Chapter 5

Family and Community

“...It would be easier to characterize Matsigenka society in terms of what thereis not than in terms

of what there actually is’ (Rosengren 1983: 48).

The Matsgenka might amost as eadly be caled semi-nomadic as semi-sedentary.
Because they center their livesin sturdy houses where they store more possessions than they
can eadly carry with them, they are ultimately sedentary. But because they often leave these
houses for extended periods, living from foraged foods in temporary shelters, they are frequently
nomadic. Infact, their houses are so well-built that they easily last longer than the Matsigenka
choose to live in them, and may be kept for some years after abandonment as hunting lodges

and as shdters while harvesting the remaining useful products from old gardens.
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The Household

Household Compostion--. The Matsgenka prefer to live in sngle-family dwellings,

wel-gpaced from their neighbors. On average, the people of Shimaalive in households of
seven to eight members. Each household consists of awalled main house in a clearing, perhaps
with an additiona kitchen or shed, forming aunit that is physicaly and conceptudly separate
from other households. A husband and his wife or wives consder themselves to be
independent of other households, even those in their own hamlet, and free to leave the house
gtefor shorter or longer periods as their convenience indicates. With the divison of labor
among its members, a household is a self-aufficient unit cgpable of living on its own for long
periods of time.

Of 23 households in the vicinity of the school a Shimaain 1972, three-quarters (17)
congsted of a monogamous couple and ther children, dthough seven of these had one or more
additiond household members, usudly an unmarried kinsman.  In three househol ds the husband

had two wives, and another three comprised widows with children (Table 5.1).

Household Type # of Households % of Totd
Monogamous Couple w/ children 17 74%
Polygynous Couple (2 wives) w/ children 3 13%
Widows w/ children 3 13%

TOTAL 23 100%

Table5.1. Household Typesin Shimaa, 1972-3.
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The householdsin a school community like Shimaa are generdly smilar to those found
in more distant areas. The presence of a school teacher and his aura of protection, however,
may lead to more fragmentation of households than would otherwise be common. In both
Shimaa and Shimentaato, for example, we find severd households headed by widows, whereas
in outlying areas widows and their children are generdly atached to a household containing at
least one married man. Away from the school, women still need the protection of aman in the
house.

We a0 find severd young couples without children near the schoal, exploring the
opportunities of the new settlement where in the past such couples would have attached
themsdlves to the girl’ s household until they had children and moved into a house of their own.
We know, however, that in the past, powerful shamans smilarly acted like magnets drawing
settlersin closer than they would otherwise have chosen to live, and it islikely that unstable or
trangtiona households gathered near shamans then, as they do near schoolteachers today.

Congdering the unusua preponderance of femaesin the Shimaa population (Fig. 5.1),
it may be surprisng that only 3 out of twenty households have polygynous marriages. This
preponderance of femaes, however, isaloca occurence of chance origin: in the nearby
community of Shimentaato, the ratio of maesto femdesisvirtuadly 1:1, and in Camissamaes
outnumber femaes, 1.2:1. We will return later to the question why more of these available

women are not absorbed into polygynous marriages.
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Figure5.1. Age-Sex Didribution in the Time Allocation Sample.
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Settlement Pattern--. Matsgenkas prefer to live ether in sngle-family homesteads or in

extended family hamlets of two to four households. Ther settlements rarely comprise more than

25 people and may be assmdl asafamily of four. Although this preference is giving way under

pressure from the government to form * native communities’ that will have officid sanding, the

resstence of Matsigenka householders to such clustering is a perennid complaint of the

community leaders as they attemp to bring the Matsgenka into the modern world: in addition to
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Maestro's “We are not very united here,” the schoolteacher at Camana complained, “ They
can’'t handle community.”

Even in the generd neighborhood of the school communities many families prefer to live
aone at adistance of an hour or more from the school itself. That thisis close to the traditional
pattern became abundantly clear when | had the opportunity in May 1973 to make aflight over
the watershed of the Rio Kompiroshiato upstream from Shimaa. Apart from the other two
school communities a Shimentaato and Mantaro Chico, we flew over 22 widdy scattered
settlements containing atotd of 39 houses, an average of less than two houses per settlement.
HAf of the settlements consisted of but one house, whereas only one had as many as four

(Table5.2).

# Houses/ Settlement # Observed
1 11
2 6
3 4
4 _1
TOTAL 22

Table 5.2. Number of Households per Settlement, Upper Kompiroshiato Watershed, 1972-

73.

Based on these observations, the population density of the upper Kompiroshiato

watershed is about 0.3 persons per square kilometer. The new-style community being
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promoted by the government could hardly contrast more: houses close together, lined up in two
rows with a street running between them. Such villages are common at the lower devations,
aong the Bgo Urubamba where travel in motorboats links the Matsgenka more regularly to
Peruvian society, and in communities like Camana under strong “progressive’ leadership.

We will see below, however, that even though new settlements reduce the physica
distance that formerly separated houses or extended family clusters, they do not iminate the
socid disance: when welook a patterns of vigting and the exchange of food and labor in new
villages, we il discover smdll isolated kin clusters and even households that remain aoof from
their neighbors. Despite the compact settlement, the old independence perdstsin behavior, just
as stones assembled into amosaic il retain their origina shape and character.

Map 2 shows the community at Shimaa. Farthest downstream dong the Rio
Kompiroshiato (off the map to the right) are the three households of Itdiano's hamlet (Hses. 17,
18, 21 in Table 5.3), whose children walk 45 minutes in good weether, much longer in bad, to
attend school each day. The children like school very much, but neither they nor their parents
have any desreto live closer to the school community. Moving up the Kompirashiato toward
the schoal, the next settlement is the downstream (kamatikya) hamlet of Felipe's group, which
has a core of five households (Hses. 10, 11, 12, 13, 14). Hse. 10 belongsto Javier, apartia
loner who moved his family ahdf-hour away from the downstream cluster during our fieldwork

in 1973.
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Household Name ID  BirthYear Comment

1 Oscar MHD 1945
Hisa FHD 1946
Mariana DAl 1969 b. August
Aretmio SN1 1972 b. May
Alicia AFl 1956

2 Omenko MHD 1924

Victoria FHD 1937
Lola DA1 1957 twins
Teresa DA2 1957 “
Pepe SN1 1963
RokashSN2 1969 b. November
Amdia DA3 1972 b. May
(MauroAM1 1957 usudly upstream Shimaa)
3 Aradino MHD 1927
Kasmira FH1 1932
Rosa FH2 1939
(Viviana DAl 1947 Daof FH1; mostly in Hse. 20)
Iima DA2 1955 Daof FH1
Erena DA3 1957 Daof FH1 (previous husband)
(Jorge AM1 1960 So of FH2; lived in Hse. 11)
Vinandio SN1 1971 b. April; So of FH2 and MHD
4 Jacobo MHD 1943 whole family absent 8/72-8/73
Cdia FHD 1939
Migue SN1 1960
Haroldo SN2 1967
Olivia DA1 1973

5 Eduardo MHD 1953
Inez FHD 1947
Violea DA1 1968
AlbertoSN1 1971

6 Pedro MHD 1942 “Maestro”
Adda FHD 1942
Juan SN1 1962
Raguel DAl 1964
Ddia DA2 1968 b. March
Médina DA3 1969 b. August
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10

11

Ddmira
Norma
Judina
Gracida
Teredta
(Libia

Santiago
Maina
Maitina
Nieve
Serequita
Miriam
Marita
Vicky
Ddia
Andrea
Adda
Shoshovi
Angel

Aretoro
Pororinta
Andres
Moises
Enriqueta

Javier
VivienaFHD
Juanita
Marosa
Olga

Elsa
Erindina
Siverio SN1

Felipe

Eva

Amaia
Manuda
Aventura
EkitoroSN1
Juliano

DA4
DA5
AF1
AF2
AF3

MHD
FHD
AF1
DA1
DA2
DA3
AF4
AD1
AD2
AD3
AF3
AM1
AM2

MHD
FHD
SN1
SN2
DA1

MHD
1937
DA1
DA2
DA3
DA4
DA5
1971

MHD
FH1
FH2
DA1
DA2
1961
SN2

1970 b. August
1972 b. June
1952 savant
1956 servant
1954 savant
1965 from Hse. 16)
1949 composite household
1952 dependent on Maestro
1952
1965 adopted
1967 adopted Da of S of FHD
1969 Daof AF1
1939
1965 Daof AF4
1968 “
1970 “
1956 S of FH4, married to AM1
1956
1954 married AF1in 1973
1947
1948
1966
1967
1970
1930
1954
1962
1965
1966
1968
b. December
1946
1940
1954
1969 Daof FH1
1973 Daof FH1
So of FH1
1971 So of FH1; b. August
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12

13

14

15

16

17

18

David

Juio
Juana
Roberto
Guillemo
Hva
Aurora
Edefania
Migud
Alida

Karoroshi
Virima
Micada
Martin

Mariano
Rosa
Elias

Camila
Besdtriz
MariaRosa
Bettina

Geronimo
Shasharo
Maitina
Juanito
(Libia

ltdiano MHD

Maria
Rosa
Hugo

Peruviano
Sdomia

Torres
Almania

SN2

MHD
FHD
SN1
SN2
DA1
DA2
AF1
SN3
AF2

MHD
FHD
DA1
SN1

MHD
FHD
SN1

FHD
DA1
DD1
AF1

MHD
FH1
FH2
SN1
DAl
DA2

1943
FHD
DA1
SN1
SN3?
AM1
AF1

MHD
FHD

1972

1932
1937
1955
1960
1964
1972
1944
1972
1960

1950
1945
1962
1969

1950
1955
1971

1912
1942
1956
1968

1961
1960

1944

195

So of FH2; b. April

b. May

S of MHD,; later moved to Hse. 10
So of AF1

adopted by AF1

Daof FHD, previous husband

b. April

Daof Camila
Da of Bestriz
Daof Maria Rosa

livingin Hse 6)

married to AF1
married to AM1



SN1

DA1
19 Evaigo MHD 1935
Teodora FHD 1953
Ramona DA1 1971 b. May
20 Tito MHD 1948
Esdla FHD 1938
Juanito AM1 1962 So of ?
VivianaFH2 1947 (dsoinHse. 3)
Armando SN1 1966 So of Viviana
Jorge SN2 1969 So of Viviana
Maria AF3 1959 Daof ?
Ricardo AM2 1952 So of Omenko, Hse 2
Rokania AF3  1932?
Elvira 1944
Jdme 1971 b. April
21 Mario MHD
Rea FHD
Angel SN1 1959
Americo SN2 1960
SN3
DAl

Table 5.3. Census of Households in Greater Shimaa Area, 1972.
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The school clugter, at the confluence of the Rio Kompirashiato and the Rio Shimag,
itself is heterogeneous and quite unlike a traditiona settlement. Severd of the households here,
5,7, 8, and 9 are largely unrelated families living in various degrees of dependence on Maestro
(Hse. 6). Households 1 and 2 areredly part of the upstream Shimaa hamlet to which we will
turn in amoment, and household 3, while linked to the downstiream hamlet, was another loner
family that had a second residence at considerable distance and spent much of itstime there.
All indl, “not very united” is an got description of this* community.”

The upstream Shimaa (katonko Shimaa) hamlet consisted of households 19 and 20 in

addition to households 1 and 2. It was very difficult to get there during the rainy season, when
the Rio Shimaa was swollen and turbulent. Households 1 and 2 spent many weeks at atime up
there, where they planted gardens and went on foraging expeditions.

In sum, the larger community a Shimaa was an aggregeate of three extended-family
hamlets of two to four households each, in addition to afluid assortment of households close to
the Maestro. Beyond this aggregate, severd isolated households lived far up the Rios Shimaa
and Kompiroshiato and did not send their children to the school. They would vist Shimaaa
few times ayear, to catch up on gossip and to trade alittle, but were otherwise sdf-sufficent
and averse to community life.

Sdecting aHouse Site. The school acts as both a magnet and a repellent for

Matsigenka households. Attraction to the school, for trade goods, medicines, and a genera
sense of security, comes into conflict with many of their most basic preferences about where
and how to live best. It isthese conflicts that account for the averson many Matsigenkas have

toward school communities.
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A house ste must idedlly be near a good source of water. The Kompiroshiato
overflight showed each house built close to a year-round river. Usudly, ahouseis dso adjacent
to a sream that feeds into the river, snce during the rainy season such streams provide the
purest water. But small streams disappear in the dry season, when it becomes necessary to
bring water in gourds uphill from the river.

For two reasons, however, it israre to find a Matsgenka house on the river bank.

Fird, fluctuations of many metersin water level from wet to dry seasons bring danger of
flooding. Felipe built hisfirg house a Shimaain 1968 dong the banks of the Rio
Kompirashiato, only to see it swept away in the big flood of 1971. He built his next house on a
bluff some 200 meters inland and 50 meters above the river.  Although this meant an
inconvenient trudge uphill for the women carrying water in the dry season, the threet of flood
was diminated.

The other reason for building away from the river isfear of srangers. The old fear of
davers has abated near the school communitiesin recent years but remains strong in outlying
aeas. A rdative of thisfear today is of illness, especidly influenza, which isfrequently fatd to
the Matsgenka. Always amain topic of conversation, news of avird infection in the
neighborhood travels quickly. Families scatter to their dternative resdences. They will stay
away until they believe the danger has passed and the localeis again safe. Since school
communities, with their relatively dense settlement and more frequent contact with the outside,
are vulnerable to epidemics of flu and other contagious diseases like colds and conjunctivitis a
number of darms and flights are liable to occur each year, sharply reducing the student body for

periods of time.
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Thisis but one of many reasons why the prime characteristic of Matsigenka settlement is
“competitive’ in Steward' s (1955: 105-107) sense. Thetermis apt if we do not project too
much of our own cultural meaning into it. The Matsgenka are not o much concerned to best
out their neighbors in some contest (dthough this eement is not completely absent) asto avoid
getting into trouble with each other through conflict over resources. They are most thoughtful in
making their choices of where to locate, and their conversation is replete with referencesto the
avallability of resourcesin this or that place. They dways describe the streams and rivers where
other people live, for example, by showing with their hand above the ground how high the water
is, and then listing the main species of fish found there. Men often joke about leaving the place
where they live to go where their guests have just come from, arguing that fish and other
resources are more abundant over there,

We will examinein Chapter 6 the rate at which resources can be depleted from an area
by human settlement. Resource depletion isamgor source of frugtration, Since it raises the cost
of living while reducing the quaity and variety of foods and other essentids. In the artificidly
dense settlements of the school communities, resource depletion is amgor source of complaint,
and, dong with contagious disease, a prime source of averson to community life.

When families think of settling in a particular location, they congder dl these factors and
others, such asthe locd availability of kin. Given the importance of dl factors it is
understandabl e that desirable resdential Sites are scarce. When a choice has been made, a man
will advertise hisinterest, to learn whether competing clams exist. He does not want to get into
adispute that would lead to aggression, and so another criterion for settlement is that no one

else shdl have announced interest in, or rights over, the chosen location. A family will make its
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choice ayear or more before a planned move, and make sure that word gets out about exactly
where ahouseisto be built or agarden cleared. Only when no one objects and the property
thus“dearstitle” will afamily actudly make the move.

