage” in Polynesian ethnographies (Geertz 1980; Geertz
and Geertz 1975; Goldman 1970; Marcus 1989, and others). As the
dadia in Bali are agnatic endogamous descent corporations and
Rukai society has no descent groups like lineages or ramages, the
situations of both societies are different indeed. It is certain,
however, that the status pattern of dadia in which there is a core line
of eldest sons of eldest sons, and its current representative is viewed
as the ranking figure, whereas a number of younger sons in each
generation cannot but form peripheral or cadet lines and “their
status relative to that of the core line steadily and automatically
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declined as time passed” (Geertz 1980:30), is homologous or parallel
to the mode of status hierarchy in Rukai society.

In this chapter the Rukai hierarchical status system has been
described in a purely schematic fashion. Next I wish to consider this
system from the viewpoint of actual reproduction and operation. An
issue central to my consideration is selection of a spouse.

ITI. Marriage as a Stratagem

Marriage and the Status System

In general Rukai people think it desirable to observe isogamy or
ordinarily marrying someone of equal status and rank, and to that
end “marriages among commoners are primarily village-endoga-
mous, whereas the higher ranking aristocracy tends to contract
village-exogamous marriages” (Lebar 1975:131). That is to say, what
people regard as a fundamental principle for reproducing their
hierarchical social order is to select a spouse judged appropriate
according to each person’s status, respectively, from within his own
village in case of a commoner and from other villages for a chief and
his close kin. On the contrary, marriage contracts of two persons
whose status evidently differs from each other must be negatively
evaluated. For instance, the union of a male chief and a female com-
moner is seldom looked upon as a formal marriage contract, and
even if their cohabitation is given tacit approval as an accomplished
fact, the child born of this union will have no right to succeed to the
chiefly office. If a male commoner hopes to make a proposal of
marriage to the kinswoman of a chief, he will have to transfer a
large amount of bridewealth to the latter. As bridewealth usually
includes such valuables as glass beads or heirloom pots which are
mostly monopolized by chiefs and some of their near kin, this kind of
marriage cannot be arranged in reality. These barriers to marriage
contracts seem to show the fundamental principle of the Rukai social
order, that is to say, maintaining the status hierarchy presupposes
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the preference of isogamy.

When examining the actual individual marriages, however, it
becomes clear that their notion of preferring isogamy contains, more
or less fictitious elements. As stated above, difference of status
between the chief as highest position and the humblest commoner
show a stark contrast, but becomes merely relative when it concerns
the medium stratum. Moreover, if the historical circumstances of the
couple’s parents’ or grandparents’ marriages are also taken into con-
sideration, objective standards for deciding which marriage partner
is superior or inferior do not exist. What is important in selecting a
spouse is not only to keep up one’s appearance by contracting an
isogamous marriage, but also to utilize the marriage maximally as
an opportunity for enhancing one’s status by ascription which with
the passing of generations has declined. Persons whose positions in
the status system are vague or those who are called #a-agi-agi, tend to
take a positive stance to the stratagem of effecting their social
promotion (Kasahara 1988, 1990; Yamaji 1991).

