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TERMINOLOGICAL CORRELATES
OF CROSS-COUSIN MARRIAGEi

The practice of classifying kinship terminologies on the basis of
cousin terms alone has resulted in diverting attention from

consideration of complete terminological systems. This would not be
an inexpedient practice if the cousin terms were completely determinate
of the other terms. For most terminologies, however, there are a greater
or lesser number of terms which vary independently of the cousin terms.
This indicates that any attempt to explain the causes of complete
terminological systems cannot be supported solely by a demonstration
that the proposed causes are sufficient to account for the cousin ter-
minology, unless it can be shown that the factors accounting for the
cousin terms also account for the entire terminology. Attempts have
been made, however, to explain cousin terminology without taking this
factor into consideration; among the most recent are those of the
Lanes (1959) and Eyde and Postal (1961). Both these papers attempt
to explain cousin terminology in terms of marriage practices and, in
addition, Eyde and Postal try to develop a theory accounting for
differential cross-cousin marriage.

The Lanes postulate that Crow and Omaha kinship terminology is
best explained as the result of unilineal groups adopting matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage. They define these terminologies with reference
to cousin terms alone. Thus, Crow terminology equates father's sister's
daughter with father's sister, father's sister's son with father, and
mother's brother's children with children. Omaha systems equate
mother's brother's children with mother's brother and mother, and

1 This paper was written during tenure of a grant from the United States
Public Health Service, National Institute of Mental Health. I am indebted
to Bernd Lambert for comments on a draft of this paper, and to Kenneth
Kammeyer for advice on the statistical analyses. All of the statistical data
were obtained from Murdock's (1957) world ethnographic sample as prepared
for IBM cards by David F. Aberle. Leonard Kasdan kindly provided me with
duplicates of his set of cards. The coefficient of association referred to is
Yule's Q.
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TERMINOLOGICAL CORRELATES. 121

father's sister's children with sister's children. The Lanes note that
two factors are ordinarily used to explain these equations. First, in
Omaha systems, since they are ordinarily patrilineal, mother's brother's
children, mother, and mother's brother are usually members of the
same kin group; in Crow systems, which are usually matrilineal,
father's sister's children tend to belong to the same kin group as father
and father's sister. Therefore, the terminological equations are attributed
to membership in a common lineage. Second, in Crow systems, the
equations between son and daughter and mother's brother's children,
and in Omaha systems, the equations between father's sister's children
and sister's children, are explained in terms of logical reciprocity. If,
in a Crow system, father's sister's son is called "father," he refers to
mother's brother's son as "son," and if in an Omaha system mother's
brother's son is called "mother's brother," it is logical for him to call
his father's sister's child, "sister's child."

The Lanes assert that they are dissatisfied with the use of two
principles to explain the above systems, and imply that a more
parsimonious explanation may be obtained if Crow and Omaha ter-
minologies are explained as the result of matrilateral cross-cousin
marriage occurring in matrilineal and patrilineal societies, respectively.
They hold that patrilineality combined with matrilateral cross-cousin
marriage produces the correct alignment of kin for Omaha terms, and
that matrilineality combined with matrilateral cross-cousin marriage
produces the correct alignment for Crow terms. Thus, in a matrilineal
society with matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, mother's brother's
children and children are always members of the same kin group, and
in a patrilineal society with matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, father's
sister's children and sister's children always belong to the same
kin group.

While the foregoing explanation certainly appears sensible, it is by
no means more parsimonious than the former two-factor theory, since
it also assumes two factors. First, it assumes that same-sex members
of a given kin group will be called by the same kinship term; and
second it assumes that matrilaiteral cross-cousin marriage occurs, or
has occurred, in all Omaha and Crow societies. This second assumption
involves a greater strain on the credulity than either of the assumptions
in the original two-factor theory. The absence of parsimony, however,
is merely a minor fault of the Lane's theory; there are much more
serious objections to their hypotheses.

Although the Lanes initially suggest that either prescribed or
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122 ALLAN D. COULT.

preferred matrilateral cross-cousin marriage is sufficient to produce
the kinship alignments necessary for the Crow and Omaha equations,
they later indicate that only prescriptive cross-cousin marriage will
produce them. (p. 254 and p. 262 resp.).

Eyde and Postal (1961:948) demonstrate that neither prescribed
nor preferred matrilateral cross-cousin marriage can produce the correct
alignment of kinsmen for Crow and Omaha terminology but that only
matrilateral alliance or connubium will produce the proper alignments.
In a matrilineal society with matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, they
note that own children and mother's brother's children would always
be members of the same kin group only if there is a single mother's
brother, or if all members of an indefinite class of mother's brothers
marry into the same group. In patrilineal societies, father's sister's
children and sister's children would be in the same kin group only if
an individual had a single father's sister, or if all father's sisters marry
into the same kin group. The more realistic situation, wherein indivi-
duals have a number of mother's brothers or father's sisters who- marry
into the same kin group, is equivalent to matrilateral alliance.

