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Or Is There Kinship in Bali?

Mark Hobart

The inter-bubular groove is a vital statiscic. lts possibilities were first exposed
by Dr. Eberhard Fleischer (1881), an ethnologist and marhematician, who was
greatly atcracted o its firm digital properties. His views met with resistance
and Janguished neglected until chey were revamped by Hsien and Weiss in their
seminal contribucion (1954), which held that Fleischer had indeed had a sound
grasp of the salient issues. lts advocartes have embraced it warmly, holding it to
have vast scope. So the inter-bubular groove (the earlier spelling with ‘oo’ is no
longer preferred) has been connected statistically with L.Q. (Zderzaki 1969), with
variation in linguistic performance {Gabel 1970), and some have even sought a
quantitative ideal (given as 18 cov,, Rein-Dreque 1976). Recently, in a vitriolic
actack, however, the whole approach has been dismissed as inflated out of pro-
portion and a rypical positivist obsession with manifest superstructures (Little
and Moe 1977). Whether there is any case left after this rough handling is a
Mmoot point.

Perilous presuppositions

Whar has all this to do with kinship? The answer is simple. Stipulating a cross-
cultural reality to kinship and then classifying its forms is about as useful as
postulating the inter-buhular groove and then measuring it.!  What is com-
monly called kinship is a chimaera, a mythical monster (whose eponym was
fittingly fachered by hot air!) with a face of fotk categories, a body of received
anthropological wisdom and a tail of Western mecaphysical assumptions. A few

I. I make no apology tor trymg the reader’s patience with an (maginary idea — ic s hardly less far-
fetched than much scientism in anthropology and serves to make the poinc. In wrieing chis pajrer,
I am grateful to Mischa Penn for his help and criticism, especially about the dangers of what might
be called Lufonetaphysik as a purported explanation. Field-work in Bali was carried out between
1970 and 1972 with grants from the Leverhulme Trust Fund, the London-Cornell Project and a
Hormiman Anthropological Scholarship: and from 1979-80 with w research grant from the Schaol
of Oriental and African Srudies.
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Bellerophons have tried o put paid wo the monster. Needham has challenged
the validity of prevailing principles and modes of classihcation (1971, 1975).
Schreider has sought to sever the cultural constructs from a hererogeneous social
conglomerate (1968, 1972); while Inden has tweaked its mecaphysical rail by
pointing out that other cultures may have quite different assumptions abour how
humans are related (1976}, Yet the monster szapgers on, largely I suspect because
anthropolegy is heir 1o 8 strongly essentialist intellectual rradition. Unless we
are quite clear about what kind of ‘thing’ kinship is, we may find we have been
wasting our time talking about it.

There are three grounds on which [ wish o argue thar kinship does not have
the kind of reality usually atteibuted ro it. Firse, there is a problem of transhation
and comparison. How do we know thar whar we calt kinship denotes something
comparable in another culture? Second, there is the question of what statements
about kinship are about. Are we dealing with descriptions about the world?
Or s it more a matter of what various classificacions of relationships may be
used, for pacticular purposes, to assert, claini, challenge or deny! Finally, chere
is the metaphysical issue of whar the members of different culrures recognize,
explicicly ot implicitly, as existing in their world. How does the classificarion of
relationships refate to whart is held to exist? In other words, how are events,
states and agents or whatever understood in different cultural theories of being,
identity, nature, causation and so forth? 1 would suggest that using the nation of
kinship, even as "an odd-job word’, tends to cover up the difficulty in knowing
how we cranslate; what uses of language may exist; and wherher the entirties
classified by other cultures are remotely comparable. Our culrural heritage has
yielded a particularjural, moral and ontological package we call kinship. Tt would
be a startling example of what someone once delightfully called ‘RUP’ — Residuat
Unresolved Pasitivism — were we o fail to see that our ideas abour kinship are
no simple truths about the world bur affected by our changing assumptions. [z is
not an issue of how to compare facts but of how, using one cognitive model, to
talk about others.

As the issues are complex, ler me spell out some of the points most relev-
ant o a discussion of kinship. In irs easiest formularion che problem of radical
translation (berween unrelared languages where there has been little, or no,
culcural contace, see Quine 1960:284) is an extreme example of the hermeneu-
tic issue of how 1 interprer texts or statements wirhin one culture. For ‘the
special problem of interpreration 15 that it very often appears o be necessary
and inevitable when in fact it never is. This appearance of inevitability is a
phantasm raised by the circularity of the interpretive process’ (Hirsch 1967:
[64). The reason is that one is dealing with a syster: of signs which ‘must be
construed before ie furnishes confitmartion of an interpretarion. Furthermore,
the manner in which the signs are construed is partly predetermined by the
interpreration itself” (Hirsch 1967:165). In radical rranslation rhe ethnographer
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faces the trap of self-confirmability of interpretations with metaphysical knobs
on.

Why can one not simply translate by finding out what native waords or ex-
pressions correspond with the facts? In order to understand che difficulty, it is
useful to ook ar the theory of cruth, and meaning, which is required for such an
approach. This is the classical ‘Cotrespondence Theory” in which truth, and so
true meaning, consists in some form of correspondence between facts and ideas
(Hobarr 19852:33-7). Significantly this was the view espoused by Aristorle. For,
as we shall see. the kinds of schemes used to classify kin relutions rely on Aris-
torelian metaphysical assumptions of particular things or people having essential
properties, by virtue of which they may be definitively classified.

There are serious problems in any ‘Correspondence Theory’. Three are rel-
evant here. First, many of the words eritical to a translation, such as logical
connectives, do not correspond to any facts. Second, as Gellner (1970:25) has
observed trenchantly, in effect introducing ‘reality’ as a stage in translating one
language into another merely adds a further language and compounds the diffi-
culties. Why this should be so is clear in the light of my lasr objection. namely
that there is an indeterminacy in translation, such that more than one scheme
may make sense of the linguistic data. There is no simple way of climbing out
of one's translational scherne to ask even the best-informed native informant
whether one is correct without having to translate him or her. The catch, as
Quine (1960:72) remarked, is that ‘there can be no doubt that rival systems
of analytical hypotheses can fic the torality of speech behaviour o perfecrion,
and can fic the torality of dispositions o speech behaviour as well, and srill
specify mutually incompatible translations of countless sentences insusceptible
of independent control. In other words there is no way of knowing whether the
ethnographer’s translation of concepts like kinship, family, or father are in fact
what the members of another culture intend in their speech behaviour, or not.
Once the ethnographer gers going on his or her scheme, however shot-chrough
with one’s own cultural presuppositions, it tends to become self-confirming be-
cause many of the key notions are mutually defined and sufficiently tar away from
starements for which there is empirical evidence (see Quine 1953). How du we
know that the comfortable seeming similarity of ideas about kinship round the
world is nort a result af the observers sharing similar preconceptions which they
invest in their translational systems? Consider, for instance, how radical would
be the difference were commen notions like ‘soul’ or ‘spiric’ to be rendered as
‘identity instead, and how hard ie would be to invatidare either. } have asuspicion
that the wee ghosties and goblins which seem to pervade other culrures are a
product of ur Vicrorian imagination of the ‘Other’.