When a man attempting to enhance his status wishes to marry a
woman who undoubtedly holds a higher position than himself, the
situation will be easy to understand. Bridewealth and some ritual
practices sufficient to compensate for the difference in status and
rank between both persons are required of that man. On the other
hand, should a woman be of lower status than a man, gifts and ritual
practices required of the latter will become far simpler, but in any
case, stirring up trouble is avoided. Needless to say, the majority of
actual marriages are contracted between a man and a woman who
are of roughly equal status, and every informant indicates, “to tell
the truth, those are the most irksome marriages.” Suppose a male
descendant of ta-agi-agi status makes a proposal of marriage to a
woman who is of equal or somewhat higher status. The stratagem he
and his kinfolk should device becomes elaborate. On the one hand,
they have to praise the woman’s high status to the skies and show
their respect to her visually by offering considerable bridewealth.
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They do so because a large amount of bridewealth will also publicly
demonstrate the man’s high status and give the impression to those
around him that it is a marriage appropriate to his status. On the
other hand, to contract a marriage on favorable terms, the man and
his kinfolk will ask the woman’s side to consider various facts. These
are, for example, the man’s aristocratic pedigree ascending from a
former paramount chief, his parents’ or sibling’s unions with noble in
the past, his own reputation and so forth. As the woman and her
relatives also seek to hold their own in the negotiations, the results
will not always meet the expectations of the man’s party. Moreover,
it is a matter of course that the stratagems devised in each individual
negotiation vary according to the way of uniting a man and a
woman. The stratagems of both parties may often be accompanied
with some diplomacy, bluffs, or aggressive attitudes. One of the most
extreme measures taken in this context is one party pretending to
break off an engagement. To reject a marriage for some reason just
before contracting surely is an effective means for boasting of one’s
high status and rank. Severe tension between the man’s and woman’s
parties can be explained by people’s strategic concerns of the
marriage contract as an opportunity to enhance their status and put
themselves in a favorable social position. The above-mentioned
remark that their marriage negotiations are veritable quarrels is
thought to indicate the strategic concerns they show in the selection
of a spouse.

From these considerations, two points emerge clearly. First,
although Rukai people maintain that they prefer to contract
isogamous marriages, in actual fact they do not wish to simply
preserve their stable position in the hierarchical status system by
selecting an appropriate spouse. They rather focus on distinct or
indistinct status differences between a man and his spouse, and avail



142 / P e Al e m U R

themselves of them for social promotion.1 The following remark
which Ortner made on Polynesian status system are probably also
applicable to the Rukai: “What every Polynesian wants is, minimal-
ly, to maintain the status and prestige given by the position into
which he or she was born, and maximally, to improve position and
hence again more prestige” (Ortner 1981:366).2 Secondly, the static
formulation of the Rukai status system presented in the previous
chapter begins to assume a far more intricate aspect when adding
these factors. For example, in Fig.1, B, can be judged as relatively
higher in status than D, because the former is genealogically closer
to the chief than the latter, but when B, marries beneath him and D,
marries a woman of superior status, it will be difficult to decide
which of both man’s descendants is of higher status. Status hierarchy
is a premise for marriage and it is an outcome of it.?

Bridewealth
Bridewealth, saba’adan in the Rukai term, inevitably becomes the

1 I mentioned in another article that these concerns continue from the marriage
contract to some birth customs like child recognition and naming (Kasahara
1990).

For the purpose of analyzing the system of prestige or social honor in Rukai

Do

society, it is necessary to direct one’s eye to an achieved aspect of the
individuals’ social position, apart from their ascribed aspect discussed here. The
Rukai system of prestige is not necessarily isomorphic with that of status, but
slightly discrepant. People express their prestige and honor by wearing some
specific kinds of ornaments and perform a series of rites in order to obtain the
right to wear them. In this respect, see the excellent study by Hsu (1986).

Wei (1963:3, 4) presented a lucid mechanical model of the Rukai marriage
system, in which he tried to explain it by combining three “social classes” with
three forms of marriage, namely, marriage within class, marriage toward

w

ascending class and marriage toward descending class. Later Hsieh (1966, 1967)
adopted this model and supported it by much detailed material. In contrast to
the well-ordered models, my aim here is to understand Rukai marriage customs
in more dynamic fashion.
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center of public interest as a symbol of the relationship between the
man’s and the woman’s parties. It is always transferred from the
man’s side to the woman’s, whether the bride marries into her
husband’s family, or the bridegroom marries into his wife’s family.
The assets offered vary greatly, depending upon the status of the
individuals concerned. While the chief or his near kin will usually
transfer such valuables as heirloom pots (ka-delongan), glass beads
(silu), various kinds of ornaments, knives (labo), a plot of land and so
on, commoners send daily commodities and food like, for instance,
small knives, clothes, pork and millet wine. Heirloom pots and glass
beads, possessions valued most by Rukai people, are graded minutely
according to individual name, design and history, and when a chief
contracts a marriage, he will have to choose goods judged appropri-
ate to the partner’s status and rank as bridewealth.

