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ABSTRACT
Genealogy as a field of study has made great progress in recent years in its educational programs and its
research which is due to its strong and committed leadership. This paper calls for the development of
theory and research to undergird the field of genealogy as a scientific study in higher education. The article
also calls for the inclusion of historical antecedents of medieval heraldry and chivalry in the programs of
study as they were the progenitors of genealogy. Finally the phrases, “Generational Family Matrix
Research” and “Genealogical Funnel Principle” are introduced as concepts in 21st Century research
methodology.
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Introduction
Without a doubt, genealogical research has made great progress, both in its professional
practice and teachings through its strong and committed leadership.1 These strong commitments
and the scholarly work of genealogists has been the engine of acceptance. Now genealogical
research is being received as a legitimate field of study in post-secondary education and has
prompted many to become professional genealogists.2 In reflection, genealogy courses are no
longer relegated to the hobby curriculum in continuing education class divisions at community
colleges.
Genealogy with its own unique underlying theoretical perspectives, including Carolyn
Billingsley’s kinship theory3 takes its place with courses in topical areas of studies. This includes
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courses and programs at the certificate and diploma level, as well as in Bachelor and Master
degree programs.
However, programs and courses in genealogy in higher education must be undergirded with
theoretical substructures for this is what makes genealogy a credible scientific field of study. As
research develops from theory, it will provide growth and expansion4 to the genealogical arena.
We must start to work on more theory development in our studies in genealogy.
Secondly, there is an urgent need to include in our curricula in higher education historical
background and antecedents. We need courses in heraldry and chivalry, as they are rooted in the
historical foundations of our ancestors. We must remember that in the medieval times most
people could not read nor write.5 The use of symbols and devices on shields, flags and
institutions depicting the lineage of families and marital alliances were used to communicate to
people the family pedigrees and lineage in addition to the number and the gender of children.
Purpose of the Paper
In this paper, the writers introduce the emergent concepts of the Genealogical Funnel
Principle and Generational Family Matrix Development. These terms provide insight into
potential expansion of genealogical studies in the 21st Century. The concepts are introduced, not
as an alternative to current genealogical research, but rather as a potential enhancement and
companion to current studies.
The authors of this article have also long been concerned that the notable antecedents of
genealogy, which are the heraldic and chivalric substructures, occurring within the middle ages
and later, have been sadly plundered from American genealogical curriculums, at all levels and in
many publications. One has only to review seminars on pedigree studies to reveal a lack of any
attention to these past precedents. In the writers’ opinion, it is difficult to remove the study of
genealogy from its ancestral academic roots. The granting and blazing of arms, rules relating to
protocol (as conducted by the herald or officer of arms) as well as nobility scholarship are in
many cases, part of the disciplines of family history, genealogy and kinship. The science and art
of armorial bearings have their foundation in the structure, organization and functioning of past
society. The works and opinions of the 16th century social philosopher Thomas Hobbes6 describe
and define the erosion of this social foundation. Hobbes possessed a view of absolute sovereign
and levels of societal interaction. According to him, “[d]uring the early seventeenth century these
authoritarian attitudes were having to complete with what can only be described, for lack of a
better word, as the concept of individualism. . . . The ideal society in which every man has his
place and stays in it was breaking down.”7 Credit is given to Hobbes for identifying the basic
question underlining sociological theory – i.e. “How and why is society possible?” or, “the
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problem of order” and how patterns of social structure develop. 8 During the latter half of the 18th
century with the advent of the Revolutionary War, many individuals living in the colonies
epitomized Hobbes’ earlier concerns in that they desired class and social equality and the removal
of all class strati, including nobility, royalty and armorial bearings or heraldic status. As a
democracy,9 citizens of the United States have throughout the 19th and 20th centuries retained their
aversion to things that potentially questioned their egalitarianism while at the same time retaining
their inquisitiveness of the British monarchy and European nobility.
Additionally, this paper reviews the six basic requirements of a discipline in higher education
as set out by scientists Liles, Johnson, Meade and Underdown and point to the overwhelming
need for more scrutiny based on scientific theory building in the field of genealogy, in order to
expand and develop this field’s growth as a sub-discipline of chronological research. As noted,
this includes emphasis on genealogy’s antecedents.10 With theory development and more
practical expansion at the historical nexus of genealogy it may evolve in the future into a full
discipline in higher education. The writers then offer some suggestions for genealogical research
and theory building including the fundamental basics of what is termed “Grounded Theory,”11 as
appropriate for a generic qualitative approach to the topic. Glaser believes that
all research is “grounded” in data, but few studies produce a “grounded theory.”
Grounded Theory is an inductive methodology. Although many call Grounded
Theory a qualitative method, it is not. It is a general method. It is the systematic
generation of theory from systematic research. 12
Borgatti further states that “’grounded theory’ refers to theory that is developed inductively from
a corpus of data.”13
The Funnel Principle, A Potential Future to Genealogical Research

8

Jonathan Turner, The Structure of Sociological Theory (Dorsey Press, 1982), pp. 138 & 151. Relating to
the problem of order, note Dennis Hume Wrong, The Problem of Order: What Unites and Divides Society
(Simon and Schuster, 1994).
9
“The United States is, indeed, a republic, not a democracy. Accurately defined, a democracy is a form of
government in which the people decide policy matters directly--through town hall meetings or by voting on
ballot initiatives and referendums. A republic, on the other hand, is a system in which the people choose
representatives who, in turn, make policy decisions on their behalf. The Framers of the Constitution were
altogether fearful of pure democracy. Everything they read and studied taught them that pure democracies
‘have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal
security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent
in their deaths.’” This Nation.com: American Government and Politics Online [Online]. Available:
http://www.thisnation.com/question/011.html Note James Madison, “The Same Subject Continued: The
Union as a Safeguard Against Domestic Faction and Insurrection From the New York Packet.” Federalist
No. 10 (Friday, November 23, 1787).
