
given of gestures (i) exhibited by all 

cercopithecines, (ii) rare or absent in 
vervets and common in several other 

species, (iii) demonstrated by vervets 
and a few other cercopithecines, and 

(iv) common in vervets and rare or ab- 
sent in other members of the subfamily. 
Vervets, baboons, and rhesus monkeys 
have approximately the same number of 
visual signals in their behavioral rep- 
ertoires-46, 42, and 49, respectively. 
Patas monkeys seem to have a smaller 
repertoire. Fifty-nine percent of the ver- 
vet patterns have also been described 
for rhesus monkeys, 63 percent for 

baboons, and 54 percent for patas. In 
cercopithecines, visual communicative 

patterns seem to be evolutionarily one 
of the most stable forms of behavior, 
in structural terms. Some of the great- 
est differences in communicative ges- 
tures are differences in the temporal as- 
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communicative gestures may be found 
in the Cercopithecinae when systematic 
field studies are made of some of the 
forest-dwelling species, about which we 
know very little. 
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What does a person need to have 
learned if he is to understand events 
in a strange community as its mem- 
bers understand them and if he is to 
conduct himself in ways that they ac- 

cept as conforming to their expecta- 
tions of one another? To describe the 
content of such a 'body of knowledge 
is to describe a community's culture, 
according to one of the several mean- 

ings anthropologists give this term. 
As crucial as such description is, for 

anthropology and for behavioral sci- 
ence generally, systematic methods for 
accomplishing it have been slow to de- 
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anthropology and for behavioral sci- 
ence generally, systematic methods for 
accomplishing it have been slow to de- 

velop. Since 1950, however, anthropol- 
ogists in the United States have been 

giving greater attention to the meth- 

odological problems involved and to 
their theoretical implications. 

To describe a community's culture, 
in the above sense of the term, one 
must learn what people in the com- 
munity have had to learn. To do this, 
one cannot and need not directly experi- 
ence everything they have experienced 
from childhood on up, but one must 
participate as fully as possible in their 
activities, and one must learn how to 
communicate with them in their own 
language. Participation and communi- 
cation are the channels through which 
every man learns his native culture, 
and any other culture. Anthropolo- 
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from childhood on up, but one must 
participate as fully as possible in their 
activities, and one must learn how to 
communicate with them in their own 
language. Participation and communi- 
cation are the channels through which 
every man learns his native culture, 
and any other culture. Anthropolo- 

gists must learn in the same way. But 
they cannot just leave it at that, unself- 
consciously and largely subconsciously 
acquiring a subjective feel for the rules 
of the game and for what it is their in- 
formants mean by the things they say. 
If they are to judge the reliability of 
one another's work, they must develop 
methods for making cultural learning a 
conscious exercise and for converting 
the product of this learning, which for 
other men is largely a subjective mat- 
ter, into something that can be an object 
of scrutiny. 

Inspiration to meet the challenge this 
poses has come largely from the ac- 
complishments of linguistic science. Lin- 
guists are able to produce elegant and 
accurate representations of what one 
has to know in phonology and gram- 
mar if one is to speak particular lan- 
guages acceptably by native standards. 
Their procedures enable them to repli- 
cate one another's work readily. Ap- 
plication of the basic strategies of de- 
scriptive linguistics to the problem of 
describing other facets of culture is 
helping to raise the standards of rigor 
in ethnographic description. These strat- 
egies include what is best described 
as contrastive analysis. Its use for de- 
scribing how people classify phenomena, 
insofar as their classifications are re- 
flected in the vocabulary of their lan- 
guage, has led to the analytic method 
described here (1-3.) 
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The categorizations of phenomena 
and events (the inventory of ideas) by 
which a community's members deal with 
one another and with their surround- 
ings, and which are a major part of their 
culture, are represented largely, though 
far from completely, by the words 
and expressions in their language. Peo- 
ple learn what these ideas are through 
the contextual associations they make 
with the words and expressions that 
signify the ideas. A child, for example, 
seems to form an idea of what hot, car, 
love, and God signify from the exper- 
iences he associates with their use, ab- 
stracting from these experiences a sub- 
jective feel for what others signify by 
these words. He tests its correctness as 
he uses the words himself, modifying his 
feel for what they signify until his 
own use of them corresponds closely 
enough with other people's use of them 
for most communication purposes. In 
this way he learns what he must ,know 
if the speech of his fellows is to be 

intelligible to him, and what he must 
use to guide his own speech if it is 
to be intelligible to others. In my own 

experience, much of my learning of 
other languages and cultures has fol- 
lowed a similar course. To me, the 
conclusion seems inescapable that reli- 
able description of other cultures re- 

