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famil would be absolutely unchanged. All rights
Suieto ‘:he family would be as available after
- cemise of the headship as before it—except
v.o.. ...& Corporation would be obliged—if indeed
lansusge so-precise and technical can be properly
qse " these early times—would be obliged to
.wer a slightly modified name,
= history of jurisprudence must be followed
"3 whole course, if we are to understand how
~ily and tardily society dissolved itself into
saponent atoms of which it is now consti-
--0y what insensible gradations the rela-
et man to _man auDSﬁxtuted us Af for the
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upon by the Roman Law as the first condition of 2
testamentary or intestate succession, was o fea-
ture ot the older form of 2

bo ma‘ had !

prolongation of
heir, or 1 a
nor les
ferred b
necessarily univ e.,sa’:_, and the
cxiily was a corporatioﬂ. Corporations never die. .
he decease of individual members ma
difference to the collective existence of the ag-
gregate body, and does not in any way affect its
legal incidents, its faculties or liabilities. Now in

the idea of a Roman universal succession ail these
qualities of a corporation seem to have been trans-
ferred to the ’ndzv’ al citi i 1
is allowed to exercise n

3

0 1
txon Vmcn he u.l 4, auparently on the princip

corporate char aue‘* wa not of course liable fo
physical extinction.
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E COMPARATIVE STUDY

F FAMILY SYSTEMS

b ELIE L ¢

In the systems of relationship of the great
families of mankind some of the cldest memorials
of human thought and experience are deposited
and preserved. They have been handed down 2as
transmitted systems, through the channels of the
bicod, from the earliest ages of man’s existence
upon the earth; but revealing certain definite and

From Lewis H. Morgan, Systems of Consanguinity and
.47 t/ in the Human Family, Smithsonian Institution—
Contributions to Knowledge, 17, v-vii, 3—4, 10215. Re-
printed by permission of the Smitksonian Institution
Press, Originally published 1870.
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Lewis H. Morgan.

progressive changes with the growth of man’s

‘experience in the ages of barbarism. To such con-

clusions the evidence, drawn from 2 comnariscn
of the forms which now prevail in different
families, appears to tend.

All the forms thus far discovered resslive them-
selves, in a comprehensive :
descripiive and t‘«e classi
reverse oi each other in
ceptions. As systems of consanguini:
tains a plan, for the descri 3;..'.
of kindred, the formation of w
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"Zigcnce and knowledge. They ascend by the
n of derivation to a remote antiquity, from
which, as defined and indurated forms, their prop-
2zztion commenced. Whether as organic forms
they are capable of crossing the line of demarca-
:ion which separates one family from another,
and of yielding evidence of the ethnic connection
of such Lamxl‘es, wiil depend upon the stability of
nese forms, and their power of self- -perpetuation
n the streams of the blood through indefinite
riods of time. For the purpose of determining,
y ample tests, whether these systems possess
such atiributes, the investigation has been ex-

ended over a field sufficiently wide to embrace
four-fifths and upwards, numerically, of the en-
tire human family. . . .

A comparison of these systems, and a careful
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study of the slight but clearly marked changes’

through which they have passed, have led, most:

unexpectedly, to the recovery, conjecturally at
least, of the great series or sequence of customs
and institutions which mark the pathway of man’s
progress through the ages of barbarism; and by
means of which he raised himself from a state
of promiscuous intercourse to final civilization.
The general reader may be startled by the princi-
pal inference drawn from the classificatory sys-
tem of relationship, namely, that it originated in
the 1mermarnage of brothers and sisters in a
communal family, and that this was the normal
s*a*n £ murrlage, as well as of the famn ¥, in the

arly paru the unmeasured ages o1 barbarism.
But the ewdenee in support of this conclusion
seems to be decisive. Although it is duuvult to
conceive of the extremity of barbar ism, which
such a custom presupposes, it is 2 reasonable
presumption that progress through and out from
it was by successive stages of advancement, and
through great reformatory movements. Indeed,
it seems probable that the progress of mankind
was greater in degree, and in the extent of its
range, in the ages of barbarism than it has been
since in the ages of civilization; and that it was a
harder, more doubtful, and more intense struggle
to reach the threshold of the lotter, than it-has
been since to reach its present status, Civilization
must be regarded as the fruit, the final reward,
of the vast and varied experience of mankind in