In most cases the kinds and quantity of concrete objects the man’s
party actually sends to the woman are selected in conformity with
the status difference between both partners. Roughly speaking, a
small quantity of trifling goods will be transferred when a man is of
higher status than the woman and a large sum of valuables will be
provided when he is of lower status. If he intends to propose to a
woman of undoubtedly higher position, he must present her with
particularly valuable articles. They are called sakiraman and mean
“articles offered in self-depreciation.” The man has to display these
goods at the outset to the woman and her parents. If they feel
dissatisfied and refuse to receive them, the marriage cannot be
successfully contracted. Seen at large, it is certain that the heavy
burden of transferring bridewealth can operate to restrain the
frequent occurrence of marriages for social promotion and to
maintain the hierarchical status order of this society. However,
items and amounts of bridewealth to be transferred in each marriage
are not clearly proscribed. The selection depends, in principle, upon
consultation and negotiations of the individual concerned. Conse-
quently, among chiefs and other persons holding high status, a trend
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to raise the amount of bridewealth in order to gain face is seen.
Sometimes they admit themselves that bridewealth among chiefs is
exorbitant and too gorgeous.

It will be clear from the above description that in Rukai society
bridewealth assumes important meaning not as economic compensa-
tion for the loss of a daughter, but as symbol for the status of both
marriage partners. Its economic value cannot be overestimated when
considering the fact that the assets have to be transferred from the
man’s side to the woman’s even in case of the bridegroom marrying
into his wife’s family. In short, a man is under obligation to offer
bridewealth reckoned appropriate to the status difference between
him and his marital partner. At the same time, the nature of the
bridewealth indicates publicly whether the status of two persons is
equal or unequal. That is why people have a keen interest in bride-
wealth and often use diplomacy in negotiations with the other party.

Modes of Postmarital Residence

In Rukai society virilocal norm prevails for couples after marriage:
that is, a wife must move into her husband’s home and reside under
the same roof with his natal family. However, for one or two years
following the wedding, every couple will reside temporarily at the
home of the wife’s family, and, therefore, the rule of postmarital
residence should be called uxori-virilocal or initially uxorilocal. The
transitional period as such is prone to bring some unstable factors
into married life and often causes mutual discord and trouble
between the husband’s and the wife’s relatives.

This kind of uxori-virilocal marriage is, however, only practiced
when a male successor of the family, an eldest son in principle, has
married. If the husband is not a successor, the couple will go to live
with the wife’s family or the husband’s for the time being and then
establish their new household: namely, uxori-neolocal or viri-neo-
local residence occurs. Further, some couples choose to reside uxori-
locally from the outset. This form of marriage is called moalungutsu
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and regarded as humiliating for the Rukai man. Uxorilocal marriage
actually takes place, for instance, when a man of low status wishes
to contract a marriage for social promotion. In this way the man and
his kin can lesson the amount of bridewealth, whereas the woman
does not need to move into her husband’s home. As many individuals
have these expectations upon marriage, there is, in spite of the
prevailing virilocal norm, the option of residing uxorilocally. In
Budai, actual examples of uxorilocal marriages are striking among
the chief’s female kin.

