Jasmine Williams, 14th November 2019 - Explain Four different examples of how social groups maintain order:
Methods of order maintenance can vary from each social group, their environment, cosmology, age and gender are all attributing factors that can differentiate how they may maintain order within their communities. Many differentiations of societies have been depicted within indigenous groups such as the Mbuti and Yanomamo, including egalitarian and reverse dominance hierarchy; “hunter-gatherer societies are, of course, not all carbon copies of one another” (Gray, 2009). Woodburn coins egalitarianism as “greater equality of wealth, of power, of prestige” (Woodburn, 1982. P.2). Gray describes the elements of order maintenance as similar to that of child's play, all players have to be satisfied in order for the game to continue, otherwise the individual players will leave and the game will be over; “the great challenge is to keep all of the players happy without allowing anyone to violate the rules” (Gray, 2009). Without a set of rules, it becomes harder to maintain order within individual societies; some mechanisms of order are reliant on fear whereas others as based solely upon the equality of the individual.
Groups with segregated gender values such as the Yanomamo for example, use violence against women as a means of control and order; food is expected to be waiting for the male hunters – if women have failed this preparation the men have jurisdiction to beat their wives. (Changon, 1968) This suggests Violence is often used as a means of order maintenance within the Yanomamo; there is a gender hierarchy where men are positioned above women; therefore are within a position where violence against women is an accepted social practice, women's submission is a means of social control. Furthermore, however men within the Yanonomamo are recognised to shave their heads so they are able to present their scars from previous fights as a show of dominance over the other males within the group; the more scars on the show and collected the greater social stance is possessed; (Changon, 1968). This suggests violence as a means of order and social maintenance is not only attributed to women but men as well.
Egalitarianism is an evolutionary perspective deciphered as a means of social order where the proletariat rise against the Bourgeois (Marx, 1848). The weak combine to dominate the strong therefore avoiding the dominance of an individual over a group, (Boehm, 1993); for example within the Mbuti a method of mockery is used against offenders who attempt to dominate within the group through means such as possession and skill. The san do not care about an individuals possessions, everyone is equal – there is no ownership everything is shared and provided by the forest, anyone who attempts to appear above the others is mocked into submission (Turnbull,1961). This suggests mockery is used as a means of control within some indigenous groups, the Egaletraian means of control and order can be adopted in order to retain individuality and equality within the group. However, the Mbuti also used their environment as a means of order maintenance. “Bodies cannot exist without engagement with materials” (Ingold, 2000. p5); the Mbuti believe the forest is the provider “supplies them with their needs” (Turnbull, 1961. P14). As a result the forest is also feared, if the forest revokes its gifts the group would be subject to issues such as starvation; the environment is thus a method of control the ‘spirits’ of the forest are feared therefore the Mbuti maintain order to please the forest, their livelihood is in equilibrium with the forest they provide for the forest and the forest provides for them; as a result the Mbuiti self maintain order in respect to
the forest, anyone who differentiates is mocked or shunned (fear of being left alone to the elements being their most feared punishment). This suggests the methods of order maintinence within the Mbuti also fall into an environmental category, they use the envrionment as a basis of undoubtable domanance over the group.
The hunting hypothesis states that mens evolution from ape developed so drastically due to our livliehood ‘man is man and not a chimpazee, because of eveloving we killed for a living’ (Ardrey, 1977. P.15). Our methods of hunting with tools suggest cognitive advancement away from the primates we once were; there is assumed aggression and greed to hunting (materialistic culture) however many groups including the San do not kill more than they need there is a respected equality within their community nobody takes more from the environment than needed. Evening mechanisms are used; there is a kinship involving food shares within the san, those with more give to those with less in order to create an equilibrium between the groups individual families, (MarshallThomas, 1959). This maintains order as no member is seen bellow another depending on their ability to hunt/provide – everyone is equal as shared consensus. Nobody has the ability to grow from outside the group; all members have the same social status and hold no possesions to be held over other members; this suggests kinship can be used as a means of order maintenance if all players (Gray, 1982) are equal then nobody grows tired of the game and deters from the rules – order is maintained.
Unlike the San other group such as the Nuer show to deter from leveling mechanisms such as kinship; within the Nuer cattle are a possession of pride the more cattle an individual male owns the higher social status they retain; this does not extend to women as they are unable to own cattle within the Nuer community, they are to care for the cattle as milkmaids but never possess their means of labour (Evans-Pritchard, 1940). Similar to Marx's theory of alienation, the workforce (milkmaids) are alienated from their livelihoods, dominated by the male cattle owners; (Marx, 1848). This suggests the Nuer use possession as a means of social control and order maintenance, the men who possess the most cattle to dominate not only the women who work the cattle but the men within their community which do not possess a heard of the same value. Rather than retaining an order of equality this group maintains an order of male dominance.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Overall the maintenance of order within different social and indigenous groups can deter from the Euro-American social consensus based upon varied factors such as their shared social values based upon gender, cosmology of the environment and value attributed to possession. Each individual group is different despite their affiliation to the egalitarian and other methods of control; their methods may differ such as violence and mockery. However all social groups including indigenous societies use levelling mechanisms and methods of control over the meanings attributed to an individual to maintain order within each groups society.
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