10
Carl Edwin Lindgren and LaWanna L. Blount, “What Every Genealogist Should Know About Heraldry.”
[unpublished manuscript]
11
Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strass, The Discovery of Grounded Theory Strategies for Qualitative
Research (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co, 1967).
12
Barney Glaser, Grounded Theory Institute. “What is Grounded Theory” [Online]. Available:
http://www.groundedtheory.com/what-is-gt.aspx
13
Steve Borgatti, “Introduction to Grounded Theory” [Online]. Available:
http://www.analytictech.com/mb870/introtoGT.htm

3

What we have learned in sociology and anthropology is that everyone is different, every
family is different and each society (societal unit) is different. Anthropologists draw conclusions
about certain behaviors in a society and develop a theory accordingly.
However, the writers believe that anthropologists and now professional genealogists should
consider approaching the issue from humankind down to the individual rather than the individual
or society upward, in order to create a broad construct or remark about civilization. An example
would be that everyone is different, but everyone is the same. How can both be true? With the use
of computers, statistic programs and genetics, scientists should look for underlying constructs or
sub-structures that are the same in all societies and all individuals. They could then build on this
research paradigm.
Do all people strive for happiness, yes or no? If true or false, show it based on a humankind
matrix, NOT a sample of only one family or social group leading to a general theory. Do all
people wish to be free? Some people may wish to be controlled, if this means security. If this is
the case, perhaps the closest an anthropologist could get to the underlying sub-structure would be
statistical, based on the majority of the sample. When one derives a construct based on
humankind, not a societal structure (one unit), they can then go back to an earlier time (metagenerational retrogression), based on historical and genealogical norms that can be proven
through documentation and earlier behavior of society, not individuals, to create a model of what
behavior norms have been constant through time. Through this scientific construct of showing
how ALL mankind has certain traits, behaviors and norms, individuals will be more attuned to
their place and connection in humankind evolution.
As our paper will note, there are unified relationships found in groupings of people that until
only recently were seen as non-existent, but due to the advent of scientific research in DNA, have
been proven systematically. This has been pointed out by Henry Louis “Skip” Gates, Jr.,14
Alphonsie Fletcher University of Harvard Professor. Also we are finding that sociologists and
anthropologists, in their studies of families, point to theories where many peoples can be
described as genetically related or kinsmen.
Thus we believe that our beginning work in the development of generational family matrix
research should originate with types of humankind found to have similar characteristics as seen
by anthropologists. These should be large groups of humankind, which in turn is researched by
large groups of scientists (anthropologists, sociologists and now genealogists working in union.
The researchers should focus on family historical lineage work and its generational family matrix
relationships with clusters of other related family lineages. In effect, we should consider starting
our research at both ends and moving toward a center. Today, for the first time in history, we
have this technology. Individual scholars can continue their relevant research from the individual,
extended family and societal groupings, while working in union with other scientists to map
humankind events, both past and future. The project is daunting as researchers must start back
over 195,000 years ago with the advent of the human race and the first Mitochondrial Eve.15 As
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noted, the writers do not advocate that these researchers abandon the methodology of
genealogical research in proving genealogical lineages, but expand their scholarly endeavours.
Generational Family Matrix Development (GFMD)
What is GFMD and what relationship does it have to genealogical research? Actually, the
term denotes the full ramification of genealogy with it antecedents within the social and human
sciences. The term symbolizes an effort to integrate anthropological theory, historical scholarship
and biochemical research with genealogical studies in an attempt to formulate an encompassing
theoretical framework. Elizabeth Shown Mills was one of the first genealogists to utilize the term
“generational history,”16 in her article "Genealogy in the ‘Information Age’ History's New
Frontier." Mills notes that generational history is “an interdisciplinary study of the development
of individual families across generations …analyzing the dynamics of ethnicity, intermarriage,
status, and migration in economic, legal, and social contexts . . .”17 She states:
Genealogical scholarship-more appropriately called generational history is by
nature finely analytical. Other branches of history interpret through synthesis and
generalization, so that errors in detail rarely affect overall conclusions.
Generational history, on the other hand, requires almost scientific precision.
Every research step is one link in a descriptive chain that, like twists of DNA,
ultimately establishes identify. Invariably, that chain is riddled with broken linksbetween individuals and within each life. . . . Moreover, the continuum of
generational history holds no tolerance for errors, because mistakes in one
generation multiply with each new generation. 18
If one is to utilize this concept, i.e., “of or relating to a generation” . . . “all of the offspring
that are at the same stage of descent from a common ancestor,”19 it is logical to also combine the
term with “family matrix development” where “[e]ach family faces the others in a manner
homologous to the individual facing others according to the dramaturgical model that Goffman
([1959] 1981) applied to the presentation of the self in daily life.”20 Lindgren, states, that by so
doing, one is allowed to create the term ‘generational family matrix”21to denote all of the
sociological, anthropological, psychological and cultural integration that appears between the
genealogical interpretation of data relating to societal development and its individual subsets, i.e.,
individuals.