Village-exogamous Marriages
It is well-known that Rukai chiefs and their siblings prefer to form
marital connections with chiefs of other villages, or sometimes with
Paiwan and Puyuma chiefs. Until the era before the Japanese
established their rule over the Rukai area, those marriage bonds had
the diplomatic function of creating politico-military alliances among
villages. Under the circumstances without an inclusive polity, mar-
riage networks to connect the villages functioned as needle and
thread to repair rips among opposing political units.
Village-exogamous marriages can be contracted, as a matter of
course, providing that man and woman are of well-matched status.
However, it is not adequate to define them simply as isogamous
marriages, for the chiefs of each village are also subtly ranked in
people’s estimation and they tend to make an issue of minute differ-
ences in ranking when contracting a marriage. The rank of a chief
usually determined by considering various factors like history and
migration routs of the village he resides in, his political power, distin-
guished bravery in the past and so on. For instance, a Budai male
informant says that the chiefs of highest rank among Rukai society
are those holding real power in the old villages of Taromak,
Kochapongan and Dadel. But this may be his personal view and not
more. In Rukai society where “marked village-centric notions
always prevent an inter-village agreement” (Kasahara 1988:83),
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people’s estimation of a chief’s rank will vary with different villages
and times. Although each chief wishes to take a spouse judged
appropriate to his rank from the other village, there is no assurance
that the marriage will be profitable for him. It is for this reason that
chiefs nervously contrive elaborate stratagems on the occasion of
making a village-exogamous marriage contract.

Another issue to be discussed in relation to village-exogamy is
how people think of interethnic marriages. Before the era of Japa-
nese occupation when the present conceptual boundary of an ethnic
group, the Rukai, was shaped, which villages would people regard as
of the same ethnos? For instance, Budai informants say that among
the lower three villages, lumped together as Rukai at present, Budai
had marital relations with Kongadavan and Torulukan, but none
with Oponuhu. Were Budai and Oponuhu villagers mutually regard-
ing the other party as a foreign ethnos? Or, did politico-military
antagonism prevent them from forming marital relationships? When
examining a detailed list of “villages with marital relationships” and
“villages with hostile relationships” detailed for each separate
village in the Report on the Aborigines (Formosa, Bureau of Aborigi-
nal Affairs 1938), it will be found that inter-villagerelations of the
past are too complicated to understand on the basis of present ethnic
boundaries. “Interethnic marriages” not only reflect the high ranks
of the chiefs, but provide some important clues to shed light on the
formation of the Rukai ethnic identity.

IV. The Process of Contracting a Marriage

Rukai customs relating to the process of a marriage contract have
already been described in several ethnographic studies (Kojima and
Kobayashi 1920; Sayama 1920; Masuda 1942; Lin 1965, Hsieh 1967;
Shih 1976; Hsu 1986; Yamaji 1991). So I will mention here only their
main points with special reference to the negotiations between the

man’s and the woman’s parties.
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Premarital Associations

Association of unmarried adolescent men and women is strictly
restrained in this society. They may not walk about as a couple and
speak to each other familiarly in the presence of others. A single
young woman is not permitted to expose her legs and smile at men,
except her father and brothers. On the whole, these social controls
tend to apply more strictly to women than men and to persons of
high status than those of low status. The everyday conduct of the
chief’s and/or his near kin’s daughters is watched by their parents at
all times.

In spite of those restrains, however, it is not unusual for
unmarried men and women to fall deeply in love with each other.
Some men will even boast of their frequent relations with many
women. When sexual relations between an unmarried man and
woman come to light, they are scolded for their immoral conduct, but
no punishment is imposed on them. Even if a child is born out of
wedlock, a man can, if he wishes, recognize the child as his own by
bestowal of some gifts, without marrying the mother. This custom is
called sy-a-lalak (Kasahara 1990:20).

Selecting of a Marriage Partner
When selecting a partner, factors such as age and the forbidden
sphere of marriage are taken into consideration, besides the partner’s
status and rank. A man usually marries for the first time at about
twenty years and a woman at about eighteen or so in this society.
Prohibition of intermarriage with close kin seems to extend bilater-
ally to include second cousins. Relatives within this sphere are mutu-
ally referred to as la-ma-taka-taka (where la signifies plural, ma
means mutual, and faka stands for elder sibling), and they are forbid-
den not only to marry, but to have sexual relations with each other.
To what extent the wish of the person concerned is respected in
selecting a marriage partner, varies from case to case. It can be said
roughly that his or her wish is liable to be respected in case of a
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marriage between persons of low status, whereas the intention of the
parents and relatives override his or her wish if a partner is selected
for a person of high status. A man and a woman of commoner stock
may make up their mind to marry by their own agreement. The
parents of both sides simply consent to the decision of their son or
daughter. On the contrary, when a son or daughter of a chief or his
near kin select a marriage partner, the intervention of the parents
will become striking, for their determination to keep up appearances
and obtain a large amount of bridewealth is foremost in their
thoughts. On the occasion of a village-exogamous marriage, this
attitude of parents and other relatives is even more pronounced and
there is little room for the wish of the individual concerned. A
woman who married into her husband’s family in Budai remarked
retrospectively that she had never seen her husband’s face before
the wedding day. Not a few women seem to share this kind of
experience.

