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‘Na Vanuagu’
[pistemology and personhood in Tathimboko,* Guadalcanal

Gordon Leua Nanau®

Abstract

[iis chapter provides a brief overview of the fundamental underpinnings of
oncepts such as identity, personhood and epistemology in the northern part
A Guadalcanal, Solomon Islands. The study area is commonly referred to as
|uthimboko, defined by the speakers of the Lengo language and adjacent
locales who speak Lengo and another language. Na vanuagi, roughly
iianslated in English as ‘my home/place’, is weightier than the contemporary
iieaning of an individual’s home or place. Indeed, it is the foundation of
personhood, identity, knowledge and relationship with one’s surroundings. It
i ulso the expression of relationships between individual persons, families,
| in groups, clans, tribes, neighbouring communities and islands. Na vanuagu
i a reality that determines whether an individual is a close relative, a distant
jelative, an associate, an adopted person, a co-opted person, an outsider, a
foreigner, a host or a guest. It is the basis of knowledge in Tathimboko. 1t
(elines and delineates aspects of personhood and includes notions of rights,
privileges, duties, responsibilities and social status in both private and public

! Tathimboko, meaning Western Sea in the local dialect, is the correct name
ind spelling of the area, often mistakenly referred to in government documents,
maps and by outsiders as Tasimboko or sometimes Tadhimboko.

2 | sincerely thank the reviewers and my wanfok Lincy Pendeverana for their
comments and suggestions on an earlier draft. Any mistakes and shortfalls in the
chapter are solely my own.
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context, although there is also an individual aspect to it 1t 15 s
associated with social relations, communal living, family, kinship i
practices, rights and privileges. Since this chapter concentrates on i region
mm:mn._&ow:mr a DcE_um.u. of concepts in the local vernacular, ,S____ il
m@Eé_mE or approximate’ English translations, are singled oul w
&mnz.mmoa. This chapter’s contribution is to provide an overview ol s_.
constitutes knowledge in Tathimboko and how this may situnie
understanding of personhood in this particular society’s worldview,

Introduction

Deliberations on epistemology and personhood are bound to be compley u
expansive, This chapter intends to look selectively at specific :,,,__x.,.._..
wboﬁaamo and personhood peculiar to the Tathimboko region of Guadalin
in the Solomon Islands. It begins with a theoretical review of personhoml
pave the way for describing and explaining the notion of na vanuagu, I
na.zc.m_ focus of this %:mﬁoﬁ To aveid generalising about Guadalcanal _____,_ {
wider Solomon Islands, a clear demarcation of the area called Tathimbuko
Emnp comprising Lengo speakers and the specific geographical arca willi
which the discussion is situated. The chapter outlines the concepl ol
vanuagu with the help of a diagram. It then takes on the broader discussiin
of mw_mﬁoﬁaomﬁ particularly the issue of what is regarded as knowledpe, i
why, in Tathimboko. Given the communal disposition mE._.E____..___
personhood in this particular context, the chapter devotes time to EF._._,::-

the fundamentals of identity and relationship in Tathimboko. In so dotng !
necessarily includes a discussion of the principles of rights, duticy __.
Moreover, a discussion of the notion and knowledge of belong
Tathimboko and Guadalcanal is also entertained.

?E\S tinonie na pari mana lologho), and through the matrilineal connection
with the mother as the incontestable parent (¢itina), relationships i i
w..&osmw.:mcmmm interlace (Nanau, 2014). It is hoped that with this bl
discussion of na vanuagu, misperceptions, conflicts and delusions al 1
development and modernisation projects in the northern part of the island ol
Guadalcanal are put into perspective. This may also help in simplifying [

Ll fnceted connections associated with personhood, especially relational
wronhood and other related coneepts in broader Guadalcanal, Solomon
inds and other Melanesian contexts,