~ dialects of the Iroquois stock-lan:

the barbarous ages. ;.‘.e e:pe:ie.‘;;e cf the f:'\"f‘

conditions ar

of which one cannot be i

her. This system o: relati Qubu-"), instead o7 re-

volting the ’nmd discloses with sensibie clear-

"’18:5 ‘*m }*o.c of me r,ic v;?.er.ce {\ Ezave veen
-

INTRODUCTION

As far back as the year 1846, whila collecting

I I -~ K Trebibes s AF 4T
materials illustrative of tne institutions of the
Iroquois, I found among them, in ds use, a

system of relationship for the desi x“mm an
ciassification of kindred, both uniquea
dinary in its character, and Wpol;y u::’;ike any
with which we are familiar. In the year 1851
(League of the Iroquois, p. 85 published a
brief account of this singular syste “n, which I
then supposed to be of their own inven tion, and
regarded as remarkable chiefl ly for
Afterwards, in 1857 (Pt. 1, p. 132), 1 I'i:*.d occa-
sicn to reexamine the sabjcc’c, when the idea of
its possible prevalence among othe
tions suggested itself, together with i
that event, for ethnological pUrpes
lowing summer, while on the 1

Superior, I ascertained the system of the Ojibw
-

)
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Indians; and, although prepared in some measure
for the resa‘c it was with some degres of surprise
that I found among them the same elabor te and

complicated system which then existed ar wong the
Iroquois. Every term of relation ship was radically
different from the corresponding i e
Iroquois; but the classification of Kindred was
the same. It was manifest that the two systems
were identical in their imde.*nenual character-
istics. It seemed probable, also, ¢
derived from a common source, si:
supposable that two peoples pe King
stock-languages as \Vldely' separate
gonkin and Iroquois, could sin ulta
invented the same system, or deri
rowing one from the other.
From this fact of identity several in
at once suggested Lnen.ae'f}w. As its
among the Seneca-Iroquois rendered
)hke prevalence among other nati
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existence and use among the Ojibwas rendered
equally probable its existence and use among the
remaining nations speaking dialects of the Al-
gonkin speech. If investigation should establish
the affirmative of these propositions it would give

/~ to the system a wider distribution. In the second

(9 place, its prevalence among these nations would

render probable its like prevalence among the
residue of the American aborigines. If, then, if
should be found to be universal among them, it
would follow that the system was'coeval, in point
of time, with the commencement of their disper-
sion over the American continent; and also that,
as a system transmitted with the blood, it might
contain the necessary evidence to establish their
unity of origin. And in the third place, if the

N Indian family came, in fact, from Asia, it would

seem that they must have brought the system

with them from that continent, and have left it~
behind them among the people from’ whom they-

separated; further than this, that its perpetua-
tion upon this continent would render probable
its like perpetuation upon the Asiatic, where it

 might still be found; and, finally, that it might

possmly furnish some evidence upon the question
of the Asiatic origin of the Indian family.

This series of presumptions and inferences was
very naturally suggested by the discovery of the
same system oI cons nfrmmw and affinity in na-
tions speaking dialects of two stock-languages. It
___was not an extravagant series of speculations

'f)

-—upon the given basis, as will be more fully under-

stood when the Seneca and Ojibwa systems are
examinad and x.ompared On this simple and ob-
vious line of thought I determined to follow up
the subject until it was ascertained whether the
system was universal among the American ab-
origines; and, should it become reasonably prob-
able that such was the fact, then to pursue the
inquiry upon the Eastern Continent, and among
the islands of the Pacific.
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System of Nature Numerical—Not nece:
adopted—Every System embodies Definit

—It is 2 Domestic Institution—Two Radie:
Forms—The Descriptive, and the Ciassificatory