quires us to make this learning proc- 
ess an explicit part of ethnographic 
method and to try to develop canons 
for its systematic exploitation. Com- 

ponential analysis is a method of de- 

scriptive semantics designed for this 

purpose. 
To illustrate the method, I confine 

myself to kinship terminologies. Vocab- 

ulary for other kinds of subject matter 
is also amenable to analysis by this 
method, to judge from work by Conk- 
lin, Frake, and Haugen (4, 5). But it 
is with kinship terminology that the 
method has been mainly explored (1, 
6)-among other reasons, because the 

long history of anthropological concern 
with kinship study has produced a rea- 

sonably satisfactory notation for han- 
dling kinship data and has also pro- 
duced a preliminary sorting-out of some 
of the conceptual criteria that seem to 
be operative in many kinship terminol- 
ogies. 

Componential Analysis and 

Descriptive Semantics 

Following Morris (7), we may say 
that a linguistic expression designates 
a class of concepts; it denotes a specific 
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image or subclass of images within the 
class on any one occasion of its use; 
and it signifies the criteria by which 

specific images or concepts are to be 
included or excluded from the class of 
images or concepts that the expression 
designates. What are signified, then, are 
the definitive attributes of the class, the 
ideational components out of which the 
class is formed. An expression connotes 
other images or concepts that people 
associate with the expression's designa- 
tum, and from them people orient them- 
selves affectively and behaviorally; but 
these connoted images or concepts are 
not themselves definitive attributes of 
the designated class. People may agree 
closely on the definitive attributes-on 
what is signified-yet disagree marked- 
ly on what is connoted or implied. 

Componential analysis deals only 
with signification-with definitive attri- 
butes and the ways in which they com- 
bine and are mutually ordered (8). It 
differs, therefore, from most other ap- 
proaches to semantic analysis, which 
focus on connotation-the "semantic 
differential" technique of Osgood (9), 
for example. Behavioral and social sci- 
entists have been concerned mainly with 
problems in which connotation is the 
more immediately relevant kind of 
meaning. But signification is even more 
fundamental, for we can understand 
what a word signifies without refer- 
ence to what it connotes, but we cannot 
understand what it connotes without ref- 
erence to its signification. (This is true 
for a given point in time only, for, 
through time, connotation can cause 
changes in signification.) 

The first step in componential anal- 
ysis is to make a record of the spe- 
cific images or concepts that informants 
say an expression may denote. This 
requires that we already have a meta- 
language, or language of description, 
for recording the denotata. (For many 
subject matters no adequate metalan- 
guage as yet exists.) The next step is 
to find a set of definitive attributes 
that will predict what informants say 
may and may not be denoted by the 
expression. We do this by a combina- 
tion of two operations: (i) inspecting 
the set of denotata for common attri- 
butes and (ii) contrasting the set of the 
expression's denotata with sets of de- 
notata of other expressions. The latter 
is the more crucial operation. 

The English kinship term aunt, as 
used in much of New England, pro- 
vides an example. We would list for 
it such denotata as mother's sister, 
father's sister, mother's or father's half- 

sister, mother's brother's (or half- 

brother's) wife, father's brother's (or 
half-brother's) wife. By performing the 
two operations indicated, we might ar- 
rive at the following componential defi- 
nition of what aunt signifies: Any rela- 
tive by blood or marriage who is simul- 
taneously (i) female, (ii) removed from 
ego by two degrees of genealogical dis- 
tance, (iii) not lineal, (iv) in a senior 
generation, and (v) not connected by 
a marital tie in other than the senior 
generation of the relationship. 

In this way the several disjunctive 
denotata have 'been brought together 
in a conjunctive set and form a uni- 

tary class described as a product of the 
combination of several definitive attri- 
butes. That the attributes serve as defin- 
itive attributes in this case is evident 
from our observing that varying any 
one of them results in a judgment that 
aunt is impermissible as a term of ref- 
erence. Vary attribute i albove (the rel- 
ative's sex), and uncle becomes the ap- 
propriate term. Great aunt becomes 
appropriate if we vary ii; grandmother, 
if we vary iii; niece, if we vary iv; and 
wife's aunt or husband's aunt, if we 
vary v. In this way it is possible to 
verify the adequacy of a componential 
definition. 

This example illustrates something 
else. The definitive attributes forming 
the significatum of aunt are values of 
conceptual variables whose other values 
form the significata of other terms. To 
have to use five different variables in 
a componential definition of aunt may 
not seem to offer any advantage, from 
the standpoint of our understanding, 
over use of the short exhaustive list 
of denotata. But if the same variables 
will account for a large number of Eng- 
lish terms, there is considerable advan- 
tage to be gained from componential 
definitions. These definitions not only 
describe the significata of single words, 
they also show how the significata of 
different words may be related to one 
another so as to form an ordered ar- 

ray, a taxonomy in the strict sense of 
the term. 