On the basis of their theory, the Lanes predict that Crow and Omaha
terminology should be associated with matrilateral cross-cousin mar-
riage, or, if these terminologies occur in the absence of such marriage,
their presence is an indicator that such marriage was formerly practiced.
Eyde and Postal maintain that the predicated association does not
exist; to prove this they refer to Murdock's (1957) world ethnographic
sample. They number together the Crow and Omaha societies having
various types of preferential cross-cousin marriage, and those which
have no cross-cousin marriage, and show that only a small percentage
have matrilateral cross-cousin marriage (Eyde and Postal 1959:748).
They hold that this indicates an absence of association between Crow
and Omaha terminology and matrilateral cross-cousin marriage. Their
test is inadequate, however, since the original assumption was not that
a large percentage of Crow and Omaha societies would have matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage, but that Crow and Omaha societies would have
a greater degree of association with this type of marriage than non-
Crow and non-Omaha groups. A test of this is presented in table 1
and confirms Eyde and Postal's impression of a lack of association,
Tests of association between Crow terminology and matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage, and Omaha terminology and matrilateral cross-
cousin marriage, are presented in tables 2 and 3; again there is found
to be no association. There is, however, an alternative method of
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TABLE 1. Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Crow plus Ontaha Societies.

Crow plus Non-Crow-
Omaha Omaha

Totals

Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Present 6 27 33
Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Absent 70 323 393

Totals 76 350 426

Coefficient of Association = .01
ChP = .002
P < .98

TABLE 2. Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Crow Societies.

Crow Non-Crow Totals

Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Present 2 31 33
Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Absent 31 362 393

Totals 33 393 426

Coefficient of Association = .14
Chi2 = .161
P < .70

TABLE 3. Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Omaha Societies.

Omaha Non-Omaha Totals

Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Present 4 29 33
Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Absent 39 354 393

Totals 43 383 426

Coefficient of Association = .11
Chi* = .18
P < .70
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124 ALLAN D. COULT.

testing associations between these factors which is more meaningful.
The above tests do not take into consideration the difference between
marriage prohibitions and marriage preferences. These, it should be
noted, are not just positive and negative formulations of the same
situation, since a person who is not prohibited as a marriage partner
is not necessarily preferred as a marriage partner. To test whether a
particular type of preferential marriage is associated with a given
variable, it is necessary first to delineate the universe of possible
marriage partners; one can prefer to marry only a person whom one
is allowed to marry. It therefore follows that to determine whether
there is any association between Omaha and Crow terminologies and
preferential matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, it should first be deter-
mined whether cross-cousin marriage is allowed, and then it can be
determined whether it is preferred where it is allowed. Tests of
association between Omaha plus Crow terminology and matrilateral
Omaha and Crow terminologies, in the universe of societies which
allow cross-cousin marriage, are presented in tables 4, 5, and 6. It will
be noted that there is no association between Crow plus Omaha and
preferential matrilateral cross-cousin marriage (table 4), nor between
Crow and preferential matrilateral cross-cousin marriage (table 5), and
a definite association between Omaha and preferential matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage. These data will be referred to again.

Although Eyde and Postal correctly hold that the Lane's predicted
association between Omaha plus Crow terminology and matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage is not validated they, nevertheless, agree with
the Lanes that Crow and Omaha terminology are the consequences
of a type of matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, and that these ter-
minologies are indicative of the previous if not present practice of
matrilateral alliance. Omaha and Crow terminologies, they maintain,
tend to be conservative, and therefore survive after the conditions
producing them have changed. It is my contention, however, that
matrilateral alliance does not produce most Crow and Omaha termino-
logies. Figure I shows the terms which would be applied to various
relatives if the Omaha kinship terminology of the Omaha tribe occurred
in conjunction with matrilateral alliance. (The complete set of con-
sanguineal terms reported by Dorsey [1884] for the Omaha is shown
in table 7.) Figure I represents matrilateral alliance among three inter-
marrying lineages. It is best understood if the females in lineage C
are thought of as standing to the left of the males in lineage A, with
each female being married to the male of her own generation.
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TABLE 4. Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Omaha plus
Crow Societies that Allow Cross-Cousin Marriage.

