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ABSTRACT This arficle is based upon my M.A. Chesas.
The task of the thesis was 10 analyse different models of

];'inship in northern India m a8 comparalive way. | ana-
lysed the madels of sireciural approaches by Dumont
and Vatuk, the componential and reflectionisl analysis
by Scheffler and Turner, the approaches of cultural an-
thropology by Fruzzetti and Ostor as well as Inden and
Micholas and the functionalist made]l by Tambiah. After
the analysis of these different models [ offered my own
hypathesis concerning the kinship sysiem of northem
India on the basis of Vatuk's data on kinship in western
Ltar Pradesh. In contrast to Vatuk and Dumont | came
to the conclusion that affinity has a diachronic dimen-
sion mod just on the analylical level of instiltionalised
acts and forms of behaviour, but as well on the level of
kinship terminalogy. For the sake of brevity | will re-
striet myseld in this article to the debate between Dumant
and Vawk and my own hypothesis,

INTRODUCTION

This article deals with the debate between
Dumont and Yatuk concerning the kinship sys-
tem of northern India. My main assumption for
the analysis of a kinship system is the separa-
tion of twao different levels on which a kinship
system manifests itself, The separation of these
two different levels of kinship systems, which
themselves have to be regarded as systems, was
introduced into social anthropology by Lévi-
Strauss (1977), He called them the “systéme des
appellations” and the “systéme des antitudes™
respectively. On the first one of these levels,
which Meedham (1973) called the categorial level
of kinship, the analysis of the terminology of the
kinship systemn takes place. The second level of
a kinship system, aceording to Meedham the nor-
mative level of kinship, deals with an analysis of
all the institutionalised acts and forms of
behaviour between kin, such as gift exchange,
marriage rules, avoiding and joking relationships

etc. It is, however, important to emphasize that
these two levels of a kinship system are sepa-
rated only for analytical purposes. After a sepa-
rate analysis the categorial and the normative
subsystem of the kinship system have to be seen
together, in order to establish whether the two
subsystemns are struciured n an analogous way
or nol. This assumption iz a structuralist one
and it is in all its consequences not followed by
the representatives of the componential analy-
sis and the cultural and the functional ap-
proaches, The representatives of a componen-
tial analysis such as Scheffler (1980) share the
assumption that a categorial level has to be kept
separate from the normative level of kinship, but
they restrict their analysis to the categorial level,
because in their opinion the normative level does
not form a proper system in itself, it is too much
dependent upon the personal life experience of
the informants. In contrast to the representatives
of the structural and componential analysis the
cultural anthropologists such as Inden, Nicho-
las, Fruzzetti and Ostihr refuse to analyse sys-
tems of kinship terminology. They refuse to un-
dertake a structural or componential analysis of
terminology systems, because they regard the
scientific terms of social anthropology such as
descent, alliance, affinity and consanguinity as
eurocentric constructs. According o their ap-
proach an analysis of a kinship system has to be
linked to the analysis of indigenous conceptions
of the body (Fruzzetti and Ostor, 1976a, 1976b;
Inden and Nicholas, 1977). They define the an-
thropological concepts of affinity, consanguin-
ity cte, as waterproof, substantialist categories,
useless for cross-cultural comparison. The rep-
resentative of the functionalist approach who
wrote about North India, Stanley Tambiah (1973,
19849), is not concerned with the terminologics
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people use to pattern their social relationships,
but he solely analyses the transmittance of ma-
terial goods across lines of descent or alliance.

[ will present the different hypotheses of the
kinship systems of northern India in two parts.
Assuming the standpoint of the structuralist
approach [ will first discuss the different results
concerning the terminology systems, followed
by my own interpretation, which will show that
in these systems not only consanguinity but also
affinity contains a diachronic dimension. The
second part of this article will deal with the nor-
mative level of the kinship systems of northemn
India. In this part | want to show that the gift
exchange in the context of life-cycle rituals and
rites of passage comprises a system in itselfl

My own ana'ysis relies mostly upon the data
presented by Sylvia Vatuk in her papers “A struc-
tural analyzis of Hindi kinship terminology™ ( 1969)
and “Gifis and affines in North India™ (1975). 1
will work essentially with the data presented in
these articles because they offer the most com-
plete list of both the kinship terms and their ge-
nealogical referents on one side (see Appendix)
and the different kinds of givers and receivers of
ceremonial presentations. Also Turner (1975) and
Dumont { 1975) have based their analysis on the
data presented in these two articles.