In the case of aunt, uncle, nephew, 
niece, and so on, the respective signi- 
ficata differ as functions of the com- 
mon set of defining variables. The re- 
spective designata, moreover, are mutu- 
ally exclusive and complementary. We 
seem to be dealing with some kind 
of conceptual or ideal space (call it a 
genealogical one) that has been parti- 
tioned into cells by a set of defining 
variables, each cell being represented 
by a linguistic label. All the linguistic 
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labels designating the complementary 
cells of a conceptual space (or domain, 
as it is frequently called) form a kind 
of ordered array or terminological sys- 
tem, one in which the significatum of 
each label is what makes its designatum 
different from the designata of the other 
labels. 

The cells of such a conceptual space 
may be grouped in larger divisions that 
are also labeled, as the designata of 
father and mother are grouped under 
the label parent. An ordered array may 
include many such cover terms. It may 
omit them entirely, too, just as Eng- 
lish lacks a cover term for the com- 
bined designata of aunt and uncle. The 
designata of father and mother, being 
complementary, are at the same level 
of contrast. They do not complement 
the designatum of parent, however, but 
nest within it, just as the designata of 
collie, dog, mammal, and vertebrate 
nest successively each within the next. 

They are at different levels of contrast. 
Such nesting and complementary re- 

lationships among the significata of 
words are obvious to speakers of Eng- 
lish in English examples, but they seem 
to characterize considerable portions of 
the vocabulary in every language. Com- 
ponential analysis helps us to deter- 
mine, in unfamiliar languages, what 
words go together in ordered arrays 
and how their designata are structural- 
ly ordered within them. It helps us to 
avoid arbitrarily sorting words into the 

conceptual domains of English on the 
basis of rough translations, or glosses. 
Thus, componential analysis enabled 
Frake, in his account of the Subanun 
religion (5), to avoid the mistake of 
classing together different beings that, 
by English criteria, would all be "super- 
natural," and to demonstrate the neces- 
sity of a different classification. 

Analysis of Lapp Kinship Terms 

To illustrate the procedures of com- 
ponential analysis, I use the following 
list of Konkiam Lapp kinship terms 
for designating blood kin (10). (No 
term denoting a blood relationship can 
also denote a relationship by marriage, 
according to Konkiima Lapp usage.) 
The numbers in parentheses in the defi- 
nitions in the list refer to the numbered 
relationships of the list. 

1) acce, father 
2) aedne, mother 
3) bardne, son 
4) nieida, daughter 
5) vielljd, brother 
6) oabba, sister 
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7) vilj-baelle, any male blood relative 
in ego's generation except brother (5) 

8) oam-baelle, any female blood rela- 
tive in ego's generation except sister (6) 

9) akke, father's older brother or fath- 
er's older male blood relative in his gen- 
eration 

10) akket, child of a man's younger 
brother or child of any other younger male 
blood relative of a man in his generation 

11) caecce, father's younger brother or 
father's other younger male blood relative 
in his generation 

12) caeccet, child of a man's older 
brother or child of any other older male 
blood relative of a man in his generation. 

13) goaske, mother's older sister or 
mother's other older female blood relative 
in her generation 

14) goasket, child of a woman's younger 
sister or child of any other younger female 
blood relative of a woman in her genera- 
tion 

15) nuossa, mother's younger sister or 
mother's other younger female blood rela- 
tive in her generation 

16) muossil, child of a woman's older 
sister or child of any other older female 
blood relative of a woman in her genera- 
tion 

17) siessa, father's sister or father's oth- 
er female blood relative in his generation 

18) siessdl, child of a woman's brother 
or child of any other male blood relative 
of a woman in her generation 

19) aeno, mother's brother or mother's 
other male blood relative in her generation 

20) naeppe, child of a man's sister or 
child of any other female blood relative 
of a man in his generation 

21) aggja, grandfather or any male 
blood relative in his generation 

22) aggjot, man's grandchild or any 
blood relative of a man in his grandchild's 
generation 

23) akko, grandmother or any female 
blood relative in her generation 

24) akkot, woman's grandchild or any 
blood relative of a woman in her grand- 
child's generation 

First, we sort the terms into recipro- 
cal (rec.) sets, obtaining the following 
(with reference to the numbers in the 
foregoing list): 

a) 1, 2 rec. 3, 4 f) 13 rec. 14 
b) 5, 6 rec. 5, 6 g) 15 rec. 16 
c) 7, 8 rec. 7, 8 h) 17 rec. 18 
d) 9 rec. 10 i) 19 rec. 20 
e) 11 rec. 12 j) 21 rec. 22 

k) 23 rec. 24 
This reduces the corpus of 24 kinship 

terms to 11 reciprocal relationships. 
Analysis will concentrate on the criteria 
that discriminate among these relation- 
ships, then on the criteria that discrimi- 
nates among the terms within the rela- 
tionships. 