Omaha plus Non-Omaha Totals
Crow Crow

Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Present 6 27 33

Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Absent 16 128 144

Totals 22 155 177

Coefficient of Association = .28
Chi2 = 1.20
P < .30

TABLE 5. Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Crow Societies
that Allow Cross-Cousin Marriage.

Crow Non-Crow Totals

Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Present 2 31 33

Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Absent 10 134 144

Totals 12 165 177

Coefficient of Association = .07
Chi2 = .02
P < .90

TABLE 6. Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Omaha Societies
that Allow Cross-Cousin Marriage.

Omaha Non-Omaha Totals

Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Present 4 29 33

Preferential Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Absent 6 138 144

Totals 10 167 177

Coefficient of Association = ,52
Chi2 = 3.20
P < .10
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Fig. I.
Kinship Terminology of the Omaha Tribe in Conjunction with System of
Matrilateral Alliance. — Letters to left of equations indicate kin-types. Letters
to righ of equations indicate putative English equivalents of Omaha terminology.
(See table 7).

It may be noted from figure I that the kin-types which are classified
by similar terminological categories in the Lane's definition of an
Omaha system are, in fact, included in the same lineages. Some of
the terms applicable to them are, however, terms applicable only to
members of that lineage, whereas others of the terms are also> applied
to members of other lineages. Thus, mother's brother, mother's brother's
son, and mother's brother's son's son are all called "mother's brother,"
a term applicable to persons in no other lineage but B. Mother's brother,
however, is also father's mother's brother's son's son and father's
father's sister's daughter's son and, as such, is called "grandfather"
and "grandson," respectively. These latter two terms are applied to
some of the members of all three lineages, and therefore contradict
the principle that maitrilateral alliance by producing the proper align-
ments of kinsmen in various lineages produces Omaha terminology.

It may also he noted from figure I, that the term for "grandson"
is found in three generations and in all three lineages; an additional
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TABLE 7. Consanguineal Terms of the Omaha Tribe.

Letter Putative English
Designate Equivalent

Kin-Types

A

a

B

b

A

c

D

"father"
"mother"

"grandfather"

"grandmother'

"son"

"daughter"

"grandchild"

H

"brother"

"sister"

"nephew"

"niece"

"mother's brother"

"father's sister"

F, FB, FFBS, FMZS, FMBDS

M, MZ, MFZ, MFBD, MFBSD, MMZD,
MMZSD, MMBDD, MBD, MBSD, MBSSD

FF, FFB, FMB, FMBS, FMBSS, MF,
MFB, MMB, MMBS, MMBSS

FM, FMZ, FMBSD, FMBD, FFZ, MM,
MMZ, MMBD, MMBSD

S, BS, FBSS, MZSS, MBDSS, MFZSS

D, BD, FBSD, MZSD, MBDSD, MFZSD

SS, SD, DS, DD, BSD, BSS, BDD, BDS,
ZSD, ZSS, ZDD, ZDS, FZDD, FZDS,
FZSD, FZSS, FZDDS, FZDDD, FZDSD,
FZDSS, FZSDS, FZSDD, FZSSD, FZSSS,
FBSSD, FBSSS, FBSDD, FBSDS, FBDSD,
FBDSS,FBDDD.FBDDS.MZSSS, MZSSD,
MZSDS, MZSDD, MZDSS, MZDSD,
MZDDS, MZDDD, FFZSS, FFZSD,
FFZDS, FFZDD

B, FBS, MBDS, MBSDS, MZS, FFBSS,
FMZSS, MFBDS, MMZDS, MFZS

Z, FBD, MBDD, MBSDD, MZD, FFBSD,
FMZSD, MFBDD, MMZDD, MFZD

ZS, FZS, FBDS, FFBDS, MBDDS, MZDS,
FFZS, FMZDS, MFZDS

ZD, FZD, FBDD, FFBDD, MBDDD,
MZDD, FFZD, FMZDD, MFZDD

MB, MBS, MBSS, MBSSS, MMZS,
MMZSS, MMBDS, MFBS, MFBSS
FZ, FFBD, FMZD, FMBDD
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fact precluding explanation of the terminology in terms of the extension
of similar terms to members of the same kinship group.

Matrilateral alliance even fails to account for the cousin terminology
since there are alt least three terms applicable to mother's brother's
son ("mother's brother," "grandfather," and "grandson"), and at least
two terms for father's sister's son ("grandfather" and "nephew"). Thus
some of the terms applicable to these relatives are also applicable to
persons in lineages other than their own. Clearly, lineage membership
alone does not determine the terms which ego will apply to a given
relative.2

As shown above, the theory that Omaha and Crow terminology is
determined by matrilateral alliance is even incapable of explaining
the cross-cousin terminology of the Omaha tribe, let alone their entire
terminological system. This criticism also applies to many other Omaha
and Crow-type terminologies, e.g., Cherokee, Creek, Pawnee, and
Choctaw, which are Crow, and Oto, Shawnee, Menomini, Miami, Fox,
and Winnebago, which are Omaha.