Contributing Influences of Reference Disciplines
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H. Daniel Wagner summarizes the scientific advancements made in the hard sciences that
have made significant contributions to the field of genealogical understandings.22 These essential
sciences include: computer science which has been developing sophisticated software to handle
genealogical databases; genetic research and findings in deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA), which
provide the genetic instruction for organisms, showing new kinds of relationships that have
hitherto never been explored and how studies have demonstrated that Mitochondrial DNA (as
found in the organelles i.e., eukaryotic cells) can be used to investigate human relationships.23
Research has also been advanced as to how the use of DNA can identify conceptual history of
ethnicity. DNA analysis can resolve historical and genealogical puzzles. Wagner suggests a peer
reviewed genealogical journal to inform the public of the results of academic research in the field
and how it has advanced and is sophisticated and academically sound. 24
Because of rapidly transforming technological advances, other new fields are also advancing
into the level of a “disciplinary” status in higher education as they evolve toward fulfilling the six
basic requirements of a discipline as analyzed by Liles et al.25
The Six Basic Requirements of an Academic Discipline
The six basic requirements that define a field of disciplinary study are as follows:
(1) a focus of study, (2) a world view or paradigm, (3) a set of reference
disciplines used to establish the discipline, (4) principles and practices associated
with the discipline, (5) an active research or theory development agenda, and (6)
the deployment of education and promotion of professionalism. 26
Liles, et al. maintain that these requirements set the stage, and bring sound principles and
practices to an educational discipline. The purpose of research generated from any field has as its
goal to expand the growth and development of scientific knowledge generated within the area.27
Theory undergirds all scholastic disciplines, for the theories of a field generated by its research
give the discipline growth and focus. The principles then become practical and can be
implemented. When there is no undergirding theory and conclusions to build on, isolated research
becomes stale and empty of meaning. Likewise without theory much of the research of
investigating and finding individuals of a family, no matter how scholarly and meticulous, may
not contribute to scientific28 knowledge or create an academic discipline.
Disciplines in Higher Education
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H. Daniel Wagner,“Genealogy as an Academic Discipline.” Avotaynu: The International Review of
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laws, chiefly by induction and hypotheses . . .”

6

An academic “discipline is a branch of learning or scholarly instruction.”29 The disciplines in
higher education provide the framework for the student’s major degree program of coursework in
the structure of college and university studies. The organization of post secondary schools
revolves around these disciplines, and they are often grouped together.30 These disciplines
develop as cultural systems and the cultures then assume the socialization of control of the
specific scholarly behaviors of the faculty. Thus, a university differs from other organizations in
society as the primary loyalties of faculty members are to their disciplines and not to the
institution or company. Indeed, the “community of scholars,” refers realistically to the
disciplinary loyalties. 31 In many large universities faculty members often do not associate with
faculty outside of their disciplines. In addition, there is a status structure within the different
disciplines, the most powerful being in the high level academic specialties. Educationist Tony
Becher comments on the importance of history as an academic discipline,
History, with other subjects in the humanities owes its relatively strong prestige
within and outside the academic world to its established scholarship traditions;
perhaps its prestige is also related to the accessibility of many of its products to
members of the public. 32
As previously noted, Liles, et al. define six characteristics of an academic discipline. 33 These
six distinctions provide a framework the leaders in genealogy may wish to think about in the
development of the field. These authors state that “disciplines are recognized after there are many
professional researchers and practitioners in the field.”34 The following six characteristics follow
those set out by Liles, et al.35
1. All disciplines must have a focus of study that makes it a distinctive discipline.
Academic disciplines have a definable area of study and knowledge that sets each distinct
from the other. This scholarly area defines the expressed requisite of society and requires that the
discipline is fulfilling this societal need. The focus of the area therefore should be unified and
articulated well to people for their understanding and recognition of the discipline as being useful
and beneficial in the advancement societal norms.36 Unfortunately, this focus in the field of
genealogy is weak in its scholarly articulation. However, through theory building and the
validation of scholarly research the knowledge base becomes expanded; and with the rapid
changes developing in technology and other areas through time, it could be said that genealogy
will predictably evolve into a scholarly discipline of its own.
2. Disciplines have a Paradigm or World View.
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All disciplines must have their unique perspective on the way which they view the world.
This is a Kuhn paradigm37 or exemplar and it fulfills three functions: It suggests new puzzles, it
suggests approaches to solving those puzzles, and it is the standard by which the quality of a
proposed puzzle or solution can be measured.38
This paradigm is the framework in which an academic discipline develops through its
research. There does not seem to be agreement or consensus on what constitutes the world view
or theoretical basis for genealogy. Some leaders in the genealogical field may think that the
historical importance of heraldry, chivalry and documentary sciences as antecedents to genealogy
are irrelevant to be included in the framework of genealogical studies.
However, including these antecedents would give the field of genealogy as it is now, a
needed foundation and perspective. Historical and anthropological relevance in a time and space
framework, as it relates to other disciplines of inquiry, certainly it provides a greater
understanding of genealogy as a science and as a growing discipline.
3. There are certain reference disciplines.
Reference disciplines, or allied disciplines, are used to define new academic fields. They are
involved as integral parts, but separate and distinct. These other fields are used to help establish
developing academic programs. They contribute knowledge, insights, ideas and even new
theories. 39 J. L. King explained that
Reference disciplines are critical for an evolving field for three reasons . . . First,
reference disciplines are a well-established source of intellectual capital; second, they
provide the [new academic] community with an "appeal to authority"; and finally,
reference disciplines are an excellent way for identifying pockets of research that are
uncharted.40
Reference disciplines in the field of genealogy would be most of the social sciences —
anthropology, sociology, economics, archeology, and history—and from the applied fields, such
disciplines as international law and computer technologies would be included. Recently
contributions exist from the hard sciences of physics, microbiology, and mathematics as outlined
by Wagner41 There is a vast amount of rich resources and fertile ground that can support and
enhance the development of genealogy into a science.