Personhood Explained

Helore embarking on a discussion of “personhood’ and epistemology in
Lithimboko, it is essential to have some background understanding of the
Liping of the concept itself and its meaning. The term ‘person’ comes from
I | atin word persona, traceable to the mask used in Greek drama. From that
Litorical base, ‘persona’ in current usage refers to ‘second identities which
wople adopt for behaviour in given contexts’ (SCSLI, 2014). Mauss (1938)
~plained that the concept of personhood originated and slowly developed
‘o many centuries and through numerous vicissitudes, so that even today it
o il imprecise, delicate, fragile, a concept requiring further elaboration
Cfed in Budja, 2012, 138). Others argue that to be a person involves
ipating in a system of social practices. Ikiiheimo and Laitinen (2007)
L intain that such participation ‘involves not only the capacity to follow rules
 norms constitutive of such practices (or understanding), but also the
“upacity to take evaluative distance from, and thus to challenge and develop
fir(her the system of practices (or reason)’ (Tkiiheimo & Laitinen, 2007, 14).
e (ollowing related concepts must be clearly explained for the purposes of
unierstanding the discussions that follow: person, individual, ‘dividual’ and
fniology’.

['he first distinction to make is that between the notions of individual and
jeiwon, This may sound bizarre in normal day-to-day language, but a
Iiulinction has to be made. Radcliff-Brown (1952) claims that all human
Lings in society are comprised of two essences: an individual as well as a
jwison. He explains that ‘[a]s an individual [s/]he is a biological organism ...
i1 1 person [s/]he is a complex of social relationships’ (Radcliff-Brown, 1952,
|01). It is also said that *... persons are typically thought of as being self-
Lonscious, as having self-concern, second-order desires, moral conscience,
liiul-person perspectives or other epistemic and practical, conscious or
uiconscious ways of relating to their attitudes, emotions and actions, and to
(liemselves as their subjects’ (Ikaheimo & Laitinen, 2007, 10). Citing Mauss’
k on this particular topic, Budja clarifies that by ‘individual’ Mauss was
ing reference to ‘the unstructured biological and psychological human
. whereas his reference to the person ‘s embedded in social
lisations and cultural institutions, and relates to positions, statuses,
(1uhts, duties, virtues and traits through which societies organise the lives of
lieir members’ (Budja, 2012, 138). Ikiheimo and Laitinen succinetly
Lonclude that ‘personhood, as a complex or composite topic, can be helpfully




approached by focusing on the special kinds of relations persons hive (o e
other, as well as to themselves’ (2007, 10).

This w:mmm us to our second point needing clarification — the fueeis
mo.wmmzroom identified as individuality and ‘dividuality’. Individuality e
with mm_m..aom@moﬁ or, more specifically, ‘recognition respect’ for onesell e
person with dignity and moral status as a rational agent. Ikdiheimo o
Laitinen explain that the forms through which ‘recognition self-respect’ o
uﬁmaoa are as follows: ‘... the first is a view of oneself as mo_zr.:__‘c entitl
to @w_sm regarded and treated by others with respect, and the second concers
one’s own regard and treatment of oneself as a moral and rational ngem
(Ikaheimo & Laitinen, 2007, 13). According to Fortes, persons are ko
aware of who they are and where they fit into society by eriteria of age, s
and descent, and by other indices of status, through acting in moooa._:e...s__-.
these norms’ (Fortes, 1987, 282). , ,
. Omoﬁ:m Chris Fowler, Frow and Clemens (2013) stress that person/iol
is m”SEoﬂ and maintained through relationships with other people, things
Emommv animals and the spiritual features of the cosmos. Fowler ?::m_, E.::L
that ‘people are ooﬁmmmoa of social relations with other people to the exlen
that they owe parts of themselves to others’ (as cited in Frow & Qc:‘:‘__.
2013, 11). The latter is what is regarded as ‘dividuality’. Others refer to ::.._...
aspects &. personhood as the ‘self-relationality’ and ‘interpersoml
H.&mcnsm:ax of persons who, as Budja puts it (2012), are intertwined w:&-
explains Emﬂ ‘only beings that have some such self-relations can mmm_:__ i
Eom‘m_. subjects or agents in interpersonal relations to others: you Q__:_a_
mmﬁmE_m: a mutual moral relationship with a creature that has no reflexiye
_.Qwﬁonm.rmv to its desires or intentions but, as it were, acts on them |
automatically’ (2012, 11). w

Charles Cooley earlier used ‘mirror’ or ‘looki
S e Wmnmo:rooa“ the metaphor of the “mirror’ or ‘looking

w»m we see our face, figure, and dress in the glass, and are
Eﬁgdm.ﬁ.mm in them because they are ours, and pleased or
otherwise with them according as they do or do not answer to
4.3&3 we should like them to be; so in imagination we perceive
in another’s mind some thought of our appearance, manners
aims, deeds, character, friends, and so on, and are <maocm_uw
affected by it (1902, 185).

woamombooa in Em sense is premised on two fundamental notions. First, self-
consciousness involves one’s continuous monitoring of self from the point of!