Leaving aside the difficulties in translation, what in fact are we comparing any-
way’ The problem is that, whatever their purporced basis in biology. kinship rela-
tions are not natucal faces as such. What the anchrapologist rraditionally goes by
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are native sracements held ro describe the social relarionships of a particular kind
in which humans are engaged, so ro speak. Now srarements differ from ‘facrs” by
being asserred by people on particular occasions, rather than, in some sense, be-
ing ‘out there”. 'Being someone's brother’ is construed from the “facts’, whatever
they might be in any instance, in terms of culwural caregories, which include ideas
of taxenomy, logical operations and much else besides. Statements about kinship
are therefore, among other things, applications of classificatory principles to the
actions, events and so forth from which relationships are inferred.

There are other grounds too on which tw question whether statements abour
kinship could ever be neutral propositions abourt the world. Austin's point about
tanguage was that words do not just say things, but do things at the same time
(1962). ln speaking one does not simply make propositions but also presenes
that proposition, if such it be, in different ways or with differing (illocutionary)
force, which may further have effects in the world (perlocutionary force in speech
act cerminology).? | shall try to show later quire how dangerous it is to think
of statements about kinship as descriptions.’ It fits berrer with erhinographic
evidence ro treat these as prescriptions, asserrions, denials, questions or any
other way in which people may use language on different occasions for particular
purposes. The confusion created by mistaking claims for descriptions, in the
words of an American cynic, makes Harlem on Facher's Day look quite orderly!

These difhculries seem te pale in the face of the hurdles involved in comparing
ideas from diflerent cultures. Evans-Pritchard (1963) has made the point rhat
comparison easily leads to a circularity. To compare things one requires criteria,
but how does one establish the criteria in the first place withour comparison? Our
nations of comparison are highly conventional and subsume learning ‘siniilaricy
relations’ (Kuhn 1977:307-19, on “fAnitisoy’). Macters are worse srill when dealing
with the classificarion of jural or moral relations which are widely argued 10 be
key aspecrs of kinship (e.g. Forres 1970a). For a start, on what grounds could we
assume that ideas of ‘law’ ave similar across culcures, or thar jural notions such
as person, obligation, or prohibition are comparable when they have changed
so much within our own culture? The assumption rhat the moral dimension of
kinship is important does tend to presuppuse that ideas of morality have equival-
enis in different cultures, which rather flies in the face of the evidence {(Hobart
1985b}. A great deal of anchropology consists in closing one's eves and hoping
the world will 20 away.

1. See especially Searle {1971) on a celebrared version of the relationship of locutonary lorce
IO Propesitiors,

3. The msight’ chat kinshipas just an idiom for other kinds of relationships depends, [ suspect,
on the kinds of argunsent Jiscussed above, This is not to my mimnd however a very helplul way
ol formulating the problem. There 15 often a covert imphication that native statements ibout
relationstips are merely an idiom for something more “real’ — presumably the teusty old war horses
of power and production, Unless such an argument is handled with care, it smacks of posinvism
and essenvialism ag its worst.
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Muore serious still, just how inadequare are the kinds of raxonomic principle
invoked hy anthropologists has hecome increasingly ohvious (Conklin 1964
Tambiah 1973; Needham 1975, 1979). Ir is bad encugh when considering the
ways in which narure may be classifed, but marters hecome worse when one
is considering kinship classifications, which are relational, and raise awkward
questions about what kinds of atrribute are at stake. Classical approaches, such
as the Aristotelian, organize particulars by reference ¢o essential, or definitive,
properties possessed by proper class members. This does not always work com-
fortably for relations like “being raller than’ or 'being vounger than'. Nor is it
universally accepted, or uncontentious, thar ohiects and people need be de-
fined in terms of ‘properties’. As Goodman (1978:97) has noted, our present
predicament can he traced back to the pre-Socratics who ‘made almost all the
important advances and mistakes in the history of philosophy’. In particular they
left us wich the metaphysical assumption that what distinguishes the suhstance
of which all things are constituted is the set of properties which somehow inhere
in each and upon which the distinctions of classification are based. What gives
kinship classifications a semblance of universality is che tendency for members
of different cultures to divide the werld up in various ways tor convenience and
this generally extends to include the imporcant field of other people. Ir may be
a truism that culcures include various linguistic modes of differenriating ‘reality’,
but this does not mean that all cultures need share the ways in which they do
this and cerrainly does not entail that whart is classified is comparable.* The
healthy empiricism many anthropologists claim is often a polire way of saying
that they admit not just to frighteningly naive philosophical ignorance but rank
ethnacentrism as well.

Why though should kinship be the focus of so much anthropological atten-
tion? The reason, [ suspect, is thar it seems to refer to basic ways of classitying
nacural facts found in all cultures by virtue of having living, breeding species’
menbers of homo sapiens. Now, while it is generally recognized that kin classi-
fications Jiffer from those of nature — hence the atrention given to the difference
between social fachers (patresy 20d genirors — this parc recognition covers up a far
more serious assurption. This is the presupposition that, whatever the classifica-
tions, they refer 1o rhe same nature. Nature i, however, not a natural category
but a culrural conscruct. Worse, it is one which differs hetween cubrures and even
within our own has been subject tv massive reformulation in the course of history
(Collingwood 1945} 1t does not reaily help to argue that recent discoveries of the
genetic determination of phenotypes solves the prohlem. To paraphrase Voleaire,
if genes had not existed, it would have been necessary for essentialism to invent
them. In fact, of course, if one allows a measure of validiry to Kuhn's stress on
the constitutive nature of scientific paradigms, then genes are the product of a

4. As | understand it, this 15 why Needham combines an inrerest m formal classification with a
sceptical awareness of metaphysical problems (Needham 1979 as against 1976).
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particular paradigm and rhe one reasonable certainty is thac furrher research will
show all the prablems of indererminacy and alternarive models which have beser
apparently definirive discoverics.

The natural facts ro which observations abour kinship ulrimately correspond
may then vary berween cultures. Are the similarities upon which hiological
relationship is inductively esrablished in facc self-evident!? We can, out of
amusement, apply Wittgensrein's famous argument (1969:17) abour ‘family re-
semblances’ to see what is assumed in searching for common properties among
family members. For whar exists is

a farufy the members of which have family likenesses. Some of them have the same
naose, others the same eyebrows and others again the same way of walking; and these
likenesses overlap. The idea of a concept being a common properey of its particular
instances connects up with other primitive, roo simiple, ideas of the structure of fan-
guage. It is comparable to the idea that properties are ingredients of the things which
have rhe properties e.g. thar beaury is an ingredient of all beautiful things as alcohol
is of beer and wine, and that we therefore could have pure beauty, unadulterated by
anything that is beauriful.