THE HINDI KINSHIP TERMINOLOGY
SYSTEM

In his article “Marriage in India: the present
state of the question [T { 1966) Dumont offered
a hypothesis that can be described as the stant-
ing point of the debate about kinship in North
India. Dument stated in this article that the North
Indian kinship terminclogies do not contain an
opposition between affinal and consanguineal
relatives. The lack of this clear opposition is due
to the fact that the Worth Indian kinship termi-
nologies are egocentric in type and do not rest
upon simple principles of opposition, they are
descriptive and do not have a structure in the
strict sense of the word (ibid.: 96) This statement
derives from his problems with the definition of
the terms for consanguingal relatives in Ego’s
generation, bhai (“B™)' and bahen (“Z7). The
problems with defining these categories arises
from his assumption that the definition of a cer-
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tain term should be the same on all levels. But
the term bhai, to which he restricts his further
analysis, adding that the situation conceming
the term bahen is exactly the same, can have a
wide connotation designating under the exclu-
sion of affinal relatives all male alters in one’s
own generation and caste (ibid.: 99). Whereas it
seems that in the parental gensration, where the
term Mhai does not occur directly but where it is
decisive for defining the categories caca/ caci
(“FB/ FBW™) and mama/ mami (“MB/ MBW™),
it has a more restricted meaning, designating only
the “true™ (sage) bhai of the parents. But due to
his assumption that a term has to carry the same
meaning over all the generations he has to reject
this definition of the term bhai on the parental
level and defines hhai as: “a relative who is ei-
ther a proper brother or a son of one of the couples
formed by the “brother’ (or the “sister™) of the
father (or of the mother) and his (or her) spouse.”
(ibid.)

After this definition a dhar is a male alter of
the same generation with whom one is related
through a relative of an ascending gencration,
s0 that siblingship 15 a “double relationship of
filiation from a common ancestor” (ibid.: 100).
The category bhai is thereby following Dumont
an empirical one and not a logical, because
siblingship ceases to exist at the same time when
the memory of a common ancestor ceases. Fur-
thermore, the usage to designate all members of
one's own caste who are of approximately the
same age as bhad or bahen can be explained with
this definition, because in a very wide sense all
members of an endogamous caste can be regarded
25 being related through blood ties. But on this
level the categories bhai and bahen are all-en-
compassing, because thers 15 no other category
which stands in opposition to them. This means
that the relationship between affines as for ex-
ample between Ego and his sala (“'WB") is trans-
formed on the next higher level into a
consanguineal one.

In his opinion the opposition of affinal and
consanguineal relatives comes only to the fore
when one takes into account the normative as-
pects of a kinship system, i.c. the system of gift
exchanges and marriage rules. In addition he
states that only on this level the oppositon of
affinity and consanguinity reveals a diachronic
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dimension. The wife-givers of adjacent genera-
tions like the mother’s brother and the wife's
brother fulfil similar functions during life-cycle
rituals and rites of passage, they are the givers
of ceremonial presentations, The wife-takers and
the female agnates whom they married are the
receivers of these gifis and as such stand in op-
position to their wife-givers, Dumont gives in
his above cited article an example of how the
relationship between wife-givers and wife-tak-
ers manifests itsell during a mourning ceremony.
The Sarjupari Brahmins of eastern Uttar Pradesh
choose a wife-taking affine for fulfilling the ser-
vices of a purohite, because they claim the high-
est slatus in that region and, therefore, cannot
engage a member of another Brahmin caste a5
purchita. But the fact that they choose this kind
of relative for fulfilling the purohita’s services
indicates that the relationship between wife-tak-
ers and wife-givers is modelled in an analogous
way to the relationship berween Brahmins and
lower castes, a relation that rests on status. The
distinction of affinal relatives of a wife-taking
side, a wife-giving side and of consanguineal
relatives derives, according to Dumant, not from
a pure kinship principle as it is the case in the
South, but it is the caste principle of hierarchy
which gives the North Indian kinship system its
structure (ibid.: 95).

Im contrast to Dumoat to whom the Hindi kin-
ship terminology obliterates the structure of the
Morth Indian kinship system instead of reveal-
ing it. Vatuk states that the terminology 15 a clear
expression ol it and that it is as such recognized
by the people using it {1969: 96). She claims that
Dumont considered the Hindi kin terms not con-
sistently enough as denotata of categories or
classes of kin, According to Vatuk he regards
them only as descriptive of certain genealogical
relation which leads him to the conclusion that
the Hindi kinship terminalogy docs not consti-
tute a system in the strict sense. Vamlk states in
her article an the Hindi kinship terminology the
hypothesis that it has a tripartite structure divid-
ing the relatives in Ego's generation into rela-
tives of a wife-giving group, relatives of a wife-
taking group and relatives of one’s own group.
Furthermore, the Hindi kinship terminology has
following Vatuk an extensionistic character, be-
cause the wife-givers of one’s wife-givers are