4. There are definite principles and practices for disciplines.
These principles and practices are important to the building of the discipline. These practices
form the bases of a discipline and promote the development of more research as ideas are tested.
It is theory from which the development of the principles and practices flow. 42 The Genealogical
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Alexander Bird, “Thomas Kuhn,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy [Online]. Available:
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Proof Standard,43 developed by the Board for Certification of Genealogists, is one of the
principles and practices in the field of genealogy.
5. Disciplines have an active research and theory agenda.
This requirement is most important in expanding the knowledge base and credibility of the
field. Research can address the fundamental questions of the discipline and generate new ones
giving life and purpose to the much needed creation of a worldview. A research and theory
agenda is essential to this end, but the sub-discipline of genealogy lacks in general theory
building.44 It is important to note that some of the ongoing scholarly research found in the
journals is not linked to theory. This is one of the major reasons why genealogy has not
developed the credibility that it has sought in higher education. As genealogy adds theoretical
research, and links itself up to history and other related fields, it will contribute significantly to
the scientific knowledge of mankind.
6. Deployment of Education and Promotion of Professionalism.
The deployment of education and the promotion of professionalism are important to the
advancement of any discipline. This mechanism of a discipline includes professional societies,
peer reviewed journals, curriculum in accredited universities and colleges and conferences.
Maintaining these mechanisms of deployment will provide information to people about a
scholarly discipline. These mechanisms are associated with the building of a disciplinary image.
However, it is the writers’ opinion that genealogists may be overtly preoccupied with this
mechanism rather than with leadership in theory building research. Yet this technology is
generally seen as dependent upon research theory. It is theory development that we should work
on as a priority in developing the field of genealogy into a strong sub-discipline.
Kinship Theory and the Sciences
In the following two sections, the writers will present a short introduction to anthropological
and sociological kinship theories and their potential ramification relating to other interrelated
disciplines as well as the GFMD and the Genealogical Funnel Principle. The sections will also
deal with research pertaining to relationship theory, feminist theories of kinship, kinship by milk,
motherhood kinship, social structures and kinship data, anthropology as a scientific discipline, as
well as developmental cycle of domestic groups and analysis of matrilateral cross-cousin
marriage,45 to name a few.
Sociological Theories of Kinship and the Family
Tamara Hareven, in Families, History, and Social Change provides a historical summary of
various theories of kinship and their significance in social history.46
Before the 1970s the focus of a family according to the literature consisted of those that lived
in a household. 47 Perhaps it was the manner in which the American society developed and their
43

Board for Certification of Genealogists, The BCG Genealogical Standards Manual (Ancestry Publishing,
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Ibid.
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Refer to previous footnote 15.
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(Westview Press 2000).
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Ibid., 32.
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early living patterns in the colonial years of nuclear families living in a household that caused
historians to overlook the functions of kin and kinship structures48 outside of the home.
According to Hareven historians have contributed to the image of the “isolated nuclear family”
which was apparent in sociological theories. 49
However, along in the 1960s sociologists Eugene Litwak (1960)50 and Marvin Sussman and
Lee Burchinal, (1962) challenged this notion of the independent nuclear family and documented
the apparent kin relationships which existed in families outside the American home. 51 Litwak
established the notion of the “’modified extended family,’ which allowed nuclear families to
develop coalitions to exchange services with each other.”52 Marvin B. Sussman’s “Kin Family
Network: Unheralded Structure in Current Conceptualizations of Family Functioning" (1962)
examined the cooperative assistance among the parents and their married children.53
The sociological research of the family and the impact of industrialization were based on the
theory of social breakdown, as sociologists maintained that the industrialization affected the
family to the extent that it caused a breakdown of the traditional family life patterns and
lifestyles. In effect it broke down the family group relationships as a primary group in society.
The Chicago School of Thought54 in particular offered this argument. This school of thought
maintained that as people migrated from the rural to the heavy industrial centers they were
uprooted from their kinship relationships and patterns. Thus, they were stripped of their culture
and the family resulted in disintegration.55 Simultaneously there was the modernization theory56
which declared the “fit” of the nuclear family and the new industrial system. 57
In addition, William Goode (1963), who looked at the requirements of the industrial system
stated that the occupational system is based on achievement and not ascription thus an individual
was detached from the rigid rules of the kin system resulted in them being more adaptable to the
demands of the industry.58 Goode further maintained that the “conjugal family’s integration with
the industrial system as one that serves industry but at the same time places workers at the mercy
of the factory system.”59
Michael Anderson (1972) investigated family structure and kin functions in nineteenthcentury Lancashire showing indeed, kin functions among industrial workers in Preston, with the
48
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continuation of family involvement with textile factories during the period 1630-1850.60
Anderson also provides the documentation for the role of kin during their migration and the
adaptation to industrial conditions. However, his study only illustrates the role of kin assistance
in emergency life situations and not continuing active involvement with their kin in the
workplace. Hareven maintains that there no comparable historical analysis of kinship in industrial
communities have been done at this date in the United States.61
Psychologist William H.R. Rivers62 founded the genealogical method of anthropology, a
method based on the insights that the hub of non-Western social organization is kinship and that
kinship can best be understood through the study of cultural history and psychology. 63
Anthropological Theories and their Relevance to Kinship
American Anthropologist Lewis Henry Morgan,64was one of the first modern researchers to
create a theory of relationship. Morgan shaped the concept of Systems of Consanguinity and
Affinity of the Human Family65 in 1871. In this theory, Morgan emphasized the differences
between classificatory kinship66 and descriptive kinship. 67 The theory “situates broad kinship
classes on the basis of imputing abstract social patterns of relationships having little or no overall
relation to genetic closeness but do reflect cognition about kinship, . . .”68
Works of kinship, during the late 1880s, placed consider emphasis on research relating to
Arab kinship. 69 William Robert Smith, Lord Almoner’s Professor of Arabic at the University of
Cambridge, wrote relating to male kinship and corresponding laws relating to tribal organization
and marriage at the time of the prophet Mohammed. Smith discussed
the available evidence as to the genesis of the system of male kinship, with the
corresponding laws of marriage and tribal organisation, which prevailed in
Arabia at the time of Mohammed; the general result is that male kinship had been
preceded by kinship through women only, and that all that can still be gathered as
60

Ibid., as noted in the work by Michael Anderson, Family Structure in Nineteenth Century (Cambridge
University, 1971).