If there is no simple method of induction to determine membership by resemb-
lance, perhaps we need ro consider the kinds of assumptions abour what, if
anything, different cultures hold ro be common berween family members.

[f the principles upon which taxonomies are organized raise problems, how do
such classifications correspond to the world? There are no grounds a priori for
assuming isomorphism between taxonemy and cultural notions of how the world
is constitured. The guestion of how rhe two are related involves metaphysical
ideas about reality. For instance, among the Balinese chere is little idea of eternal
natural law ser against custom. Regularity, such as it is, is imposed by the will
of a supreme, hut remote, Divinity. Just as cusrom changes according to place,
time and circumstance (désa, kaly, patra), so itis assumed {bur unknowable} that
Divinity directly, or through a Hindu pantheon of gods, may alter acrangements
and what stability there is may stem from human attempts to propitiate che
agents which control nature. An important guide, at once moral and objective,
is the idea rhat action has determinate effects upon the actor, according to the
docrrine of karma pala (the fruits of action). Not only does this affect humans
throughout cheir lives, or across incarnations, but ir directly influences their
constitutions, characters and the circumstances of hirth. To assume that ideas
abour kinship in Bali rest on some hedrock of nacural fact underwritten by the
observer’s knowledge of how che world ceuly is, would be crass ethnocencrism.

If there is no universal, shared view of nature, whar are the Balinese ideas
abour the marerial base of kin relations? Curiously, the Balinese tend 1o be vague,
not only about theories of conception, which reflect differing social claims as
much as anything, bur also about the notion of matrer (Hobarr 1983). They
stress the transformation of appearance or the causation of evenrs instead. The
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elite, in suitably essentialist spirit, tends to puc maore weight than peasants on
pedigree, for purposes of political legitimacy. This is expressed in an ideology
of ritual puriry, held parely to be transmitted hy conception. Quite whar purity
15 15 a complex and debated issue; and rhe ostensible evidence of procreation
may be overridden where other factors intervene —as when a low-born man
attains power or the auributes of princes, As [ discuss below, the realm of ‘kin-
ship” may well, for the Balinese, be largely to do wich what makes men similar
or different in which many considerations combine. Nor do Balinese handle
family resemblances just by referring to inherited traits. Besides the doctrine
of karma pala, villagets recognize the disparitics berween ‘kin’ as much as the
congruences. Part of the inquiry about new-born children is finding ourt from
a spirit-medium which ancestral identity has manifested itself. Quite Jifferent
kinds of contextual factor come into play too. In Balinese theories of causation
personal identity is pattly determined by the circumstances of birth, including
time and space, and it further remains inexcricably linked with the fate of a
child’s four mystical siblings (the kanda ‘mpat, the ejecta ac birth). So chere is
no mechanical theory of the natural basis of kinship. Rather, personal idencicy
and domestic relacions are decided by various factors operating within a causal
field.

A final point should be made about niy reference to meraphysics. By this |
mean the kinds of idea, category, logical operation, entological commirment or
whatever, which Balinese appeal to, explicitly in speech, or implicitly by inference
ot reflection on discourse. Such a metaplysics-in-the-buff, as [ have called it
(1983), is mote common than anthropologises often allow (cf. Evans-Prirchacd
1937, 1956; Lienharde 196 1; Inden 1976; Vitebsky 1982). Cerrainly in a literarte
civilization like Bali, texts and traditions of philosophical speculation abound
and are used with enthusiasm and aplomb in daily life to explain actions and
account for the nature of the world. It is one thing for the Balinese to interpret
matrers this way, but to what extent does my approach claim to explain why
men do what they do? The shore answer is that it dves not claim o do se.
My concern is simply to look ar cthe empirical conditions — which include aative
statements about metaphysics — under which acrion takes place and, given the
particular sets of circumstances, piece together the ways in which the Balinese
interpret what is happening in different contexts. There is no way, | suggest,
in which we could ever know which of the possible sets of constructs, if any,
is the one in fucr responsible for the events. This modest constraint on my
aims follows directly from arguments such as Quine’s, noted above, about the
underdetermination of theory by experience. f such a caution has any validity
it is the death-knell for anyone who purports that any scheme can, in principle,
explain evenrs. There isan unstated step in many culcural analyses. Afeer positing
a theurerical framework which hears some relation to the ethnographic evidence,
there 15 a surrepritious assumption that, given cthe best and richest conceprual
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scheme, a causal account could be read of on demand. My aim is less ambitious,
but [ suspect more realisric.

These general remarks about the questionahly substanrive status of kinship'
need o be argued from the ethnography. In what follows [ try to show, in the
light of nty strictures on expianation, thar we can not only talk usefully abour the
Balinese, but possibly come closer to appreciating the richness of other caleures,
once we let go of notions like ‘kinship'. [ starc by looking at che language of *kin-
ship’ and the institutions which might seem associated with it. Then [ consider
why statements ahout relationships of this kind are in the register of asserrion
rather than the description of facts. Finally [ oudine various models used by the
Balinese to explain the ‘facts’ in any instance. The conclusion is that reading any
particular classificarion (lec alone defining the 'system’ as pacrilineal, matrilineal
or cognatic) into Balinese 'kinship’ is like looking for the definitive reading of
an ink blob or the inrer-bubutar groove. We are dealing with native models of
terminology, action, metaphysical ideas or whatever, and to try to read through
them 1o the essence of the system is akin to rubbing the print off a page in arder
to see whart it really says behind the words.

The vocabulary of Balinese ‘kinship’

Amaong many kinds of temple congregarion in Bali are those known as pemaksaan,
dadiya or, more specifically, as soroh followed hy che name of the worship group.
The terms are found ia different parts of che island with slightly diflerent usage.
The folk etymology is interesting. Pemaksaan is usually held to derive from the
rout paksa, force; and refers to those who are expecred o worship at (maruran,
to give offerings, and muspa, to pray), or who are obliged to support {(nyungsung),
a temple. Dadiya is commonly linked to dad:, to grow or hecome, but also allow.®
So it may be read either as thuse who have grown from one origin, kawuan,
or those between whom certain acts or exchanges are permitted. Soroh is the
general word for class or kind. So it denores a class of people linked 10 a temple.
In common with almost all temple associations in Bali, the main function of its
members is to perform calendrical rituals to the incumben deity (usually known
by a tite, Batara, which indicates divine statws, foliowed by the name of the
temple or worship group —most Balinese raxonomy stresses terminal classes in
nominalist fashion}. The principles of incorporation of diflerent groups vary little
except in the range of {unctions and the criteria of eligibility. The ones under
discussion do lictle but worship. The grounds for membership are what we st
look into.