A pervasive feature of Matsgenka settlement is dua resdence. It could be as easily
cdled “flexible’ or “dternative’ resdence, and is not a specific feature so much asagenerd
qudity that takes severd forms, of which two predominate. First, aswe shall seg, it iscommon
for households to move to a new location after severd years. When about to move, the first
sep isto clear anew garden at the new location, and when that garden begins to produce food,
to build ahouse in the midst of the garden. Thisinitiates a period of ayear or more when the
family will move back and forth between the two residences, enjoying the advantages of each
until the old gardens lose their attractiveness and the new homestead becomes the main
resdence. When Javier (Hse. 10) moved his family away from the downstream hamlet in 1972,
for example, his origina plan was to continue to inhabit both old and new houses and tend both
sets of gardens (he eventudly abandoned the old house and gardensin the hamlet).

Second, families frequently maintain a secondary residence at some preferred location
that acts something like a vacation home. In low water season, households commonly move

down to the river and live on the exposed beach in houses of cafia brava (Generium sagittatum).

The women avoid the long climb carrying water, and enjoy easy fishing and foraging for water
creatures. Foraging expeditions into the seasonably dry forest are sources of pleasure for the
whole family, enhancing the sense of this period as akind of vacation time.

In the school communities, many of the families thet live closest to the school maintain

such dua residences. Aradino (Hse. 3) kept ahouse and large garden an hour away up the Rio
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Shimaa, and frequently took his family there for extended stays. The house was the usud, wdll-
built structure, as though this were a new location to which Aradino planned to move his family.
He appeared, however, to be committed to life in the school cluster, treating his second house
as aplace to go to get away from the crowding of the school community, to avoid epidemics,
and to enjoy a greater abundance of game and other wild foods.

In Camang, where houses were more closdaly crowded around the school, Baksh
(1984: 427) reports that families often |eft the village for days a atime, ostengibly to fish and
forage, but indirectly to reduce their contact with other community members. The village could
not have remained intact without this pattern of dua residence to act as a pressure vave for the
tensons of village life. To describe these periodic get-aways, villagers had adopted the Spanish
word “vacaciones.”

Travel. Although some Matsgenkain the Shimaa vicinity know how to make
and use canoes, and dl can make and use basa rafts, their prefered means of travel isby trail.
Waters are often too rough and rocky for acanoeto pass. Furthermore, although traveling
downstream on abasaraft is gpeedy and thrilling, it is dangerous and occasondly fatd. And
then, the raft must be hauled back upstream on the return trip.

Undoubtedly it is much easer to wak upstream by trail than to shove and drag abadsa
raft up arushing mountain torrent. Surprisingly, thisis often true going downstream aswell. On
atwo hour raft trip downstream from Shimentaeto to Shimaa | saw aman on the trail matching
our speed. | had assumed that our raft would move much more rgpidly downstream than aman
could hike the trail, but he actualy arrived in Shimaa at the sametimewe did. Thisis because,

between the stretches of river where the balsa is siwept downstream on rushing water, there are
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other stretches of shdlow, dow-moving water where the balsa gets caught on rocks and must
be dragged dong.

A raft or canoeismost helpful in moving quantities of materias and goods downstream.
It is worth wrestling an empty one upstiream in order to load heavy congruction materids like
palmwood for trangport back downstream. Trading expeditions to Kiteni frequently employ
two or three canoesto carry sacks of coffee and other itemsfor trade. Most householdsin the
greater Shimaa area own araft, and two own a canoe.

The man trals--along the rivers and up the crests of the mountains that separate the
rivers--are generdly well-maintained. Even main trails may have hazardous Stretches, as when
they cross dippery shde outcroppings close to the rushing river, or when amountain trail
suddenly narrows to a hand's breadth aong the edge of alanddide. But main trails have
undergone along sdection process. Not only are they for the most part easy and direct routes,
they are wdll-groomed through frequent use. As people walk aong, they makelittle
improvements. bresking away eye-leve branches, removing fdlen logs, fashioning footholdsin
muddy dopes. The great (and probably ancient) trail running up the watershed between the
Shimaa and Kompiroshiato rivers was one to two meters broad and clear overhead to more
than two meters. Although no single individua took responghility for clearing it, through
frequent use it was the loca equivdent of a highway.

The main tralls dong the riversdes and mountain crests form the grid on which afiner
net of smdl pahsislad. From each homestead paths will extend both downstream and
upstream to link up with the riversde trall; other paths will reach out toward the various

gardens, and others toward the main crestline trails. Waking dong amagor trail, one encounters
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asmadl path once or twice per kilometer, leading to someone' s homestead or garden. These
paths are regarded as private, and are not used unless one intends to pay avigt to the
homestead. Unwelcome use of such a path can lead to disputes. The mgor trails, by contrast,
are consdered public right-of-way.

Spatid Usein the House. Thetraditiond Matsigenka houseis an ova about 8

meters long and 5 meters wide, with apam leaf roof that pesks about 4.5 meters off the ground
(Ch. 6). Itisdmos dwayswaled with wood dats, with a sngle doorway located in the middle
of one of thelong 9des. Upon firgt entering from bright sunshine it is quite dim and often
smokey indde. Unlessthereis a separate kitchen structure (usudly the same Sze as a house but
without walls), there will be one or two hearthsin the house. When thereisasingle hearth it will
be located roughly in the center of the house, perhaps somewhét to the left or right of the
entrance. When there are two hearths, they will be a opposite ends of the house, 1 or 2 meters
from thewadl. The number of hearthsis determined by the number of women with children.
When there are two wives with children, each has her own hearth; when an unmarried woman
with children is present, she too will have her own hearth. In Aradino's household in late 1972
there were three hearths in a separate kitchen: two for histwo co-wives and athird for aco-
wife s daughter and her two young children.

The Matsigenka deep on plaited mats which are rolled up and stored in the refters
during the day. Two-thirds of the households we visted had araised platform made of
palmwood that served as a bed for the parents and their younger children. Older children, and
other members of the household, usudly deep on mats on the ground in their own areanext to

thewall. They keep their persond possessonsin the rafters or hung from the walls where they

203



deep, and thisis regarded astheir private space. Even when the mats are rolled up during the
day and no vishle mark of the deeping arearemains on the newly swept ground, family
members crossing from one part of the house to another will not walk through another person's
deeping area, but will wak around it asif there were actualy walls.

The platform is the degping area for the man of the house and hisfirg, or primary, wife.
Ther young children will usudly join them there, older children degping gpart. The secondary
wife will also deep off the platform, surrounded by her own children. As sexud intercourse
does not usudly take place in houses where co-wives or grown children are living, this does not
indicate any unevenessin the distribution of sexud favors. On cold nights, however, the whole
family will approach the fire, Snce they deep without blankets. Someone will periodicaly tend
the fire during the night, while the family curls up in the circle of the fire, and members who

would ordinarily deep apart huddle together.

Fieldnote (08-08-75) At dusk (about 5:30 pm) the teen-age son sets up his space, placing his mat
close to the fire opposite his mother, telling his younger brother to set his mat next to him on the
side away from the fire. On the other side of the fireis his mother, then hisfather. Their youngest
daughter isright next to mother; their older daughter is near the fire to mother’ sleft and teen-age
son’sright. Mother’s married daughter, visiting, was sitting in teen son’s space until he decided to
put his mat down, then she moved and settled down again after he was settled. The second (and
maligned) wife, when in the house, occupies the direction opposite older sister, but against the wall
(almost “hunched” against it), asfar as possible from the fire and next to the water jugs--also close

to the door (sometimes giving the appearance of being ready to fleg).
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In the morning, members may remain on their mats while egting or doing indoor tasks,
but as they leave they rall up their mats and store them overhead. A wife or older daughter will
sweep the floor and the house comes to appear quite clean and empty. If during the day
members return for aperiod, usudly to work at indoor manufactures, they tend to St in their
deeping areaon their own mat. Hence, it becomes apparent after awhile that aMatsigenka
house has “rooms’ in it--abat without walls--that are the customary working, stting, and
deeping aress of the older members of the household. Other members respect these spaces as

amatter of courtesy, and we never saw any sign of disputes over household space.

Fieldnote 05-27-73: During the telling of the myth everyone in the house had his place,
corresponding, for the members, to their sleeping areas and for the guests to other spaces they

usually occupy.

In polygynous households, the two hearths act as two poles around which family activity
takes place. Aswe saw in Chapter 3, children tend with high frequency to interact with their
own biologica mothers and with their full Sblings. They arefar lesslikdy to interact with their
father’ s other wife and her children, dthough naturdly, being in the same household, they
interact more than they do with members of other households. In the normal course of the day,
and night, each hearth is the center of activity of the wife and her children. The husband will
frequently join his primary wife a her hearth, but during medtimes he may place his mat
between the two hearths and act as a conduit through which food passes back and forth
between the two hearth centers. Thisis not just courteous reticence on the wives' part,

avoiding each other’ s space; it aso avoids the need to share food directly, Snce each is
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ostengbly giving food to her husband, who then may or may not choose to give it to anyone he
wishes.

House and Garden--. The Matsigenka house is a secure haven in an often dangerous

world. Inthe beginning, | did not respect their houses very much. The dirt floors, the uneven
wadl-dasthat let in light and ar, and the palmlesf roofs dive with the sounds of mice and
insacts--occasiondly we would hear rustling in the roof-leaves and then the squedling death:
throes of a mouse being devoured by a snake--al these provoked some doubt about the quality
of both congruction and hygiene. But the Matsigenka build sturdy houses that remain
completely dry ingde even in drenching thunderstorms, and they proudly explain that their wals
keep out the jaguars. After severd months | came to be grateful for these well-built Sructures
and the sense of security they afforded.

Waking outsde the house, we find oursalves in a clearing that extends in arough circle
about 15 meters around the house. Beyond this radius will be garden land and perhaps aravine
or other uncultivable land. The clearing is swept every day and is weeded every week or two,
so that on dry daysit is an expanse of baked earth that is momentarily dazzling after the dim
interior of the house. Thisareais partly an extension of the house, for it servesasapatio in
which dl household activities can take place. During the heet of the day, food processng and
manufacturing take place outsde on the shady Sde of the house; in the evening, meds and
manufacturing can be enjoyed while leaning againgt the wals of the house; and a night when
guedts are vigting, men will sometimes lie outside on mats gazing at the stars and talking for

hours.
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A main purpose of the clearing is as abuffer againgt snakes. Thisiswhy it is swept
clean and weeded with such regularly. Snakes are reluctant to cross such a clearing, and they
can be spotted and killed if they do so. When Omenko returned from a stay of severd months
at his second house upstream on the Rio Shimaa, his yard was o full of weeds thet, out of fear
of snakes, he dept a another house for severd nights while he thoroughly weeded it.

Also, to keep the clearing free of rubbish, dl garbage is carried beyond the clearing and
disposed of in an unused place. Households living near the river will mount their garbage into a
pile and, usng an old cushmaor mat, carry the trash to the river for dumping. Other households
maintain arubbish dump at the edge of the nearest garden.

Near most houses will be strips of uncultivated land where brush or cane grow. These
are prefered areas for urination and children’s defecation. Adults are fastidious about
defecation, however, and prefer whenever possible to refrain until they are at the edge of an old
garden or out foraging in the forest. One path to severd gardens near the school a Shimaa
wound through a weed-patch that was the latrine for Hse. 8, and my companion Roberto would
awayswrinkle his nose and express disgust when we had to pass by. No feces were vishble
from the trail, but the smdl was areliable reminder of the regular use to which the area was put.
| never noticed that smell when we were around the hamlets away from the school community.

New House and Garden. A new homestead begins with anew garden at a

desrable location, preferably where little foraging has gone on for some years. During the
clearing phase, a man erects atemporary shelter where he deepsfor days a atime while
working on the new garden; hisfamily may join him there, bringing crops from the old

homestead and enjoying the greater access to wild foods that ways favors a new, unexploited
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area. Asthe garden matures during its first year and manioc begins to provide areliable staple
in the diet, aman can turn his attention to building a new house, most likely somewhere within
the new garden. The house could take several months to complete, so that about ayear after
beginning the new garden, afamily will take up resdence in the new dwelling.

Because the Matsgenka like to clear anew garden each year (Chapter 6), a patchwork
of gardens comes to surround the house over a period of severd years, each garden beingina
different stage of evolution, producing different cropsin differing proportions. The origina
garden surrounding the old house is partly abandoned, becoming a smal housegarden for herbs,
condiments, and some fruit trees, the abandoned part serving as a source of firewood and a
refuse area. During the firgt year or two a the new house the family will continue to return to
the old homestead, where fruit trees, barbasco, and some other crops will remain attractive, but
that house will decay and the gardens revert to weeds. Eventudly, the old homestead turnsinto
secondary forest and begins the lengthy process of regeneration.

Life Cycle of the Homestead. Considering the amount of labor that goesinto

clearing a new garden and building a new house (Chapter 6), it is Sartling to find that the
average Matsgenka household moves to a new homestead every four years. Thisfigureisthe
exact average of the moves made by sx men since their first marriages. The men ranged in age
from 22 to 48, with an average age of 36, and had moved atotal of 22 timesin their combined
88 years of marriage. If anything, this estimate is conservative, because the oldest records, of
moves made before 1964, are very difficult to pin down as to date and are most subject to
informants’ likelihood of forgetting. These older records tend to show longer settlement

periods, an average of one move every 4.6 years.
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Each move covered an average distance of 14 km. Of those 22 moves, however, hdf
(12) were within akilometer or two of the previous homestead. The other haf of the moves
were for substantial distances. several moves exceeded 20 km. and one covered nearly 60 km.
Of the eleven long distance moves, the average distance covered was about 25 km. In severd
cases, these involved moves to adjacent river vdleys, only the longest move traversed two
watersheds.

Men give many different reasons for moving. In the old days, they moved to avoid
daveraders. Then, and now, they moved to avoid illness. Omenko left M aputanoari, the
stream where he used to live, because of kamagantsni (lit. “ death Sckness’; flu). Heleftin such
ahurry heleft his axe and machete behind. But the mgority of moves had no explanation
(kogapai “no reason”). Thereis ameasurable decline in overdl qudlity of life after afew years

of resdence in one place, however, that can be remedied by moving to an unused area.

Property, Exchange, and Power in the Household--. The respect for persond living
spaces within the household is part of genera pattern by which household resources are
consdered the possessions of their “owner,” shintaro. Among the Matsigenka, ownership in
possessionsis created through labor and transfered through gifting. Nobody owns nature itsdlf:
people gppropriate nature by using it, soending time and energy to convert it to useful forms.
We will examine more closgly below how large-scae “possessions’ like foraging territories are
negotiated. For now, we will focus on how property is created within the household and how it
is alocated to meet the needs of the household.

Personal Property. | will begin with a srong statement:  everything the

Matsgenka make and use is owned by someone. | first sensed this early in fieldwork when a
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neighbor borrowed one of what | thought of as“our” books from Orna, then carefully returned
it to her dthough he had to walk past meto do so. | wrotein my fieldnotes: “The implication to
be explored is that hushand and wife do not hold property in common, or at least such property
asbooks” Asoften and as generoudy as the Matsgenka share their possessions with kinsmen
and friends who ask for them, they are careful not to blur the distinction between property and
generosity.

Clarity with regard to property is at the heart of Matsigenka socid relaions, both within
and outside the household. The division of labor by sex, and to alesser degree by age, brings
about a need to obtain useful items from other members of the household. That the Matsigenka
keep detailed account of this process of mutua exchange only means that they do not
undervaue the ties that bind them into a household. To blur the boundaries of persond
ownership, to pretend to some sort of communa ownership of “household property,” would be
to deny the specific contributions each member makes to the whole, and would deprive them of
one of their prime sources of pleasure.