The foregoing argument does not exclude the possibility that some
Omaha and Crow type kinship terminologies may be the result of
matrilateral alliance, but it must be noted that in the development of
their theories the Lanes and Eyde and Postal present their hypotheses
as if they applied to all Omaha and Crow systems, although Eyde and
Postal conclude their argument by stating that their entire theory seems
not to apply to the larger proportion of Crow systems to which they
make specific reference. It is my guess that even in the event that
Crow or Omaha terminology occurs among groups having matrilateral
alliance, the terminology develops as a consequence of strong matri-
lineality or patrilineality and before alliance has emerged.

Eyde and Postal develop a complex theory to account for differential
(matrilateral, patrilateral, bilateral) cross-cousin marriage and Crow
and Omaha terminology. Their primary assumption is that Crow and

2 The kin-type equations in matrilateral alliance systems will vary according
to the number of intermarrying units. Thus, a three unit system does not
have all of the same equations as a four unit system. This, however, does not
affect the present analysis since regardless of how many units are included,
the terminological equations would not be those required of a matrilateral
alliance system. This can be proved easily by noting, for example, that no
matter how many units are included in the analysis, MBD will always be
equivalent to FMBSD, and FZD will always be equivalent to FFZSD, and
these kin-type equivalences are not matched by terminological equivalences
in the terminological system of the Omaha tribe.

L..
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Omaha terminologies are the outcome of matrilateral alliance. They
base this assumption on an unconvincing speculation concerning the
conditions which produced matrilateral alliance. Having assumed that
unilineal societies practicing bilateral cross-cousin marriage formerly
existed, they assert that matrilateral alliance would be produced in
these societies as a consequence of individuals in these societies desiring
to have same-sex members of their own lineages resident with them.
They speculate that since matrilateral alliance in a patrilineal society
brings together in the residential unit females of the same lineage, and
since this type of alliance in a matrilineal society brings together in
the same residence unit males of the same lineage, then, if patrilineal
societies are subject to pressures which make female cooperation
desirable, and matrilineal societies are subject to pressures which make
male cooperation desirable, then matrilateral alliance will be instituted.
This explanation has a number of unconvincing points. For example,
Eyde and Postal maintain that if there are more female members of a
given lineage (A) than of any other lineage married into another
lineage (B), and if there is a strong desire that females of a residence
unit cooperate; then the females of lineage A, since they are in the
majority, will eventually convince all of the male members of their
husbands' lineage (B) to marry other females in lineage A. This sort
of process, they hold, will eventually produce a situation equalling or
approximating matrilateral alliance.

Eyde and Postal maintain that, once matrilineal societies have a
situation approximating matrilateral alliance, Crow terminology will
be instituted in accordance with the above theory. In Crow terminology,
however, the matrilateral cross-cousin is called by the same term as
daughter. Eyde and Postal state that this will tend to extend the
incest taboos to the matrilateral cross-cousin and, consequently, persons
will then tend more and more to marry their patrilateral cross-cousins.
Matrilineal Crow societies will therefore pass consecutively through
stages of bilateral cross-cousin marriage, matrilateral cross-cousin
marriage, bilateral cross-cousin marriage, and patrilateral cross-cousin
marriage.

Since the post-marital residence situation in a matrilineal, matrilocal
society practicing matrilateral alliance is equivalent to avunculocality,
and since avunculocality presumably produces the results for which
matrilateral cross-cousin marriage was originally instituted (i.e., the
residental alignment of males of the same lineage), then, according to
Eyde and Postal, when avunculocality is established the "drift" toward

Dl. 121 9
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130 ALLAN D. COULT.

matrilateral alliance will be halted and Crow societies will not develop
prescriptive matrilateral cross-cousin marriage.

In an Omaha society, Eyde and Postal assert, the "drift" toward
matrilateral cross-cousin marriage is not interrupted since, although
this practise in a patrilineal, patrilocal society automatically produces
"amitalocality," and "amitalocality" produces the desired residental
alignment of females of a given lineage, it cannot, they postulate, be
instituted independently of matrilateral cross-cousin marriage. To
establish this, they refer the reader to statements by Homans and
Schneider, and Goodenough. Once an Omaha society reaches the phase
of prescriptive matrilateral cross-cousin marriage — which it will
according to Eyde and Postal — it will not shift to bilateral cross-
cousin marriage as will a Crow society since, they maintain, prescriptive
matrilateral cross-cousin marriage prohibits marriage with father's
sister's daughter. Also, where matrilateral cross-cousin marriage tends
to be extinguished before it is prescriptive, the tendency to shift to
bilateral cross-cousin marriage and then to patrilateral cross-cousin
marriage should be overcome by the continued pressures of maintaining
a line of related females in the residence group.