61
Ibid.
62
“W.H.R. Rivers,” Wikipedia [Online]. Available: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/W._H._R._Rivers
63
Paul Erickson and Liam D. Murphy, The History of Anthropological Theory, 3rd ed. (University of
Toronto Press, 2008), 124.
64
Bernhard Joseph Stern, Lewis Henry Morgan, Social Evolutionist (Russell & Russell, 1931).
65
Lewis H. Morgan, Systems of Consanguity and Affinity of the Human Family (Washington City:
Smithsonian Institute, 1871).
66
Rev. Lorimer Fison, “The Classificatory System of Kinship,” In Transactions and Proceedings of the
Royal Society of Victoria, X (Melbourne, Vic., Royal Society of Victoria, 1874), 154-79.
67
Alfred Louis Kroeber (ed.), “Arapaho Dialects,” American Archaeology and Ethnology, XII (Berkeley:
University of California, 1916-17), 385-86 states “customary discrimination between ‘classificatory’ and
‘descriptive’ kinship systems was erroneous and misleading; that a truer and more useful distinction
between these two kinds of consanguineal terminology could be found through a consideration of the
differences of method employed by various nations in handling certain groups of concepts, in short,
through an analysis of psychological factors; and that in general such psychological factors were chiefly
determinative of kinship designations. This position has been reviewed and combatted by Dr. W. H. R.
Rivers in his admirable little book, Kinship and Social Organization, devoted to the thesis that kinship
nomenclature is shaped chiefly by social institutions.”
68
“Kinship,” Wikipedia [Online]. Available: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kinship
Note Michael Houseman and Douglas R. White, "Network mediation of exchange structures: Ambilateral
sidedness and property flows in Pul Eliya," in Thomas Schweizer and Douglas R. White. Kinship,
Networks and Exchange. (Cambridge University Press, 1998), 59–89.
69
William Robertson Smith, Kinship and Marriage in Early Arabia (London: C.J. Clay & Son, 1885).

11

to the steps of the social evolution in which the change of kinship law is the
central feature . . .70
In a lecture on Arab Tribes, delivered at the University, Professor Smith reiterates his position on
kinship by stating
how closely the facts of the case correspond with the theory propounded in the
well-known work of the late J. F. McLennan on Primitive Marriage. This work,
where the task is essayed of tracing the steps of social evolution effected in
respect of marriage and kinship, was based on a comprehensive study of modern
rude societies; . . . the backbone of the system being the highly apocryphal
pedigree of the Prophet, and the common ancestor of the tribe having very clearly
proves that male kinship in early Arabia had been preceded by a system of
kinship through women only; . . .71
During this period, concepts like milk-kinship (kinship by milk) sprung up in articles written
by Europeans on Arabic kinship.
To admit a stranger into the family circle they made him suck a few drops of
milk at the breast of the lady of the house, or one of her sisters, or one of her
nearest female relatives, and with the milk thus drawn, the stranger became a
member of the family. . .72
Relating to Arab motherhood-kinship, an interesting article appeared in the Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society73 relating to the “proposition that motherhood-kinship proceeded kinship
through the father in the Arabian tribal system . . . and the claim that the system . . . was founded
upon a basis of totemism74 [kinship with a spirit-being]. With the theory of mother-kinship,
shown by the use of terms such as “rahim and batn (both meaning womb) for blood-relationship
and sub-tribe respectively . . . ” appears the use of male-kinship relationships terms of ham,
kannah and amm.75
American cultural anthropologist Margaret Mead did her anthropological research with
adolescents on the island of Ta‘ū in the Manuʻa Islands Group. Her work was concerned with the
psychological passage from childhood into adolescent and drew the conclusion that these
70
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individual transverse this stage of development less psychological, emotional anxiety and distress
than their American counterparts.
In her work Growing Up in New Guinea: A Comparative Study of Primitive Education, she
states that
Kinship is counted bilaterally, but a child usually belongs to his father's clan,
unless, as is often the case, he is adopted by his mother's own or clan brother.