Every act of sharing is conscioudy, and usudly explicitly, by permisson. One does not
borrow willy-nilly the possessions of another, even of awife or brother. People keep careful
track of their possessions and become agitated when something ismissing:  thisinevitably
occasions a thorough search to locate the missing item, managed through asking an ever
widening circle of neighbors whether they know what became of it. Should the item indeed be
missing, the reaction to the loss is one of outrage and suspicion. Although they are no more

covetous than other people and probably a good ded |ess than many, the Matsigenka see theft
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as an assault and violation. Therefore, everyone is careful how he handles the possessions of
another.

Everything in the household isinvidudly owned. The house belongs to the man who
built it, and the bar he placesin front of his door when away for any length of timeisample
clam of possession to keep others from wandering in. Just asthe interior floor spaceis
specificdly dlocated to family members, so too above their spaces, on thewadlsand in the
rafters, are mats, bundles, boxes, and other containers with personal possessions. If you ask a
Matsgenka over the age of Sx to name his possessons, he can give you acompletelist. 1f you
wish to see any of them, he can go to the exact container, retrieveit, and show it to you. If he
says he has three needles, he will have three. He only beginsto lose count as numbers mount
above five, when, like dl his neighbors, he tends to remember in increments of five or ten, which
he can indicate by opening hisfists and flashing his fingers the right number of times.

Manufactures contain smal dements of individua style that indicate who made them.
Men of ahamlet could easily identify the arrows of dl the other men, just as women could
identify cushmas by their weaver'sdesigns. Thismight not be so true of smpler items, like cane
boxes or wooden spoons, but the basic principle still applies, because people aways remember
who gave them any item they possess. So, even if it has no didtinctive markings, it remains
important to know who made it and who gave it. For items not manufactured locdly, such as
needles or mirrors, people could state exactly where and from whom they obtained it, whether
asagift or barter.

One afternoon Felipe's 12-year old son, Ekitoro, came in with two one-kilogram

mamori fish. He dropped them without ceremony near his mother, but Felipe, who was drunk,

211



got up and gave him agreet loving hug. We wereliving in Feipe s house at that time, and |
knew Felipe was thrilled to have fish to eat, for meat was scarce. He was proud of his son, and
grateful. Ekitoro was smilarly thrilled and proud of his ability to contribute something truly
gpecid to his household. It took the family two days to finish off those fish. Although they were
shared under Felipe's supervision with other householdsin the hamlet, they never ceased to be
Ekitoro' sfish in anybody’s mind.

Careful reckoning of ownership begins very young. It iscommon to give a chick to an
infant, so that even before the child can spesk it owns afull grown chicken. Should you try to
buy or beg for that chicken, the parents will inform you that the matter is out of their hands, the
chicken belongsto the child. This may seem a convenient fiction, snce the parents will manage
to make amed out of that chicken sooner or later, but it isaso part of the generd attitude that
children have autonomy and full personhood from the time they are born.

Thissad, it is probably well to affirm that, in daily living, the Matsgenka household is
full of acts of generogity. It dmost seems as though the emphasis on individud property existsin
order to make generosity possible. The giver, by being acknowledged as owner of the gift, and
therefore empowered to dispose of it a his or her will, is assured that the gift will be
acknowledged and respected, not taken for granted.

We have seen that a Matsigenka should not refuse a profered gift. Early in fieldwork |
got into trouble with Aretoro when he discovered a sshini wasp's comb and offered me my pick
of larvee (igitsoki sahini), till dippery inthar cdls. | refused, he inssted, and with each of my
refusds he offered the gift more forcefully, finaly shoving it in my face and forcing me to step

back. | had not yet learned to eat insects--nor even to say, “I don't know how”--and stuck to
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my refusd, leaving Aretoro annoyed with me. The process begins early in life, when toddlers
wander up and offer to take mashed food from their own mouths and placeit into yours. Adults
accept these offerings. Too worried about germs, | refused these gifts and, in this and other
ways cut mysdlf off from the fullest possible membership in the household.

It was ds0 true that awife would not have to ask her husband’ s permission to go into
his garden, since it was her garden too (some of its “ property-ness’ was created by her labor).
But she would of course know not to go into the garden while crops were in a stage vulnerable
to contamination by awoman’s presence. And children would have to get their parent’s
permission before going into the garden to harvest food. | learned early to be careful to ask
permission before measuring any gardens, and never to hep mysdlf to food in anyone' s garden
but my own.

Out hunting, men would sometimes enter someone else's garden, even someone from
another hamlet, to cut one or two lengths of sugar cane to dake thirst and hunger. Sugar caneis
never in short supply and so may be seen as chegp enough to be taken without giving offense.
And | have seen aman borrow another’ s axe from his wife when the axe owner was not home;
athough, | have aso seen awife refuse to loan her husband’ s axe, saying, “1 don’'t know. He's
not here.” In some cases, the differenceis that the borrower arranged to borrow the item ahead
of time, and thus the wife was just respecting her husband' s stated wishes.

| have also seen a brother walk into his brother’ s empty house and take hisaxeto cut a
tree. So there are exceptions to the rules concerning property and permisson. But the rulesare
grong. It might be difficult to refuse to be generous to a kinsman, but that kinsman ill hasto

ask. Thetranquility of the Masigenka household, and the flows of generosity that bind it,
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depend upon respect for the persond ownership of everything in it, whether manufactured,
grown, caught, or bartered.

Power. If we take power in the socid arenato be the ability to get othersto do
what you want them to, then everyone in a Matsigenka household has power over everyone
else. Naturdly, what each wants from the others varies with age and gender, as does their
degree of successin getting it.

In the Matsgenka household, a strong ethic of generosity and congenidity inhibitsthe
use of threat or physicd force in gaining compliance. Words like “authority” or “respect” better
describe the mutud give-and-take than does “power.” But threat is not absent: parents
threaten corpora punishment, especidly of toddlers, and husbands and wives know that, in the
libertine excesses of a beer feast, they may exchange blows, snegk off for sexud liasons, or (in
the case of wives) run avay somewhere until an gpologetic husband comes begging forgiveness.

Y et, as Orna Johnson (1978: 221) summarizes,

...Thereisastrong sense of togethernessin the Matsigenkafamily that is expressed by mutual
affection and afeeling of responsibility for one another. To the observer, Matsigenka domestic life
doesindeed appear to be well-integrated. The feeling of togethernessis reinforced on the
behavioral level by physical proximity and interdependence in the course of daily domestic
activities. People are respectful and considerate of one another, seldom showing substantial
irritation or anger. Their attentiveness to the needs and feelings of othersreflects a sensitivity
developed through close association and cooperation. People are conscious of each other’'s
actions, and often anticipate what another person may want in the absence of verbal

communication.

214



In her andysis of videotapes of domestic behavior, she was able to classify over 5,000
individua actions taken by one household member (the “initiator”) toward another (the
“recipient”). Although some 35% of the individuas present in households during her
videotaping were non-nuclear family members, only about 10% the actions initiated by nuclear
family members were directed toward non-members, establishing the behaviord primacy of the
nudear family in dally life.

Figure 5.2 summarizes the predominant direction in which actions were initiated within
the household. Solid lines represent the mgjor direction in each case, while dotted linesindicate
the secondary direction. Asdiscussed in Chapter 4, mae heads (FA) predominantly direct their
actions toward their wives (MO), whereas their wives predominantly direct their actions toward
their children (CH). Children evenly split their main actions between their mothers and other
children. Secondarily, women direct a Sgnificant number of interactions toward their husbands,
and men do likewise toward their children, but children direct only a smdl fraction of ther

actions toward their fathers.
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CH CH

Figure 5.2. Pattern of Actions Directed toward Family Members. (Source: O. Johnson 1978:
230)
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Ornafound that 2,161 of these actions could be unambiguoudy coded as either
“supportive’ (hugging, offering food, answering a question) or “unsupportive’ (hitting, refusing to
share, scolding, ignoring aquestion). The rest of the actions were part of complex
conversations that could not be readily coded in these terms. Of those actions that could be
coded, four out of five were supportive, which “says agood ded about the tenor of lifein the
Matsigenka household” (O. Johnson 1978: 231).

Nowhere isthis more clearly seen than during medtime in a Matsgenka houseshold.
The bulk of meditime foods are initidly provided by mother from her hearth. Almost
immediately, however, those who have been given food begin to share. Not everyone will be
segted next to the hearth, and not everyoneis served at once. Those who are served first break
off aportion of theirs and offer it to someone else, saying something like nero pagiri ook,
grub.” Those othersin turn may breek their piece into till smaler pieces and find someoneto
givethemto. It isnot uncommon for an ear of maize to be broken in two, then subdivided
again, and dill again until the piece being given has but afew kernels, the one who origindly
shared the maize may later receive afragment of the very portion she gave away.

Other family members may aso prepare smal amounts of food themsdves, roagting a
few caterpillars or dicing up apam heart. They may take charge of digtributing that which they
brought into the household. In thisway, new foods enter the circle of exchange at points other
than the wife and mother. The result is a Brownian motion of bits and pieces of food moving
among household members during medtime.

The nudlear family is, overdl, quite insular in its everyday behavior. Even when

additional members occupy the same house, nuclear members do not engage them much.
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Additiond members are sometimes women in a dependent position, taking orders from the wife
and gpplying to her in return for ingructions and gpprova. Insofar asthey are delegated to care
for children of the nuclear family, they issue alarge number of requests for action, something
they do with no other members of the nuclear family.

Polygynous Households. In polygynous households the spaceis essentidly

divided into two or more parts, each centered on a hearth for the wife who occupiesit. Even
when there is a separate kitchen structure with multiple hearths, co-wives keep their possessions
in the main house separate, as do dl household members, and their children array themsalves
around their mother’s space. Y oung children wander across the invisible divide into the co-
wife' s pace, but older children and adults associated with one wife remain largely on her sde
of the house.

An important element of this separateness is that Matsigenka women rarely care for the
children of their co-wives. Each wifeisacenter of gravity around which her children revolvein
close orbits. They arerarely reprimanded for wandering out of orbit, but they discover intime
that doing s0 is not encouraged. Since women are not overly generous with the children of their
co-wives, it may amply be that the rewards for gpproaching one' s sep-mother aretoo dimto
reinforce such behavior.

In the time dlocation survey we recorded for children under six not only what they were
doing, but in whose company they were doing it, that is, who the primary careteker was. In
Table 5.3 we can see that young children are found more than three-fourths of thetimein the
company of one or both of their parents. Indeed, 76% of the time children are with their

mother, whether or not father is present. By contrast, they are done with father only 2% of the
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time, afurther example of how mother occupies asocid space between father and child,
interacting far more with each of them than they do with one other.

Even more sgnificant in Table 5.3 is how far down the ligt of caretekers co-wives rank,
accounting for only 3% of dl observations. They do not contribute as much even as the resdua
category, “other kin,” which includes coudins, aunts and grandmothers. (Even “nonkin”
outnumber co-wives as caretakers, but that category is artificidly enlarged by the group of

additional women who care for Maestro's children.)

219



Rdation No. Obs. %

mother only 394 50%
mother and father 209 26%
dgter 63 8%
non-kin caretaker 34 4%
other kin 30 4%
co-wife 20 3%
brother 17 2%
father only 12 2%
done 8 _ 1%

TOTAL 788 100%

Table 5.4. Rdationships of Caretakers to Infants and Toddlers.
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Not dl the householdsin the time alocation sample are polygynous, however, so not all
children being observed had a chance to be cared for by a mother’s co-wife. If welook only a
the 289 observations of children in polygynous households, we discover that 20, or 7%, involve
care by co-wives. Thisisabetter estimate of the role co-wives play in caring for each other’'s
young children, and it isa very low figure, showing that co-wives are caretakers only about one-
tenth as often as a child's own mother is.

Among co-wives there are differences owing to age and levels of experience. The
clearest pattern is between young wives without grown children and older wives who have the

labor of their children &t their disposd.

The younger wives, having fewer children, spend the most time engaged in the outdoor tasks that
offer little opportunity to draw on assistance from others. And at home, they show the lowest
relative authority.... The elder wives... spend relatively more time working at home, where they can
take advantage of the children’slabor. Consequently, among wives, the elders exercise the

greatest relative authority, initiating the highest number of requests.... (O. Johnson 1978: 251)

Time dlocation data according to the socid setting in which activities take place dso show that
younger wives tend to spend more than three times as much time aone with their husbands as
do older wives, who spend much more of their time socidizing with adult kinsmen than younger
wives do (O. Johnson 1978: 252). Although younger wives receive more sexud attention from
their husbands than older wives, these behaviora differences contribute to a clearly higher
overdl socid standing for senior wives.

Getting dong with co-wives requires a husband to be sensitive and respectful.
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... Polygynous arrangements call for equality among co-wivesin every respect. Co-wives have
equal rightsto household resources, and neither is subject to the authority of the other. A
husband is expected to treat hiswives equally, clearing garden space in which each can plant her
own crops, providing each with meat and manufactured items, and exchanging food with each
during meals.

That aman may have an emotional preference for one of histwo wivesis generally
accepted. And such apreference need not provoke jealousy; all are aware that one of thetwo is
the favored wife (the one the husband feels more desire for), but some men are said to favor both of
their wives, for different reasons (e.g., one wife may be older and know how to weave well, the
other may be younger and more physically attractive). However that may be, he must provide for
hiswivesequaly....

Co-wife compatibility is also important in polygynous households. A man should not
take in a second wife without the permission of the first, for it isimportant that they get along with
one another....

When questioned about their marital preferences, Matsigenka women express different
opinions on whether monogamy is preferable to polygyny. Monogamous women feel monogamy
is better, but polygynous women like having a co-wife because she contributes domestic help,
especially as concerns obligations to the husband (e.g., weaving his clothes, making beer, or
accompanying him on forest trips). It all comes down, as one monogamous woman said, to what
kind of co-wife you have--whether she knows how to work hard, whether she would be generous

and understand the sharing of things. (O. Johnson 1978: 204-206)

Many men would like to have a second wife. But it isadifficult matter to arrange.

Mariano, whose young wife Rosawas considered lazy, tried on two different occasions to woo

meature, productive women. One of them even entered into atrid marriage with him, but it did

not last. A man must provide a decent supply of meat, and co-wives must get dong together

for the marriage to work. Still, polygyny appeds even to men committed to monogamy: once,
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when Omenko and hiswife Victoria dropped by to chat, | asked if he would like a second wife.
He answered “No,” but Victoria countered, “He wants more.” Omenko was about fifty years
old and his monogamous marriage to Victoria hed produced a successful extended family with
many grown children, yet Victorig, abet in amildly bantering tone, recognized his ambivaence.

Thefact isthat thereis generdly tension between co-wives, even though they manage to
treat each other courteoudy most of thetime. The division of the house into separate territories,
each wife procuring and preparing food separately in her own pot a her own hearth, sharing
through her husband rather than directly with her co-wife, caring for her own children done or
with help from her own rdatives--adl these indicate that the polygynous household redly
operates as an aggregate of distinct nuclear families that happen to share a husband and father in
common.

Felipe swife Eva srongly didiked her co-wife, Amaria Amaria had a srange manner:

diffident and vague, she often called Felipe “father” (apa). Evaonce told us tera onkametite

ogito “Her head isno good.” They generdly accomodated each other, but when Evawas angry
a her shewould refuse to eat any of Amarid sfood. Often, Fdlipe shared Eva s anger and
bruskly refused Amalia s efforts to placate him with offerings of specia foods. When Eva
thought she was having pregnancy complications, she and Felipe scolded Amariafor having
eaten monkey, something as a good member of the household she should have avoided because
of apregnancy proscription.