L

* Cooley first coined the phr j i
. phrase The Looking Glass Seifto describe the ‘I” i
speech in Human Nature and the Social Order (1902, _mm.ﬂmmv P L

ol others. Second, there s the role of the individual in interpreting the
Lrceived responses of others, which then gives rise to real and intensely
s erlul emotions such as shame or pride (Reitzes, 1980, 632: Scheff, 2005,
47)
F'or this particular study, it is important to acknowledge the understanding of
werionhood in Melanesia asselaborated in the works of Marylin Strathern. In
lor seminal works on Papua New Guinea, Strathern (1988) identified the
ciocentric’ Melanesian dividual and partible personhoods as alternatives
W epocentric’ Western indivisible, individual personhoods. Similarly, Budja
‘pluins that in Melanesia, ‘each person is a composite formed of relations
Jth o plurality of other persons. The person can be considered a dividual
leing, as a composite formed of relations with a plurality of other persons’
0, 2012, 142). Strathern argues that Melanesian persons are

... as dividually as they are individually conceived. They
contain a generalized sociality within. Indeed, persons are
frequently constructed as the plural and composite site of the
relationships that produced them. The singular person can be
imagined as a social microcosm. This premise is particularly
significant for the attention given to images of relations
contained within the maternal body (1988, 13).

In her work, Strathern reveals something intensely important fo
understanding personhood and epistemology in Tathimboko and Guadalcanal
when describing the gathering of clans in ceremonies. She argues that in sucl
(cremonies, the clan is a dividual person, since *... the bringing together o
many persons is just like the bringing together of one’ (Strathern, 1988, 15
lowler supports this by stating that ‘clan and person have paralle
compositions and conditions of personhood’ (2004, 28). Personhood in thi
context is therefore two sides of the same coin, with a permeab]
configuration and texture. This permeability makes it possible for Melanesia
persons ‘to continuously move between being one person with many relatio
(dividual), and being presented as one of a pair in a relationship (partible
(I‘owler, 2004, 28). Here, ‘the condition of multiple constitutions, the persc
composed of diverse relations, also makes the person a partible entity: a
apent can dispose of parts, or act as a part. Thus “women” move in marriag
as parts of clans; thus “men” circulate objectified parts of themselves amon
(hemselves® (Strathern, 1988, 324-325).

As in any other culture, then, individual and dividual facets of personhoc
synchronise in Tathimboko society (LiPuma, 2000, 131). As Budja succinet
states, © ...personhood emerges from a constant process of reconciliation
one with the other, and it is a misunderstanding to assume either that the soci
cmerges out of individual action or that the individual ever complete



disappears by virtue of indigenous forms of relational totalization' (0l
149).

Finally, there is the importance of the coneept of trinitology™ in muk
sense Of personhood in Tathimboko. The concept of the Christinn Il
Trinity, expounded by Augustine and many other theologians in carlier (i
and more recently by scholars such as Siklosi Istvan (2013), fits well witl ¢
Melanesian understanding of personhood, especially in the na v
setting. Without attempting a philosophical and theological discussion uf |
Holy Trinity, the concept of trinitology has relevance for the cuf
discussion because the individual, the collective society and the intra/inl
wantok relationships, including connections to land and place/surroundi
(Nanau, 2014), comprise a single whole. Discussing the Augusting
understanding of trinitology widely accepted in Christianity, Istvan explal

According to Augustine we can assert Trinity in a singular
number, because the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit
constitute one unity, the Holy Trinity itself. God’s essence is
the same as His being; in other case[s] we should assert three
divine esdences and three gods, but God is one, He is one
essence and three divine persons (persona). The reason why
Trinity is not three substances but three persons is that earlier
Augustine has used the term of substance in a meaning of
essence and he wanted to avoid the confusion of terms. Person
in this meaning is such entity which can be separated by its
own quality from other beings, but it does not have [its] own
essential existence (2013, 4).