Eyde and Postal (1961:761, 766) conclude that, in both Crow and
Omaha societies, the maximal extension of incest taboos will eventually
prohibit all first cross-cousin marriage. They base this on the assumption
that incest taboos tend to extend to members of various groups who
are identified by any criterion more or less independently of the social
relations which exist among them. For a contrasting opinion see
Coult (1963).

Eyde and Postal, whose theory must necessarily be as incorrect as
their initial assumption that Omaha and Crow terms are produced
by matrilateral alliance, offer the theory as an alternative explanation
to the so-called jural authority hypothesis of Homans and Schneider
(1955). They maintain that Homans and Schneider were attempting
to determine whether a given society will have patrilateral or matri-
lateral cross-cousin marriage. This interpretation is incorrect. Homans
and Schneider were, in fact, attempting to determine whether a society
that had some form of unilateral cross-cousin marriage would have the
patrilateral or matrilateral variety. They suggested that matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage should be associated with patrilineal societies,
and patrilateral with matrilineal ones. This was based on the assumption
that positive affect and authority are mutually exclusive, and that
persons prefer to marry the offspring of relatives with whom they have
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positive affective relations. In a matrilineal group, since mother's
brother is supposedly an authority figure, and father's sister is asso-
ciated with warmth and affection, persons, according to Homans and
Schneider, will prefer to marry father's sister's daughter. In a patri-
lineal group, father's sister, by identification with father, is supposedly
an authority figure, while mother's brother is an affectionate figure
and, therefore, men prefer to marry mother's brother's daughter.

Eyde and Postal direct various criticisms against the Homan and
Schneider theory. They hold that the theory is inadequate since it
does not explain why matrilateral cross-cousin marriage does not occur
in bilateral societies. Recently (Coult 1962), however, I have suggested
a revision of the Homans and Schneider hypothesis wherein I indicate
that bilateral cross-cousin marriage and not either form of unilateral
cross-cousin marriage should be associated with bilateral societies. In
that revision, it was noted that in explaining differential cross-cousin
marriage, the assumption of differential affect is unnecessary, and that
the type of cross-cousin marriage, whether unilateral or bilateral, which
exists in societies having cross-cousin marriage, can be predicted solely
from a knowledge of jural authority. The argument was that where
cross-cousin marriage occurred, a man would tend to seek a wife
through the nearest relative who had disposal rights over a woman.
Since in a matrilineal society a father has disposal rights over his son's
father's sister's daughter, and since it is a more distant relative
(mother's brother's wife's brother) who has disposal rights over a man's
mother's brother's daughter, he would tend to marry the former. In a
patrilineal society, a parallel situation determines that preferential
marriage will be with mother's brother's daughter. In a bilateral
society, since disposal rights would tend to be bilateral, a woman
having either rights of self-disposal or rights being vested equally in
both her matri- and patri-kin, either cross-cousin would be equally
preferred. These hypotheses were validated in empirical tests. It there-
fore follows that this revision of Homan's and Schneider's theories
invalidates Eyde and Postal's first criticism.

Eyde and Postal also criticize the Homans and Schneider theory
on the basis that it explains a so-called rare marriage form (unilateral
cross-cousin marriage) in terms of a general feature of the social
structure of patrilineal societies. This, again, is a misinterpretation.
It is true that the jural authority and sentiment which they predict
should, according to Homans and Schneider, be a general feature of
unilineal societies, but the presence of unilateral cross-cousin marriage
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is not a general feature of such groups. Homans and Schneider use
both these factors rather than one alone as the elements of social
structure by which they explain the particular type of unilateral cross-
cousin marriage which will be found in a society. They are, I repeat,
attempting to explain why one rather than the other type of unilateral
cross-cousin marriage is found in a given society having cross-cousin
marriage. The explanation of the so-called rarity of unilateral cross-
cousin marriage in unilineal societies is another matter.

