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she who must transfer residence. Though on leaving his mother’s tent he may not return, he re-

affirms his relation to it through a bequest of livestock to his sisters for the exclusive benefit of
their daughters, and daughters’ daughters, beyond the scope of Qur’anic law. The entire book is
a complex web of such polarities extending through the life cycle of Kel Ferwan men and women
in almost every possible permutation, until the individual, in dying, becomes one with the &amp;e/
esuf.

This book is written from the heart, as becomes evident from the very first line, with respect
and sympathy for its subjects; long acquaintance and familiarity with the society and its setting
pervade its observations which, where relevant, are extended to neighbouring Tuareg groups. It
is also clear that the author has a considerable mastery of Tamacheq, and he makes pertinent use
of the texts of songs that he has collected. After an introduction in which he reviews the social

categories of the Kel Ferwan (his field-work from 1976 was primarily among the *commoner"
tribe of the Iberdiyanan), the concept of nobility, and the position of the Sultan of Agadez, he
devotes two chapters to the tent itself and the camp, to pastoralism and the transfer of goods
through marriage. His examination of the nomad home and the values associated with it is ma-
ny-sided, and although based on an exact description of its physical elements, is concerned with
understanding rather than classification.

It is only to be regretted that, with the information undoubtedly at his disposal, he did not
extend this perceptive record to include movements within the tent space, its seasonal adapta-
tion, and some camp plans, besides some indication of dimensions — in fact he shows little inter-

est in quantities throughout. His preoccupation with structural models already raises some
doubts in chapter 2, where the ascription of camels to the male domain is set against goats to the
female domain although goats are owned by men as well as women; the consequent allocation of
the donkey to an ambivalent status seems an unnecessary intellectual burden on the animal. Yet

the transmission of goats, slaves and swords through the female line is shown to be consonant
with myths related to primordial time. Chapter 3, on nobles, commoners and war explores poli-
tical life, and war as the activity in which social differences are clearest. The word amajegh desig-
nates the Tuareg in relation to non-Tuareg, but also the noble tribes in relation to the commo-

ners; the duality is resolved in campaigns against outsiders, when all are united as Muslims be-
hind the Sultan, but is apparent in raids on other Tuareg groups, when the nobles not only lead
the commoners, but as their “protectors” claim most of the booty; their domination is compen-
sated by the election of the noble chief by his commoners, who thus gain a spokesman for their
interests. The wars between the Tuareg of the Ayr and the Ioullimmedan, however, conceived as
jihad, seem to illustrate an inability to grasp the full import of Islam as a unifying force. Again,
the equivalence (homothétie) between marriage and war, postulated on the basis that both relate
an ensemble to the outside world, and sustained by the transfer of camels and slaves involved in
each, seems forced: when the author himself admits that the homothesis is not straightforward,
and four pages later that they are incompatible, one wonders why he felt the need to link them
structurally.

The remaining half of the book is concerned with social relationships, first with the kinship
terminology (ch. 4), then with the preference for matrilateral cross-cousin marriage (ch. 5), and
afterwards with the rituals of marriage, birth, and naming (chs. 6-8) which are reviewed against
the manifestations of the Divine and of the dead. The discussion of kinship involves a juggling
act with four different terminologies, two collected by Casajus and the others by Nicolaisen and
Oxby; the difference is identified as the threshold at which a descendant is accepted as a *ne-

phew” or a “child”, and Nicolaisen’s version is ultimately recognised as that used by someone