297

designated by the same term as one's wife-giv-
ers, Le. sala ("WEB/ WBWE™). The same holds
true for the wile-takers of one's wife-takers, they
both are fija (“ZH/ ZHZH"). The referents to
which the consanguineal terms bhai (“D™) and
bahen (YZ") are extended are called by Vatuk
“guasi-consanginueal” relatives. The extension
of these terms encompasses the siblings of one's
spouse’s same sex sibling’s spouse as well as
the spouses of one's sibling’s spousc’s same
sex sibling. But this extension is according to
Yatuk not due to the all-encompassing meaning
of the terms bhai and baken, neither is it included
in Dumont’s definition of siblingship as a double
relationship of filiation from a common ancestor
(see above). This rule of extension tums people
into consanguines or equals who stand as wife-
givers or wife-takers in the same position towards
@ single wife-taking or wife-giving group respec-
tively. Vatuk and Turner both related thes
extensionistic feature of the Hindi kinship termi-
nology of Western Uttar Pradesh to the
hypergamic conceplualisation of marriage alli-
ances which is taken to be prevailing in northern
India. The wife-givers of one's wife-givers are
classified together with one’s wife-givers because
they both are in a position of inferior status to-
wards one's own group and in the same way are
the wife-takers of one’s wife-takers in a superior
position towards one’s own group. Analogous
to this the “quasi-consanguineal™ relationship
between ShSpssSbSp and SpssSbSpSh derives
from the same position these referents occupy
towards either one’s wife-takers or one’s wife-
givers (Vamk, 1969: 101), or as Tumer expressed
it “WG2" = “WG," “WT2" = “WT," “WG" x
W = “C" and “WT" x “WG™ =“C" (1975;
283). This result leads Vamk 1o the conclusion
that Hindi kinship terminology is an expression
of marriage, because it structures the kinship
universe into affines of a wife-taking group,
affines of a wife-giving group and consanguines.

Concluding the terminological part of this
article I want to formulate a hypothesis concern-
ing the relationship of afTinity and consangwin-
ity in the terminology of the three central genera-
tions as described by Vatuk, The terms used 1o
designate relatives of the first ascending gen-
eration are mamalmeami (MBS MBW"™), mawsi
mausa (“MZ MZH"), cacalcaci (“FB; FBW™)?
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and bualphupha (“FZ/ FZH"). The first three of
these terminological couples only differ in the
ending indicating the sex of alter, 1.e. -a for males
and -i for females. The only exception are the
terms designating the father's sister and her hus-
band.* Although these terms also comprise a
common linguistic root { Dumont, 1962 16), they
do not fit in the scheme of collatzral relatives of
the first ascending generation. Therefore | as-
sume that these terms denote two distinet eat-
epories whereas the terms mama/mami, muousil
mausa and caca’/cact each form a category on
their own. This assumption is in accordance with
Dumont’s method as proposed in the article “The
Dravidian Kinship Terminology as an Expression
of Marriage™ (1953). An important point of this
method is that he considers in the analysis only
“the distinctiveness of the terms denoting the
classes, quite irrespective of their linguistic form,”
an assumption which allowed him to reject lin-
guistic differences which do not express an op-
position of classes (Dumont, 1983: 8). Among
these linguistic differences which do not express
an opposition of classes are on one hand dis-
tinct terms encompassing exactly the same
denotata and on the other hand terms which are
just differentiated by affixes, for example the terms
mama’mami, eic, The reason why the father's
sister and her husband contrast as a pair with all
other collateral couples of the first ascending
generation can in my opinion be explained by
the idea that he is an affinal relative, whereas all
others are consanguines. This would mean that
only affinal relatives from the wife-giving side
are transformed in the next generation into
consanguineal ones and that the affines of the
wife-taking side remain affines. Differentiating
the relatives of the first ascending generation
according to whether they belong to a wife-tak-
ing side or a wife-giving side, the mawsa, the
husband of one's mother’s sister, is in 8 some-
what ambiguous position. He is a wife-taker of
the wife-givers of Ego’s father. But that he be-
longs to the consanguineal relatives is in perfect
accordance with Vatuk's definition of “quasi-
siblingship.” He is a wife-taker in relation to the
same group as one's father is, If the MZH would
not be a “quasi-consanguineal” relative, he
should just like the FZH be considered as an
affine. Exactly this seems to be the case in the
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Bengali kinship terminology, Fruzzetti and Ostér
strongly criticise Vatuk's “quasi-sibling™ rule, ar-
guing that such an equation does not exist in the
Bengali terminology (1976a: 81). The Bengali
terms for designating collateral relatives of the
first ascending generation are kaka' kaki (“FB/
FBW™), mama! mamima (“MB/ MBW™), pirima/
pisi masay ("FL4/ FZH™) and mosima’ mesa masay
{“MES MZH™) (ibid.: 73). It is obvious that the
terms for FZH and MZH differ from those desig-
nating MB and FB. This iz an indication that in
the Bengali terminology system not only the
father's sister’s husband but as well the mother’s
sister's husband is regarded as an affine. Both
are wife-taking affines of the first ascending gen-
eration,