—Aryan, Semitic, and milies have the
former—Turanian, America and Ma-
layan t..e latuer——u vergence of eral Lines/|
from Lineal, CL.EC&C»»T&D»AC of th E -LSu-':\lLCl'“
gence of Collateral Lines in the Lineal, of the
Second—TUses of these Systems depend upon the!
Permanence of their Radical Forms—Evidence |
of their Modification—Direction of the Change |
—Causes which tend to the Stability «f their |
Radical Features.
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Uralian

In considering the elements of a syst m | of
consanguinity the existence of marriage between

| single pairs must be assumed. Marriage Io“m

the basis of relationships. In the progres
inquiry it may become necessary to con
system with this basis fluctuating, and, per}la'ps,
altogether wanting ihe altema’:ive assumption
of each may be essentizl to include all the ér’;e-
ments of the subject in 1ts practical relations. T -“e
natural and r eces;a”y connection of con 1sangui;
with each other would be the same in
but with this difference, .5 b

1771

both &;m:S;
that in the :
lines of -descent from parent to child
known, while in the latter they would, to a greater
or less extent, be incapable of \Loce..unmm:.
These considerations might affect
system of consanguinity. : !
The family relationships are as ancient as tne
family. They exist in virtue of the law of deriva-
tion, which is expressed by the perpetuation of the
species through the marriage relation. A system
of consanguinity, which is founded upon 2 com-
munity of blood, is but the formal zxpression and
recognition of these relationships. nl‘Oh‘l every
person there is a circle or group of kindred of
which such person is the centre, the Ego, from
whom the degree of the relationship is recl ccnad,
and to whom the relationship itself {
Above him are his father znd his moth
their ascendants, below him ave his children and
their descendants; while upo:
his brothers and sisters and thei
and the broth lers and sisters of Ir" T
his mother and their (.t,S\.e..LJ...n.Lu, as .‘fuﬂ as a
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greater number of collateral relatives de-
d from common ancestors still more re-
, To him they are nearer in degree than other
individuals of the nation at large. A formal ar-
rangement of the more immediate blood kindred
into lines of descent, with the adoption of some
method to distinguish one relative from another,
and to express the value of the relationship, would
be one of the earliest acts of human intelligence.
Should the inquiry be made how far nature
suggests a uniform method or pian for the dis-
crimination of the several relationships, and for
the arrangement of kindred into distinct lines of
descent, the answer would be difficult, unless it
was first assumed that marriage between single
rairs had always existed, thus rendering definite
the lines of parentage. With this point established,
or assumed, a natural system, numerical in its

' character, will be found underlying any form

which man may contrive; and which, resting upon
an ordinance of nature, is both universal and

! unchangeable, All of the descendants of an orig-

inal pair, through intermediate pairs, stand to
each other in fixed degrees of proximity, the near-

ness or remoteness of which is a mere matter of
“computation. If we ascend from ancestor to an-

cestor in the lineal line, and again descend
through the several collateral lines until the
widening circle of kindred circumseribes millions
of the living and the dead, all of these individuals,
in virtue of their descent from common ancestors,
are bound to the “Fygo” by the chain of consan-

guinity.
The bloocd relationships, to which Specific terms
have been assigned, under the system of the

Aryan family, are few in number. They are
grandfather and grandmother, father and
mother, brothar and sister, son ang daughter,
grandson and granddaughter, uncle and aunt,
nephew and niece, and cousin. Those more re-
mote in degree are described either by an aug-
mentation or by a combination of these terms.
Atter these are the afineal or
ships, which are hushand and
and mother-in-law, son-in-law and

law,

daughte_'r-in-
1 brother-in-law and sister-in-.aw, step-father
and step-mother, step-son and step-aaughter, and
step-brother and step-sister; together with such