Negotiations about Bridewealth

During the term extending from the betrothal to the wedding the
antagonistic atmosphere between the man’s and the woman’s parties
reaches a climax, for the expectations of each side to contract a
marriage in favorable terms, materialize in the negotiations for the
transference of bridewealth. On many occasions the woman’s side
takes the initiative in negotiations for, as a male informant in Budai
indicated, “The woman’s side is always active, the man’s side pas-
sive.” Some instances will be described below, keeping a village-
endogamous, virilocal marriage in mind.

After both parties come to an agreement to contract, the man’s
parents designate a proper male figure as a matchmaker and request
him to send some simple gifts like firewood, millet wine, millet cakes
and so on to the woman’s house. The woman’s family welcomes him
with open arms and holds a small banquet. This occasion is called
tuasiasi-laganu, which corresponds to the betrothal ceremony. An
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influential man is usually asked to become a matchmaker, marudan
in the Rukai term (which also means an elder), whether he is a kins-
man or not. He acts as a go-between of the man’s and the woman’s
parties. However, if some trouble or the crisis of breaking off an
engagement has occurred, he does not have the enough power to
settle the dispute.

Before and after this ceremony, the man’s relatives begin to
prepare possessions to be transferred as bridewealth. The man him-
self and his parents supply the bulk of the bridewealth and kinsmen
and kinswomen of a certain degree of relationship may back them
up.

When the man’s parents have made all necessary preparations,
they invite the woman’s mother and female kin to their house. The
purpose of this invitation is to request the woman’s side to appraise
the displayed valuables. Rukai people call this occasion paarulu. The
man’s side will make the most of the opportunity or paarulu to show
off their sumptuous bridewealth and take a haughty attitude toward
the woman’s party, whereas the latter cannot but stare at it silently
and leave the man’s house. But the attitude of the woman’s kin
undergoes a complete change after returning home. Many kinfolk
gather in a room to examine the goods the man’s party offered and
sit in judgment over them. On that occasion they not only express
great dissatisfaction with content and amount of the bridewealth, but
unanimously denounce the male partner, on grounds of his low
status, his habitual wrong-doing, controversies and misdeeds his
forebears formerly caused, and so forth. They do so, because they
intend to acquire more goods by conveying their dissatisfaction and
censure, directly or indirectly, to the man’s party. This demand of an
addition will be persistently repeated, even if the man’s kin gradually
add supplements to the original bridewealth. In spite of being
insulted in this way, however, the man and his kin do not dare to
retort openly. They perceive it to be reasonable behavior and are
seemingly meek in the face of unreasonable demands. If the situation
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takes a critical turn, there are a few drastic measures left as a last
resort for the man’s party. For instance, they can throw the other
party into confusion by hinting to break off the engagement. Actu-
ally, up to now, many marriages seem to have failed at this stage of
negotiations on bridewealth. Needless to say, situations like this will
not only drive the man’s party into a tight corner, but also hurt the
pride of the woman’s party. This is the reason why people always lay
great emphasis upon technical skill in the conduct of negotiations
with the other party.