This unhappy marriage did not improve. By the time we had returned to Shimaain
1975, Amaria had moved her hearth outside the house to alean-to built off one end, and spent

many of her daylight hours there alone with her young son. When in the house, she
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Fieldnote 8-8-75 - occupies the direction opposite older sister, but against the wall (almost
“hunched” against it) asfar as possible from the fire and next the water jugs-- also close to the

door (sometimes giving the appearance of being ready to flee).

In another case, after Orna left the videotape machine running a Aradino’swhile she
went off to do other things, she discovered when she reviewed the tape that his senior wife,
Kasmira, had roughly scolded Erena, his new young wife (his third), then walked over to her
and struck her a blow, something we had never seen happen between wives in our presence.
Adding to the tenson in this case was that Erena was the daughter by a previous marriage of
Kasmiras co-wife, Rosa. The incestuous overtones of this marriage had upset the community
at large (Chapter 3). Not yet being pregnant, Erenawas sill sharing the hearth of her mother,
retaining her daughter-like place in the family.

There are many unmarried women of marriageable age in Shimaa, yet they do not get
absorbed into polygynous marriages, remaining attached to other households. We can see now
that awoman would not enter lightly into a polygynous marriage. 1t would meen livingina
household with a high likelihood of a permanent state of tension, carefully managed through
separaion of living spaces, food and other property. Especidly in the zone of security provided
by the school community, awoman can find dternative living arrangements with rddives.
Although she does not have a husband, she can become a useful member of a household and
can raise her children in reasonable safety and comfort. A few of the women in Shimaa seemed
ready to “tough it out” as sngle mothers, working hard a contributing to the householdsin
which they lived. Y et they remain open to courtship by attractive men and ready to be

convinced that even a polygynous marriage could beright for them.
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Politicd Economy: The Hamlet

As gpplied to small-scale societies, political economy refers to the economic, socid,
and politicd relationships that tie subs stence-oriented households into larger collectivities
(Johnson and Earle 2000: xx). Although the household participates in the politica economy in
order to achieve its own gods, its members encounter a political world quite different from that
of the nuclear family household. For the Matsigenka, principles of kinship, patterns of marriage,
gender segregation, politica and economic dominance, and public interaction -lively and joyous
a one moment, angry and contentious the next--al change the tenor of life from that of the
household.

Thus, to say the Matsigenka have a palitica economy is smply to acknowledge thet all
humans live within a political economy. It may not be as massive and impinging asthe onein
which we live, nor even as dramatic and vivid asaNew Guineapig feedt, but itis ill a
presence for the Matsigenka and looms larger in their lives than we might imagine from
comparing it to such larger systems. Even in afamily level society, the nuclear family is dways
embedded in asocid matrix that includes not only portions of the extended families of both
husband and wife, but also an attenuated network of “friends and rdations’ throughout alarge
region, sporadic contacts with unknown Matsigenkas, and ddimited interactions with non-
Matsigenka Peruvians, missonary linguists, and anthropologists.

Kinship and Mariage--. The Matsgenka socid world is, conceptudly, one of kinship.

Their rare and curious deemphasis on persona names dramatically underscoresthis: the only

way the Matsgenka of Shimaa are comfortable addressing or referring to anyoneisin the

225



language of kinship. Their opening conversation with a sranger dmost immediately turnsto the
question, anyo piniro “Is there your mother? and thence to other relatives and one€' simmediate
socia world. Conversation with one who has returned from along absence will in addition
include queries about any of the inquiditor’ s rdlatives that might have been encountered on the

subject’ stravels. Even when | was reading 1n the Shadow of Man (Goodall 1971), people

looking over my shoulder at the photographs of chimpanzees wanted to know who they were
and whether they were relatives of anyone | knew.

Kin Terms. Matsigenkakin terms make up a system of kin reckoning that is
ample and eegant. It fdlsin the generd class of systems based on the widespread
“crosg/parald” digtinction (Kay 1965). It isof the symmetricd exchange type identified by
Levi-Strauss (1969: 119-133) asthe most dementary of kinship structures, a view supported
by comparative andysis of the complexity of kinship structures (Dole 1972: 154). The
Matsigenka verson has been well described by W. Snell (1964) and O. Johnson (1978).
Since discussions of kinship terminology can quickly become esoteric and overly daborate, |
will confine mysdlf here to trying to convey the smal number of principles necessary to see the
Matsgenka kinship system from the ingde out, as it gopears to one actudly living within it.

We can learn most of what we need to know from Figure 5.4. The EGO at the center
is the vantage point from which we want to try to comprehend the Matsgenka-eye view of ther
kinship system. Looking directly up and to the sde we find familiar concepts, differentiated only
by gender: parent (APA “father” and INA “mother”) and sbling (IGE or ICHA “brother” and
INCHO or PIRENTO “sister”). Leaving for amoment the question why there are two

Matsgenkaterms for “brother” and “sgter,” we will begin this discusson using the English
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glosses, dthough | have put them in quotes to indicate that they need not mean to the
Matsgenkawhat they meanto us. (If the anthropological reader finds the next two paragraphs
elementary, | ask forebearance; it gets more interesting.)

On the parents  (+1) generation we discover acrucid difference from our own system:
father’s brother is called father and mother’s Sster is called mother. Only when a parent’s
sbling is of the opposite sex is he or she designated by a different term. Although | have
trandated KOKI “uncle,” it redly refers to mother’ s brother, and “aunt” (PAGIRO) redly
refersto father’ ssster. The differenceis the result of the * cross/pardle digtinction,” which can
be seen best by looking at the children’s (- 1) generation: expectably, one' s own children are
cdled “son” (NOTOMI) and “daughter” (NOSHINTO). A man will cdl his brother’ s children
“son” and “daughter,” just asthey will cal him “father.” In that case, aman’s children and his
brother’s children will call each other “brother” and “Sster” because they are related through
parents of the same, or “pardle,” gender (their fathers are brothers; the same would be true if
their mothers were ssters). A woman, however, will cal her brother’s children NOTINERI
“nephew” and NANIRO “niece” they will cdl her PAGIRO “aunt,” and they will cal her
children ANI “mde cousin” or PINATO “femae cousin,” because they are cross-cousns (they

are related through parents who are cross gender).
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| koki ina ina apa apa | pagiro |
I I I I
Y I I 1 _
| | | | I I I
@) D = O EGO D O D = O
pinato** ani* incho* ige* incho* ige* pinato**
ani*
pirento** icha**  pirento** icha**
| | I
| I I
I | | | I I
O D =0 D O D
naniro* notineri*  noshinto notomi noshinto* notomi*
noshinto**  notomi** nevateyage** notineri**
I
I
I I I
O D O D
novisarote novisarite novisarote
novisarite
Key
ani male cross-cousin (G spkr) noshinto daughter
apa father notineri sster’s son (G spkr)
icha brother (E spkr) “ brother’s son (E spkr)
ige brother (G spkr) notomi son
ina mother novisarite grandfather, grandson
incho sster (G spkr) novisarote grandmother, granddaughter
koki mother’ s brother pagiro father' s agter
naniro sster’s daughter (G spkr) pinato female cross-cousin (E spkr)
nevateyage  brother’sdaughter (E spkr)  pirento gster (E spkr)

Figure 5.3. MasgenkaKin Terms.
*Mae Ego Speaking  **Female Ego Speaking
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Although | was familiar with thiskind of kinship system in theory before going to the
Matsgenka, | found in the field that | had no internd gppreciaion of it until | had lived with them
for many months and been incorporated into their kinship relations. Then what had been a
theoretical knowledge became practical understanding. What this kinship system does at its
most basic leve isto create a sociad world made up of two kinds of people: own family and
affines. From aman’s standpoint, al men of his generaion are either brothers or brothers-in-
law; dl women are either Ssters or potential spouses. The gender obverseistrue for awoman.
For both men and women, in the generation above are either parents or parents-in-law, and in
the generation below are either sons and daughters or people one's sons and daughters can
marry.

Why the existence of two terms for “brother” and “sster?” The gender of the spesker
determineswhich term isused. What isredly being labeled is whether or not the sbling isthe
same gender (that is, the same kind of person) as the speaker. Thus, awoman cdls her sster
PIRENTO, which might be rendered “my sigter, like me (my gender),” and cdls her children
daughter and son. A man calshissser INCHO, “my sgter, unlike me (other gender),” and
cdls her children niece and nephew. Similarly, we may understand |GE to mean “my brother,
my gender,” and ICHA, “my brother, other gender.” Gender of speaker, therefore, owesiits
prominence in sbling kinterms to the cross/pardle digtinction.

The other ingtance in which the speaker's gender isimportant isin relation to the cross-
cousn. A man calshismae cross-cousin ANI, but has no term for his femae cross-cousin.
Hissder can cdl her female cross-cousin PINATO, but, reciprocdly, she has no term by

which to cdl her mde cross-cousin. Thecrucid relationship between potential spousesis
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marked by the absence of aterm. When cross-cousins do marry, they refer to each other as
NOHINA “wife’ or NOHIME “husband” Otherwise these two delicately-reated people will
go through life without a kin designation for each other. Since awife sssters or ahusband's
brothersfdl into this category, there are frequent Situations in which one must talk to or about
someone for whom no term exists. The neighboring Campa avoid this Stuation by use of a
congtruct NOHINACORI, from NOHINA “wife” + CORI “potentid” (W. Sndll 1964: 14).
This dlows them to speek of “onewho could be my wife” A Campawoman may smilarly call

her male cross-cousn NOHIMECORI. But the Matsigenka alow the odd vacuum to exist:

“...Opposite-sex cross-cousins are defined as potential spouses, a relationship characterized by
ambiguity and embarassment. Unlessinvolved in aconjugal relationship, classificatory spouses

avoid one another and do not refer to one another as kinsmen” (O. Johnson 1978: 97-98).

Another notable fegture of thisterminologica system isthat dl the work isbeing donein
the three generations of EGO, parents, and children. The system appears dmost completely
disnterested in grandparents and grandchildren, distinguishing them only by gender:
NOVISARITE “grandfather” or “grandson” and NOVISAROTE “grandmother” or
“granddaughter.”  Since grandparents and grandchildren of the same sex are called by the same
term, we must trandae it with some strange gloss like “grandmale” for NOVISARITE and
“grandfemdée’ for NOVISAROTE. Owing to the hard redlity that grandparents are not often
dtill living when their grandchildren reach the age of reason, amerging of the worlds of kinfolk at
these distant boundaries creates little confusion. Indeed, there is no incest taboo on marriage

between grandrelatives. Snell reports a case of awoman who mistreated her granddaughter
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because she wasjedoudy afraid her husband might marry the child when she reached puberty
(Snell 1964: 7).

In arather nice bit of symmetry, the kinterm system wraps around after the second
generation up or down. That is, grandmother’s mother is cdled “daughter,” because, after dl,
grandmother = granddaughter, and daughter is the mother of granddaughter. Likewise,
grandson’ssoniscdled “father.” This Stuation will occur rarely, but Rosa, who was our
“granddaughter,” had a young son whom we called “Apa.”

We may, therefore, state the basic incest rule as originating in the statement, “you shal
not marry a parent, child, or sbling.” This becomes immediately extended to, “you shdl not
marry the sbling of a parent, or the child of asibling.” The atifice that isintroduced into this
ample prohibition isto treat two sets of cousins as absolutely different, dthough they are
geneticdly of equa distance from EGO. Because sblings of the same gender are merged into
the same kin category, their children become--to one another--parald cousins and by definition
sblingswhom it would be incestuous to marry, whereas the crucid gender difference between
brother and sster turns their children into the opposite, cross-cousnswho are the ided
marriage partners.

In daily life, and equdly in folklore, ssemingly different rdationships are collgpsed into a
single category. Not only does father’s brother become “father” or mother’ s sister’ s son
“brother,” but the person refered to as ANI becomes smultaneoudy my mother’s brother’s
son, my father’ ssster’ s son and my sigter’ s husband--afamily member and in-law at the same
time. PAGIRO isat once father's Sster, mother’ s brother’ s wife, and mother-in-law. That

each of these people s, a the conceptud levd, al these things a once is no problem for the
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Matsigenka, ance dl isimplied directly by the terminological sysem. This does not mean,
however, that conflicting agpects of such kinsmen and women do not arise from their being

gmultaneoudy kin and in-laws.

Generation Mde Female
+/- 2 NOVISARITE NOVISAROTE
Padld Cross Padld Cross
+1 APA KOKI INA PAGIRO
0 (m. spkr) IGE ANI INCHO
[NOHINA]
0 (f. spkr) ICHA [NOHIME] PIRENTO PINATO
-1 (m. spkr) NOTOMI  NOTINERI NOSHINTO
NANIRO
-1 (f. spkr) " " " NEVATYAGE

Figure5.4. Matdgenka Kin Terms Analysed on Four Dimensons. Gender, Generation,

Crosg/Pardld, and Gender of Speaker.

Matsgenka kinship terminology is created out of four dimengons of contrast: gender,
generation, linedity, and gender of spesker. Actudly, “linedity” refersto the bifurcation created
by the cross/pardld distinction, which as we have seen isrooted in a gender difference. So, we

could say the kin terminology is ultimately based on only two dimensions of contrast: gender
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and generation. In Figure 5.5 we can see that Matsigenka kin terms are very efficiently

andyzed in terms of these four (two) dimengions.

Marriage. We have gone as far as we need looking at the kinship system from
within (EGO's standpoaint). If we turn to look at it from the outside, its most striking featureis
that it tends to creste a symmetrical exchange structure congsting of two families intermarrying
endlessly across the generations (Figure 5.6; cf. Chagnon 1987: 26). The pattern begins with
two brother-sgter pairsintermarrying. With the cross/pardld didtinction, the offspring of each
couple are cross-cousins of the offgpring of the other couple, and hence ideal marriage partners.
In principle, avery smal group of people may stay together across the generations, without
needing to leave the group in order to find a spouse.

Thisisthe ided form of a hamlet, where both newlyweds can stay close to ther parents
after marriage. Incest prohibitions do not require marriage outsde such ahamlet. In redlity, this
means that children are often effectively betrothed to an appropriate cross-cousn in ther
hamlet. This should not be thought of so much as child marriage as of an undersanding
between married brothers and ssters that their offspring, when grown, would make an idedl
meatch. That the children would not have to leave the hamlet upon marriage is seen asablessing

for al (cf. Kensanger 1995: 137).
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Figure5.5. Two Intermarrying Lines--the Ided Hamlet.
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The hamlet, while divided by the cross-pardld digtinction and the implied split between
two intermarrying families (an emic split between kin and in-laws), is @ the same time atightly-
knit kindred. Indeed, the distinction between in-laws and kin is far from clear: aswe saw,
PAGIRO (“aunt”) is“mother-in-law,” “father’ s sgter,” and “mother’ s brother’ s wife’
smultaneoudy. In generd, rdativestraced bilaterdly, through both father and mother, are
equaly weighted in Matsgenka reckoning. Although the Masigenka may in some ways be
described as having amatrilateral or matrilocal bias (Casevitz 1977; Rosengren 1987a: 335),
their socid organization is drictly bilaterd, with flexibility as the key (O. Johnson 1978: 126;
Loffler and Baer 1978). Indeed, the opposition created at one level by the incest prohibition on
pardld cousn marriageis counteracted a a higher level by bilatera descent reckoning, which
enauresthat “in-laws’ are part and parcd of theindividud’s kindred, without regard to “mae

ling’ or “femaeling’ (O. Johnson 1978: 93-96).