(=9

marriage relation-
wife, father-in-law \

\levery scheme of consanguini!
iibe found to rest tpon defini

“each to Ego; and
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of the hushs:
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ceive the

v l i ' mhc.
the largest number to be descrike l by a corabina-
tion of terms. A

So familiar are these ancient household words,
and the relationships which tney indicate, that a
classification of kindred by means of them, ac-

cording to their degrees of nearness, w
10t only a simple undertaking,

ouid seem

) AP R '..‘L. 4
out, iwhen-

completed, to contain nothing of interest ':,-é:.:on"'
its adaptation to answer 2 necessary want; But,

since these specific terms are entirely inadequate
to designate a parson’s kindred, they cont
themselves only the minor part of the system. An

i
bty
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arrangement into lines, with descrintive phrases
to designate such relatives as fall withou} the

specific terms, becomes necessary to its comple-
tion. In the mode of arrangement and of deserip-|
tion diversities may exist. Every system of! con-
sanguinity must be able to ascend and descen
in the lineal lins through several degrees from
given person, and to specify the refationship
a!sc from the linea], n
the several collatera! lines and follow ang
the collateral relatives {7
tions. When spread out 1

3
ang
2
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‘reference to particular ends. In fin
relationship, originating in necessity,

tic institution, which serves to orzaniz )
by the bond of consanguinity. As such i: possesses

a degree of vitality and a power o* seif-perpetua-
tion commensurate With its nearness to the pri-
mary wants of man.
In a general Sense, as has eisewhore baen stated,
ﬁhere are but two radically distinct £ £

I

i
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sanguinity among the nations represented in the
tables. One of these is descriptive : the other
wclassificatory. The first, which tnat of the
Aryan, Semitic, and Uralian fam rejectine
' the classification of kindred, except so far as i:
is in accordance with the numerieal system, ce-
scribes collateral consanguinei, for the most nart

by an augmentation or combination of |
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ary terms of relationship. These terms, which
-;,are those for husband and wife, father
 mother, brother and sister, and son and daughter,
to which must be added, in such languages as
posse s them, grandfather and grandmother, and
grandson and granddaughter, are thus restricted
to the primary sense in which they are here em-
ployed. All other terms are secondary. Each re-
lationship is thus made independent and distinct
from every other. But the second, which is that
of the Turanian, American Indian, and Malayan
families, rejecting descriptive phrases in every
instance, and reducing consanguinei to great
classes by a series of apparently arbitrary gen-
eralizations, applies the*same terms to all the
members of the same class. It thus confounds re-
lationships, which, under the descriptive system,
are distinct, and enlarges the signification both of

the primary and secondary terms beyond their-

seemingly appropriate sense. - -

Although a limited number of generalizations’

have been developed in the system of the first-
named families, which are followed by the in-
troduction of additional special terms to express
in the concrete the relationships thus specialized,
vet the system is properly characterized as de-
= eh ] *?w nd was such _originally. It will be
ecn in the seq uel that the partial classification of
n it now contains is in harmony with
o‘ the descriptive { lorm, and arises
imately to the extent to which it

nd that it is founded upon conceptions

ntirely dissimilar from those which zovern in
_the classificatory form. These generalizations, in
some cases, are imperfect when logically con-

sidered; but they were designed to realize in the

concrete the precise relationships which the de-

scriptive phrases suggest by implication. In the

Erse, for example, there are no terms - uncle
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or aunt, ephew or niece, or cousin; bm they were
described as father's brother, mother's brother,
broiher’s son, and so on. These forms of the Celt
are, therefore, purely descriptive. In most of the
Aryan lan .ga ges terms for these relationships
exist. My father’s brothers and my mother’s

(D

brothers, in Eng}ish are generalized into_on
class, and the term wuncle is empxoyed to e\m "es
the relationship. The relationships to Ego of L;W

&
!
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two classes

‘In Seneca-Iroqu oxs,

~ . B - ~
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persons are egual in tieir