Eyde and Postal, it must be observed, are not explicit about the
meaning of "rarity". There are several possible interpretations of their
use of this term. First, they may consider that unilateral cross-cousin
marriage occurs less frequently in unilineal societies than in other types
of societies. This, however, is not the case since preferential matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage occurs in 26 of 219 (11.9 %) patrilineal societies
and in only 12 of 272 (4.4 %) other societies; preferential patrilateral
cross-cousin marriage occurs in 4 of 71 (5.6 %) matrilineal societies
and in 6 of 420 (1.4 %) other societies. Preferential unilateral cross-
cousin marriage of the variety predicted by Homans and Schneider
thus occurs in 38 of 290 (13.1 %) unilineal societies and in 18 of 201
(8.9 %) other societies. Preferential unilateral cross-cousin marriage,
whether of the variety predicted by Homans and Schneider, or any
other type, is therefore more frequent in unilineal than in non-unilineal
societies. Second, Eyde and Postal may mean by the rarity of unilateral
cross-cousin marriage in unilineal societies that it occurs less frequently
than symmetrical cross-cousin marriage. This is also untrue, since
38 unilineal societies have preferential unilateral cross-cousin marriage
and 30 have preferential symmetrical cross-cousin marriage. Thirdly,
Eyde and Postal may mean that preferential unilateral cross-cousin
marriage, of the variety predicted by Homans and Schneider, is rarer
in unilineal groups than preferential cross-cousin marriage of any
variety in non-unilineal groups. This is also incorrect, since 30 of 290
(10.3 °fo) unilineal groups have the predicted variety of cross-cousin
marriage whereas only 27 of 201 (13.4 %) other groups have any form
of unilateral cross-cousin marriage — a negligible difference.

If Eyde and Postal mean that unilateral cross-cousin marriage is
absolutely rare in unilineal societies, there is, of course, no quarreling
with them, but they have failed to specify the problem exactly since
the absolute rarity of preferential unilateral cross-cousin marriage in
unilineal societies is merely a reflection of the absolute rarity of any
type of preferential cross-cousin marriage in societies in general; and
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this, no doubt, is due to the tendency to extend exogamous prohibitions
to near relatives. The truth of this is underscored by the fact that
where near relatives are not tabooed, they do, in fact, tend to be
preferred as marriage partners. Thus in 213 societies which allow
cross-cousin marriage, 95 (or 45 %) have some form of preferential
cross-cousin marriage. In reference to unilineal societies, in 107 patri-
lineal societies which allow cross-cousin marriage 45 (or 42 %) prefer
some form of it, and in 39 matrilineal societies which allow cross-cousin
marriage, 23 (or 58 %) prefer some form of it. Eleven of 39 (or 28.2 %)
matrilineal societies prefer unilateral cross-cousin marriage, and 27
of 107 (or 25.2 %) patrilineal societies prefer unilateral cross-cousin
marriage. Where cross-cousin marriage is allowed, preferential uni-
lateral cross-cousin is not at all rare, unless a phenomenon which
occurs at least once in four possible times is considered rare. From
any point of view, the criticism that Homans and Schneider fail to
account for the "rarity" of unilateral cross-cousin marriage in unilineal
societies, is unwarranted. (The foregoing data are summarized in table 8.)

Eyde and Postal also offer a number of tests designed to support
their hypotheses. The most significant test, statistically, is one demon-
strating a relationship between patrilateral cross-cousin marriage and
avunculocaliry. A questionable method is used to predict this relation-

TABLE 8. Frequencies of Various Types of Cross-Cousin Marriage in Matrix
lineal, Patrilineal, Bilateral, and Double Descent Societies.

Double Descent Matrilineal Patrilineal Bilateral Totals

Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Preferred

Patrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Preferred

Bilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Preferred

Matrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Approved

Patrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Approved

Bilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Approved

Marriage Forbidden or
Disapproved with any
Cross-Cousin

Totals 27 71 219 174 491

3

4

4

1

0

1

14

7

4

12

0

4

12

32

26

1

18

9

1

52

112

2

1

13

0

1

37

120

38

10

47

10

6

102

278
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ship. They state that once avunculocality is established in a matrilineal
society practicing matrilateral cross-cousin marriage, this form of
marriage will then be extinguished because of the exogamous prohi-
bitons induced by the Crow terminology which the marriage form
creates, and there will then be a shift to bilateral and then to patrilateral
cross-cousin marriage. Presumably, it is this patrilateral cross-cousin
phase which produces a correlation between patrilateral cross-cousin
marriage and avunculocality. However, Eyde and Postal (1961: 76)
also maintain that patrilateral cross-cousin marriage is itself extin-
guished by the eventual extension of exogamy among near relatives
(I am not in agreement with this, but it is part of their theory and
they are committed to it).