5. Pave Lansmg (1974:28), where the unlikely dernviasesn s given as from duge, o the nonh,
towarnds the (pure) mountams.
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Mhe erireria for inclusion in such worship groups may he expressed in several
ways. A key, but complicated, term is purusa. In Sanskric it is often transiated
as ‘male’ {Gonda 1952:73; Inden 1976:13), buc also as ‘seed-man’ (Inden and
Nicholas [977:30) or as part of the ‘cosmic manifestation of the primal Superman
(purusa)’ (Long 1980:58). The notion of purusa is variously interpreted in Jif.
ferent Hindu philosophical craditions: as an aspect of deiry (Gonda 1970 16H),
as self opposed o substance {Posrer 1980:263), as consciousness beyond marrer,
‘sheer contentless presenice’ as against ‘awareness {whicl] is active, intentional,
engaged’ (Larson 1980:308). 1t is nor an easy concept.

At first sight matrers are much simpler in Bali. Sakéng purusa belongs to a
conerast set with sakéng pradana, ‘from che male (side)” and ‘from the female
(side)’ respectively (sce Gonda 1952:173). Here sukéng purusa Jesignates chose
refated t a male ancestor. [n this sense the worship groups mentioned ahove
may be read as having cheir membership defined by descent — the Balinese use
the same mertaphor, wru, as in English — here agnation. Purs(a) also means
‘penis’t so does sakeng purisa refer co socially recognized, or biologically con-
ceived, connections’ This is not a quibble. Such ambiguities are critical o huw
rhe Balinese interprer group membership and explain action.

There is a subtlety here. Alcer all why not define ‘kin groups’ steaightforwardly
by who joins, and dismiss folk semantics as incidenral? This is an easy way out,
but it imporrs Western ideas of the relation of woed and ohject. Defining purusa
by denoration is woefully inadequate * Granred the range of implications, the
Balinese suffer from the dilemma of what the key concepe of purusa is alt about.
Is sakéng purusa about convendonal association or about acts of procreation? Is
the stress on transmission or substantive qualities? Or is it abour something else?
Isit, for instance, sharing something with a given {ancestral) Jeiry? Or worse, is it
sonw shared arrribure, or perhaps outlook, separate from che individual intereses
of those concerned? Such issues tend to arise when the ambiguous grounds of
incorporation are highlighted inevitably in disputes or changing circumstances.

It will be obvious that the interpretations Balinese may place upon the notion
of burusa stem in part from some of its many senses noted by Sanskrit scholars.
This is equally true of the other terms noted so far. For instance, my viliagers
treated dadiya on ovcasions as deriving from dadi, as ‘to allow'. Sharing a dadiva
bad che sense of being allowed ro share things like food, so rhose who did not in
fact do so were nat uf the same dadiva. By varying the defining attributes Balinese
can, and Jo, give guite different slanes o what terms should cefer to, whom to
include and exclude, and what such moves mishe imply. Wherher we like it or
not, mterpretarion is not easily removed from che Balinese stage of action, nor
translation from the task of the erhnographer.

6. Balinese theorivs ol ceference meidenrally seem o iffer sigmficantly from our (olk aad philo-
sophical accouns.
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Should it be thought | am splitring hairs, let us look at the other terms Balinese
use ro classify people with whom they live and worship. A common way of
speaking about whom one regards as related is as sereton, the etymology of which
is given as se-mew-an, or toughly ‘one exit’ or 'from one source’ {but also ‘see the
light', ‘break through'), so on one reading the exit may be the mother’s womb,
as metu is a synonym in high Balinese for being born.  As divorce is common,
coming from one mother does not enrail having the same facher So perhaps rhe
two most used words to refer to criteria of membership in ‘descent groups’ are
complementarily linked to male and fermale sexual roles in a rather loose way.

Meraphor plays an interesting patt in how telationships are porrrayed. So far
the possible images are of a procrearive penis and coming from a mathet’s womb.
The orher terms used for ‘kin ties’ have, significantly, equally srrong metaphorical
associations. 1o refer to ries rraced strictly through males {juraily?) che term
is serurunan, of one descent, from turun: o descend, drop oc fall. To cloud
marcrers, however, there is another word, keiurunan, the ahstract noun from the
same root, which designates all who can 1race descent (filiarion would be the less
metaphorical anchropological expression) theough males, females or any mix of
the two. Under what ciccumstances, and with whar care, Balinese distinguish
between the rwo terms in actual use is a rricky quesrion.

So far the images refer 1o sequence expressed spatially (descent), ot pechaps
better to causal juxtaposition {penis or womb — <hild, a relarion sometimes
described as ‘'metonymy’). Cther words conjure up different associatoens. Lingse-
han, from lingseh: a stalk of rice, refers to a hilarerally reckoned grouping.? Per-
haps the most widely used term in the region of Bali where | worked is nyama.
As the noun denoting persons, penyamaan, its range is similar to semeton, if not
broader still. When coupled with beraya (a word hard 1o teanslate, see Boon
1977:122 where he remarks on its ‘egalizarian implications’), nyama beraya is
used for fellow villagers (sometimes sex against penembahan, those one prays 1o, ot
bows before, sembah, i.e. persons of high caste) and so suggests having a common
bond. In public meetings it atains a sense at times close to ‘moral community’.
Nyama, however, also refers to parencs’ siblings, genealogically or hy age, and
sometimes to all senior members of a dudiya. Again penyamaan and nyama ace
used interchangeably in many contexts. Nyama eicher comes from the toot sama,
or is its perfect homonym, Sama normally is used tw indicate something like
‘same’ or ‘similar’, sharing some aspect of idenricy, and the connection is not losr
on the Balinese. Whether erymologically or mecaphorically these rerms have
precious lirtle to do with *kinship'. Nor would we be wise to infec that nyama, or
semeton, which is equally used of ‘non-kin’, really denote kin and the other uses
are just marginal, or ancillary, extensions. On what grounds can we be sure that
the narrower use is not just one of a number of special applications? To atgue

7. Perhaps less surpewsingly the lavguage of segmentaton is starkly spatial: késah, leaving: kestd,
maving; pekaad, gomg away,
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the extensionist case is to impute 2 degree of essendalism 1o the Balinese which
rhere is no evidence thart they have,

Events and interpretations

So far [ have argued that rhere is Jittle ground to assume from Balinese use of cec-
rain imporrant, and closely related, concepts thar rhey muck our conveniently the
equivalent (o a domain which we call "kinship”. To whar extent, however, does
such an argumentstand up to an examinarion of whar people do, and say they do,
in daily life! In this section T would like briefly to present material dealing wich
the kinds of groups found in pracrice and asriculared in terms of chese Balinese
notions and also look at inter-personal relations intended ro produce children,
namely ‘marriage’. In so doing | shall provisionally use rhe familiar language of
kinship but go on 1o suggest that the data may equally be cepresented in orhes
rerms. For any given interpreration, or theoretical scheme, is underdecermined
hy rhe evidence which can be construed in terms of several different possible
madels.