The children of two sisters call each other by the same term as do the children of
two brothers adding, if it is necessary to be explicit, of a different house [Father’s
clan].76
Mead’s Sex and Temperance: In Three Primitive Societies emphasizes that each culture or
society has its own interpretation of what is considered manly and womanly. In this work, Mead
believed that being “considered manly or womanly depends on which society is doing the
considering.”77 “While children are still very small, four or five years of age, they are taught to
classify their kin, the boy being taught by his mother, and the girl by her father.” 78
It is well known that most theories in anthropology often neglect aspects of gender when
discussing analytical category, in fact, women often appear as merely “pawns of men's exchanges
in kinship theory (where at least they were mentioned!”79 Henrietta Moore believes that division
of society and male domination i.e. into public (male) and domestic (women) spheres are
“embedded assumptions of anthropological kinship theory.”80
81
British anthropologist, primatologist and ethnologist Jane Goodall, CBE, was one of only
eight individuals who were allowed to study for the University of Cambridge doctorate program,
without first receiving a bachelor degree. Her fame is based on her work in Gombe Stream
National Park, Tanzania which consisted of a fourth-five year investigation of family and social
82
interaction of chimpanzees. Goodall felt, after her many years of research, that animals were
capable of expressing emotions and rational thought like humans.83 Her theory was based on
direct observation of chimpanzees expressing emotion through physical contact (tickling, hissing,
hugs and pats). She was convinced that physical gestures expressed "the close, supportive,
affectionate bonds that develop between family members and other individuals within a
community, which can persist throughout a life span of more than 50 years."84 One of Goodall’s
achievements was discovering that the chimps could emulate human adaption to tool making.
Anthropologist Louis Leakey wrote, "We must now redefine man, redefine tool, or accept
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chimpanzees as human!"85 Anyone who reads Goodall's “descriptions of the relationship between
[the] chimpanzee mother Flo and her offspring . . . cannot help but see a bond that many human
mothers and children feel.”86
Social scientist and noted anthropologist George P. Murdock in his work on social structure
systems87 analyzed kinship data
to test a theory about universals in human kinship in the way that terminologies
were influenced by the behavioral similarities or social differences among pairs
of kin, proceeding on the view that the psychological ordering of kinship systems
radiates out from ego and the nuclear family to different forms of extended
family . . .”88
Later, French anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss in his Les Structures Elementaires de la
Parente (1949) and Structural Anthropology (1983) defines ethnological theories and his
approach to anthropology as a scientific discipline89 as well as his general theory of society. 90
Levi-Strauss,
… [b]egan with the proposition that reciprocal exchange among social groups
promote alliances which facilitate social interaction and make society cohere. . . .
[i.e.,] through the reciprocal exchange of women as ‘gifts.’ . . . [He] observed
that kinship groups who exchange women create a form, or relationship, among
themselves.91
Levi-Strass stated that “A kinship system does not consist in the objective ties descent or
consanguinity … between individuals. It exists only in human consciousness; it is an arbitrary
system of representations.”92
In 1958, British social anthropologist Sir John (Jack) Rankine Goody developed his
theory of the “developmental cycle of domestic groups”93 In his The Character of Kinship, Goody
explains his theory relating to kinship, family and marriage. In this work and several others,
Goody attempts the “reconsideration of some central problem areas including those examined by
an earlier generation of anthropologists and still raised by scholars outside the discipline itself.” 94
In particular, emphasis is on social structure and change. Goody emphasized three points:
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1. intensive agricultural methods leading to surplus, this he believed led to cultural patterns
between Eurasia and Africa societies;
2. social change based on urbanization and bureaucratic institutions that constructed a shift
from family identity to “the culture of cities”;
3. the implementation of communication technology which impacted social and
psychological change. 95
He also placed considerable emphasis on the growth of surplus, management of such surplus and
beginnings in writing96 as well as the advancement of philosophy and science and their
correlation to the written art.
Edmund Leach’s Rethinking Anthropology (1961) and Lévi-Strauss, in his work Les
Structures Elementaires de la Parente (1949) provided insight into the aspects of fluid languages
of exchange as they related to kinship. Leach, criticized previous research in structural-functional
stability, emphasizing the importance of kinship as it related to concepts of network, meaning and
language fluidities. In his work Pul Eliya, A Village in Ceylon: A Study of Land Tenure and
Kinship 97 he had “espoused an ‘empiricist’ framework, and had … [provided] detail recordings
of directly observed, face-to-face behaviors of members of a local community . . .”98 Although
anthropological scholars internationally have limited their attention of Leach’s Pul Eliya kinship
theory, it has been received by Sri Lankan academics, in all scholarly fields, as a noble
achievement within the field.99
Louise Lamphere notes that David Schneider in his paper “Some Muddles in the Models or
How the System Works”100 (1965) felt that anthropologist Rodney Needham’s “analysis of
matrilateral cross-cousin marriage101 was too rigid and inflexible”102 Schneider further noted in
the essay that anthropologists “need to be clearer about whether the theory is advanced to cover
the structure of a social system, or whether it is about how the individual finds his way in that
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system.”103 In American Kinship, Schneider expressed the belief that the European model of
kinship was flawed as it was bias on our own Western interpretation of kinship models, and other
cultures did not hold the same values and social relations.104 Later, during the 1970s Schneider
announced to the anthropological world that the term kinship was a misnomer and did not exist in
humankind culture. Needham was during this period abandoning his former position in favor of
the belief that kinship indeed “was not a unique phenomenon and therefore did not exist, at least
as a distinct theory.”105 Further, Schneider (1984), in his work A Critique of The Study of Kinship,
placed considerable importance on the aspect of “symbolic kinship” in anthropological research.