If'it is true that in the parental generation only
affines of a wife-giving side transform into
consanguines and that those of a wife-taking
side remain affines what consequences does this
have for the reciprocal relationships with the first
descending generation? In my opinion it is pos-
sible to derive from this that relatives of a wife-
giving side are consanguineal relatives and those
of the wife-taking side affinal ones in the first
descending generation too, This wiould mean that
the term for WBS and WBD, bharija bhatiji, isa
consanguineal term and the term for Z8 and ZD,
bhanjal bhangi, is an affinal one. These consid-
erations conceming affinity and consanguinity
in the terminology to designate relatives of the
first ascending and descending generations af-
fectas well the terminological configuration in
ego's generation. The relationships in ego’s gen-
eration can be differentiated into relationships
between same-sex siblings and those between
opposite-sex siblings. The terms designating FB
and FBW are consanguineal terms as well as the
term for BS and BD, This indicates that the rela-
tionship between two brothers is irrespective of
age Jifferences a relationship of symmetry and
consanguinity. The terms for MZ and MZI carry
a consanguineal meaning as well, but the recip-
rocal terms are bianja and bhanji [ described as
terms containing an affinal meaning. This leads
to the conclusion that the relationship between
two sisters is a symmetric and consanguineal
one, and that affinity plays only a subordinate
role. This differs from the relationships in the
first ascending and descending generation which
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rest upon a brother-sister relationship in ego’s
generation. The terms for MB and MEW carry a
consanguineal meaning and the reciprocal ones
an affinal meaning. The sitwation concerning the
relationship between FZ, FZH and BS and BD is
viee versa. Here the relationship to the relatives
of the first ascending generation is characterised
by affinity whereas the reciprocal relationship
with the first descending generation is a
consanguineal one. This indicates in my opinion
that the brother-sister relationship is character-
ised by both affinity and consanguinity and it
means as well that the female perspective on af-
finity and consanguinity differs from the male
one. IT, as I suggested, mama and mami as well
as the biatiia and bhatifi are consanguineal terms
this indicates that from the perspective of a fe-
male cgo the brother belongs to the
consanguineal relatives. In contrast to the fe-
male perspective stands the male one. The terms
bua, phupha, bhanja and bhanyi connote affin-
ity and this leads to the conclusion that a male
ego reckons his sister to the affinal relatives.

GIFTEXCHANGE AND THE CATEGORY OF
THE DHYANE

Following Dumont Vatuk tries to verify her
conclusions concerning the tripartite strocture
of the Hindi kinship terminology through an
analysis of the system of gift exchanges. In her
article “Gifts and affines in North India” (1975)
ghe comes to the conclusion that on the level of
ceremonial presentations between relatives ex-
ists a threefold structure too. The wife-givers
keep on giving gifis to their wife-takers at the
oecasions of all major ceremonies and rituals with-
out receiving any countergifts. This relation be-
rween affines contrasts with the relations be-
tween male agnates, friends and neighbours
which are characterised by “delayed balanced
reciprocal exchanges,” i.e. the gift contributions
which one family forwards to male agnates,
friends of the family and neighbours are given
back at the next similar occasion in exactly the
same amount {ibid.: 166). The asymmetry in the
rclation between wife-givers and wife-takers
changes slightly as Vatuk and later on also
Dumoni state when the three groups, i.e. wife-
takers, wife-givers and consanguines, are to-
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pether opposed to a new wife-giver as it 15 the
case when the son of a family gets married. This
hypothesis results from their interpretation of
the distribution by the wife-takers side of the
saris received from the wife-givers. The saris form
a crucial part of the affinal gift called dat or dake;.
This gift accompanies the bride to the house of
her bridegroom and apart from certain items
which are for the personal use of the bride it is
distributed on the side of the wife-takers. Vaiuk
gives one example of the distribution of the saris
which she says is exemnplary. In this example the
FM, MBSW and MM of the bridegroom receive
one sari, the FFM just like the FBW, MZ and
MBW three, the MZD two and to the FZ as well
as the £ are given five sans. Vatuk (1975; 194)
and Dumaont {1975: 213) consider the inclusion
of women of a wife-giving side like MM, MZ,
MBW, MZD and MBSW as a slight shift from a
former strict asymmetry in the wife-giver-wife-
taker relationship towards symmetry. The fact
that the outmarried female agnates like the
bridegroom”s sister and his father’s sister receive
a higher amount of saris indicates in their eyes a
quantitative difference and not a qualitative one.