Since Eyde and Postal predict a sequence in Crow societies from
matrilateral cross-cousin marriage to patrilateral cross-cousin marriage
and, since matrilateral cross-cousin marriage in Crow societies sup-
posedly produces avunculocality; then, if their theory is correct, there
is no more reason to believe that a correlation should exist between
patrilateral cross-cousin marriage and avunculocality than between
matrilaiteral cross-cousin marriage and avunculocality, since both these
types of marriage are eventually extinguished (Eyde and Postal present
no argument that either phase should last longer than the other). A test
of association between avunculocality and matrilateral cross-cousin
marriage is presented in table 9. Since Eyde and Postal have included
in their sample of avunculocal societies, groups which have avuncu-
locality either as a primary or as a secondary form of residence, these
criteria are also used in table 9. The test shows that there is no
association between avunculocality and matrilateral cross-cousin marri-
age. Therefore, Eyde and Postal's explanation for the association

TABLE 9. Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage and Avunculocality.

Avunculocal Non- Total
Avunculocal

Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Present 5 43 48
Matrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage Absent 44 385 429

Totals 49 428 477

Coefficient of Association = .008
Chi2 = .0024
P < .98
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between patrilateral cross-cousin marriage and avunculocality is invalid,
since this explanation would also indicate that an association should
exist between matrilateral cross-cousin marriage and avunculocality.
The association between patrilateral cross-cousin marriage and avuncu-
locality can be explained simply on the basis that, where post-marital
residence is avunculocal, it is very likely that jural authority will be
avunculopotestal. Hence, patrilateral cross-cousin marriage would be
expected on the basis of my revision of the jural authority hypothesis.
This is thus a much simpler explanation than that of Eyde and Postal.

Perhaps Eyde and Postal's most doubtful presentation is represented
by their summary of the societies which they maintain their theory
is able to "explain". After outlining their theory, they state, equivocally,
that it can explain the relations between cross-cousin marriage and
cousin terminology only in certain societies. They list 21 societies
which are presumably explained by the theory and 12 societies which
are not explained. In a footnote, they indicate that the probable reason
their theory cannot account for the 12 societies is that these, according
to a personal communication from Professor Murdock, probably had
a bilateral Hawaiian background in which all first cousin marriage
was prohibited. Their theory would presumably have predicted that
these societies should have some form of cross-cousin marriage if not
for the presumed fact of the Hawaiian background. This is an explan-
ation which may be easily tested against Murdock's (1949) reconstruc-
tions of the evolution of social structure. Of the 21 cases favorable to
Eyde and Postal's explanation, Murdock provides reconstructions of 12,
and of the 12 unfavorable cases, he provides reconstructions for 8. The
reconstructions are listed below.

Cases which Eyde and Postal claim their theory explains:

Carrier: Patri-Iroquois, from Bi-Iroquois, from Normal Iroquois,
from Normal Nankanse or Matri-Yuman.

Kaska: Normal Crow, from Normal Nankanse, from Matri-
Hawaiian, from Normal Hawaiian.

Haida: Avunou-Crow, from Normal Crow.
Kongo: Patri-Crow, from Bi-Crow, from Normal Crow.
Lamba: Patri-Iroquois, from Bi-Iroquois, from Normal Iroquois,

from Normal Nankanse or Matri-Yuman.
Nauruans: Normal Iroquois, from Normal Nankanse, from Matri-

Hawaiian, from Normal Hawaiian.
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Ndoro: Avuncu-Crow, from Normal Crow, from Normal Nan-
kanse, from Matri-Hawaiian, from Normal Hawaiian.

Siriono: Matri-Fox, from Matri-Hawaiian or Matri-Eskimo.
Tlingit: Avuncu-Crow, from Normal Crow.
Trobrianders: Avuncu-Crow, from Normal Crow.
Vedda: Normal Iroquois, from Normal Nankanse or Matri-

Yuman.
Yaruro: Normal Crow, from Normal Iroquois, Matri-Fox, or

Normal Nankanse.

Cases which Eyde and Postal hold their theory does not explain:

Acoma: Bi-Crow from Normal Crow. Aunt and cousin terms
indicate an incipient transition via Bi-Nankanse to
Normal Hawaiian.

Cherokee: Normal Crow, from Normal Iroquois, Matri-Fox, or
Normal Nankanse.

Choctaw: Normal Crow, from Matri-Fox, Normal Iroquois, or
Normal Nankanse.

Creek: Normal Crow, from Matri-Fox, Normal Iroquois, or
Normal Nankanse.

Mandan: Neo-Crow, from Normal Crow.
Pawnee: Matri-Fox, from Matri-Hawaiian, from Normal

Hawaiian.
Trukese: Normal Crow, from Normal Nankanse, from Matri-

Hawaiian, from Normal Hawaiian.
Zuni: Normal Crow, from Normal Iroquois, Matri-Fox or

Normal Nankanse.

