In up to 1500 words, offer 4 different examples of how social groups maintain order. Explain how these methods maintain social order. 
Egalitarianism is the precept that all people are equal and deserve the same rights and opportunities. If this concept is used in social groups it would create and maintain a very different type of order than a group under a totalitarian hierarchy for example. The evolutionary perspective provided by Boehm enables us to question why the African great apes that we share an ancestor with have an authoritative leadership structure, when hunter-gathers have far more equal societies? (Boehm, 1993) Throughout the process of evolution, it seems that we somehow gained a fairer perspective in terms of social order; some social groups have since progressed backwards and created order through authorities that blatantly fly in the face of equality.
[bookmark: _Hlk28696917]The Inuit were originally “entirely self-sufficient” (Greig, 2006), dwelling in smaller groups that were autonomous and moved around of their own accord, relying on various methods of hunting and gathering to survive in their harsh climate. However, the way in which the Inuit peoples of Canada maintained order changed drastically with the introduction of outside contact, which in turn led to colonisation from the federal government.
There was no formal hierarchy within the Inuit community – it was considered an egalitarian society and “individuals were largely free to do as they wished as long their actions did not disturb others” (Greig, 2006). Any decisions that affected the entire group were discussed among the people, and compromise was often used to ensure they everyone was happy with the end result.
The Inuit often used more informal punishments, through the use of methods of social control, such as ignoring the person, gossip campaigns and shaming of the offender, ridicule, and physical ostracism in more serious cases. There are also more formal methods of sorting issues, which include fistfights, wrestling and song duels. These ways of dealing with inappropriate behaviour, and a “complex set of values, beliefs and taboos that clearly defined the expectations of how people should behave” (Greig, 2006) were passed down through oral tradition and by following the examples set by older members of the group.
The layout of the nomadic camps also reflects the alliances and animosities within the group, as families who camped together were friendly, and those who didn’t get on would not move to the same camps together, or would stay on opposite sides of the camp. However, despite disagreements the group has to stay together as there is “greater security in having a network of people to contribute food and other supplies when one’s own supply was depleted” (Greig, 2006). The community has to cooperate to avoid tensions within the group, and requires “a great degree of harmony to operate effectively” (Greig, 2006).
While inside the group social order is maintained marvellously, the issue lay in the interactions between aboriginal peoples and the federal government and local law enforcers, and still remains somewhat to this day. The issue is that “Canadian law seeks to punish the offender and focuses primarily on the offence committed rather than the particular details associated with the offender or the victim”, whereas within the Inuit community prefers to punish the individual in a way that restored harmony to the community – for example, individuals who committed an infraction but was a primary hunter of the group, would be given more lenient punishment as the community would suffer without them, therefore it is not in their best interest to give an incredibly harsh penalty. This clash of ideas on how to punish those at fault has made for difficult relations within Inuit groups and with the outside world, and until very recently, Inuit weren’t allowed input as to how offenders from their communities were punishment. This disruption of how the Inuit rule themselves creates a rift with their culture (thanks to colonisation through the federal government), strips them of their identity and rights, and inevitably causes disruption and could lead to lack of order within this social group.
The Kogi of Columbia live in a varied environment of snowy heights, mountain forests and tropical beaches – they rely on strict rules to keep the social order in balance. Gender has a large impact in the social order of the Kogi, as there are very strict gender roles to the point of segregation between men and women. This separation is both for tasks and for living – men live in a separate hut from women and children, and there is a large hut called a “nuhue” which only men are allowed in. The nuhue is a place of discussion and divination, but women are not allowed in as the Kogi believe they have no need to, as they are more connected to the Great Mother that they worship than men are. (Dodd, 2001) There is an incredibly strict almost military-like hierarchy in which the mamo priests are at the top, who can hand out severe punishments when a member of the tribe goes disobeys the rules. The priests create social order by holding highly respected roles in Kogi society, and in turn by providing leadership even if it is somewhat harsh. Kogi religion is based on the idea that the universe exists in opposite but complementary dualistic expressions, such as male and female, dark and light. This belief allows for the Kogi to commit a sin occasionally to justify the existence of good, and these opposites are a way to keep the society balanced or “in agreement”. (Dodd, 2001)
Interestingly, the concept of being male is seen as “problematic and needs balancing”, and men are certainly have less rights in some aspects which creates a different dynamic in terms of social order -for example, property and livestock can be passed from mother to daughter, and certain rights only descend matrilineally. (Dodd, 2001)
Semai make up part of the “Orang Asli”, the indigenous people of peninsular Malaysia. The Semai were “agroforesters”, and would also clear fields in the heart of the rain forest. As time went on, the Semai adapted their traditional work to grow trees as cash crops. However, the Malaysian governments created overcrowded “Regroupment Schemes” and turned the Semai forests over to loggers and developers. To survive this change, the Semai people drew closer together, and focused on their “existing ideology in which loving one’s friends and neighbours became a matter of survival and quarrelling potentially lethal. A number of ways emerged to minimize violence and maximize cooperation within local groups”. (Dentan 2008) This close-knit community maintains social order through the looming outside threats of the world. They even view violence as idiotic and unnecessary, but allow violence “when violence is safe and necessary or appropriate” (Dentan, 2008), however they prefer peace.
The Semai maintain social order through egalitarianism, but they also created an age system to allow for better knowledge sharing and happiness. They understand that as people grow older “they accumulate experience and become wiser and spiritually more adept” (Dentan, 2008). This system distinguishes children, pubescent young adults, adults and the elderly. Any adult “who is particularly knowledgeable about a particular activity—hunting or fish poisoning, say—and who can convince other people of his skill can be a leader as long as the activity continues.” (Dentan, 2008) Once the activity is finished, the person will step down from a position of power, and so no member of the tribe has more power over anyone else or coerce another member. Even the children of the group have some social standing, as if they refuse to follow a parent’s order, the parent will accept the child’s refusal as it is seen that trying to coerce a child would damage them spiritually and possibly even kill them. The Semai people rely on peace and understanding to keep social order, and it seems to work extraordinarily well.
There are many tribal groups on the Andaman Islands, but one group that stands out particularly is the Onge, who live on Little Andaman. The Onge can be divided into two types of hunter-gather groups, those who live in the forest, and those who prefer to dwell along the coast. They are partially nomadic, moving every few months in rotation. They dwell in family huts within clearings, and these huts are communally built so that labour is shared but each section is ‘owned’ by the person who made it. (Brown, 1922)
There is some divide within the group, as hunting and gathering is gender orientated – but alas – this is to be expected. Social order is maintained within the tribe through moral and economic organisation, which boils down to two simple ideals – laziness is not tolerated, and sharing of all and any items is generally expected. For example, all kills are shared, land and certain items are commonly owned among the group. 
As for social order through political organisation, the elders of the group will make the vast majority of decisions, but it seems that these decisions are made in a fair and inclusive manner. The Onge value various characteristics such as being adept at hunting, being kind and not having a bad temper, and prefer leaders to have these ideals. No one within the group has the direct ability to punish wrongdoings or enforce rules, and instead in a similar fashion to the Inuit people, ridicule is used to persuade and encourage better behaviour. It is incredibly rare that murder will be used as punishment for more severe crimes.
An interesting behaviour commonly displayed by the Onge is the way member interact with each other. When meeting, there is no official greeting, but both members will simply stare at each other until the younger of the two speaks. Those within the tribe will also sit on each other’s laps while crying and cuddling for long periods of time. I believe this behaviour helps to maintain social order by providing the tribe with a more caring attitude and a better understanding of each other. This closeness could in theory prevent minor arguments and allow for ease of interaction. (Brown, 1922)
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