Wherher one wishes to regard the Balinese ‘kinship system’ as parrilineal,
cognatic, abour purarive origins, or dealing with degrees of similarity or difference
will depend in part on the theorerical predilections of the anrhropologise de cuius
gustibus non est disputandum. Whar is foremost in one model is decentered in
anorher; what are prescriptions or proscriptions in gne version are preferences
or dangers in another; what one stresses as ideal, anocher rreats as usual pracrice
and s0 on. From this it should be clear thar there is no ‘kinship systent’ as such
to describe, for we are dealing in assertions made by people in culture abour the
different ways in which che ‘facts’ are interpreted. If the Balinese can, and do,
represent what is going on in terms of alrernadive, if not always fully articulated,
models, it does nor necessarily fullow, however, rhar these are all much of a
muchness to an anrhropologisr. Some maodels account for the facts with greater
elegance, with fewer imparted assumprions and so on, than do orhers. There
may also be internal grounds on which one version is preferable ro others. In
fact | shall suggesc chat the interpreration which most adequately accounts for
the available echnography has, in fact, nothing te do with kinship per se at all.

As Balinese domestic and kin celations have been fairly fully outhned else-
where (Boon 1977; Geertz and Geertz 1975; Hobace 1979; Howe 1980), only a
few remarks are needed here. Traditionally afrer marriage a couple sets up its own
home, except for the youngest child or designared heir. Usually a male assunes
this role bur, failing sons. women are quite acceptable. As land has hecome in-
creasingly shorr, sons tend ro stay in their parents’ compound, as may davghrers.
In the village ward of Pisangkaja, in che serrlemenr of Tengahpadang in central
Bali, on which rhe following account is mainly based, residence arrangements
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were as follows. In compounds with more chan one household, 22% are related
by ties other than berween males. This excludes female heirs, who may be argued
to rank as jural males (see Hobare 1977). If the constituent compound ties are
calculared by sex, those not through males are nearly half. In many instances
the exceprions, if they can be called thar, are where people live with affines. As
living with one’s wife's family involves a double humiliazion — one cannot afford
to keep a tamily in one’s own compound, and one's family cannor afford 1o keep
one - perhaps it is surprising that the figure is so high. If one chooses to read
purusa as a principle defining agnarion however, the problems this encails merge
with horrible clarity.

The Balinese do not, as we have seen, speak of their relations in simple kin
terms. As with temples, local dies are defined commonly in rerms of sites of wor-
ship, known as sanggah {shrines) or sungguh gedé (simply: big shrines), according
to the perceived remoteness of the ancesrors involved. Traditionally inclusion is
expressed in terms of prrusa. Two points should be noted. It is not uncommon for
people ro be rold, when illness is diagnosed by spiric mediums, thar rhey are wor-
shipping at the shrine of the weong purusa. This allows a play both between sacial
and biological parernity and about ideas of wrong associarion. Also women, if
they are not divorced or do not return home, become ancestors (of neutral sex)
in rheir husband's group as defined by purusa {and vice versa, of course, for in-
marrying males). The work for, and wortship at, ancestral shrines is in theory
cherefore the critical means of distinguishing membets of a group claiming shared
purusa {rora others. Ar marriage women publicly inform both their natal and their
marital ancestors of the change of residence and the same on divorce or rerurn.
When we look, hawever, at who acrually turns up or such occasions, the resulrs
are rather unexpected if one regards purusa as simply agnation.

In some parts of Bali many peaple do not know, or choose not to pay attention
to, the sites where they may worship their purusa. In the serclement of Tengah-
padang, however, such knowledge was pretry general (88% of the households).
Atrenulance at cemple affaics being compulsory for its members, on pain of fine
ot expulsion, turnout is high. At domestic shrines martters are different and
while everyone claims that it is almose unthinkable for a person with proper
burusa ties not to wren up, this is far from the mark in accouncing for acrual
attendance in Pisangkaja, on which | have daca, and details of which are given
in Table 1. Help in preparing che substantial offerings was undertaken largely by
the houschold, however constituted, of the com pound heir (69% of the helpers),
as this 15 regarded as the place of vripin, kawitan, of families which have moved
away. Whar is a little unexpected is chat jural agnares accounted for less than
half the remaining help. tn all, 10% of the work force were affines, and a further
5% just neighbours {from different warship groups), while several orher peaple
turned up wha had been adopred inco other groups and so had no formal link.
Su far che pattern is interesting but not perbaps very surprising,
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Table 1. Recruirment to ancuesror worship groups in Pisangkaja

Activity Housd.l.. Agnawes  Ex-agnatess Affines Neighbrs Clients Other  Total
Offering 103 18 ) 15 5 | | 199
preparation
Worship - 38 62 11 - 4 - L5
arrendance

¥ Ex-agnutes refers to people who have marned out of the compound or whe have been adopled
neo other famulies, and o properly speaking, worship ar other shrings.

#* As my concern s with finks ta the shrine, Fexclude the households who arc obliged 10 look after
i, a3 their attendance 15 1 sine qua non, punishahle by loss of vice tand and orher sancuons of a
mystical nature. So fur convenience, they have heen exchuded.

When it comes to worship at ancesror shrines, however, che picture is curious.
Of those who came to worship onfy 33% were agnates in any jural, or strict,
sense. Close on 10% were affines, who property should not worship ar another’s
shrine at all. There was also a smactering of political clients where even caste
caregory was in doubt. The Jargest single caregory were what one might rerm
‘out-marrying agnates', thar is men and women who have left the group on
marriage or adoption. In rhe formal language of agnarion therefore, those en-
titled, and indeed required, 1o worship at the shrine form a minoritys Obviously
one may allow a measure of idiosyncrasy in personal sotivation. But on whar
grounds, one wonders, ar least as far as worship is concerned, is it justified 1o
impose our category of agnarion, rather than say cognation, a general sense of
shared origin or mutual concern, or other reasons yet to be discerned? It is
inelegant 1w dismiss the exceptions as mere contingencies. The scientific ploy
of moving from the nomological o the statistical does not apply in the same
way where human intenzion or reflexivity is involved. It is also a moot point
whether one can assume —as almost all anthropological analyses do— thar the
actors’ interpretations are homogeneous; in other words that they all have the
same ideas of what worship, purusa, and so on are about. Lastly, to claim that
what is important is the jucal, or ideal, model does not help ac all. Words like
puyusa, seturunan or nyama do not denote unambiguous classes of person any
more than those who turned up can easily be pigeon-holed. One suspects chat
most of the neac analyses of ‘kinship systems’ are achieved by looking at the
evidence chrough rhe wrong end of the ethnographic tefescope. That way the
warts do not show!