But the hypothesis that the relationship be-
tween wife-givers and wife-takers confains de-
spite iis asymmetric struciure an aspect of sym-
metry is not just build upon the distribution of
dahef, Vatuk describes in the above cited article
that among the Gaur Brahmins of western Uttar
Pradesh there exists a category dhyani, which
designates all women to whom one has a gift-
giving obligation (1975: 180). The women who
fall into this category are in ascending genera-
tions all the women who are related to one's F
and FF as sisters, in ego’s generation all the
women ego designates as sisters and in descend-
ing generations all beti (D), bhatiji (BDY), bhanji
(ZD), poti (3D) and dhevii (DD). But the cat-
egory divani has also a masculine form, dbvana,
which designates all the husbands of the dhyani,
Furthermore, the plural form dhvane encom-
passes not only all the women to whom one has
a gift-giving obligation but also all the members
of the dhyani’s conjugal households. Vatuk
therefore defines the dhyane category as a cat-
egory designating the wife-takers plus the women
through which the relationship with the wife-tak-
ers was established (ibid.). But the composition
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of the categories dipvani and dhyane depends
on the sex of ego. The composition of the cat-
egory as mentioned above is just valid for a male
ego, For a female ego only women of descending
generations, i.e. the bhatiji, bhanfi, poti and
dhevii and the members of their conjugal house-
holds fall into this category, because female rela-
tives of descending generations are already
diyani for their female relatives of ascending
generations and the designation dhyani can
never be used in a self-reciprocal way. The as-
pect of symmetry in the relationship between
wife-givers and wife-takers now derives from the
fact that a married couple jointly fulfills the obli-
gation of giving gifts to the dfiyani which means
that a man has not only the obligation to give
ifls to his wife-takers but also his wife-givers,
i.e, to the married daughters of his wife's broth-
crs and sisters,

Dumont does not agree with all the conclu-
sions Vatuk formulates concerning the catego-
ries dhyani and dinvane. Vatuk regards the cat-
cgory dfyane as an extension of the category
dlivani and the dinani as the primary recipients
of the gifts flowing from the wife-givers to the
wife-takers. For her the gift-giving obligation to-
wards the dhvane is just a derivative of the former
obligation and serves to secure the well-being of
the owtmarried daugther or sister in her nunjugal
home (ibid.: 193). Dumont claims the opposite.
Far him the term dhyane designates all the wife-
takers of @ certain growp and the women through
which these relationships were established.
Therefore the diyani are not the primary recipi-
ents of the gifts passing from the wife-givers to
the wife-takers, but they are recipients among
the other recipients of the dhyane category.
Dumont, however, agrees with Vatuk's conclu-
sion that the composition of the dhvane category
from the perspective of a married couple reveals
an aspect of symmetry in the asymmetrical rela-
tionship between wife-givers and wife-takers.

I agree with Dumont's interpretation that the
dityani is not the primary recipient of the gifts,
but that these gifts are affinal ones given by wife-
givers to their wife-takers, the divane, and that
the divani as a gift recipient is seen as one of
them. The crucial point in the composition of the
dhyane category is in my opinion that it only
designates the recipients of affinal gifts from the
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perspective of the wife-givers. Vatuk does not
mention that there exists a category designating
affinal relatives who have the obligation to give
pifts. As a wifie-taker it is not possible to refer to
the group of people from whom one receives af-
final gifls, there is no encompassing term desig-
nating all the wife-givers as a group. This leads
to the conclusion that the kinship universe of
the Gaur Brahmins divides into relatives who are
dhyane to ego and those who are not. This would
mean that the kinship system does not have a
threefold structure, but a twofold one. Further-
mare, if the relatives falling into the dhyane cat-
egory have to be considered as affinal relatives
then all the others who are opposed to them
should be considered as consanguineal ones. In
my opinion it is therefore possible to state that
affinity is defined in the kinship system of the
Gaur Brahmins of Uttar Pradesh through the giv-
ing of women and gifts and not through receiv-
ing them.