Reciprocal sets a through c differ 
in composition from sets d through k, 
the former having pairs of terms on 
each side of the reciprocal equation, 
the latter having one term only on each 
side. Sets b and c differ from set a 
and sets d through k, moreover, in 

that the former are self-reciprocating 
whereas the others are not. Inspection 
reveals that, in relationships b and c, 
"ego" and "alter" are always in the 
same generation but that in the other 
relationships they are always in differ- 
ent generations. For the moment, then, 
we have, as a discriminant variable, 

A) Similarity of generation of ego and 
alter, with the values 

A.1) Ego and alter in the same genera- 
tion (sets b, c) 

A.2) Ego and alter in different genera- 
tions (set a and sets d-k) 

Sets b and c differ in that, in b, ego 
and alter are in the closest possible 
genealogical relationship, whereas, in 
c, they are in other than the closest 
possible relationship. This distinction 
also serves to discriminate set a from 
sets d through k; it groups sets a and 
b together, in contrast to sets c through 
k. Thus we have a second discriminant 
variable, 

B) Closeness of relationship between ego 
and alter, with the values 

B.1) Ego and alter in closest possible 
relationship (a, b) 

B.2) Ego and alter not in closest pos- 
sible relationship (c-k) 

It is not evident from the data pre- 
sented here that, in the larger corpus 
of Kbnkiimi Lapp kinship terms, the 
two sets a and b (terms 1 through 6) 
are a unit of reference for deriving 
other terms and discriminating among 
still others, much as the English terms 
father, mother, son, daughter, brother, 
sister are collectively a unit of refer- 
ence for deriving terms with the pre- 
fix step- and the suffix -in-law (which 
are not regularly used with any other 
English kinship terms). Sets a and b, 
therefore, stand together as a larger 
unit whose integrity must be maintained 
in whatever paradigm we construct for 
this taxonomic array, just as the integ- 
rity of reciprocal sets as natural units 
within the data must also be main- 
tained. 

There remains the necessity of dif- 
ferentiating the several reciprocal sets 
d through k. Are there any intrinsic 
groupings we can discern here? Sets 
d through i denote relationships in 
which ego and alter are always one 
generation apart, while sets j and k de- 
note relationships in which ego and al- 
ter are always two generations distant. 
This gives us the discriminant variable 

C) Number of generations between ego 
and alter, with the values 

C.1) Ego and alter one generation dis- 
tant (d-i) 

C.2) Ego and alter two generations dis- 
tant (j, k) 
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In set a, ego and alter are also one 
generation apart, and in sets b and c, 
ego and alter are in the same genera- 
tion. Could we not add zero distance 
to the values listed above for variable 
C and eliminate variable A as redun- 
dant? For the portion of Lapp termi- 
nology analyzed here we can, indeed, 
do so; but among the affinal terms, 
some denote relationships in which al- 
ter is never in ego's generation but 
may be either one or two generations 
distant. This makes variables A and 
C both necessary in the larger array 
of terms, A having a universal applica- 
tion and C a more limited one. 

Sets d through i fall into two natural 
groups. In one the age of the senior 
party relative to the age of the linking 
parent of the junior party is a discrim- 
inating factor (sets d through g), but in 
the other (h, i) it is not. What makes 
these two groups different seems to be 
the similarity of sex of the senior party 
and the sex of the linking parent of the 
junior party in the relationship. These 
considerations give us the two discrimi- 
nant variables 

D) Similarity of sex of senior party and 
sex of linking parent of junior party, with 
the values 

D.1) Sex of senior party and of parent 
of junior party the same (d-g) 

D.2) Sex of senior party and of parent 
of junior party different (h, i) 

E) Relative age of senior party and of 
linking parent of junior party, with the 
values 

E. 1) Senior party older than linking 
parent (d, f) 

E.2) Senior party younger than linking 
parent (e, g) 

This leaves us with the problem of 
differentiating within each of the pairs 
of sets d and f, e and g, h and i, and j 
and k. Clearly, in each pair the differ- 
ence is in the sex of the senior party 
in the relationship (regardless of wheth- 
er the senior party is ego or alter); this 
gives us the discriminant variable 

F) Sex of senior party in the relationship, 
with the values 

F.1) Sex of senior party male (d, e, i, j) 
F.2) Sex of senior party female (f, g, 

1i, k) 

All the sets of reciprocal terms are 
now fully differentiated. We can put 
the array of sets, with their defining 
characteristics, in a matrix table, with 
the columns representing the discrimi- 
nant variables and the rows represent- 
ing the sets of reciprocal terms, as 
shown in Table 1. 