Of what value then is the rechnical language of kinship? To speak of agnates
as a fixed jural category suitable for cross-cultural comparison is of question-
able worrh. On the one hand such categories do not ft easily with indigenous

8. Apnates are still tess evident in agriculiural labour relacons, the milimg of nee and other
general forms of work exchange ar heip. Here affimiry, netghbourhood and fnendship or polineal
clientage predonunate (see Hobare 1979:338-44).
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principles, on the other they do not even correspond with the ‘facts on che
ground’ (wharever those be). Mosr of the terms Balinese use are sufficiently open
to interpretation thar they can encompass almost anyone who leels like turning
up: nyama (beraya) can be vsed, for instance. of anyone with whom one wishes to
declare relarions of a certain warmth and equality. So the Balinese can, with clear
Wittgensteinian consciences, declare thar those who work and worship together
are alt nyama' The significance of purusa may now be clearer. While it may be
used to give ostensibly jural instructions (as in adoption when the rule tends 10
read something like: when looking for an heir take che nearest person from the
purusa — although low castes in fact rend not to), it may equally refer to different
categories. lt may be those who feel attachment to a place of birth, or to people
they grew up with, or those with whom one has something (still to be defined)
in common and so forth. Might one however conclude wich the trite comment,
chat patrilineal sysrems in theory are always bilateral in pracrice? For reasans
which will be discussed shortly, this is not an adequarte answer eicher,

Now ler us turn to marriage. [t is sensible to look at chis in the context of
male-female relations generally Humans are not the only class of beings, or
things, which properly are found in complemenrary pairs. [n myth, male deiries
have female counterparts, sometimes known, as in India, as their sakd which
is commonly translated from the Balinese as ‘mystical power’, but might more
adeguarely be rendered as ‘manifest potency ar potentiality’. Female deities, like
Durga or Uma (associated with destruction or witches, and rice, respectively),
tend to be more immediately involved in Balinese life than do rtheir male ‘con-
sorcs’. Ir makes lictle sense, however, to trear the relation berween aspects of
complex principles {(which is how they are often understood) as marriage. The
rite of ngantén, which is the normal cultural condition for forming an effective
functioning human domestic unit, is also required for other recognized pairings
as diverse as pigs (Hobart 1974), drums or slit-gongs. The stress in each instance
is upon parts forming a functioning whole {see Hobart 1983, on a capacity o
funcrion being a criterion of identity). Priests must have female counterpars to
andertake a range of ritval activities but these need not be their wives. In just
the same way, a man or woman requires a member of the opposite sex to form a
viable household unit because of the sexual division of labour, hut this need not
in fact be a wife/hushand; a sistesfbrother or another unrelated woman/man is ac-
ceptable. The Balinese emphasis on complementarity includes recognition that
good cannot exist without evil {(Hobart 1985b: 188-9), kings wirhout peasants,
mystic heroes without anti-heroes. Ir makes ar least as much sensc to regard the
sexual and reproductive union of humans as an aspect of Balinese ideas about the
‘dualistic’ funcrioning of wholes as it does ro iselate from context one relationship
and compare it with others raken out of context. If we wish to focus on marriage
as such, should we not include pigs and slit-gongs which pass through the same
rite?
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Table 2. Distribution of ki marciages in Tihingan and Pisangkaja

{"d_lmgan Pisangkaja Total
High caste  Lonv caste  Pisanghaja

No. No. No. No.

Farher's brocher's daughter 18 2 4 6
2nd and 3rd patrilaceral parallel cousins i7 - | I
Ward Endogamy 84 3 126 157
Cumularive 119 33 131 164
Total 243 97 n 418

* There 15 a regretrable Jiderence berween the Geertzes” figures (1975:96} and mine as the latter
are based un second-cousin patrilateral untons only. The reason is that thud-cousin marriages
always involved other closer ties, never parrilateral alone. Therefore | have kept them out.

According to traditional accouncs the Balinese practise preferential patrilateral
parallel cousin marriage (since Bourdieu 1977, this should be a signal of rrouble
to come), or failing that, at least marriage within the dadiya (Geertz and Geertz
1975), that is traced by ties of purusa. The frequency with which such unions
occur varies greatly. [n the village of smiths studied by the Geertzes it was high, in
the mixed-caste community of Pisangkaja {and equally in the other parts of the
setddement) it was very low. The hgures are given in Jerail in Table 2, and speak
largely for themselves. As against actual father’s brother’s daughrer marriage of
7% in Tihingan, the equivalents in Pisangkaja were 2% and 1% for high and low
castes respectively, and sank lower still for second patrilateral parallel cousins. In
fact more high-caste marringes between kin were contracted with non-agnates
than agnates (66% as against 33%). For low castes the comparable figures rose
to §7% with non-agnates. This suggests thar, whatever the ideals stated in the
literature, most cousin marriages tend towards other possibilities {the more so
as notionally farher’s sister’s daughter unions are avoided because they involve
directexchange, so the other three possible cousin unions are not equally open in
theory}. Quite what this iraplies will become clearer when we look at the overall
patgermn.

Table 3. Frequency of approved marriages in Pisangkaja

High caste Low cusie
Relaiion of partners No. Na.
A. Descent group ties only 13 26
B. Descent and known kin tie 2] 29
C. Kin tie but no descent tie - 54
D. No tic 5 87
Torals 49 196

e ———— —
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Not all marriages take place with the agreemenc of the families involved, or even
the assent of the partners themselves. As my concern here is with the evidence
thar recognition of kinship in some sense afleces posiuve marriage choice, T shall
omirt all those unions (22% for unions berween members of the same high casre,
44% for all other unions — the hasis on which all calculations are made can be
found in Hebare 1979:354f) in which extraneous tactors like being caughr m
flagrante or elopementin the face of disapproval seemed dominant reasons. What
is striking is the high proportion of kin marriages whete there is no agnatic rie at
all among low castes {28%, see Tahle 3}. In face, if one contrasts unions where
agnatic ties exist (28%, A + B) in Table 3, with cthose where kin ties of some
kind are held to occur {(43%, B + C), there is lirde evidence in favour of a
bias towards agnation. The comparable figures for high castes show an equal
balance of agnation as against kin ties. So faritis hard to detect from che figures
a preference, especially among low castes, for agnatic unions. Were we now to
rephrase marctets, for the sake of argument, in bilateral terms, the picture is of
an even spread with a slight bias, if anything, towards matrilateral kin. On rhis
evidence, the Balinese might appear to qualify through the backdoor of practice
for a volume on cognatic organization!

The discussion so far remains seriowsly incomplete. Almost half the approved
marriages of ordinacy villagers are berween people with no kin tie of any kind
in traditional terminology. Need we consider these! The villagers themselves
offer an account which is of incerest. There is racit, and nort infrequently ex-
plicit, agreement on the imporwance of wealth. Richer families try co aveoid
their children marrying inte poorer families, while often trying 1o place their
own offspring as advantageously as they can. Realistic Balinese remark chac
one tends o land up marrying those of one'’s own kind, by that referring nor
purusa, dadiva and so on, but to family capiral assers (or rarely, secure salaries).
The results of resting this suggestion stacisticully are spectacular. Marriage is
approved significantly more often where the partners come from households of
equal wealth.? The choice seems o be cash or kin. Or is it kith or kin!?