This result is consistent with my hypothesis
concerming the terminology as proposed in the
first part of this article. The category dhyvane
encompasses all the terms of the three central
generations which [ considered as affinal terms.
In the first ascending generation only the bua
and the phupha fall into the dhyane category
and these are as well the only relatives of this
generation which 1 labelled as affinal relatives.
Furthermore, | supposed that the sitwation in the
Bengali kinship terminology should be different,
because there not only the form of the term for
FZH but as well for MZH differs from the termi-
nological scheme in the first ascending genera-
tion and according to Inden and Nicholas they
both fall into a category, which can be defined as
an affinal category® . In the first descending gen-
eration all the fermale relatives bes (D), Sty (BD)
and bhanji (ZD) are dhvani, but it iz only the son
of one’s sister, bhanja, who belongs to the dhyvane
and not the son of one’s brother, In ego’s genera-
tion all women who are bahen to ego and their
husbands fall into the dhyane category. The fact
that the WBD falls into the dfyvane category of a
male ego does neither contradiet my hypothesis
nor does it indicate a shift from an asymmetrical
wife-taker-wife-giver relationship towards symme-
try. She is a relative of a wile-giving side and as
such regarded as a consanguine. Regarding the
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dhyane category, her FZH has the same gifi-giv-
ing obligations towards her and the group she is
married to as her father and father's brother. But
towards her brother, the bhasi, these obliga-
tions do not exist just as a father or father’s
brother have no gift-giving obligations towards
him, The situation concerning the relationship
between MZH and MZ on one side and WZ5/D
and Z5/ D on the other side is somewhar differ-
ent. I said that in this configuration the relation-
ships to the first descending generation are
characterised by affinity, because here the Bhanyi
as well as the bhanfa fall into the dhyane cat-
egory. But this relationship is an absohustely sym-
metrical one, because it rests upon a relationship
between two sisters and therefore one could de-
scribe the obligation of rwo sisters to give their
respective children gifis as a delayed balanced
reciprocal exchange just like Vatuk does concem-
ing the obligation of two brothers to give their
respective daughters gifts (1975 166).

HYPERGAMY

Vatuk and Dumont as well as other authors
writing about kinship systems of northern India
linked their results to the hypergamous
conceptualisation of marriage alliances in this
region. The term “hypergamy” means that the
wife-takers have a superior status towards their
wife-givers. This type of marriage is the ideal in
northern India, but it is most consequently prac-
tised only by very high ranking castes as Brah-
mans and Rajputs. Dumont works out in his ar-
ticle “Marriage in India, the present state of the
question 11" (1964) a quite exact definition of the
anthropological term hypergamy, but 1 will re-
strict myself here only to the points which are of
interest for my thesis. Dumont defines isogamy
as a type of marriage in which a status difference
between the parents leads to a loss of status for
both the marriage itself and the children result-
ing from this union, whereas hypergamy means
that a man marries a woman of zither the same
status or of a shightly lower status. What is cru-
cial in the case of hypergamy is that a marriage
between a man and a woman of slightly lower
status does not end in a degradation of that union
and its offspring (ibid.: 87). Dumont called this
the “normative neutralisation” of status differ-
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ences. From the perspective of the husband and
his group it is unimportant whether his wife is of
the same status or of a slightly lower, because
the status of the children will not be affected by
the status difference, whereas from the perspec-
tive of the wife and her family the status changes
when she is married in a hypergamous union,
According to Dumont a hypergamous union
leads to an increase of prestige for the wife-giv-
ers (ibid.; 89; 1980: 117), 5o that he defines the
term “hypergamy” as referring “to wife-giving
as contributing indirectly to the status of a group
perpetuating itself through males™ (ibid.).

The hypergamous marriage in northem India
is called kamya dan (*gift of 3 maiden™). The
kanya dan is a religions gift like all gifts which
are classified as dana (Parry, 1986: 459) and these
gifts have to be given to a worthy recipient, oth-
erwise they would endanger the giver of dana,
because the giver of dana is according to the
classical theory of damng considered to be identi-
cal with the gift, like the sacrificer is considered
to be identical with the sacrifice (ibid.; 461). Like
Parry, Jamous works out common features con-
ceming the conception of sacrifice and gift. But
whereas for Parry the relationship between sac-
rifice and gift is evolutionary in the sense that
the identification of sacrifice and sacrificer was
transmitted to the theory of the gift, for Jamous
these similarities are structural in kind, He com-
pares the bride with the sacrifice, her father with
the sacrificer and the bridegroom with the priest
who accompanies the sacrifices and with the di-
vinity receiving the sacrifice (Parmy, 1992: 63). The
bride has been purified through the premarital
rituals. Being decorated with jewelry she is no
more an “object,” but in a cerain sense haly, just
like the gifts offered to the Brahmins, A bride is
on her first visit to the bridegrooms house deco-
rated like a goddess during processions (ibid.;
69, footnote 10). Furthermore, JTamous sees an
analogy berween the role a married women plays
in her parental household and the food remnants
of sacrificial rituals. The sister or daughter is be-
ing transformed through the marriage rital so
that she can officiate during rituals when she
refurns to her parental home for attending life-
cycle rituals and rites of passage (ibid.: 68).