This brings us to a crucial part of 
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/A.l< 

b (5,6) 

c (7,8) 

a (1,2,3,4) 

-d (9,10) 

-f (13,14) 

e (11, 12) 

-g (15,16) 

-i (19,20) 

*h (17,18) 

-/ (21,22) 

-k (23, 24) 

Fig. 1. Tree diagram of hierarchical order- 
ing of semantic components of reciprocal 
sets of terms a through k (see text) as 
represented in Table 1. 

the procedure: the ordering of columns 
and rows. If the set of sets of recipro- 
cal terms we have been analyzing were 
completely unordered, there would be 
no problem. In this example, as in all 
kinship terminologies with which I am 
familiar, we are dealing with a partial- 
ly ordered set (11). Only variables A 
and B partition the entire universe; vari- 
ables C and F partition the part of it 
that is both A.2 and B.2; variable D 
partitions only the part that is C. I; 
and variable E partitions only the part 
that is D.1. But variables C, D, and 
E have no such systematic relationship 
to variable F. They are unordered with 
respect to F, just as A and B are 
unordered with respect to each other. 

In Table 1, the major variables A 
and B are put at the extreme left, but 
their position relative to each other is 
arbitrary. Consistency now requires that 
variable C be to the left of D, which 
must be to the left of E. Variable F 
must be to the right of A and B, but 
since it is unordered with respect to C, 
D, and E, its position at the far right 
is arbitrary. 

The ordering of rows, given a par- 
ticular order of columns, must 'be such 
as to minimize the occurrence of the 
same values of the same variables in 
other than adjacent rows. Thus ordered, 
the matrix in Table 1 is identical in 
structure to the tree diagram in Fig. 1 
and fully portrays the major and minor 
groupings of the sets of reciprocal 
terms created by the hierarchical order- 
ing of the discriminant variables. Our 
principle for ordering rows preserves 
the integrity of these major and minor 
groupings by keeping the sets of recipro- 
cal terms within them in adjacent rows. 

Consideration of the integrity of sub- 
groups of terms may also be relevant 
to the ordering of variables that other- 

wise appear to be unordered. For ex- 
ample, the arrangement of columns in 
Table 1 serves to separate the sets of 
terms b and a so that they are not in 
adjacent rows. Yet the six terms in 
these two sets themselves form a larger 
set, as we have noted. To preserve the 
integrity of this larger set, we must 
juxtapose columns A and B, as shown 
in Table 2. According to our rule for 
ordering rows, the sets of terms b and 
a now fall in adjacent rows. 

Because variable F is unordered with 
respect to variables C, D, and E, we 
are free to position it elsewhere, pro- 
vided it remains to the right of col- 
umns A and B. By moving column F 
over to the left of columns D and E, 
we group together the variables in or- 
der of their extent of relevance in dis- 
criminating among the sets of recipro- 
cal terms in the array, as also shown 
in Table 2. 

It remains now to discriminate among 
the designata of the terms in each re- 
ciprocal set. Two variables account for 
them all: 

G) Seniority of alter's generation, with the 
values 

G.1) Alter in senior generation (1, 2, 9, 
11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23) 

G.2) Alter in junior generation (3,4, 
10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24) 

H) Sex of alter, with the values 
H.I) Alter's sex male (1, 3, 5, 7) 
H.2) Alter's sex female (2, 4, 6, 8) 

By adding these variables to the ma- 
trix shown in Table 2, we have the 
complete taxonomic array portrayed 
in Table 3. Variables G and H ap- 
pear at the extreme right in Table 3, 
because if they were in any other posi- 
tion it would be impossible to keep 
the terms within each reciprocal set 
in adjacent rows. 

By preserving the integrity of these 
reciprocal sets, we get an ordering of 
columns that is consistent with differ- 
ent levels of organization, so to speak, 
within the array. Variables A through 
F are at one level of organization, dis- 
criminating among sets of reciprocal 
terms, although they vary in the extent 
of their relevance, and variables G and 
H, discriminating within these sets, are 
at another level of organization. Be- 
cause variables F and H both involve 
a consideration of sex, and because 
they are in complementary distribution 
in the matrix table, it is tempting to 
think of them as going together in the 
overall structure of the array; but there 
is nothing to be gained by so viewing 
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them, because they pertain to different 
levels of organization. 

The order of columns G and H rela- 
tive to each other in Table 3 is deter- 
mined by another consideration. If we 
move H to the left of G, the effect 
is to prevent terms 1 and 2 from being 
in adjacent rows. Yet terms 1 and 2 
are a subset belonging to the same side 
of a reciprocal equation, terms 3 and 
4 going together on the other side. 
(Terms 1 and 3 complement 2 and 4 
but do not reciprocate them.) Having 
column G to the left of column H 

preserves the integrity of these subsets 
in the array. 