PNAeg nt { 1 e
nearness, but not the same

of in kind; wher:

the Roman method is preferable, which employed
qu/ uus to express the former, and evunculis to
indicate the latter. The phrase “fathe

dcscuoe.s a person, but it likewise imp

of connection which patruus expresses

” :
Padlinants Yaana
alilel' s, ! i

er’s son, and my rrot er’
upon an equamj by a sir
the relationship is e‘.pze

They stand to me in m s

he use of t“ea, terms, howe
the principles of the es~rm:‘v ¥
tempts to realize the relationships A
manner. On the other hand, in the system
last-named families, while corres nonding 3t
their application to pmwu 11 persons is
founded upen very uxﬁ'r.*e*lt gen n
they are used in an

1)

A‘bt

for exa *“‘310,
brother is my father. Under

to me in that rehtions%zp an
him by the same term, L" i
my own father. My mother’s br
trary, is my uncle, Hoc-no’-sek ‘o W 1”01*
two, this relationship is 1'L=u1cted. Again,
myself a male, my brother’s son is my son, Ha-a/i’-
wuk, the same as my own son; while ry sister’s
son is my nephew, He-yd-wan-de; but with n my-
seif a female, these relationships are reversed.
My brother’s son is then my nep’::ew; while my
sister’s son is my son. Aavanuu_, to the second
coliateral line, my father’s brother’s son and my
mother’s sister’s son are my brothcr; ]
severally stand to me in the same rolat

1
my own brother; but my father’s si ter s son and

my mother’s brother’s son are my cousins. The
same relationships are recognized uader the two
forms, but the gex.erahwtzous upon whaich they
rest are different.

In the system of relationsi nip of the Aryan,
Semitie, and Uralian families, the cclla 5

are maintained distinct and perpatu
from the lineal, w ts, 1
well as practicaliy, in

nipy
AA\_AA
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e value of the relationships of collateral con-
reciated and finally lost wr

Th

sanguinei is dep

&

the Lurdensomeness of the descriptive method.
This divergence is one of the characteristics of
hthe cfescrmtme system. On the contrary, in that
of the T ranian, Amer icl.‘. Indian, and Malayan
familles, the several collateral lines, near and
remote, are finally brough into, and merged in
the lineal line, thus tI acoretically, if not prac-
tically, preventing s a dispersion of the blocd. Th

relationships of collaterals } Oy this means is both
?apprec'ated and preserved. This mergence is,
qn like manner, one of the characteristics of the
‘classificatory system.

-~ How these two forms of consanguinity, so di-
verse in their fundamentai concepiions and so
dissimilar in their structure, came into existence
1t may be wholly impossibie to explain. The first
%quemon to be considered relates co the nature of
| these forms and their ethnic dis ribution, after
the s;u tainment of which their prqbabie origin
made a subject of mveatigation. While the

-
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two radically distinct forms appears
the human family, so
represented in the tables, into two

Twicl

far as it is
great divisions,
do-“rreu:ah. the

i L3
W P‘Gac‘l LO?_.,&.\.“‘:‘” vile

T
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-Luropean and the
i 7 seems to dra

ex s of which thesa divisions are com-
ed, mt-mm forbidding the Supposition that 5

»

point of departure bety ween the two may
yet pe dmx,JVe ed. If the evidence deposited in
these systems of relationship tends, eality, to
' consolidate the families named into two great
I divisions, it is a tendency in the dix rection of unity
! of origin of no inconsiderable in npertance,

After the several forms of consanguinity and
affinit %, which now prevail in the different fami-
lies of mankind, have been presented and dis-
cussed, the important Guestion will present it-

| self, how far these forms become chan ged witl

the progressive changes of society. The uses of
Systems of reAavons“xp to establish the genetie
connection of nations will depend, ﬂrsu, upon dxe
structure of the system, and, secondly,
abi ility of its vadical for ms I’l fonu ar .u'
8y must be found _fuu,,
10 pex ;e ume mmnseh rHebels
10ds of i i
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There is one power
under certain circumstan
tzlrow of the classificator ry and th
tion of the descriptive, but it would
the attainment of c‘v.matim. This is
heritance of est ates. It may & e premi
bond of kindred, a among uncivilize
strong influence for the mutual
-lated persons. Among nom:
_the respectability of tr.: indiv mum
“in no small degree, by ¢
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assurance of sc.feby, since they w tural
guardians of his rights and the fh
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of consangui;
Jeued Tl. cotection of the law. or o
would ;.,chme substituted for that of kinsmen-
but with more eff ective power tha :
erty might influence th sysiem ¢
This last conside eration, which
until after 3 people had ewmrwov»
would be adequate ceyond o.ry ott
to effect a radieal ch *ma ina
if this recognized r
feat natura al justic
In Tamilian soci
and my cousin’s s