How do wealth and kin connections compare as criteria for approval of mar-
riage’ [n kin marriages, where unions are agreed to, the parties are closely egual
1 economic assets.'® Regrettably rhe sample of appropriate marriage was oo
small to give reliable resulis on other ways of formulating che problem. In any
case, for reasons to which [ wish to turn, it is not necessarily useful ro ask if the
villagers of Pisangkaja contract ties wich others for wealth or because of putative
kin links. Wealth, cerrainly, seems to play as importanct a parg, if not more, than
kin ties in securing the approval of parents. As the dara do not suggest a strong

9. By Spearman's Rank Correlation Test 1w significant at 5% if only the two households are
taken, bue sigmiticant ar 1% i allowance is made fur 2 measure of sprll-over between households
i accorpound, which 1s che basis un which many Balinese said they operated.

10. By Spearman’s test significant ar 0.5%. see Hobare 1979:348-62 for a Jdetarled analysis.
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bias in favour of agnation as against bilateral kin, an intriguing possibility arises.
Family fortunes do not, for the most parg, change rapidly in one generation. So
chose wlio marry people of equal wealth in one generation may find their children
in a posirion to marry the same people, now kin, in the nexr! Kin endogamy may
be just another way of saying: marry peuple of like means.

‘Aha!” might murmur a cavilling critic, 'for ali your fancy footwork at the
heginning, you see you cannot Jo without using l_<in terms yoursell. Your argu-
ment is based as much on statistics as the rest of ug, so you are just measuring
your own mirages”” A the tisk of disappointing the criric. [ must demur and
sugeest he or she is confused. First, all anthropological, and indeed everyday, ralk
about other cultures involves translational schemes. The problems start when we
confuse these with ‘reality’. Second, my point has heen just how inadequate the
received categories of anthropological wisdom are; for chey are seif-confirming
hypotheses, which can be turned against themselves. Quite what are these trans-
tarional schemes, or models, though? i is co this problem I wrn in che last part
of the paper.

Models and mirages

As astart it is useful 1o undermine my own matesial. Whart [ have rreated as facts
are in effect assertions as w what ok place, often counrered by rival assertions
by others. When a dadiya is a dadiya, or some other kind of worship group,
may well be open to disputed claims (for two examples, sce Hobart 1.9?9:60‘4—
9}, Equally, in marriage rhe Balinese distinguish several kinds of union which
include real and mock capture, arranged marriage and so forch. Eacl has subtly
different status implicarions. So how a marriage is represenied is not a nevtral
marrer, but is rephrased according to circumstance. Powerful political ﬁgurfes
may go to pains to show their marriages as by capture, while the victims der.ly it.
Similar consideracions of presentation of self apply for other forms of marriage.
Furcher, in small communities with much endogamy peaple rend ro be linked by
several ries at once, nat just of 'kinship', but wealth, neighbourhood, f:Sendship‘
and others. It would be a fool who would tey to reduce these all to some ‘rgal
pervading principle of motivation, such as power {(in whose terms, one mi.ght
ask?y. With this underdetermination of the evidence hy any single interpretation,
we might be wiser 1o concencrace an the conditions under which Balinese assert
one view against another. To do otherwise is t measure nirages.

‘Surely’, it might be counrered, ‘there is more order than you suggest. ‘i‘\frer
all there is ars organized system of prescriptions, preferences and pmhlb:.rwns.
There is an underlying system of rules.’ For various reasons this reply is less
adequate than might at ficst appear. For a start the ontwlogical starus of rgles
is unclear: are they constitutive, regulative, ideal, expecrations or observaiions
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of narmal pracrice? Further, any positive rule in Bali is open to more rhan one
interpreraricn. The preference for ‘real’ patrilareral paraliel cousin marriage as
sacred (Boon 1977:132) is countered by noting that it is dangerous 1o the welfare
of the partners (one reason given is chat ties through males are hor, in contrasc o
those through females), and serves Jargely to consolidare wealth and ries within
the punusa. (One mighr question whether it is sacred ac all, for the nearest term
in Balinese is suci, ‘pure’, and such unions are not generally regarded as suci.)
Perhaps the most celebrated proseriptions involve what might be called a reverse
in the flow of women, such as father’s sister's daughter marriage (Boon 1977: 131}
or sister exchange (1977:138). Not only do both occur, bur they are justihed by
alternative interpretations of whae is desirable (here chat ties through women
are cool and so good; and thar direct exchange avoids nasty overtones of rank
difference}. In other words, prescriptions, preferences and prehibitions tend o
be re-gvaluated in different interprerations. Recourse ro rules are lures for the
unwary.

With these comments in mind, we may turn to models of Balinese ‘kinship,
with a close eye on how fully they reflect Balinese ideas and what cheorerical
assumptions they make. As various versions have already appeared, [ need not
recapitulate chem in detail here {Geertz and Geerrz 1975; Boan 1977; Hobart
[979). What is interesting v the Geerrzes' Kinship in Bali is the contrase they
draw between the African (in this instance, polysegmenrary) lineage and Ba-
linese kin groups which stress origin, kasstan, represented sparially by shrines.
The central Balinese opposition here is hetween ideas of origin and citizenship.
In contrast, say, to American kinship as portrayed by Schneider, where che di-
chotomy is berween shared substance and legal code, in Bali it is

acompetition between the symhelism of serrlemenr and cirizenship and thar of fitiarion

and origin-point. The competition [...] is ar once religious, strarificatory, aestheric,

and palitical, and it amounts ro a sriugele berween the principle that the fundamenral
bond is coresidence, saciality, and the principle that rhe fundamental bond is sameness

of narural kind, genus. (Geerrz and Geerrz 1975:167.)

Ac this level, arigin-point is opposed to village or state, hur a village here is not ‘a
body of custom but a meraphysical idea {...] an expanse of sacred space within
whose bounds the fates of all residents are supernaturally interewined” (Geertz
and Geerrz 1975:167). In ather words we are dealing with contrasting clusters
of symbols, or cultural conseructs.

Certain points should be noted. There is a parallel between the Geertzes'
work and Schaeider’s approach to kinship. Whereas villages from one point
of view are constituted by their legal codes, dadiya are based on ties of natural
kind as well as having codes of conducr (see Schneider 1968:25-9). Similarly
Clifford Geertz earlier distinguished Balinese institutions into ‘planes of social
organization’ (1959a}, which bear an intriguing resemblance to Inden's carefully
ethnographic accounr of the several 'substance-codes’ found in Bengal which
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include those of waorship {puja), place or country {désa) and livelihood (jivika;
Inden 1976:13-15) as well as char of jaur, or genus, into which humans are classed.
The difference is chat the Balinese do nor stress substances, nor their being
natural —so thar Balinese taxonomic classes (soroh rather than jati, see above)
are differently Jdefined, largely by appearance and funciion [ suspect. Finally,
it is implied thar the cultural constructs are instantiated by means of a sparial
metaphor.