Attention to the ordering of columns 
and rows, as illustrated in this analysis, 
brings out the structural design of a 
semantic domain (here, kinship). This 

design is implicit in the way the sev- 
eral terms pertaining to the domain 
are said by informants to be correctly 
and incorrectly used. (Note that we do 
not ask informants to define the terms 
but ask them only to judge the correct- 
ness of the way in which the terms 
are used.) In this case the structural 
design includes different levels of or- 
ganization and, within each level, a 
hierarchical ordering of at least some 
of its component variables. From left 
to right in Table 3, as we have ob- 
served, variables B, A, C, F, D, and 
E are at one level of organization, and 
variables G and H are at another. At 
the latter level, as we have seen, G 
has structural priority over H; and in 
the other set of variables, B and A to- 
gether have priority over C and F, and 
C has priority over D, which has prior- 
ity over E. The capacity of componen- 
tial analysis for bringing out implicit 
and covert structural designs of seman- 
tic domains makes it useful for pur- 
poses of comparison as well as descrip- 
tion. 

Alternative Representations 

and Their Implications 

To the extent that the data analyzed 
permit us to formulate alternative vari- 
ables that discriminate equally well 
among the several terms' respective sets 
of denotata, we are able to construct 
more than one satisfactory model of the 
structuring of a semantic domain. This 
raises a serious question about the use- 
fulness of componential analysis as a 
means of constructing scientifically use- 
ful representations of ways in which 
other people see things (12). 

If we assume that all Lapp people 
who use their kinship terms in the 
same way have the same subconscious 
feel for what these terms mean and 
somehow share a view that is the one 
"true" view for anthropological science 
to discover and describe, then, obvious- 

ly, we cannot say that componential 
analysis can guarantee that its prod- 
ucts will have this kind of validity. But 
if we assume that componential anal- 
ysis is a formal model of the proce- 
dures by which people learn what others 
seem to mean by the words they use, 
and if we discover from it that more 
than one product of these procedures 
may lead to identical overt usages, we 
must conclude that other people who 
speak the same language and agree on 
how its words should be used do not 
necessarily share a common view but 
merely have the illusion that they do. 
If this is the case, then the above ques- 
tion about the usefulness of componen- 
tial analysis rests on a false assumption 
about cognitive sharing, an assumption 
that grants to other humans a capacity 
for cognitive sharing that equally hu- 
man investigators lack. 

If people who use their terms in the 
same way may still have somewhat dif- 
ferent subjective views as to what the 

terms signify, and if the same person 
may have more than one view, any 
componential representation of what the 
terms mean, provided it leads us to 
use them denotatively in the same way 
others do, is ethnographically adequate. 
From such a representation we can 
generate the data that will permit us to 
construct alternative representations. We 
select one componential representation 
over another because of the ease with 
which we can comprehend it, and be- 
cause of the ease with which we can 
use it to understand what others are 
saying and to make ourselves under- 
stood. 

We can say, then, that the componen- 
tial paradigm presented in Table 3 rep- 
resents a comprehensive view of Lapp 
kinship terms, a view such as an adult 
Lapp might subjectively have arrived 
at after much experience of using such 
terms. Certainly a small child does not 
know any principles for differentiat- 
ing kinds of kinsmen. Given informa- 
tion about how two people are con- 
nected, he cannot correctly state, as an 
adult can, the category of their relation- 
ship. He is taught quite arbitrarily what 
labels to give to specific individuals. 
With growing experience he gets suc- 
cessive insights into the ways in which 
the terminology works, and he devel- 
ops progressively more elegant concep- 
tions of it. How much progress of this 
kind any one person makes depends 
on his experience and his intellectual 
acuity. Componential analysis leads to 
the construction of conceptual models 
of the most adult type-it is hoped, 
to models that are as elegant as any 
that can be constructed for a given 
terminology. 

From this point of view, it would 
be wrong to assume that the model 
of Lapp-kinship semantics presented 
here represents the way individual Lapps 

Table 1. Matrix table for reciprocal sets a through k (see text). 

Sets of Discriminant variables 

reciprocal terms A B C D E F 

b (5, 6) A.1 B.1 . 
c (7, 8) A.1 B.2 . 
a (1, 2, 3, 4) A.2 B.1 . 
d (9, 10) A.2 B.2 C.1 D.1 E.1 F.1 
f (13, 14) A.2 B.2 C.1 D.1 E.1 F.2 
e (11, 12) A.2 B.2 C.1 D.1 E.2 F.1 
g (15, 16) A.2 B.2 C.1 D.1 E.2 F.2 
i (19, 20) A.2 B.2 C.1 D.2 . F.1 
h (17, 18) A.2 B.2 C.1 D.2 . F.2 
j (21, 22) A.2 B.2 C.2 . . F.1 
k (23, 24) A.2 B.2 C.2 . . F.2 

2 JUNE 1967 

Table 2. Reordered matrix table for reciprocal sets a through k. 