The Matsigenka also lack termsfor social categories. For example, there are no termsfor
affine, agnate, or family. Bodley (1970: 65) suggests that the Campa word noshaninka corresponds
to “my family.” For the Matsigenka, noshaninka correspondsto “my people,” those who livein
ego’sgeneral locality; nomagimoigirira (“those who sleep with me”) designates the peopleliving
in ego'simmediate settlement cluster. Both termsreflect physical proximity rather than social

standing. For ego’skin ... thereistheterm nohitane, “the people | treat as kinsmen,” which

constitutes an egocentric kindred. The only relationship denoted by a categorical termis blood
sibling. Notovainka (literally “my others”) refersto both male and femal e siblings who have at | east
one parent in common. The Matsigenka also distinguish between “real” kin and people who are

simply regarded as kinsmen. For example, apa sanorira isatrue or biological father (also
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itomintakenarira, meaning “the one who fathered me”). When kin terms are extended to incorporate
new relationships, the Matsigenka say, nopegakeri (apa), literaly “I changed him into [afather].”
Outside of the general category of being a Matsigenka, which is primarily alinguistic
distinction, the Matsigenka do not classify people according to membership groups, asthe lack of
linguistic termsfor social categoriesimplies. Emphasisis placed on the genealogical core of male
and female kin, which extends outward through marriage. The ordering principleiskindred unity
through incorporation rather than exclusion. And because the kindred is ego-centered, its
boundaries vary with the perspective of each individual, never establishing a defined sociocentric

group. (O. Johnson 1978: 114-115).

What thismeansin practicd termsistha the Matsgenka hamlet islikdy to contain afull
complement of relatives, even though comprising only four or five households. If, for example, a
brother and sister should marry another brother and sister who are their cross-cousins, then the
offspring of each couple will be cross-cousins. If those offspring marry each other, asthey are
likely to do, they can take up resdence in the hamlet and reside both patrilocaly and
matrilocally smultaneoudy. In theory, if each generation provides the suitable number of mates,
the hamlet itsdf becomes a seif-perpetuating breeding cluster.

Of course, this does not happen because nature decrees an uneven digtribution of
suitable mates. For example, in the downstream hamlet the children of the classficatory
brothers Felipe, Mariano and Julio included 7 boys and 4 girls (dl pardld-cousinsto each
other), whereas the children of their cross-cousins Karoroshi and Javier included 7 girls

[induding 12-AF2] and 2 boys (all cross-cousinsto the other set of children). Even if they were
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al matched off to their cross-cousins, there would il be two girls from Fdipe s group without
mates.

When aboy and girl from the same hamlet are “betrothed” from an early age, thiswill
be seen not only as an advantage for cementing relations between the two families, but also for
solving the problem of how to find each of them a spouse, because the widdly soread settlement
pattern and the low frequency of contacts between hamlets means that everyday socid life
presents few potentid spouses.

When aman and woman court, their households are most interested in the event and
carefully cross-examine thair potentid in-law. A reputation for courtesy and respect, afull
range of manufacturing skills, and aliking for hard work are expected in anew in-law. If the
marriage is bringing together a man and woman from different hamlets, the usua pattern is for
the man to move into his bride's home and work for her father for ayear or two. Thisbride
service seems primarily to provide a period for atria marriage, when the newlyweds discover
whether they truly like each other and can make amarriage. As Matteson (1954 79) describes

for the Firo,

Thereisusually matrilocal residence for an indefinite period. It seemsto be a matter of protection
of the bride and of mutual help, rather than of actual bride service. The son-in-law doesthe
hunting and more active work, and the families have fields adjoining if possible. The wife seemsto

consider herself bound more to her parents than to her husband.

Marriages frequently founder during this period. In such cases, the ex-husband smply packs up
his belongings and leaves to effect adivorce. Because he has been working for his father-in-law

during this period, no disputes will arise over the ownership of garden lands he cultivated.
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Oncethis period is pagt, typicaly marked by the birth of a child, the young couple has
freedom to decide whereto live. They may remain with the wife' s family, move to the
husband's hamlet, or strike out on their own for some period of time. They may form aclose
bond with one of their sblings and branch off to form anew hamlet within easy visting disance
of one of thar origind hamlets. Judging from our migration histories, they will move in and out
of resdential proximity to their other kinsmen on both husband’ s and wife' s sides more than
oncein the yearsto come.

It should be clear, therefore, that the socid structure provided by the kinship system is
limited to akind of conceptud ordering that prohibits nuclear family incest and tends toward a
paitern of intermarrying families over the generations. Thisis not “Sster-exchange’ (O. Johnson
1978: 104), dthough it may work out that way some of thetime: it isjust as often “brother
exchange,” perhaps even more so because of the matrilocal bias created by the custom of bride
sarvice. And often it is marriage between cousins so distantly related that the genedlogica
details are unknown. Thereis no evidence that in the generd region around Shimaathe system
of assymetrica dliance postulated by Casevitz (1977: 129-37), including loca exogamy,
preferentid patrilatera cross-cousn marriage, and matrilocd marriage, can be found (cf. L6ffler
and Bager 1978).

Nor isthisin any way asystem of two lineages intermarrying. A lineage sysem not only
regulates marriage, but generaly residence aswell, and is most likely to occur where agriculturd
land is controlled by descent groups. The Matsigenka do not impede (very much) the access of
other Matsgenkato agriculturd land, which is generdly aundant, and certainly do not use

kinship and marriage to determine who can farm where. The freedom they have to move from
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one place to another, from one living arrangement to another, means that they are much more
likely to decide how to gpply the kinship system to their own advantage than to sacrifice their
freedom of choiceto socid structura imperatives.

Thisfreedom is especidly clear in the frequent, occasondly blatant, manipulation of the
kin terminology to suit the marriage plans of individuals (cf. Chagnon 1987). We learned about
thisfirst hand when, after perhaps six weeks in Shimaa, Felipe gpproached us and asked usto
be kinsmen. | said that would be pleasing, and asked how we should be rdlated. He said it
was my decison. | said how about us being brothers (IGE)? This seemed to disconcert him
and he said something like, “1 was thinking that you could be my father (APA).”

| had suggested | GE because of the egditarian implications, but Felipe had other
congderationsin mind. Aswe came to understand this process of creating kinship ties, we
could appreciate the care Feipe invested in it. We learned that a father-son relationship would
minimize any ambiguity about sexua relationships between us and them, by bringing virtudly
every adult member of Felipe' s hamlet under the incest prohibition, as either our sons,
daughters, nephews, or nieces. Later, when we told Wayne and Betty Snell about it, they
smiled knowingly and said, “Also, as your sons, it is gppropriate for Felipe and his brothers to
ask you for things. Brothers do not fed so free to ask favors from each other.” So we had
been nestly positioned in akin relaionship that maximized Fdipe' s Hf-interest. Very quickly
theresfter everyonein his hamlet was cdling us by the kinterms that made sensein view of ther
relaionship to Felipe (that is, his children called me “grandfather,” his cross-cousins cdled me

“uncle,” etc.)
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A less common, but gtill satisfactory, strategy was for men to ask me to treat them as
ani (cross-cousin/brother-inlaw). This had the advantage of making my wife their aster and
ther wives my dgters, diminaing any possble sexud involvements.

In the same way, Matsigenkas beyond the confines of the hamlet reserve theright to
choose how to refer to other Matsgenkas. It is common to find that a person smply does not
treat (tera nohuteri) another as akinsman at dl, even though they encounter each other on public
occasions. It isaso common that they do not use the usua kinterms, but choose among
dternatives such as nocharinants “my riva/friend” or “my friendly adversary,” or notspatarira
“my friend of same sax” (O. Johnson 1978: 118). These terms leave the kinship reationship
ungpecified and future marriage possibilities ambiguous.

If thisis not possble--if, for example, aman finds himsdf in ahamlet where dl the
women of his generation are classfied as Ssters-- “he will want to reexamine the existing
relationships in order to establish marriageability. Very likely there are dternativesin the
reckoning of hisown kin ...."” (Johnson 1978: 122). In one case, a man who wished to marry
his sepmother, widowed when his father died, refrained from caling her INA “mother” while he
emphasized that her Sster was married to his own pardld cousn (i.e, his“brother”): thus, his
“mother” became the sgter of his sster-in-law, moving her into the marriageable category (see
also Casevitz 1977: 125-6).

Findly, if such ddicate restructuring will not work, a man can Smply redefine a
relationship and dare the world to object. Snell (1964 33; g. in Johnson 1978: 99) offersan

example of aman who stood in marriagegble relation to awoman he did not want. When she
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perssted in trying to marry him, he siopped her in apublic place and said, “From now on you
aremy niece”

| lso mentioned earlier the case of Aradino, who treated Erenaas NOSHINTO
“daughter” because he had married her widowed mother when Erenawas il agirl. But when
she grew up, he stopped cdling her anything for about sx months. Then he married her. 1t was
a public scandd, but he smply put up with the condemnation and had soon fathered children by
her.

In dl these cases, the manipulation is possible because the true kinship relationship is
ambiguous. No such ambiguity exists aout nuclear family members who have grown up
together, or members of a hamlet who can trace their relationships to known ancestors. Where
the rdaionship is close--gblings first cousins, children of sblings--these manipulations are much
more difficult to pull off. Thistoo isevidence for the absence of clearly bounded kin groups:
kin relations are ego-centric and the more digtant akin relationship actudly is, the more room
the Masgenka have to redefine it into aform that suitstheir individua interests. Throughout the
process they remain opposed to incest in principle, while being more flexible the greeter the

genedlogicd distance.

Kinship and Group Identity--. Other native Amazonian groups who now livein smdl

villages or hamlets may once have been much more highly organized than today, victims of a
long history of displacement and depopulation. Thisis suggested by their possesson of
complex group naming and political ranking systems, and by the persistence of public rituas that

engage scores of participants (as many as can be rounded up, in some cases) in group dances,
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contests and feasts. The absence of any evidence for such systems and rituals among the
Matsgenka suggests that they have lived much asthey do today for the indefinite past.

Thisisnot to say that they lack completdly a sense of belonging to larger groups. But is
worth kegping in mind that, in quantitative terms, the Matsgenka soend only atiny fraction of
their time in group settings like barbasco fishing and beer feasting--in fact, less than 4% of adult
daylight time. Quadlitatively, these short periods of group interaction are intense and of
undeniable importance, but Matsigenka days are lived out mainly in solitary work and nuclear
family intimacy.

The Hamlet as an Enduring Group. We will see (Chapter 6) that economically

the hamlet is held together in part by collaboration in critica activities like housebuilding and
obtaining and sharing wild foods. Despite the advantages of this collaboration, households do
leave hamlets and isolate themselves for shorter or longer periods of time. On the other hand,
migration histories document that households tend to remain in the generd vicinity of agroup of
familiesthat isfarly stable over time. These families comprise people who grew up together as
sblings or cross-cousins and remain closdly linked through intermarriage, just as the structurd
modd (Fig. 5.6) suggests.

The socid closeness of hamlet membersis evident in behavior. Just as membersof a
household interact far more frequently with one another than with non-household members, so
too members of a hamlet interact more with each other than with members of other hamlets.
For example, the members of the downstream hamlet visited one another about five times as
often as they did households in the school community (Johnson 1978: 109). Although this

contrast in vigting patternsis afunction of distance in Shimaa, Rosengren (1983: 57) reportsa
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amilar patternin a“Communidad Nativa’' of the Upper Urubamba, and Baksh (1984: 416-
428) shows how the sharp drop-off in vigting patterns between hamlet-sized kin groups persists
even after they have been brought into dose proximity in aschool community. The vidting
patterns reflect ahierarchy of socid intimecy that is most intense within the wals of the
household, dropsto alower but ill substantia level within the hamlet, then drops sharply again
between members of separate hamlets.

Four of the men of the downstream hamlet used to live upriver in the vicinity of whet is
now the school community of Shimentaato, where they knew one another as children. When
Maestro invited them to come to Shimaain 1968 they did so asagroup. Felipe (11) and
Mariano (14) were full brothers, and Julio (12) treated them as brothers dthough he could not
trace an exact relaionship to them. Javier (10) stood in relation to them as cross-
cousin/brother-in-law (ANI). Thefifth household in the hamlet was headed by Karoroshi (13),
who had recently married the sister of the two brothers, so he a'so wastheir ANI, dthough he
had come from a different tributary of the Kompirashiato and was not closdly linked to the other
four.

During our research, Mariano entered atriad marriage with the sster of Javier. Although
it failed to take hold, it was naturd to try. The members of these five households were very
close to one another. They cleared gardens near one another, helped each other build houses,
shared mest, congtituted a beer feasting group, and had been so evidently since their parents
generation.

Italiano (Hse. 17) and Torres (Hse. 18), and perhaps one or two other households had

lived in the Shimaa area for many years before the school was started. In that erathey had
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occasond interaction with Felipe' s hamlet, providing them with the trade goods that made their
way upriver from the outside world.

When living together in a hamlet, households are subject to certain intimacies. Members
of one's own hamlet may smply walk in through a closed door unannounced, and expect to
share vauable items like meet or sted tools, reflecting along close association that includes
friendship as well as strong biologica ties. In partiad response to this, they take certain tepsto
maintain privacy. They often position their houses so that they are not visible from one another,
alowing a dretch of forest or aknoll to separate them. They maintain separate paths to their
houses, so that people waking on the main trail need not pass any given house unless they have
gpecific busnessthere. Even when Mariano and his cross-cousin, Karoroshi, lived side by sde
in the same clearing, they placed their doors in opposite wals--Mariano' s facing the river and
Carlos sfacing the mountain--so that their comings and goings were not directly visble to each
other.

To adegree men view their brothers-in-law (ANI) asinterlopersinto the family. This
was evident in the way Felipe and Mariano treated Aradino (3), who married their Sster Rosa
and lived outsde their hamlet. They would vist Rosa and be courteous to Aradino, but in
private they made fun of him. Once they accused him of beating Rosa, and on another
occasion angrily accused him of stedling Felipe’'s machete. Aradino may have been more
vulnerable to such open disrespect because he was a uncooperative loner who spent as much

time in an isolated house far up the Rio Shimaa as he did in the school neighborhood.
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The ambivaence to the cross-cousin relaionship is seen in the tde of Peccary, where

in-laws are portrayed as animals.

SHINTORI (PECCARY)

Julio (08/11/75

They say there was once a shaman who knew ayahuasca. His spirit flew to Mamori River
where he saw the people who live there and peccaries as big astapir. Hetold hispeople. They
said, “Tell those people to come here that we may see peccaries as big astapir.” He drank
ayahuasca and chanted along while. He transformed into aguan and flew high up, then dove
sharply, ailmost hitting the sand of the vast beach, then up and down many times until he finally
reached the great river Mamori. Perching on a branch there, he summoned the peccaries. Then he

flew home.

“Start thefire,” hesaid, “1 saw the peccaries and told them to come.” They all made
arrows. Each day the shaman told them, “ They are coming.” On the tenth day they heard the
peccarries calling from the mountain, then they could hear them at the edge of the garden. “All
right now,” the shaman said. Asthey did long ago, the hunters removed their cushmas and hung

them from branches. Then they hunted peccaries. The arrows flew--tsei! tsei! tsei! tsei!. Dead

peccaries mounted in piles, darkening the ground. When they ran out of arrowsthey told the
shaman they could not kill any more. Helooked at the sky and whistled, and the peccaries ran off

into the forest nearby.