Wedding
The principal parts of a Rukai wedding ceremony consist of the
arrival of bridewealth carried by many young men to the bride’s
house, the showy banquet held to receive the guests, the round-dance
in which a large number of men and women in their folk costumes
participate, and so on. Each of these features does not simply
celebrate a couple’s start to a new life, but display publicly the
prestige of the bride’s and the bridegroom’s families. Of course, the
luxury of the wedding will vary according to the status of the parties
concerned. How deeply the chief and his kin are emotionally
involved in the display of their bridewealth cannot be discussed on
an equal plane with the less concerned attitude of the commoners
toward the transfer of goods. Despite these variations, however, a
wedding ceremony in Rukai society is without distinction of chiefs
and commoners an opportunity to gratify fully the vanity of the
parties concerned.”

Some preceding studies on Rukai marriage customs indicated
that some aspects of ritual behavior symbolized the strained rela-

4 Among the Paiwan, there is a custom of ritual swinging called tiuma at a chief’s
wedding. So when a marriage is contracted between a Rukai and a Paiwan, the
swing is added as an entertainment to the wedding ceremony, irrespective of
whether the bride in Paiwan or Rukai.
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tions between the bride’s and the bridegroom’s sides at the wedding
more dramatically and vividly in the past (Kojima and Kobayashi
1920; Sayama 1920; Lin 1965; Hsieh 1967; Shih 1976). For example,
there was a scene when the bride pretended to escape. The bride-
groom and his companions had to comb the village for her and often
grappled with her kinswomen and friends who would posture to
protect her. In another scene one of the bridegroom’s male friends
carried the crying, resisting bride off on his back. Because this ritual
behavior was enacted true to life, it is small wonder that many
outsiders misunderstood it for customary capture of the bride by
sheer force. As mentioned at the beginning of this article, the Japa-
nese colonial administration enforced the abolishment of the custom
of “marriage by capture” in the 1930’s. Irrespective of whether people
faithfully obeyed that order or not, it is certain that the disappear-
ance of the dramatic aspects of the Rukai marriage ceremony dates
to those days.

After the Wedding
During the term of residence at the wife’s natal home after the
wedding, a practice called kia-tolupung represents the instability of
married life. The wife slips out of the house intentionally and does
not return until her husband is obliged to provide some gifts for her.
This practice can be regarded as a kind of ritual divorce. It is
considered greatly honorable, if she can stage this temporary escape
successfully. A Rukai wife often behaves capriciously in her married
life even after she moves into her husband’s home. When she squab-
bles with her husband over a trivial matter, she tends to return to her
parents’ home and requests some gift as a proof of his contrition. It
can be assumed that an unstable relationship between a husband and
his wife continues over a long period of their married life.

After one or two years are spent at the wife’s home, husband and
wife have to move into the husband’s home by mutual agreement.
This is a custom called kia-mala (where kia signifies the passive and
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mala means literally to take away). The wife tries to delay this event
by all means and is persuaded again and again to make up her mind
to move by her husband who wishes to live at his natal home as soon
as possible. This persuasion sometimes takes time, for the wife finds
a lot of various pretexts for refusal. Although the wife keeps refusing
to move, eventually there is nothing for her but to obey her husband’s
will. In this society the term of uxorilocal residence exists as a mere
step in the passage toward a stable married life.

A wife usually takes her dowry, pasia-lowi in the Rukai term,
with her to her husband’s home at the time when the first child is
born, because the marriage bond is considered very brittle before the
birth of a first child. Although the composition of the dowry will
vary according to the wife’s natal status, it includes generally
articles like ornaments, tableware, clothes and baby’s necessities.
One further item which should not be overlooked is a handful of
millet seeds called pasia-uap, which is mixed with seeds of the
husband’s home to confirm the final union of the married couple. It
will be noted here that millet seed or uap does not only metaphori-
cally represent the heir of each family, as mentioned earlier, but also
symbolize the stabilized state of marriage and the continuation of
each familial unit over generations that resulted from the birth of
first child.

V. Conclusion: Marriage in a Changing Environment

In this article Rukai marriage customs have thus far been described
mainly with an eye toward their past state, in order to depict them as
a coherent system. But, needless to say, there is a defect in this
description, because it disregards ongoing changes of marriage
customs. In the following part, I wish to discuss briefly some changes
with reference to the transfiguration in the hierarchical order of this
society.

