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Fraternal interest groups consist of men tied together by common interest and by
kinship bonds, primarily of the partrilineal type. Of course, there are bonds other than
those based on kinship that can tie men together such as ties created by age class sys-
tems. Therefore fraternal interest groups are only one special variant of a more general
type of group that is called power group. The hypothesis — where fraternal interest
groups exist, there will be frequent war — therefore cannot be reversed, because there

are other types of power groups. This means, the fraternal interest group-hypothesis
has the logical form of an implication.

Operationalization of the concepts

There have been several attempts at operationalizing these concepts. One set of stu-
dies used matrilocal postmarital residence as an indicator for conflicting loyalties
(e. g. Kang 1976). In that case married men have to leave their natal homes and live
with the group of their wives. The men who would be partners in a war are in that

case dispersed and power groups cannot develop. This at least is the idea behind this
indicator. But cross-cultural studies have only produced insignificant and weak
effects.!

Let us now turn to the fraternal interest group-hypothesis, on which I will concen-

trate in the following.
Postmarital residence has also been used as an operational definition of fraternal in-

terest groups. Usually patrilocal residence (in some studies together with similar resi-
dence rules like virilocality, avunculocality) was selected as an indicator, sometimes
combined with patrilineal descent (Thoden van Velzen and Van Wetering 1960; Otter-
bein and Otterbein 1965; Otterbein 1968; Nammour 1975; et al.). Patrilocal residence
means that married men continue to live with or near their natal families — and thus

power groups, based on kinship, can develop. Similar reasoning was used to justify the
selection of polygyny as an indicator. But again cross-cultural tests did not yield satis-
factory results.

Inspection of residence groups pointed at two reasons that could account for that
failure. One is, that common residence does not always imply common interests of the
coresiding men. Moreover a patrilocal residence rule does not necessarily lead to a ho-
mogenous kinbased group of men. Both reasons suggest that an indicator is needed

which hits the attributes of fraternal interest groups more accurately.
Paige and Paige (1981) have tried to formulate such an indicator in another context,

namely in relation to the politics of reproductive rituals. They call it fraternal interest
group strength. This complex variable combines three attributes: patrilineality, bride-
price and group size (cf. Appendix, 1., p. — A1 —f.). The coding of brideprice and patri-
lineality 1s taken over from Murdock (1967) and Murdock and Wilson (1972).

! In this paper all statements about power, significance or weakness of statistical results in a cross-cultural

test follow the findings of Schweizer and Lang (1989).