The hunters went to locate their Kills. They were too big to carry home, so they butchered
them on the spot. They smoked the meat. Then they hunted again. The arrows flew, the ground
grew dark. The shaman’s neighbor said, “That'salot of ‘tapir’ there.” The next morning the

shaman said, “ They have gone. Y ou havekilled enough. Now be careful. They may return to
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attack you and slice open your guts. Stay home until you have finished the meat you already have.

Later, they will come back.”

Many times after that when they finished the smoked meat the shaman would call the
peccaries once again. When they got to the garden, he would cry, “Defend your manioc!” After
they were killed, the shaman would pull their teeth in order to give them to Peccary Spirit, who

returned them so that they could drill holesin them for women’s necklaces.

One day the shaman'’s neighbor went hunting. He said, “I dreamt about that manioc-like
plant [kanirigovureki]--that | ateit and ateit.” Now he ate nothing. “I will go hunting. | will kill
peccary so that | may eat fresh [not smoked] meat.” His neighbors said, “Peccary will conquer
him.” Hesaid, “No, | will shoot him. If | fail to shoot him, then hewill conquer me.” They said,

“All right.”

He stalked peccary. When he saw them they were eating, really eating. “Ee, look out!”
they cried. “That archer is shooting. Let’sdefend our lives!” They ran at him, their hooves
pounding on the dry leaves. Peccary said, “Don’t kill him. Leave him! Bring him with usto climb
trees, to gather palm fruitsfor us. Until now we have been eating fruits from the ground. He will
gather them from thetrees.” They surrounded him, grabbed him, and took him to where the others
were waiting. They werein human form. That evening the shaman said, “ They have captured him.

They have conquered him as | predicted. They are taking him with them.”

The peccaries went along their way. Spotting a palm tree, Peccary said, “ See that? Climb
it!” The man got fruits and threw them down. They were not yet ripe. The peccaries husked them.
When he had thrown them all down, he remained seated inthetree. “Let’'sgo,” said Peccary.
“No.” “Let'sgo.” “No.” Peccary cut the roots of the palm tree. When the man saw that the tree
was beginning to fall, he said, “Hold on. I’'m coming down.” The same thing happened at the next
tree. Then Peccary said, “Let’sgo. My sister will chew fruitsto soften them for you. Sister, chew

them so that he does not die from hunger. Otherwise, who will climb treesfor us?’
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They went along until they reached a stream. Peccary said, “Now wait, Ani (Brother-in-
law), my sister will catch materi fish.” They ate materi. They went along until they heard the sound
of Maniti demon. Peccary said, “Wait here, | will kill him.” When he returned, the man said, “Ani?’

Peccary said, “I havekilled him. | diditin hislair.”

That evening they laid down to sleep. Peccary said, “Be my brother-in-law.” He gave him

hissister.

“Ani,” the man said.

“Huh?’

“Your sister’squillsare sticking me.”

“Sister, move away from him so as not to stick Ani. Ani, hereismy old cushmafor you to

wear.” The man put it on. “Now, Ani?’

“Now it'sfine,” the man replied.

Now they slept. The man woke up cold. “It'scold,” he said. Heturned over. Helooked
atthefire. Hestirredit. Thinking it was a piece of wood, hetook Peccary’sleg and added it to the

fire. Peccary yelled and ran around. When he was seated, the man said, “Ani.”

“Huh?"

“It was cold.”

“Y ou should have told me, Ani,” Peccary said.

“Ani, it was cold, so | added wood to thefire.”

“What you added was me.” Peccary built up the fire, and the man was warm.
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Now the man climbed trees without hesitation and threw down the fruits. Hiswife chewed

them to soften them for him. They gathered their sugarcane [cafia brava] and boiled it for him.

They reached the bank of Mamori River. They feared the heat of the sun, so they waited
until evening to crosstheriver. On the vast beach they ran and ran, fearing the dawn. Sand rose
in acloud behind them. At dawn they reached the stand of cafiabrava. They collapsed until dusk.
Then they got up and ate bamboo shoots. They ate and ate. Then they went along the pathsto

their homes. The man lived with Peccary therefor along time.

One day the man said, “Ani, | am going home where my daughter is. Come with me. Your
sister will make beer, we will eat nothing but manioc and drink beer, and when we have finished we
will return here and never go back there again.” Peccary agreed and called his neighbors. More
peccaries came than ever before. From all their little paths they poured onto the main trail to
Mamori River. They waited until night to crosstheriver. The shaman said, “ They are coming to
eat manioc.” After ten daysthey arrived at the gardens. The shaman told the men, “Go ahead.”

The men removed their cushmas and hunted.

The man’s peccary wife carried manioc to him in her mouth. A hunter shot her. Another
carried him manioc, but she was shot, too. He climbed into the branches of a nearometiki tree he
had felled when he cleared the garden. He sat up there silently. The shaman whistled for the

peccariesto |eave, but they did not. They werelooking for their brother-in-law.

The people also were looking for him. They went through all the dead peccaries but could
not find him. The shaman said, “I don’t know. Maybe they took him. There were some in human
form that went with them. | saw them yesterday: they do not walk on all fours and they are only a
little dark on their backs.” Then the shaman knew the man had gone to his house. The people
surrounded him there but he ran away in fear. They captured him and tied him up. He made animal

noises because the peccary cane had ruined his voice.
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The shaman took ayahuasca and sang until Peccary Spirit entered his body. Peccary
wanted to keep the man with him, but his human wife said, “| took him back because he has a
daughter. Y ou would have him abandon his daughter.” Peccary said, “Well, that’stheway itis. |

want him.” The man’s soul accompanied Peccary back to Mamori.

The next day the man [still at home also] went to look for the peccaries that had been
killed. “That’s Brother-in-law; so’sthat one. That's Uncle; that’s Aunt; that’s my wife; there's
Brother; that’s my good friend.” He visited other houses. “That’s Uncle; that’s Son; that’s
Daughter; that’s Brother.” People offered him smoked meat, but he refused. He had seen that

peccaries are like us.

The shaman drank ayahuasca and chanted strongly. He went to stay for awhilein
Mamori. When he returned he said, “Let’sall go there. Peoplelivethere. Let'sgo, now that | have
been there.” They went slowly in that direction, planting gardensto live from along the way.
Finaly, they arrived. “Thereitis,” said the shaman. “Where| went before.” They lived there, but

did not crosstheriver. They saw aman [an Unseen One].

There, now. | finished chopping down that tree. Now that’s all.

In addition to the emotion Soryline identified in Chepter 4 (Figure 4.1), and the theme
of fallure to heed the shaman’s warning (Chapter 7), this story presents a nature/culture
oppogition in which the wild anima aspect is personified by in-laws. But the opposition,
intengfied when the man is captured and forced to work for the peccaries, lessens asthe
peccaries are kind to him and bring him into the family. Eventualy, he loses the power of
speech because he has learned to eat cafia brava, the peccary “sugarcane” Ultimately, he can

no longer eat their smoked flesh because he has discovered that they are like us.
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Many joking interactions between men at beer feadts reflect underlying tensions,
whether between in-laws or others. It isnot dways clear whether someoneisjoking or fooling

(taking advantage yamitavinatakena). For example, if your sster’s new husband joked about

abandoning her, then actudly did so, you would fed betrayed and very angry. And “jokes’ a a
beer feast may actualy be insults (ininatakeri). When Maestro jokingly told Aradino, “If you
don’'t want to work for me, then get out of my house,” Aradino took it as an insult and left the
beer feast Maestro was hosting. But other guests accused Aradino of not taking the joke. The
beer feast is clearly a place where unresolved resentments can be expressed in an aimosphere
of “fun,” and where taking insults serioudy is regarded as bad form.

Gender Segregation in Public. Matsigenkais not asociety strongly polarized by

sexud antagonism. Within the privacy of the household, husband and wife are generdly
respectful and frequently affectionate. Despite the emotiona ambivaence between men and
women explored in Chapter 4, the division of labor by sex ensures that husband and wife need
each other and gppreciate the many ordinary services they provide.

Outside the household, however, interaction between man and woman is uncommon.
In Chapter 6 we will see how, a afishing expedition, the men and women segregate into amae
group upstream working on the large dams that dow the current, and afemae group
downstream that builds the smdl dam with anet init to catch the sunned fish that may escape
the foragers hands. Asthe fish poison isintroduced, men move downstream and women move
upstream until married couples have met at prearranged fishing spots to continue foraging as
household units. the gender segregation of the cooperative work phase has disgppeared as

separate households reassert their practica importance in the noncooperative harvesting phase.
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In sharing amed of animd food like boiled fish, the whole hamlet will gather,
segregating into men's and women'’ s groups (Chapter 6, section “Eating--.”). Asin the case of
fishing expeditions, when the communa portion of the activity is over, couples edge back
together, dissolving the larger same-sex groupings.  O. Johnson (1978: 212-219) ties gender
separation at communa measto the generd pattern of avoidance between men and women
who could marry but have not--thet is, between opposite-sex cross-cousins who are not
married and have no kinterm for each other. The tension arises because sexud liasons between
them are permitted by the kinship system but would be socidly disruptive, especidly if one or
both of them are dready married. The problems that might arise if they were to meet easly
face-to-face in public settings are avoided by gender segregation in groups.

As evidence for this, Orna describes behaviord interactions during meds (from
videotapes), showing extreme avoidance between people who could marry each other (Table
55). Infact, of 111 observations of food exchanges between a man and awoman during
medls, 37 (33%) are between husbhand and wife, dthough only 11% would be expected by
chance. In sharp contrast, none of the food exchanges were between “marriageables not
married to each other,” dthough 13% would be expected by chance. In short, husbands and
wives share food disproportionately often, unmarriageable pairs share food often, athough less

than would occur by chance, and “marriageables’ never share food.

Exchange Category Obsarved Exchanges Expected Exchanges
Opposite-sex exchanges
Married 33% 11%
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Nonmarriagesble 21% 31%

Marriagegble 0 13%
Same-sex exchanges

Femde 29% 21%

Made 17% 24%

TOTAL 100% 100%

Table 5.5. Food Exchanges During Meals. (Source: O. Johnson 1978: 218).

Ornapoints out that cross-culturdly there is a strong association between eating and
sexud intercourse. By avoiding food sharing with a potentia spouse, the Matsigenka reduce the
possibility of adisruptive sexud liason. Beyond this, both men and women have their own
networks of same-sex friends and relatives; it is naturd for them to socidize in same-sex groups
when severa households are together. In fact, the larger the group, the more formd the
segregation appears to become. In large beer feasts hosted by Maestro, for example, the men
gathered on the veranda of his house, whereas the women met in the kitchen, a separate
Structure next to the house. Women and children moved back and forth between the two
groups delivering beer to the men and retrieving their empty bowls.

An interesting gender difference characterizes these segregated groups of men and
women. Whether they occur at work, medtime, or leisure, the interactions among the women
involve more mutudity than among the men (O. Johnson 1978: 52; 136; 219). In work, men
tend to work aone whereas women tend to work in company, often of another woman,

women say they fear to work aone, fearing attack by demons more than men do. At communad
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mesdls, women exchange food with other women more than men exchange with other men
(Table5.5).

In the dances at beer feadts, the generd pattern is for men to dance out ahead of the
women, individudigticaly drumming and darting and twirling so thet their cushmas billow out like
full kirts. Thewomen, by contragt, follow the men in agroup, holding hands and Snging in
rhythmic counterpoint. Thiswas the pattern at al feasts but one, where | saw a group of four
men hold hands and walk singing between a group of darting male drummersin front of them
and a hand-holding group of women singing dong behind them.

In each of the above cases, then, the women show more interest in making and
reinforcing connections with their gender mates than men do.

Sodidizing in Groups. Even group work, asin the hand mowing of the airgtrip

under Maestro’ s direction, appears to have socia rewards.  Strung dong aline that moves
dowly forward down the airstrip, men fire off jokes that provoke hearty laughter. Despite the
extreme drudgery of the task (mowing thick, unpleasant weeds from a crouch, usng a machete),
the men seem to enjoy themselves socidly. As one man from Camanétold mein 1980, after
working in agroup weeding project: “You don't get tired, finish quickly! My own garden takes
five daysto weed. But with the group, you finishin lessthan one day.” Baksh (1984), however,
found thet men accomplished less on the whole in such groups than their rates of work in
individua projects would have predicted, indicating that some labor efficiency is sacrificed for a
more playful sociahility.

The Matsgenka clearly enjoy recregtiond gatherings and prepare for them with

enthusasm. We noticed again and again how the level of excitement rose as the day for an
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expedition or feast gpproached. The Matsigenka are normdly very quiet and calm, moving
gracefully and without hurry. But as the participants begin to gather for the event, the air
becomes animated with laughter and movement. Long before the first bowl of beer is passed,
the people have reached a sort of socid high where good spirits and effusive gestures prevail.

If there iswork to be done on afishing dam, no beer will be served, but people work
quickly and much is accomplished. Jokesfly back and forth, and when work offersthe
opportunity to play, as when the men rode logs downriver as though they were bucking
broncas, they give themsalves over to the fun of the moment. Everyoneisfriendly, dl the old
animogities seemingly evagporate. Such amood may persst through one or two days and into
the feasting and beer drinking.

These are common occasions on which individuals can engage in trade. In the
generosity of the moment, people give away possessions, or beg them from another. Since
these events rarely involve vistors from distant communities, people do not come to the feast
with apack of itemsto barter. But it isanaturd outcome of the gathering that individuas
compare possessions and may swap them, or give them away in the interest of building
friendships.

Hereisadescription of abeer feast | attended fortuitoudy during the second month of

fiddwork:

Fieldnote 09-17-72 - Omenko had told me that he was going to his chacrato plant today, so | went
to Oscar and told him | wanted to go, too. We left at 7:20 am., walking up the Shimaa and crossing
it after about 15 minutes, and arriving at Tito’sat 7:45. A large crowd was gathered, sitting in the
shade of Evaristo’ s kitchen drinking masato. Those present were Ricardo, Angel, Evaristo, Juanito,

Tito, Eduardo, Omenko, Oscar, Alicia, Victoria, Rokania, and some other women unfamiliar to me.
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When | arrived, Evaristo said pokakempi ... kameti [*Y ou have arrived--Good”], making me fed at

home, and | was offered yuca, a small catfish-likefish (etari) and manioc beer. The men were
drumming and dancing (except Omenko), but stopped while | wasthere. At 8:00 | went with
Omenko and Oscar to view Omenko’s chacra, and | thought to work in it, but after afew minutes we
returned to the party.

Those drumming were Evaristo, Tito, Juanito, Angel, Eduardo, and Ricardo. Thedrumisa
wooden cylinder about one foot in diameter and 18 inches long, with a monkey-skin cover on each
end and a snare at one end made of fine cotton string, taut, with small beads strung along it.

The men drum and dance, the women walking along behind hand-in-hand and singing.
The dance steps include a snake-like forward motion in between the houses and around the yard,
with various turns around to the left and the right while moving forward. All the drinking and
socializing take place in what appears to be akitchen rather than in two other structures that appear
to be sleeping areas.

The men and women sit at opposite ends of the kitchen (women upstream, except for
Victoria, who sits next to Omenko). One woman, possibly Evaristo’ s wife, serves the masato to
everyone else and the women continue to work on making more masato while everyone gets drunk-
-the masato is pretty strong, probably three days old.

After awhile | brought out my cameras and started taking pictures. At first, everyone
seemed alittle tense, but | handed around the cameras and let everyone handle them and |ook
through them, and pretty soon things were relaxed enough for me to film the event.