If Eyde and Postal are correct in their assumption that their theory
cannot account for the 12 indicated societies because these societies
had a bilateral Hawaiian background, and if Murdock's reconstructions
are correct (it must be noted that Eyde and Postal base their theory
on the assumption that Murdock has correctly evaluated the back-
grounds of these societies), it then follows that the societies which their
theory claims to explain should not have former Hawaiian phases,
and the societies which their theory claims not to explain should have
such cases. The above list shows that 3 or 4 of the 12 favorable cases
have Hawaiian backgrounds, contrary to the theory — and 5 or 6 of
the 8 unfavorable cases do not have Hawaiian backgrounds — again
contrary to the theory. At a minimum then, 25 % of the favorable
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cases, and 62.5 % of the unfavorable cases are contrary to their theory.
After stating that their theory cannot account for 12 matrilocal

Crow societies, and having proposed an erroneous explanation for
this, Eyde and Postal suggest that the terminology of these societies
rather than being the result of matrilateral alliance may be accounted
for as "the result of the operation of reciprocity and analogy as dis-
cussed by Murdock (1949: 166—67)." These principles are those
described earlier in this paper, and are those which the Lanes found
unsatisfactory to account for Omaha and Crow terminology and there-
fore proposed the alternative explanation in terms of matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage. Although Eyde and Postal adopt a modification
of the Lane's theory, they nevertheless retain the original explanation
which this theory was supposed to replace. Their explanation thus
multiplies the moving parts needed to explain the phenomena under
consideration without gaining any appreciable increment.

Overall, the Eyde and Postal theory is reminiscent of the theory
of epicycles in explaining the movements of celestial bodies. Each time
the general theory proves unable to explain a given phenomenon, a new
principle is postulated, until the theory is overburdened with special
hypotheses which are often incorrect.

As maintained by Eyde and Postal, there does seem to be a relation-
ship between Omaha and Crow terminology and cross-cousin marriage,
but it is actually quite different from the relationship they postulate.
As I have noted previously (Coult 1962), since Omaha terminology
tends to be associated with patrilineality, and with strong patrilineality
at that, and since patrilineality is associated with patripotestality, then
Omaha terminology should be associated with preferential matrilateral
cross-cousin marriage. Crow terminology, since it tends to' be associated
with strong matrilineality and, hence, with avunculopotestality, should
for parallel reasons, be associated with preferential patrilateral cross-
cousin marriage. The associations between these terminologies and
the predicted type of cross-cousin marriage have been demonstrated
(Coult 1962) in relation to a small sample of societies. The associations
between Omaha and preferential matrilateral cross-cousin, marriage
has been demonstrated above (table 6) in relation to Murdock's (1957)
much larger world ethnographic sample; and the association between
Crow terminology and preferential patrilateral cross-cousin marriage,
on the basis of Murdock's sample, is presented in table 10. A relation-
ship was also postulated previously between Iroquois and preferential
bilateral cross-cousin marriage, since Iroquois terminology tends to be
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associated with weak matrilineality and patrilineality and therefore
with societies which, relative to Crow and Omaha groups, tend to be
bi-potestal. A test of this association against Murdock's 1957 sample
is presented in table 11. The coefficients of association are very high
for the Crow and Iroquois samples and fairly high for the Omaha
sample. The tests of significance indicate a high degree of significance
for the two former samples, and good but not conclusive significance
for the latter sample. In general, the tests validate the hypotheses.

TABLE 10. Preferential Patrilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Crow Societies
that Allow Cross-Cousin Marriage.

Crow Non-Crow Totals

Preferential Patrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Present

Preferential Patrilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Present

4

8

S

160

9

168

Totals 12 165 177

Coefficient of Association = .88
Chi2 = 21.80
P < .001

TABLE 11. Preferential Bilateral Cross-Cousin Marriage in Iroquois Societies
that Allow Cross-Cousin Marriage.

Iraquois Non- Totals
Iroquois

Preferential Bilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Present

Preferential Bilateral Cross-Cousin
Marriage Absent

31

38

12

96

43

134

Totals 69 108 177

Coefficient of Association = .73
Chi2 = 26.02
P < .001
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All of the above associations were predicted on the basis of the
revised jural authority hypothesis. This theory proves to be much
more parsimonious than the Eyde and Postal explanation of the
relationship between terminologies and cross-cousin marriage. More
importantly, the Eyde and Postal explanation is untenable since it is
based on a number of erroneous assumptions.

University of California, Davis. ALLAN D. COULT
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