This role, which a married daughter or sister
plays in her parental home, comes to the fore in
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Vatuk's descriptions of gift exchanges during the
life-cycle rituals of the Gaur Brahmins. She and
her husband officiate during these rituals and
they receive ritual prestations for it, called neg
{(Vamk, 1975: 169). It is the married sister who
perfomms the ritual of cuccd dfeaei, the “washing
of the breasts of a new mother,” at the time when
her brother’s wife gives birth to a chuld, a ritual
which 15 supposed to purify the relationship be-
rween a mother and her child (ibid.: 170).

On the basis of the fact that a sister trans-
forms through the mamiage ritual, in which she is
given to a bridegroom of superior status, into an
officiant of rntuals in her parental home,
hypergamy in northern India should not only be
considered as indirectly contributing to the sta-
tus of wife-givers, as Dumont did. The reciproc-
ity in the relationship between wife-givers and
wife-takers finds an additional expression in the
process of transformation itself, through which
the wife-givers receive an officiant which is nec-
essary for the performance of life-cycle rituals
and rites of passage.

CONCLUSION

From the above presented material Twill draw
the following conclusions. The relationship be-
tween wife-takers and wife-givers is comparable
with the relationship of the priest who accompa-
nies the sacrifice or the gift, i.e. the Brahmin or
purohita, to the patron who offers the sacrifice
or gift, the ygjamana. It is important to note in
this context that the superiority of status which
awile-taker occupies towarnds his wife-giver, does
not result from the “gift of a maiden,” the kanpa
dan, which initiates the relationship between
them. The one implies the other and vice versa,
to the effect that it is not possible to stipulate
cause and effect in this relationship (Jamous,
1992: 69). But not only the status differences go
together with the kanya dan, but also the affin-
ity in this relationship. Affinity is in the kinship
system of the Gaur Brahmins of western Uttar
Pradesh defined as the giving of women and
goods. This has been shown by the analysis of
the divyane category.

It exists only an ego-centred category which
consists of affinal relatives of a wife-taking side,
and there exists no reciprocal category which
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consists of affinal relatives from whom one can
expect gifis. In my opinion it is possible to con-
chude from this that the central value of affinity
in western Uttar Pradesh is the giving of women
and goods, or as Inden and Nicholas expressed
it in their analysis of the Bengali kinship system,
the giving of bodily and non-bodily substances.
They state in their analysis that it belongs to the
most important duties of the head of a house-
hold to act as a yajamana, as the one who spends
a sacrifice. But the supreme duty of a house-
holder is according to them to marry the daugh-
ter off through giving her as a kanya dan to the
wife-takers, i.e. to act as a wife-giver (Inden &
Micholas, 1977: 7). [ think that the central posi-
tion which the giving of bodily and non-bodily
substances occupies on the normative level of
the kinship system of the Gaur Brahmins is con-
sistent with the results of the analysis of the
categorial level. On the terminological level only
the affinal relatives of the wife-taking side re-
main affines from a diachronic perspective, These
are the relatives who fall into the dhpane cat-
egory, Le. the category encompassing the rela-
tives to whom ego is related as a wife-giver, In
contrast to these relationships stand the rela-
tionships to relatives of a wife-giving side, which
are not characterised by affinity, but by consan-
guinity, Affinity as well as status differences are
denied in the relation from wife-takers to their
wife-givers. The recipient of women and other
gifts is only of importance to the giver. From the
perspective of the receiver the giver does not
play such a central role. This assumption is in
my opinion in accordance with Dumont”s defini-
tion of hypergamy as the “normative neutraliza-
tion" of status differences. The slightly lower
staius of the wife-givers is neutralised concern-
ing the children resulting from this union. But
the differences of status play a central role in
the reciprocal relationship of the wife-givers to
their wife-takers. Only because of this stams
difference 15 it possible that the daughter or
sister who has been given away, can return to
her parental home for fulfilling ritual functions
during life-cycle rimals and rites of passage.
This means that status differences, affinity and
the pifts classified as dona all point into the
same direction, they flow from wile-givers to
wife-lakers,
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The following grid of the Hindi kinship
terminology is a reprint from the one Vatuk pre-
sented in his article "A structural analysis of a
Hindi kinship terminology™ (1969).

APPENDIX

I. The abbreviations | use in this article for the dif-
ferent kintypes are the same ones Vatul uses in
her | 966 article.