The men wanted to know how much everything cost. Ricardo said he wanted my
machete. My knife passed around and Angel cut himself on it (thumb), which occasioned mirth.
He played with the blood and even smeared some on Juanito’ s foot, finally tying the thumb with
string.

All ages of both sexes drink the masato, so the inebriation and lassitude are general. One

dance by Tito, Angel and Ricardo, however, lasted from 9:10 to 9:45 and represents no mean
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physical exertion, since the paceisfast and consistent. My presence by now seemed to be
accepted, although occasionally all attention would center on me.

Ricardo gave me afeather headdress, offered me some plantains which | refused (probably
shouldn’t have), and blew his nose on his cushma. Everyone seemed to be pretty drunk by 10:00
a.m., although the older members and the very young children seemed to drink less. At one point
(10:20) Victoria asked Rokash to pick out the one remaining little fish from the ashes, and Tito,
seeing this, stood up and got about a dozen more from a pot.

Between the drinking, eating, dancing, and conversation the time was pretty much spent.
Oscar asked meif | wanted to leave around 11:00, and | said yes. The day was very hot and dry as

wereturned by balsaraft (aroller-coaster of aride which we all enjoyed like schoolboys).

Drinking beer & first intendgfies the socid high. Men take turns working on a drum or
other project, begin to drum, play flutes, and sng. Dancersrise, drumming and singing. Inthe
separate circles of men and women, friends hug one another and protest their abiding love. The
shouts and laughter and the rythmic drumming can be heard far away above the background
noise of theriver.

The high is complex, however. Wheress a fird it isagenuine feding of good will and
felowship, the jokes often have a sharp edge of ridicule in them. Asthe party wears on, the
dow but steady supply of beer has the intended effect. Men and women dur their words and
stumble about. Children begin to gppear more mature and capable than the adults, cooking,
serving and cleaning up for their incgpacitated parents. Individuds liberated by drink from ther
usud courteous restraint reveal aharsh aggressve sde. They begin to tease those they view as
transgressors. People who have broken taboos are called to task and harshly ridiculed, to great

roars of laughter. 1f one man suspects another of steding hisfishing tackle, or hiswife, he will
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confront him with detailed cross-examination concerning his movements. Long suppressed
angersflare up and sometimes result in violence. More often than not, the aggressors will later
gpologize through a haze of tears and become friends again, but not inevitably: resentments
ared at a beer feast can lead to broken marriages and disintegrated hamlets.

On the whole, however, the gathering of many familiesis apublic forum in which to
express fedings that would not be appropriate under other circumstances. In a society without
ingtitutiona procedures for police investigation, judgement and punishment, it is an opportunity
for aring grievances and seeking justice. The result can in many cases lead to aresolution of
suspicions and disputes.

The Divison of Labor in the Hamlet. Although the division of |abor by sex

makesit possble for a hushand and wife to have between them a complete set of skills
necessary for the maintenance and reproduction of the household, it sometimes happens that
certain kills are de-emphasized in one household but emphasized in another, cregting adivision
of labor and mutua dependence between households. Not everyone possesses the full range of
skills associated with his or her gender role. There were men who did not know how to make
bows and women who could not weave. Although not many were so handicapped, those who
were had to depend on others to make their artifacts for them. This was dways someone within
their hamlet, for whom they did many return favors.

One woman, Rosa, who could not weave, lived next door to her mother, who was
married to her husband' s brother (Households 11 and 14). She spun cotton and continued to
help her mother as a daughter should, athough she had the reputation for being lazy. Her

mother was an outstanding weaver who made cloth for both households. In away, her
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continued dependence on her mother alowed her to postpone growing up into afully skilled
woman.

Another example of specidization concerns Julio, whose large productive gardens
became the breadbasket for his hamlet (and for some relatives outsde the hamlet) during the
scarce period in 1972 before new crops became ripe. Julio, who was crippled by polio, could
no longer hunt effectively, but he had a grown son and a nearly grown one, and the three of
them maintained high levels of garden productivity. In turn, Julio shared in the meat brought in
by his hedthy relativesin the hamlet.

The hamlet, or the cirde of kin who have lived together as ahamlet in the past and
probably will again, isthe common unit of participation in beer feasts. The event is planned well
in advance, and invitations made. Women of the group collaborate in beer-meking while the
men go hunting or fishing, and bring in specid wood if a group project--such as making adrum-
-isanticipated. The person extending the invitation aways includes the phrase, aityo shitea
“Therewill be beer,” with excitement and interest peaking as the time for the feast gpproaches.

Maestro isasocid center, and the divison of labor he organizes may hold some clues
to what might have existed in the neighborhood of a respected shaman in the past. We have
aready seen how certain men and women, orphaned, widowed or in some other way not well-
integrated into enduring hamlets, attach themsalves to a strong household asiif to find parentd
protectors and to create a kindred where little or none exists. They are willing to subordinate
their autonomy to serve the politica needs of the powerful household, which becomes a center
of unusudly high levels of food production, manufacture, and feasting. Wheat they gain in return

is the protection of the strong household, including spiritud protection and influence.
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In Shimaa, Maestro’ s household commanded a remarkable amount of [abor. When
preparing beer for afeadt, the gathering of a haf dozen or more women bailing, grinding and
graining the ingredients had, by locd standards, the fed of afactory. Meanwhile, their
husbands were out hunting to provide suitable game meat suppliesfor the feast. The samekind
of labor-crew effort by the men cultivated the schoolteacher's huge gardens, many times larger
than those of the average household. Although the schoolteacher had modern goods to offer as
rewards, rather than spiritual hedling, he was seen as protective in dedling with the outsde
world, which was the leader’ s function to some degree in the past.

Hierarchy in the Hamlet. The Masgenka are certainly “egditarian” in any

typology of comparative political sysems. Yet, just as careful andysis of patterns of command
and compliance demondrated the hierarchy of command within the household, so dso andlysis
reveds asymmetries of behavior between members of different houssholds within a hamlet or
resdentid cluster. Elsawhere (A. Johnson 1978: 106-110), | have used vigiting patterns from
the time dlocation study to revea assymetries between even closely related households (cf.
Rosengren 1983). In Figure 5.3, which reflects the frequency with which visits were being paid
by members of each downstream household to members of the others during the random spot
checks, shows that many households received more vidts than they paid, while others paid
more than they received. Further analysis (O. Johnson 1978: 263-269) shows that those who
pay the most vists are of lower status than those who receive the most.

When disputes arise between households, they are difficult to resolve because
household members are basicaly independent from and equa to members of other households,

an equdity that ultimately rests on their freedom either to resort to violence or (more commonly)
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to move away. But individuds differ in the intringc respect they evoke. For example, once
during afishing expedition, the low status adult, Evaristo, and the pre-adolescent youth, Pepe,

were catching stunned fish in the same pooal.

Pepe's eyes it with pleasure when he caught a segori, one of the finest-tasting fish in theriver. But
Evaristo immediately confronted him: "Where did you catch that?"

"Right here," said Pepe, indicating the place.

"That's mine, then." Evaristo reached for the fish. "I was chasing it earlier right in that
spot and it got away from me." Pepe held the fish out of Evaristo's reach, obviously upset. His
older cross-cousin, Oscar, who was highly respected, inquired as to the problem. Listening to the
explanations, he told Pepe he would have to give up thefish. Thiswas the only acceptable choice,
once Evaristo had initiated the confrontation: he was older than Pepe and, as afellow hamlet

member, Oscar had to think about long term peace with Evaristo's househol d.

The story had a happy ending when Pepe soon caught another segori and was dlowed
to keep it, his delight undiminished by the earlier incident. But the lesson hereisthat a senior
and prestigious member of the hamlet had to impose his judgement to resolve one of those sour

little incidents that are bound to arise between neighbors, and thisisaform of leadership.
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M Number of Vists
................... < 10visits
——  10-20vidts
— >20vigts
Figure 5.6. Vigting Patterns in the Downstream Hamlet (O. Johnson 1978: 264).

Perhaps the most noticeable pattern in the data on vidting is the predominance of vigts
being paid to Maestro’ s house, especially from the two dependent households (8 and 9), aflow
of vigtsthat reflects the status differentia of a patron-client relaionship (A. Johnson 1978: 109).
This pattern is reproduced in another set of data. 1n the course of fieldwork | recorded many
exchanges between members of different households, most of them involving either labor or
food. Maestro isvery much centrd to this process, being observed in exchanges with 11 other
households. The next most involved household was only observed in exchanges with four other

households, and the others with only one or two other households. Maestro is equdly involved
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both in giving and recaiving, dthough there is an asymmetry: whereas he gives either meet or
trade goods to others, he tends to receive garden produce, firewood, and labor from them in
return. Such asymmetriesin amdl-scade societies may often Sgnd the existence of local leaders
(Henry 1951; Stearman 1989).

Maestro isalocd leader. Apart from hisrolein holding together the multi-hamlet
school community, to be examined in the next section, heis dso a patron to many individuas.
He hires men and women to help raise, harvest and process food, paying them with trade goods
he obtains with purchases from his government sdlary. So persond istheir relationship that they
do not speak of it as Maestro’s garden, but as notsamairi “my garden.” Hetakesmen on
shopping tripsto Kiteni, who would otherwise not have the confidence to go. He encourages
them to grow coffee and markets it for them. He hears complaints and tries to resolve disputes.
He asks after their health and seeks outside medical advice for them.

Heisdso a successful shotgun hunter who shares meat widely among the households

of Shimaa. After ahunt in November of 1972, for example,

Fieldnote 11-14-72 - Maestro distributed the meat he hunted Saturday as follows: left shoulder of
peccary to Arturo, left leg (ham) to Omenko; right leg to Eduardo; half ribs to Aradino; other
shoulder to Antonio. One bird for Oscar. He kept the other half of the ribs and three birds for

himself.

In dl these respects he fulfills the usud definition of a headman (Johnson 1989: 50-51).
A different Stuation exists in the more traditionad downstream clugter. This hamlet, we
have seen, is the persstence of intermarrying families that go back severd generations, decades

before missonaries arrived and launched the formation of modern communities. It is essentialy
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egditarian, but only in the sense that socid datusisfree to rise and fal with the life cycles and
dispostions of itsmembers. At any point in time, however, it islikely to be hierarchicaly
ordered.

We seein Fig. 5.3 that Household 11 isthe favored recipient of vistsfrom 13 and 14.
The head of 11 is Fdlipe, who is the older brother of Mariano, head of 14. Fdipe' s senior wife,
Eva, isthe mother of Mariano’swife, Rosa. Both of these differencesin seniority affect
relationships between the two households. Of specid importanceis that Evaisamgor
producer of beer and manufactured goods, being somewhat freed of other duties by her co-
wife, Amaria. The extra members of Fdlipe s household, as contrasted with Mariano’ s three
person house, make it the socia center of the cluster, hosting periodic beer feasts. Although the
male heads of houses 11 and 14 are equaly skilled and hard-working, the femae head of 11is
far more productive than her daughter, head of household 14.

The male head of Household 13, Karoroshi, is married to Virima, the sster of Fdlipe
and Mariano. Karoroshi has no family in the vicinity, gpart from hisin-laws. Virimahas, of
course, her brothers, aswell asa“sster” (pardld cousn) in household 10 who was her co-wife
during a previous marriage. But this smal household does not host beer feasts, and Karoroshi
only recently completed his bride service obligations that included not only Felipe and Mariano,
but their parallel cousin Julio, head of Household 12. His household paid atotdl of 76 viststo
households 11 and 14, yet received only 8 in return.

For the most part, households 10 and 12 kept to themselves more so than the other
households of the hamlet. Julio in Household 12 lived only afew minutes away, but was

separated from the other houses by a patch of secondary growth and asmdl garden. He had a

263



separate path leading to the river so he need not go past houses 11, 13, and 14 except by
design. He was rather well-linked to the school community because for a period of time most
of those houses came to get manioc from his large gardens while theirs were maturing. This
made his household the second most involved in observed exchanges between housholdsin
Shimaa. Thisdid not make him aleader, but it contributed to his overdl status He was well-
respected throughout the community for hisintelligence, sharp wit, and knowledge of lore.
Household 10 was an outrider of thishamlet. Early in our fieldwork its male head,
Javier, moved his whole household about 45 minutes deep into the forest, claming that the
downstream cluster was too crowded. In the process he abandoned a good house and two
producing gardens. Later, when Javier's Sster formed atrid marriage with Marianoin
household 14, members of household 10 stopped by 14 frequently on their way to the river or
upstream. During this period, the status of household 14 rose sharply as the new wife produced

large quantities of beer and enabled the household to host a beer feast.

These examples show that both male and femal e heads of household take an active rolein
determining their household's status. The number of visits a household receives depends on
kinship ties and economic status. Both the husband's kin and the wife's kin become integral parts
of their social network. To attract visitors, both spouses must be hard workers; they must have an
active household and plenty of food. The Matsigenka criterion for hard work is more than mere
time and effort; it also entailsinitiative. Thereisawaysaclear “owner” of any communal
enterprise, someone who assumes the responsibility and takes the credit. Asthe examples of
households 11 and 14 show, it is not enough for one of the spouses to be hard-working--both must

contribute if their household isto attract visitors. (O. Johnson 1978: 268)
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Someindividuds clearly fed stronger and more effective than others. Some men and
women are ether not very bright, or are fearful, or for whatever reason have low energy levels
They are objects of lower esteem, but generaly have a pleasant manner and are accepted as
marriage partners. They are liable to come into the orbit of a strong and active person who will,
in asense, take charge of them. These rdationships are inherently hierarchicd, with the lower
datus partner taking orders from the higher satus one. Both parties seem to derive satisfaction
from the rdationship.

One avenueto low statusisto be without close kin. Orphans are often adopted into
families as second- dlass citizens, cdled nampiriants (lit., “the person by one' sside,” but
trandated into Spanish as empleado, -a “employee” (O. Johnson 1978: 163). Adopted
children appear conditioned to alifetime of shyness and dependence on more confident people
who have grown up in and continue to be surrounded by a supportive extended family.

Beyond the Hamlet--.  Asarule, Matsigenkas from separate hamlets regard one

another with considerable suspicion. If aman from another hamlet is encountered close to
one sown, insults may be exchanged, such as, “Why did you come here? Are you looking for
awoman?’ Often after abeer feast in which non-hamlet guests have been present there are
complaints about theft, dways blamed on the outsders. These outrages are long-remembered
and often told. When someone marries out, people frequently complain about the poor
trestment their out-marrying reldive has received in the other hamlet. In short, out-hamlet
others are seen as thieving scoundrelsin contrast to virtuous members of one' s own hamlet.

The School Community. The school community is amodern creation, only four

years old when our research began in Shimaain 1972. It exists because the school, and
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Maestro, create opportunities for integration and leadership that would not otherwise occur,
athough comparable opportunities might have existed in the past in order to cope with dave
raids and other outside intrusons.