Sets of Discriminant variables 
reciprocal terms B A C F D E 

b (5, 6) B.1 A.1 . 
a (1, 2, 3, 4) B.1 A.2 
c (7, 8) B.2 A.1 . 
d (9, 10) B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.1 E.1 
e (11, 12) B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.1 E.2 
i (19, 20) B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.2 
/ (13, 14) B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.1 E.1 
g (15, 16) B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.1 E.2 
h (17, 18) B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.2 
j (21, 22) B.2 A.2 C.2 F.1 . 
k (23, 24) B.2 A.2 C.2 F.2 
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representing a comprehensive view of Lapp consanguineal 

Discriminant variables 
Set No. Termn 

B A C F D E G H 

b 5 viella B.1 A.1 . . . . H.1 

6 oabba B.1 A.1 H . . . .2 

a 1 acce B.1 A.2 , . G H.1 
2 aedne B.1 A.2 . . G. H.2 
3 bardne B.1 A.2 . . G.2 H.1 
4 nieidd B.1 A.2 . . . G.2 H.2 

c 7 vilj-baelle B.2 A.1 . . . . . H.1 
8 oam-baelle B.2 A.1 . . . . . H.2 

d 9 akke B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.1 E.1 G.1 
10 akket B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.1 E.1 G.2 

e 11 caecce B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.1 E.2 G.1 
12 caeccet B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.1 E.2 G.2 

i 19 aeno B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.2 . G.1 
20 naeppe B.2 A.2 C.1 F.1 D.2 . G.2 

f 13 goaske B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.1 E. G.1 
14 goasket B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.1 E.1 G.2 

g 15 muossa B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.1 E.2 G.1 
16 muossdl B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.1 E.2 G.2 

h 17 siessa B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.2 . G.1 
18 siessal B.2 A.2 C.1 F.2 D.2 . G.2 

j 21 aggja B.2 A.2 C.2 F.1 . . G. . 
22 aggjot B.2 A.2 C.2 F.1 . G.2 

k 23 akko B.2 A.2 C.2 F.2 . . G.1 . 
24 akkot B.2 A.2 C.2 F.2 . . G.2 

actually think about the signification of 
their kinship terms (just as it would 
be wrong to assume that the formal 
statement of a language's grammar rep- 
resents the way individual speakers think 
about that grammar). What the model 
represents is a pattern of usage, some- 

thing each Lapp spends a considerable 
portion of his life learning to under- 
stand. Adequate representations of this 
usage are bound to help us share un- 
derstanding with Lapps in the same way 
that Lapps share understanding with 
one another-and with the same limi- 
tations. Such a degree of mutual un- 
derstanding is far greater than that ob- 
tainable from most ethnographic de- 
scriptions that have been made to date. 

Alternative Approaches 

Not only are there alternative models 
that can be constructed by the pro- 
cedures of componential analysis, there 
are also alternative strategies and con- 
sequent procedures for dealing with the 
problem of describing what words sig- 
nify. Lounsbury (13, 14) has begun 
to develop a strategy for describing the 
significata of kinship terms in which 
he assumes that there is, for each term, 
a primary denotatum and that the re- 
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maining acceptable denotata can be gen- 
erated through operations on the pri- 
mary ones. These operations, called 
extension rules (and including such 
things as equivalence rules and skew- 
ing rules), may be fully or partially or- 
dered, and the minimum set of rules, 
together with their ordering, that will 
account for the kinship terminology 
as it is used portrays the structure of 
the semantic domain. 

Lounsbury's approach can be useful- 
ly combined with componential anal- 
ysis. I have found the use of an equiv- 
alence rule of Lounsbury's type essen- 
tial to defining the way in which the 
concept of difference in geneological 
generation is to be understood as a dis- 
criminant variable in the kinship termi- 
nology of Truk (see 3), and Louns- 
bury uses componential analysis to de- 
scribe how the primary denotata for a 
set of kinship terms are to be distin- 
guished from one another (13). The two 
approaches appear to be complemen- 
tary, therefore, rather than contradic- 
tory. 

Some Preliminary Findings 

Because it is aimed at comprehend- 
ing total patterns of usage, componen- 

tial analysis requires, for any particular 
pattern, a sample of data that exceeds 
what is often collected. Anthropologists 
have been reporting kinship terminol- 
ogy for decades, but a survey shows 
that few reports are sufficiently full to 

permit us to subject the data presented 
in them to a componential analysis (15). 
Concern with this kind of analysis 
should help improve the quality of 
ethnographic study and reporting. 