Since the establishment of Japanese colonial rule over the
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mountain regions at the beginning of the twentieth century, Rukai
chiefs have experienced a progressive decline of authority in all
villages. The Japanese officers forbade them to collect tributes from
commoners and confined their actual powers within narrow limits. A
more remarkable decline, however, commenced after World War II.
The changing political environment, including the introduction of a
local self-government system, the spread of school education,
increased opportunities for employment in towns, the completion of
transportation networks, and other factors, operated not only to
weaken the chief’s authority, but also to shake the very hierarchical
order of this society at large. The number of young men and women
moving to towns in order to be free from old conventions increased.
Commoners who have become somewhat well-off no longer obey the
chief’s orders readily. Secretly some commoners even ridicule the
ruined chiefs.

Against the background of a weakening of the hierarchical
social order, the marriage contract provides an important basis to
check its complete collapse (Kasahara 1988:84). People’s preference
for isogamy can, no matter what their real intentions may be,
certainly work to maintain the frame of the hierarchical status
system. Rukai chiefs still like to marry their sons or daughters to
someone of equal status and rank in other villages. Similarly, com-
moners do not dare to contract marriages outside their old status
system, insofar they intend to make a living in their natal villages. In
sum, the principle of selecting a spouse judged appropriate to each
person’s status still lingers on, or rather it should be said that people
have come to concentrate their attentions especially on the selection
of a marriage partner as the other functions of the hierarchical
status system have become weak in everyday contexts.

Most marriage customs, except for the selection of a spouse,
have changed greatly. As already mentioned, several dramatic
elements of the marriage ceremony have disappeared long ago. On
the contrary, special services in church were newly added after the
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war. The custom of residing temporally at the wife’s natal home
after the wedding does not exist nowadays. Young men and women
of today do not even know that there was such a practice in the past.
While chiefs and those around them persist in their deep attachment
to bridewealth in the shape of glass beads or heirloom pots, others
prefer to give and take cash. But scenes of tenacious negotiations
about bridewealth repeated between the man’s and the woman’s
parties remain unchanged. The banquet for entertaining the wedding
guests seems to have become more luxurious on the whole.

Finally, I wish to make two additional remarks about the
connection between marriage and status hierarchy. First, some
people who have hitherto been regarded as descendants of ta-agi-agi
or commoners of high rank began to proclaim themselves as chiefs
or talyalalai in recent years. This kind of phenomenon can be called
“an inflation of chiefs.” In view of a slackening of the hierarchical
order, they have set about to device new strategies for effecting
social promotion. The most efficacious means of attaining their
purpose would be by selection of a spouse , that is to say, marriage.
Chiang (1983:34-37) described and analyzed skillfully an actual
example of such a stratagem for status promotion in his study on a
Paiwan village. Similar schemes to obtain the prestige of equal rank
to chiefs by manipulating marriage and genealogy have also
appeared in one part of Rukai society, and often give rise to
suspicion and discord among the villagers.

Secondly, cases of marriage between Rukai and Han people, or
intermarriage with town-bred fellow Rukai have remarkably
increased in number. Among these marriages, the former -do not
conflict directly with the hierarchical regulation of Rukai society,
because the status difference between both persons concerned is out
of question in this case, whereas the latter is sometimes apt to result
in a serious infraction of the old social order. Young Rukai men and
women who were born and brought up in towns are usually ignorant
of, or indifferent to, their positions in the hierarchical status system,
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and therefore, will not consider whether their marriage contracts are
appropriate in status and rank or not. Their parents will not dare to
make objections to the marriages of their sons and daughters, even
though they consider them to be inappropriate. Parents do not put
their feelings into words for they know only too well that their
children will not come back again to live in their home village. In
ﬂﬁS(xnmextIshoukiquotean(ﬂd.Rukairnan,“notalnerechange(ﬁ
marriage customs, but a loss of their meaning has occurred.”
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