Janet Carsten, Professor of Social and Cultural Anthropology at the University of Edinburgh,
was of great importance in re-established the idea of "relatedness" in kinship theory through the
use of research work with the Malays in Pulau Langkawi.106 In her study, she noted the kinship
relationships as it related to relatedness, feedings and personhood. Carsten utilized the concept of
relatedness (as noted) to diverge from the “pre-constructed analytic opposition which exists in
anthropological thought between the biological and the social. … [she believed] that relatedness
should be described in terms of indigenous statements and practices, some of which fall outside
what anthropologists have conventionally understood as kinship.”107
A resurgence of the terms relating to kinship also surfaced in the work of British feminist
anthropologist Marilyn Strathern, CBE whose research work dealt with the gender roles of
natives in the Papua New Guinea. She served as Mistress of Girton College (University of
Cambridge) until 2009. In her works, including Self-Decoration in Mount Hagen (1971); Women
in Between (1972); No Money on Our Skins: Hagen Migrants in Port Moresby (1975); Kinship at
the Core: an Anthropology of Elmdon, Essex (1981) The Gender of the Gift: Problems with
Women and Problems with Society in Melanesia (1988) and After Nature: English Kinship in the
Late Twentieth Century (1992) she allotted much of her studies to issues relating to feminist
gender, the social constructs of gender “norms,” social equality and ontologically multiple
theory. 108 In English Kinship in the Late Twentieth she establishes permanence between
anthropological kinship theory and middle-class folk models of kinship.109
Ladislav Holy, former Prof. of Social Anthropology at St Andrews, notes that information
pertaining to relatedness, collected through genealogical methodology, was not objective. Holy
states that he has “become critical of almost every aspect of the received kinship theory …
103
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[having] abandoned the once fashionable formulations, reformulations and refinements of the
basic analytical concept in the study of kinship.”110
Although this section does not cover all of the theories or leading anthropologists of the age,
it does provide some insight into the goals and achievements of certain anthropologists over the
past 140 years relating to theories of kinship.
Specific Theory Development in Genealogy
Professional genealogist Bruce D. Despain, MA, AG, CG notes that
“. . . the central theoretical basis of genealogy lies in the process of familial
reconstitution. . . . Beginning with a family the investigator uses certain
principles and laws (the theory) to posit a possible source of additional relevant
information. Through instrumentation (the source) and experimentation
(searching it out), the researcher discovers an actual source fitting the criteria
posited. By using the theory again the investigator is able to establish the
evidence as justifying an extension to the family and pedigree.”111 . . . He is
obligated to accept findings of scholars in anthropology, economics, geography,
psychology, sociology, demographics, and history. Certainly he should be well
versed in some of those related disciplines. 112 . . . There is [also] the search for
new data, the establishment of its relevance, the creation of hypotheses, and a
proper consideration for previous research and for the findings of related
disciplines. Genealogical research has four facets: (1) heuristic, (2) knowledge of
area, (3) research analysis, and (4) compilation. 113
Theory development is an important skill in genealogy and the scholars in the field must
address its implementation. The work of Billingsley, 114 although the theoretical kinship
framework built is temporal and spatial which eliminates predictions, is still a possible theoretical
structure for explanation and is one avenue of work that genealogy needed for a place in higher
education. Billingsley states:
Kinship's role in shaping political and economic power has long been recognized.
In fact, it was imported from England and other European societies. Most
societies and cultures have long been founded on a system of kinship; family has
always the first and longest-lasting type of societal organization until after the
Industrial Revolution and the founding of modern states. Because kinship's role
in gaining and holding political, economic, and social control has long been
recognized, the data on this topic is particularly rich and is of great significance
to genealogists. Because the individuals and families genealogists are tracing
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were parts of kinship groups, it’s important for the genealogist to be aware of the
details of kinship group formation in America.115
Such frameworks can help in starting us off on our developmental disciplinary journey. Alas
there have been few studies to develop theoretical frameworks, or of providing other alternatives
in theory development at national conferences.
In 2003, on the discussion forum of the Association of Professional Genealogists (APG), a
participant asked whether genealogy had underpinnings and whether any group was formalizing
genealogical theory. The inquirer then asked if there was such thing as genealogical theory.
Billingsley responded by indicating that she had developed a formal theory of kinship116 in her
book which would be published in 2004 for historians and it would also apply to genealogy. She
stated:
as professionals asking for wider recognition in the academic world, we need to
understand and formalize as well as articulate these concepts… [i.e.] the theoretical
underpinnings BEFORE we employ genealogical practices and methodology to assemble
the pieces of the puzzles of our families or communities. Only then will genealogy meet
the criteria as a valid field of academic inquiry.117
Students must wrestle with theoretical concepts, issues and problems at conference skill
building sessions, in certificate and diploma classes, but most especially in degree courses at the
graduate level. In other words, the curriculum must be more than just a string of courses “on how
to do genealogy.” There must be framed some method of standard organization for a curriculum
that provides an avenue for the future. Scholars must continually offer opportunities for
participants to build skills in conceptualization, which are important skill sets necessary for
theory development. Students at all levels of learning must understand what a theory is and work
with these concepts, so they understand how theoretical models provide insight into such things
as classification, prediction and in understanding the big picture and the various phenomena they
will encounter.
Elizabeth Shown Mills, in her article “Genealogy in the Information Age, History’s New
Frontier” asked a critical question about the field of genealogy and its place in higher education.
“Obviously, genealogy is a ‘serious’ study. Why then, does our field still fight an uphill battle for
recognition as a legitimate field of social study?”118
The answers to this question likely lie in the need for genealogy to articulate its focus, its
paradigm and to embrace the historical roots of its ancestors in the genealogy of the past ages.
Most importantly it must relate its research to theory in order to create and expand this sub115
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discipline into a highly recognized academic field. Work should be done on various valid
theoretical frameworks so they may become full-blown theories outside of initial spatial and
temporal existence. Or, in addition, create new theories that will guide the research in the field.