As we acquire a corpus of kinship 
terminologies that have been subjected 
to componential analysis, it becomes 
increasingly fruitful to review the range 
of discriminant variables they employ. 

Already analysis has produced a wider 
range of variables than that encom- 
passed by the criteria of kinship noted 
by Kroeber in 1909 (16), criteria that 
have been standard for anthropologists 
ever since. By definition, any kinship 
terminology must employ some varia- 
bles that reflect the properties of gen- 
ealogical space. But all the terminol- 
ogies I have examined employ other 
variables as well. In many terminologies, 
these additional variables reflect such 
human universals as sex and birth or- 
der, but in some they also reflect fea- 
tures of social organization, such as 
clan and other kin-group memberships 
-things that are not universal human 
attributes and that in each case derive 
from facets of the local culture. With 
such terminologies, componential anal- 
yses are impossible without the relevant 
cultural information. 

The several analyses I have made 
have revealed one striking difference 
among kinship terminologies. Most 
terminologies can be analyzed in the 
two stages illustrated here, the first deal- 
ing with reciprocal sets of terms and 
the second dealing with the several 
terms within these sets. One terminol- 
ogy that I have analyzed cannot be 
readily handled in this way (17). It 
does not structure the field of kinship 
as a set of reciprocal relationships, such 
as would be appropriate to the struc- 
turing of an objective or outsider's view 
of it, but presents a field of relatives 
as subjectively viewed by an ego at the 
center, ego's way of labeling his vari- 
ous relatives having little or no corre- 
spondence with the way they label him. 
Componential analysis shows this basic 
structural difference clearly-one that, 
as far as I know, has never figured in 
any of the vast anthropological litera- 
ture on kinship. 

Componential analysis obviously gives 
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promise of entirely new classifications 
of kinship terminologies, based on the 
conceptual variables the terminologies 
employ and the role these variables play 
in the structural designs of kinship para- 
digms. Already it is evident that group- 
ings of kinship terminologies according 
to these criteria are quite independent of 
the groupings obtained by the criteria 
anthropologists have used up to this 
time. This does not mean that existing 
typologies of kinship terminology, such 
as those used by Murdock for compara- 
tive study (18), are without value. Differ- 
ent typologies reflect different considera- 
tions, and any one of them becomes the 
appropriate one when the considera- 
tions it reflects are the object of in- 
quiry. But established classifications of 
kinship terminologies have been of little 
use for phylogenetic study. For exam- 
ple, the several kinship terminologies in 
a set of phylogenetically related lan- 
guages (as in the Indo-European or 
Malayo-Polynesian language families) 
usually include a variety of Murdock's 
major types (18). By contrast, such 
groupings as I have made, based on 
similarities of gross structural design of 
kinship paradigms resulting from com- 
ponential analysis, correspond more 
closely with linguistic phylogenetic 
groupings. Nothing is certain yet, but 
the preliminary indications are encour- 
aging. 
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"The government man said that our 
university was basically for rich white 
kids. So it is. So are most other insti- 
tutions in the country."-University of 
Michigan official. 

The academic community is general- 
ly regarded as being at the core of the 
liberal community in the nation. Yet 
the institutions which employ academi- 
cians are rarely subjected to the kind 
of public examination which would de- 
termine whether academic liberalism is 
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matched by institutional performance. 
During the past year, the University of 
Michigan has had the unusual test of 
undergoing examinations by a federal 
official of its practices in regard to race 
and has been labeled as a university 
for "rich white students." To throw the 
issue into more vivid relief, the recom- 
mendations of the official were made 
public. 

The University of Michigan reacted 
with sensitivity to the judgment that it 
was too "white." To some extent, it was 
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sensitive because it could hardly make 
a compelling denial of such a descrip- 
tion. Out of a student body of about 
30,000, university officials estimate that 
less than 1.5 percent are Negro, that 
about 1 percent of the faculty members 
are Negro, and that 10.2 percent of the 
university's employees are Negro. Most 
of these Negro employees, however, are 
listed in the "general service group"; 
only 2.6 percent of the "officials and 
managers" and 1.6 percent of the pro- 
fessional personnel are Negro. These 
figures seem especially striking if one 
considers that about 10 percent of the 
people in Michigan are Negro, most 
of whom live in the nearby Detroit 
area. University officials, however, re- 
spond that only about 5 percent of the 
population of Ann Arbor is Negro; 
they also argue that it is difficult to find 
many Negro students and available 
Negro faculty members who meet the 
university's academic standards. 
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