2. In this analysis the terms for FeB and FeBW are
not included, because they were also not been in-
cluded in the analysis of Vatuk (1966), Dumont

Term genenlogical referent  partial confent af category

(1) baba FF FFB, FMB, FFZH, FMZH, FZHF, FZHFE, FZHMEB, FZHFZH, FZHMZH.
MZIHF, MZHFB, MZHMB, MZHFZH, MZHMZIH

dadi Fi W oof baba

Rana MF MFB, MMB, MFZH, MMZH, MBWF, MBWFB, MBWMB, MBWFZH,
MBWMZH, FEWF, FAWFB, FBWMB, FBWFZH, FEWMZH

aand MM W ol mama

daduzara HFF! WFF barbar of HY W

dadas HFM/ WEFM dadi of Hf W

nanaiara HMFF WMF mrna of HY W

HARAS HBMM! WhiM mani of HE W

{2 emca’ rau Fv/ FeB FFE%, FMBS, FFES, FMEZS

eaci! tai FyBW,! FeBW W ool eacad i

mama MB MFBS, MMBS, MFZS, MMZS, MBWB, MBWBWB, FBWDB, FBWBWE,
FEWBWZIH, MZHBWE, MBWIZIH, MBWBWZH

o v MBW Wool mama

bia FZ FFBD, FMBD, FFZD, FMZD, FZHZE, FZHBW, MZHZ

phupha FEH H of b

mausi MZ MFBD, MMBD, MFZD, MMZD, FEWE, MZHBW, HBWM, ZHBWM,
WZHM, BWZHM

mMausa MZH H of mansi

VSR BWF! ZHF F of bhabi! jija (see below)

mavsi BWM/ ZHM M af bhabil jija (see below)

ma, amma, malo M

bep, pita F

AFUF HF! WF

L1 HMF W

(3} bhai B FBS, MBS, F£5, MZ5, HBWE, ZHBWE, WZHB. BWZH, (f5) BWBWZH

bahen Fal FBD, MBD, FZD, MZD, HBWEZ, ZHBW, WZHZ, BWEZHZ, (m.s.)
ZHEHBW

Bhabi bhabake  BW/ (ms) yBW W oof bhai and (fs.) BWEZ, (fs.) BWBW, (fs) BWBWZ

Jifd Berhenal IH H and HB of baker; (ms.) ZHZH, (ms) ZHZHB, (ms) ZHZHIH

sala wa WERS, WMBS, WFLS, WMES, WEBWH, WEWIH, (m.s) BWE, (ms.)
BWBWE, (m.s.) BWBWIH

salhay WHEW W ol salm

sali W WFBD, WMBD, WFZD, WMZD, im.s.) BWZ

sarkn WIEH H of salf

devard jeth HyB/ HeB HFBS, HMBS, HFZS, HMZS

dowranll fethani  HyBW/! HeBW W of devard jech

mamad HZ HFBD, HMBD, HFZD, HMZD, HZHZ, HEZHBW, ([.s.) ZHZ, (fs5.)
LHEHE, (fs) ZHEZHBW

randoi HZH H of sesad

(4] bera 5 {in certain circumsiances includes bhatlie and bhanja)

Dbeif D {in certzin circumstances mcludes bhatii and bhangi}

bhatif S 5 of bhai, sela, devard jeth, (f5.) BWE, (fs) BWBWE

bkt Aan D af same

bhanjm 5 5 of bahken, sali, maned, (m.s.) ZHZ, (ms) ZHEZHZ

Bhangii v} D of same

Jamai DH H of e, Bhatyi, bagfi, pot, dhevii

Bk sw W of beta, Bhatife, bhanja, pota, dhevia

(%) poie = 5 of bkatijn, bhanja

porl 80 1 of bkatija, bhanja

Ahewia s 5 of b, bharfi

dhevii oo D of bharfi, blkanji
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(1975) and Turner (1975).

3. This difference was first brought to my notice by
Prof. Platenkamp.

4. Inden and Micholas state in their analysis that the
Bengali categones jian and kutumba are opposed
to each ather, the first one being defined through
the sharing of bodily and non - bodily substances
and the second one through the giving of bodily
and non - bodily substances. They refuse to label
these categaories as consanguineal and affinal cai-
egories respectively, because the content of these
categories is not identical with the north- Ameri-
can categories of “blood relatives™ and “in - laws."
1 do not agree with this conclusion, because in my
opinion the definition of the Bengali categories of
Jjaari and kutuwmba, e, the sharing and the giving
of bodily and non - bodily substances clearly indi-
cales an opposition which can be wranslated as an
opposition of consanguinity and affinity.
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