All disciplines in higher education have undergirding theories. Genealogy should as well in order
for it to contribute and reach its potential. By expanding its focus and research, new patterns of
understanding will emerge. 119 What remains, is to recommend a scientific methodology of
developing theory that fits the need of genealogy. Such development is needed for the articulation
of the “Focus of Study” and clarification for developing the paradigm.
Grounded Theory as a Method of Qualitative Research
Grounded Theory was first developed in 1967 by two sociologists, Dr. Barney G. Glaser and
Dr. Anselm Strauss in their study of hospital deaths.120 This theory is not intended for a specific
discipline but rather it is a comprehensive method in qualitative research that can adequately
provide a model for theory development of the genealogical matrix. According to Glaser many
disciplines use it in the social sciences and in business, nursing, sociology, art, education, and
psychology. 121
Glaser sets out the guidelines for grounded theory as a specific methodology, from the data
collection process, to actually develop the theory in his keynote address at a 1997 health
conference in Vancouver.122 Glaser maintains that all theory, is grounded in some way in the data
and this mode of grounded theory methodology is one option for researchers. Grounded Theory
can be used in whole or a part of it can be adapted.123 It is a scientific method of research but one
which may not work for all researchers.124 Glaser maintains that there are several reasons for the
spread of grounded theory:
First, the disciplines that use and support grounded theory deal with important,
highly relevant depended variables, for which grounded theory gives answers to
their variation. These variables are involved in pain, cure, social psychological
fates, profits management problems, learning, and so forth.
Second, the spread of grounded theory is following on the tail of globalization.
Globalization is occurring by communication, spread of business and
manufacture, and travel. The core variable in this process is that people,
including researchers are constantly running into the multitude of ways in which
diversity affects the worlds of business, health, and education as globalization
continues. …
Third, as a consequence of cultural diversity, more and more researchers and
users of the more evidentiary, preconceived formulated research have become
disaffected with their data collection, their findings, what they should find, and
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whatever hypotheses should be tested. Smoldering disaffection has grown as
findings are seen to be beside the point, irrelevant, moot, and unworkable. 125
The Billingsley framework, as previously stated, is “temporal” and “spatial” 126 that is, it is
within a particular period of time (antebellum years) and a particular space (southern states).
Because it is temporal and spatial, it is not useful in making predictions. There is more work to
be done with this theoretical framework. That is, other similar studies could be developed on
groups of families in migrations to further develop this concept so the predictions can be used in a
general sense about migrations. Theoretical statements must be abstract to make predictions.
Essentially Grounded Theory is starting with collecting data and analyzing it simultaneously.
The researcher then codes and categorize. At that point, theoretical categories are formed.
Further on the researcher continues to develop his/her theoretical categories in the coding process.
As the researcher works to develop theory he/she is constantly comparing and also writing his/her
thoughts.
As the data is collected the scholar analyzes and works on conceptual categories and
theoretical codes to build the theory. Data is collected until the categories are saturated with data.
The researcher then writes relevant memos about ideas as they work through the process. The
writers of this article suggest that everyone who is interested in Grounded Theory as a method
and wishes to understand and possibly use it , to read Kathy Charmaz, Constructing Grounded
Theory.127 According to Charmaz, the researcher begins with a question to find out about
something128 - i.e. “I want to build a theory on using indirect evidence, what can I predict?”
Genealogist Tom Jones in his article “The Road Less Traveled” explains how indirect
evidence was assembled to form a proof conclusion. 129 On page 25 (Table 5) of that article Jones
cites recent articles from the National Genealogical Society Quarterly, because each issue
contains case studies that illustrate how conclusions can be drawn that meet the standard
deductions built from indirect evidence. 130 Jones list six articles as well as additional scholarly
genealogical journals that regularly contain articles, which illustrate how indirect evidence was
used to prove an ancestral linkage and how to use that evidence to come to some useful proof
conclusions.
An interested researcher can begin by going through all the journals suggested in Jones’
article of case studies and for all the preceding years that would have cases in which indirect
evidence is used to successfully locate a missing ancestor. Categorize that data. Then look at
those journals for the previous years, looking for other cases in the use of indirect evidence. The
researcher would need around 800-1000 instances of indirect evidence to build his theory. Some
cases have never been published. The researcher could ask on the various e-list for people who
have done studies using incidences of indirect evidence and determine if they wish to submit their
data for the study.
The researcher then starts coding the data by using what indirect evidence was used in each
situation and codes these and places them in categories. After the researcher has about 200 of
these he goes back and see if he can determine conceptual categories.
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Conclusions
In this paper the writers have:
First, suggested two potential new terms for genealogy, that being “generational family
matrix development” (GFMD) and the "genealogical funnel principle" (GFP).
Second, set out the six basic characteristics of a discipline in higher education: with the
preconceived view of genealogy as a sub-discipline of history. We have indicated that this view
must be clearly articulated and that the practice of genealogy embraces more genealogicalhistorical studies. We have called for more research and theory development in genealogy. We
have also recommended that genealogy embrace its nexus with history and undertake more
studies of communities with social genealogical perspectives as a way of focusing the field of
genealogy with its disciplinary host.
Third, suggested that the general methodology of “grounded theory” be used as a qualitative
method in building genealogical theory.
Fourth, indicated that the field of genealogy needs to articulate its genealogical antecedents
and the historical work of the European medieval heralds. As a White Paper,131 we look forward
to your comments and suggestions.
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comments, potential controversy and resolutions to various problems facing genealogy. It is not hoped that
this paper meets only with silence.
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