In The Anihropolagical Romance of Bali, Boon elaborates this model to distin-
guish three ‘cultural components’ or constructs which form tdeal marriage types
(1977:121-30). These ate love, or romantic marriage, rypified in elopement
and mock capture; political marriage; and sacred endogamous marriage. Behind
these ideals lies a conflict of love and true kinship (see 1977:141), to be found
in literature and, sometimes, in life. Romance has two senses, but both ways can
be predicated of Balinese culture, in concrast to Epic. For

Epic posirs constant, conststenrly principled, heroic familial adsrocracies whose leaders

establish the lawful and rhe just ar the expense of the enemies of right. Romance

portrays vulnerable, disguised protagonists, partial social misfits who sense surpassing
ideals and musr prove the ulfimate feasibiliry of actualizing thosc ideals often against

magical odds. (Boon 1977:3.)

So romantic marriage seems to be pitted against the demands of dury.

For all the apparenz similarities, Boon's argument heads at cimes in rhe appo-
site ditection from the Geertzes'. Where they focus on Balinese social institutions
and the play of spatial metaphor, Boon seeks ideals held to be immanent, as
part of a cross-cultural classification (see his criteria of Romance, 1977:3 and
225; his typifcation of societies, 1977:1 and 6; or his taxanomy of motifs and
love, 1977:7). The prebiem of this idea of ‘actualizing ideals’ is that it smacks
of a cheerful essentialism, which is horne our in Boon's enthusiasm for implicit
comparison. The difhculty of leaning on literary sources for support is that chey
beg the prablem of translarion {romantic fust mighr he a more apt caricature of
Balinese attitudes chan love). And | confess | find it hard to rell wheeher Bali
is a Romanric or an Epic culture. It depends a hit on whom yau ask and at
what time of the day. Where the Geertzes approach the whole notion of kinship
with commendable caution, Boon at times seems to assume that it exists in spme
sense — if not, | wauld not know why he should ignore questions of translacion,
camparison and metaphysical assumptions.

As the last model is my own (1979), 1 shall refrain fram commentary as much
as ] can for fear of what the Balinese call nymggihang dewek, speaking highly of my-
self! [also had the advantage of writing in the light of the other accounts which
I tried to incorporare it an empirical model of possible permurations. Rather
than try to isolate ideals, as has Boon, | focused on the ways in which terms and
conceprs were psed in practice. For instance in Tihingan the stress is on relative
distance from an origin (kawitun). In Tengahpadang it seems to he on belonging
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to one or another soroh, often treated as bounded classes. So membership may
be regarded by the Balinese either as a matter of degree or as clear alternatives
(that is analog or digital functions respecrively). In turn, of what one is a member
may be phrased in terms of various words suggesting principles of reckoning or
recognition, each of which carries a range of conventional associations. The
resul is a field of possible representations of relationships. There was empirical
evidence of an expressed concern with the criteria of sameness, or simiarity {one
might note the use of the prefix se-, indicating that whar follows is grouped as
a uniry), implied in ‘kin’ meraphors, whether spatial {origin, descent, exit fram
one source), or processual (grains on a single ear of rice, the growing implied in
dadiva). Some of the concern was summed up in villagers' play on nyama which
was held. rightly ar not, to be abour sameness {sama). Now sameness differs from
ideas of kinship in that it allows a wide range of criteria. There was confirmatory
evidence that this could equally be read as abour shared interess, life chances or
even physical looks, hy virtue of the doctrine of karma pala, by which peopie are
similar or different according ro their past actions. instead of treating Balinese
actions in terms of maodels of kinship and marriage, it made good sense to view
these as a question and injunction respectively: who is like you? and marry
someone like you!

B

In conciusion, on what grounds migh: one prefer one interpreration 1o another,
allowing thar the 'facts’ will support alternatives? | suggest two considerations.
If a2 model depends upon assumptions for which there is little evidence in the
culture under study, or if it makes assumptions which are questionable on internal
philosophical grounds, there are reasons for caurion. Boon's approach may be
questionable on both grounds. Parr of thie problem goes back 1o Schueider’s
thesis thac culture has many levels of realiry, none being ‘any more or less real’
than others (1968:2), except that 'the cubrural level is focused on the fundamental
system of symbols and meanings which inform and give shape 1o the normartive
level of action’” (1972:39; my italics).

Cultural constructs are seen, then, as having an independent realiry and struc-
turing action at other levels, such as the normarive, psychological and so foreh.
The difficulties are several, It has not been established for Bali ac least that
such levels exist or are recognized. The argument is curiously reminiscent of
Plato with abstract ideas giving shape to action and, by implication, explaining
them. Finally, postulating Jevels of reality involves an uncomforcable degree of
essentialism (the dangers of which have been spelled aut weil in Gudeman and
Penn 1982:92f1). Almost any problem can be cleared up, as Russell tried to
do with his paradox, by proliferating levels bur ir is ac the ¢ost of making an
ontologicaliy clutcered world. The solution may also be spuricus (see Hobharr
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19854:48-9). The difhculty can be highlighted in the diference of Boon's ideals
and the idea of metaphor touched on by the Geerrzes. It is one thing 1o suggest
the Balinese use a spatial metaphor of a centre and relarive distance in terms of
which to calk in a certain context. It is another to impute an abstract ideal in
terms of which reality on the ground, or in fact, is ordered. The former just asks
us o look at how men use ideas in practice; the latrer beckons us into Plato's
cave where ‘Lasciate ogni speranza voi ch'entrate!”

Lec me reflect for a moment on where this leaves us, if my arguments for more
sensitive ethnography and grearer awareness of the problems of translating and
comparison are worth anything. Allowing a place 10 indigenous metaphysics
is not intended as a grand explanarion of why people act as they do in other
cultures. [t gives more, and less ethnocentric, scope for the modest aim of looking
at the empirical conditions under which humans acr, even if we are steering away
from a safe world of generalities and into doubr. For

Qur doubts are traitors.
And make us losc the good we oft might win,
By fearing to atrempr,

{Measure for Measure 1.iv, 75-7)

If comfortable anchropological theorizing and the illusion of easy explanation
looks more remote, ac least it is closer to whart every ethnographer knows at heart,
and what the man in a Balinese street could rel] him, namely thar the world is a
complicared place with no simple answers. It also returns the world to che kind of
people who live inic, with its paradoxes, uncertainties and all. What antfiropolo-
gists do when they interpret, or reflect on interpretations, can be seen in different
ways. Some, as far apart as Radciiffe-Brown (1952) and Geertz {1973), think of
it as a stage towards a sophisticated science. Others — myself included — begin to
wonder where anthropology shades into the arts and literature, We are in danger
of finding what we are looking for. If we wish to g0 out and measure the world,
we can do so, but we may merely create phantasmagoria like the incer-bubular
groove. Perhaps the Balinese are right and there is a price to pay for such doings.
As someone closer to home once remarked:

Haste still pays haste, and leisure answers leisure:
Like dorh quir like, and Measure still for Measure.
(Measure for Measure Vi, 410-11.)