Purpose may hav
closer, in this man
c‘v‘l zcd senbe it 3
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‘§ upon
xeve" Oecomes changed into a descriptive, or the

‘to lead a more ‘precise dxscnmma ion of ‘he
‘several degrees of consanguinity if they were con-
founded by the previous system.

Where the original system, anterior to civiliza--
tion, was descriptive, the tendency to modifica-
tion;, under the influence of refinement, would be
in the direction of a more rigorous separation of
the several lines of descent, and of a more sys-

tematic deseription of the persons or relatiom--

ships in each. It would not necessarily lead to the
abandonment of old terms nor to the invention of
new. This latter belongs, usually, to the formative
veriod of a language. When that is passed, com-
pound terms are resorted to if the descriptive

parases are felt to be”inconvenient. Wherever

these compounds are found it wiil be known at
once that they are modern in the language. The
old terms are not necessarily radical, but they
have become so worn down by long-continued use
as to render the identification of their component

iparts impossible. While the growth of nomen-

| clatures of relationship tends to show the direc-
' tion in which existing systems have been modmed
glt seems to be incapable of throwing any light
tne question whether a classificatory form

Yreverse. It is more difficult, where the primitive
system was classificatory, to ascertain the prob-

. able direction of the change. The unecivilized na-

tions have remained substantially stationary in
their condition through all the centuries of their
existence, a eircumstance eminently favorable to
the permanency of their domestic institutions. It
}is not supposable, however, that they have resisted
all modifications of their system of consanguinity.
The opuie nce of the nomenclature of relation-
ships, which is characterisiic of the greater por-
tion of the nations whose form is classificatory,
may tend to show that, if it changed materially,
~would be in the direction of a greater com-
lexity of classification. It is extremely diffcult

§ o arrive at any general conclusions upon this

18 SOCIAL EVOLUTIONARY THEORY AND THE RISE OF KINSHI? STUDIES . i
. question- with reference to either form.

‘is certain to be done in harmony with th

‘| of the terms invented to express th

, established use of

reasons which contribute to their

||that they might survive cha

!
i
i
i

Bat it
may be affirmed that if an original system changes
materially, after it has been adcopted into use, it
ideas
and conceptions which it emhodies, of which the
changes will be further and logical developments.
t should not be inferred that forms of consan-
guinity and affinity are either adopted, modified,
or laid aside at pleasure. . . . When a system has
once come into practical use, with its nomencia-
ture adopted, and its method of description or of
classification settled, it would, from the nature of
the case, be very slow to change. Eac‘n person, as
has elsewhere been observed, is the centre arou
whom a group of consanguinei is arranged. i; i
my father, my mother, my brother, n*y son, my
uncle, my cousin, with each and every human be-
ing; and, therefore, each one is compelled to
understand, as well as to use, the prevailing sys-
tem. It is an actual necessity to all alike, since
\ each relationship is personal to Ego. A change of
any of these relationships, or a subversion of any
m, would be
extremely difficult if not impossible; and it would
be scarcely less difficult to enlarge or contract the
the terms themselves. The
§possibility of this permanence is increased by the
lcircumstance that these systems exist by usage
irather than legal enaciment, aad th e:e*er the
motive to change must be as universal as the us-
age. Their use and preservation are mcruated to
every person who speaks the common langurage,
and their channel of transmission is the blood.
Hence it is that, in addition to the natural sta--

bility of domestic institutions, there are special

;.".:
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by means of which it is rendered znot ;mm'csabla
anges of social con-
dition sufficiently radical to overthrow the pri-
mary ideas in which they originated. i
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