Matsgenka school communitiesin generd are rather fragile groups. 1n 1976, when |
asked the schoolteacher at Camana why a quarter of the people who had lived with him a
Mantaro Chico had stayed behind when he moved the community to Camand, he replied
“Becauseit isour cultureto live apart--we are not united.”

| was surprised to learn that members of one hamlet rardly visited other hamlets near
Shimaa, even though they were within an hour’ swak of each other. Vidtors pass through
occasiondly, of course, and may spend afriendly evening taking. But beneeth the surface
friendliness and even fascination lie suspicion and denigration. Following such avigt, rumors
abound that the viditor stole something, that his or her true motive for the vist wasto look for a
pouse, or that he brought a virus with him that is now infecting the host hamlet. | dso
occasonally encountered a cautious sense that the trails in the vicinity of another hamlet were

dangerous places, where one could meet koveenkaripage (mankillers), powerful animaslike

jaguar or anteater whose danger is partly spiritud. Thiswould not be explicitly afear of
witcheraft, but a nonspecific sense that one's danger of exposure to harm--spiritud or
otherwise--increases in the orbit of a kin-distant community.

Members of other hamlets are persstently characterized as of low mora character or as
ridiculous. Once, for example, | asked Julio in the downstream hamlet if his bamboo-point
arrow was for peccary (ashi shintori); he said yes, and then there was a silence until his son

Roberto sad, “It'sfor Evaristo” (ashi Evarigto). This provoked aroar of laughter from those
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present. Evaristo was amember of the upstream hamlet, a man who appeared weak and
ingratiating to me and was generdly |ooked down upon by others. But this mean joke, which
not only implied that Evaristo deserved to be shot, but aso likened him to an animad (see
Peccary myth), would not have been amed at afdlow hamlet member.

Only two men, Maestro and Itdiano, tended to move fredy between hamlets, attending
their beer feasts and regularly interacting with them. Italiano’ srole was as trader and culture
broker, snce hisfamily lived the farthest downstream. His was the last Matsigenka household
before Pofiarona immigrant househol ds began to appear near the mouth of the Rio
Kompiroshiato. He evidently played this role near Shimaa before the school was established.
He was not afraid of Pofiaronas and used his access to trade goods, as well as his hunting
success based on shotgun ownership, to play aminor Big Man role among the severa hamlets
around Shimaa.

But Itdiano’srole was not very integrative, Snceit did not bring the hamlets together in
larger political activities. Thiswas dso true of Maestro in his role as patron, as described
above. Both men were more generous than other men, many of whom never seemed to share
outsde their hamlets. In thisthey filled amodest role aslocd leaders.

Maestro, however, dso played addiberately integrative role. The work crews he
mobilized to cut the grass of the ardtrip, which needed to be done afew times ayear when a
plane was expected, drew men from the upstream, school, and downstream hamlets. These
were the same people he invited to his house for beer feadts, the only beer feasts in the vicinity
that regularly included guests from both downstream and upstream hamlets, and even Itdiano’s

hamlet.
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He dso cdled meetings to celebrate important holidays. The students, who took their
schoolwork serioudy and exhibited a genuine pleasure in and enthusiasm for school, generdly
went home immediately after school et out--leaving Maestro’ s children with few playmates.
But on meseting days their parents made a point of showing up. Then the schoolhouse was
packed, men on one Sde, women on the other, with a standing-room-only crowd. These
meetings were orderly, in the sense that Maestro set the agenda, but they were aso relaxed,
with much shifting about, scratching, nurang of babies, and coming and going.  Schoolchildren
usudly performed songs or recitdss, athough afew were so overcome by shyness they could
not speak.

Often, after the meeting, Maestro would host a beer feast a hishouse. In later years of
research, in 1974 and 1975, he had begun to invite Pofiaronas to these events, hosting a soccer
game and a beer feast after the meeting. One, in July 1975, occasioned the largest barbasco
fishing collaboration | had ever observed among the Matsigenka (described in Chapter 6).
These were true politica events, bringing househeads together in separate men’s and women's
groups to know one another better, to be united by collaboration and sport, and to hear political
messages about the status of their community in relation to the Peruvian nation Sate.

But in Shimaa these efforts by Maestro were only partidly successful. Theintegrating
events were few and far between and did not erase the fundamental distance between hamlets.
Often, men from different hamlets would attend his beer feadts, but their wives would stay
home, uncomfortable in the company of so many strangers. In one such feast, for example, our
femde rdatives from the downstream hamlet would only attend Maestro’s beer feast when

Ornawent, and they left when she did. Their husbands stayed on to drink at Maestro’s for
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severa hours, until Maestro left to continue drinking at the upstream hamlet, where they did not
follow him.

Shimaa may have been unusudly divided in this sense. Our subsequent short fidd stays
in Camisea and Camana exposed us to communities where househol ds were much more
numerous and placed adjacent to one another. Vidts between households were frequent and
people were friendlier and more willing to part with information than in Shimaa. But evenin
those communities, the underlying pattern of hamlet separateness could be discovered. Baksh
(1984: 416-28) found that the dense cluster of houses at Camané could still be broken down
into hamlet-9zed extended families who visted one another with much greater intengity than they
vigted neighboring households that belonged to another such extended family (cf. Hames 1996).
Many individuds participate only minimaly in community projects and are gone for long periods
on their own. On getting away from the Camand community:

Fieldnote 6-28-80 - Mike and | discussed how these separationsmight be crucial to the adaptation
to community life here. He says people frequently “take off” for periods up to two weeks, and that
they often have very comfortable savoropankos [cafia brava shelters] in their distant gardens,
preferred fishing places, or what have you. He hasintuitively felt that Aurelio “hasto get away”
sometimes, and just takes off, sometimes with Viviana. Mike, too, feels good when he gets off with

some family somewhere, with only his machete and living off the countryside self-sufficiently.

Furthermore, many Matsigenka school communities have undergone periodic crises that
threatened to result in fisson and dissolution of the community. One-fourth of the Mantaro
Chico school community refused to join the move to Camand A few years later, the
community nearly split again before the schoolteacher restored unity by moving the whole

Settlement to an area of better fishing. During our fieldwork we heard rumors that the school
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communities & Huallana on the Rio Picha, and Nueva Luz on the lower Urubamba between
Camisea and Sepahua, were riven with factionalism and on the verge of collgpse. Somehow
they survived those crises. But we can speculate that the lines of factionalism there would have
reflected to some degree the same familistic divisons that kept Shimaa disunited.

Regiond Integration The hamlet is, then, the red world gpproximation of the

gructurd modd of two intermarrying families. The socid system is dynamic because families
often do not match in number and gender of children, and so must seek mates at large. Further,
the willful Matsgenka often bregk away from the hamlet to pursue a solitary lifestyle. They say
in contact with one or more hamlets through visiting once or twice ayear, mantaining their
existing network of kinsmen. Or, they may choose not to maintain the network: people do

refuse to “treat” people that they once treaeted askin. They Smply say, tera nohuteri maika“|

don't treat him as kin anymore.”

Overdl, Matsgenkas spend rather little time vigting others, and these vidts are nearly
aways to other houses in the same haml€t, or to aclose rdative in another hamlet. Evenin the
case of full gblings, however, if they live in separate hamlets they will vigt one another rardly. A
common kind of vidit isabrief stop en route to another destination. The host greets the visitor
by saying, ainyobe“You are there’ or pokakevi “You have arrived.” Thevigtor replies,
pokakena “1 have arrived,” and then stands outsde the house he is viditing, exchanges afew
words with someone insde about his destination, his state of hedlth and that of hisfamily, thenis
on hisway. If he stays more than a minute or so, his hogt will rise and offer him amat to gt on.
He will enter the house and then must stay awhile in order not to insult hishogt. Conversation

will continue on fairly mundane matters for awhile. If the guest has a particular reason for

270



vigting, he will get around to mentioning it eventualy, and when his businessis concluded, he
will rise abruptly, without further ado, and leave with the parting, noate “1 am going.” The most
common reply is, je ‘ee”“Yes”

Those vidts they do pay dso keep them informed about death, divorce, or growth to
meaturity that indicate the availability of potentid mates. And, they convey generd information
about the socid and economic environment. Such avigt isahigh intendty tak fest. A spirit of
good will moves guest and host dike to stay up late into the night swapping stories and
information. Others, even nonkin of the guest, will come by for various lengths of time to enjoy
the news and festive atmosphere. But, even if they do not show up to see the guest personaly,
they will hear dl about it asthe vist is dissected after the guest departs.

This means that the Matsgenka of one hamlet have arather detailed knowledge of
many other hamlets and individua householdsin their region. They hed, for example, avirtualy
complete knowledge of dl the households dong the Shimaariver, and those along the
Kompiroshiato from Shimaato the Urubamba River. They had less complete knowledge of the
households of the school community of Shimentaato, severd hours walk upriver, but they knew
many of them well. They dso knew at least something about a number of households far up the
Kompiroshiato watershed, unattached to a school community but <till engaged in the old pattern
of vigting.

Today, the centers of such regiona networks of acquaintance are the school
communities. In the past, shamans (seripigari) or charismatic politica leaders (itinkame) played
this crucid role. Such men, and their households, were seen as sources of strength, wisdom and

security. Their main atraction was probably their ability to ded with hedth problems arising
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from spiritua causes, and perhaps dso for dedings with the outside world. While settlement
was scattered dong avallable streams, as it istoday, people in the vicinity of alocal leader
looked to his household as a socid center. For his part, the leader furthered this process by
marrying many women, who helped maintain his prestige by their industrious food production
and manufactures. We have heard of at least two cases in which leaders acquired as many as
twelve wives, dthough it is not certain they dl lived in his household & the sametime. | assume
that this opportunity for differentid reproductive success was one of the motivations for men to
take on a pogtion that “had few specid rights but severd demanding duties’ (Rosengren 1987b:
171).

We can get some idea of traditiond leadership by seeing how the Matsigenka interacted
with the school community a Shimaain 1972-73. Severa households lived closeto Maestro's
and provided him and hiswife with labor. Severa other households lived near the school, but
maintained second homesteads at a distance, where they had large gardens and lived for months
a atime. Theremaining householdslived at a distance from Maestro. They would come for a
beer feast when Maestro invited them, and they would come to request trade items and
medicines. During these vigits they would look around them, curious about any new people or
materid goods, and would gossip. But they seemed reluctant visitors, eager to get back to their
homesteads. And they would not be back again until invited or until prodded by need. | would
guess that this description approximates the kind of regiona integration achieved in recent
higtory in the presence of alocd leader.

Strangers and Enemies. Integration made possible by aleader created aregion

of relative peace and security where everybody knew everone else a least casualy. Beyond
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this orbit, security wasincreasingly at risk. Until after World War 11, davers dtill roamed the
montaia, ddlivering whole families to serve as chegp labor in various Peruvian enterprises.
These were not dways intolerable circumstances, and some families stayed voluntarily attached
to their “owners’ even into the 1970s, when they could no longer be compelled to do so. But
people did not want to be captured and forced to work for someone else, and they |ooked
upon strangers with fear, fleeing when strangers approached; many were terrified of any
member of the Pereirafamily (Rosengren 1987b: 166).

The Matsgenka of Shimaa bdlieve that the only witches now practicing arein the
outsde world. In Chapter 7 we will learn of their belief in downriver tribes that eat demons and
snakes. Whenever outsiders come upriver even today, they are spotted from far off and word
rushes around to al the households, where the anxiety is pdpable. Viruses (merents) come
from the outsde, just as dave traders did in the historic past, and who knows what kind of
enemies from the distant past, with Inkas on the west and powerful warrior tribes downstream
to the east?

Our firg vigt to a Matsgenka household was a a smdl settlement on the Urubamba,
where there is a congtant boat traffic up and downriver. Y et when we walked to a house set
back in the hills, accompanied by an acculturated Matsigenka, no one came out to greet us, but
ahand gppeared through a crack in the door to offer us matsto St on. Thisis reminiscent of
Paul Marcoy’s experience a century earlier when the Matsigenkas who were camped with his
party dong the Urubamba would not let them ingde their shelter, even when aterrific sorm
broke out. The house is the secure bastion of the family; strangers are intrinsically dangerous

and must not be permitted inside.
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As| described in Chapter 4, our early experience of the people of Shimaa, especidly
those living near the schoolteacher, was that they saw us as sources of vauable goods and little
more. | felt they tried to take advantage of my ignorance and desire for goodwill to get as much
and give aslittle back as possble. They seemed to regard me without “sympathy,” like a supply
depot rather than a person seeking friendship. | struck up an early friendship with the assstant
schoolteacher, Antonio, who was a Campa Indian married to a Matsigenka woman. Although
he was fluent in Matsgenka, he was different and complained of lonelinessin Shimaa. In part,
we were drawn to each other as mutua outsiders. He left during our research to return to his
family in Picha

As we have seen, families in the downstream cluster began to treat us personally after a
while. But the Matsigenka notion of stranger begins closeto home. They refuse to treat some
people as kinsmen (tera nohuteri), even though they may encounter them often enough through
events arranged by the schoolteacher. Thisis not quite the same as tregting someone as a
dranger, but it begins the cleft between kin and nonkin at a close remove. The papable mistrust
between members of even neighboring hamletsis a gn that they are seen as partid Srangers at
best.

On one occasion, two Matsgenka men arrived in Shimaa to gather caterpillars they had
heard were abundant nearby. They were careful to appear first at Maestro’s house and at our
house, and explained that they had been sent by the schoolteacher at Shimentaato. Thisway,
no one could suspect them of acting improperly, snce aman of high status and power had told

them to come. By thistime, our house had aso become a sort of public place, where speeches
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were sometimes made and interhousehold disputes aired, and strangers usudly made a point of
stopping by to see and be seen.

In many ways, of course, we never ceased to be strangers to many in the Shimaa area.
They did not seek our company, and, in cases where they were too far away to vidt regularly,
our arrival was dways an event. Even in the upsiream cluster, among people we visited
regularly and in some cases tregted as kinamen, after ayear of fieldwork the children ill cried
in fear when | arrived in their hamlet.

On the other hand, we were dways treated with great respect, in keeping with loca
standards of appropriate behavior. Even during my 18 month absence between July 1973 and
December 1974, when | |eft possessions stored in Shimaa, nothing was disturbed. Thiswas
true even though the Maestro had broken the padlock on my large footlocker in order, he said,
to verify that the contents were safe. And (as mentioned before) Aradino took care of my
bananatreesfor me. Indeed, much caution regarding strangersis a (partly accurate) perception
that they are not as trustworthy as one's neighbors and relaions.

The difficult access, and the poverty of resources, have served to keep population
dengity low in the montafia and to minimize competition from outsde. Thismay well have
protected the Matsigenka hitoricaly to some degree, since they had nothing to sted and little
could be gained by trying to control them palitically. Asde from the annud trips to trading
zones, which undoubtedly date back to Inka times and involved many tribal groups from the
selva, the Matsigenka of the Kompiroshiato watershed have had only occasond contact with
the outsde. They tdl vivid stories about their few contacts, especialy those that resulted in the

degth, endavement, or sale of Matsigenkas, but the stories about events at a distance, say dong
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the Rio Urubamba upriver past Kiteni or downriver past the Pongo de Mainique, become
vague: they are not based on persond experience and blend into the realms of myth and the
supernaturd. Their belief in Kogapakori wild men far off (cf. d’ Ans 1974: 342) hasthis
fantadtic qudity.

Although we have seen that the Matsgenka were intimidated and raided until recently
by neighboring tribes, the headwaters of the smdl tributaries of the Rio Urubamba, such asthe
Rio Kompiroshiato, the Rio Mantaro Chico, and the Rio Picha, were isolated enough that
outsde dangers were comparatively rare. Beyond the orbits of respected shamans--in
neighboring river valeys, for example--one was likdy to have afew kinamen to vigt from time
to time, o that the whole region was loosdly knit by partid kin networks, lightly maintained by
occasiond arduous journeys. In addition to keeping lines of communication open, these vidits

would inform the traveler about conditions e sawhere.
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