The introduction of Christianity and colonial administration, togellier
with their corresponding worldviews, had a huge influence on indigenous
communities in the Solomon Islands, including Tathimboko. For instanee,
Christianity, and later the colonial administration under the Britiul
Protectorate, promoted the ‘circular trinity’® of mind, body and spiril,
institutionally reflected with schools representing the mind, the hospiful
(health) representing the body, and churches representing the spirit (LiPur,
2000, 284). It is important to stress for our purposes that, although it may he

“ “Trinitology’ refers to the Christian theological concept of the Holy Trinity,
especially reflected in the earlier work by Augustine on the “Trinity of Love’. The basic
interpretation is the union of three ‘persons’ in one Godhead: God the Father, God tlw
Son, and God the Holy Spirit.

* LiPuma referred to"the mind, body and spirit (trinitology) discussion in PNG as i
‘circular tinity’ but it can easily be seen as ‘triangular’ in nature. The shift i
institutionalising ‘trinitology’ is positive in its own ri ght. However, when it is transplante

to Melanesia, it displaces and in some instances erases other important values and sources
of knowledge and livelihood.

Siterent from the modern expression ol :,._:::_E.hx. i _n.:_._.c._f__::i_:m
nding can be made under the na vanuag web ol _..c_.._:c._z:._vm.
fhe  concepts  of  tonga/ghanaghana/tarunga AE:,a:_:_:c:m\m.m:_s.
~ocited with the individual person’s thoughts, “ways’ and _ummeoE,m“
ohomomono/thuthudu (land/place and property/livelihood); E.a taba-ni-
Lo (relatives/relationships/connections) comprise  the ES__Q o.w na
. A fundamental point is that na vanuagu wm. m_.mo a ‘triangular trinity
Lhined by tonga, lologho and taba-ni-vure. m:ﬁ.:m:. to what HL%_.EE
Joocnibed as the worldview of the Maring waov_o.E Papua New m.r.tsmm
[1'h(1), these concepts ‘began in the premise that EE.Q, body, and spirit are
(el in the first instance’ (2000, 284). The close linkage or fusion of a
jinon's  tonga/ghanghana  (mind) with .S?.@QEQEQ% Aoﬁ.:E.o,
wironndings, property, land, livelihood, .03:.@:5@:& m.sa EW&-EL.E&
(people, clan members, relatives, ﬁm_mﬂo:m?@mv aomozvmm £ QHMJEO
~unnection of personhood in the ra vamuagu epistemology. Figure 11.1 below
e picts personhood in the Tathimboko 2019.&2” na vanuagi.

mi

Fipure 11.1: Na Vanuagu Worldview (drawn b Maria Ulitoga Labu-

Nanau, 2016}
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One of the connections that may be overlooked in personhood discuss
is the connection between individual, dividual and environment (Frow
Clemens, 2013, 10). This has to be taken into account if one is (o presen
complete picture of personhood in the na vanuagu context. As Brightimn
al. point out, ‘[t]his relationship is at the heart of indigenous understand
of personhood; here, persons are defined in relation to their social
physical environments, and not in isolation or in abstract’ (2010, 355).
authors elaborate that change and transformation in contemporary indiger|
societies should be understood in the context wherein ‘... personhood
environment are linked by constant processes of interaction at the level
being and identity, as well as at the level of material production. Change is o
largely understood through processes of appropriation and expropriall
accompanied by population movements and put into effect by political acli
(2010, 361-362). We will now delve into the specific features of Tathimbo

personhood — na vanuagu.
Na vanuagu i Tathimboko

Na vanuagu is an gxistence that embraces belonging to a place and spag
(encompassing social, cultural, religious, political and economic spacey
social relationships, practices, privileges, rights and responsibilities. It is (]
basis of personhood for the people of Tathimboko and the Lengo speakers o
Guadalcanal. ZLengo is the region of the north and northeast of the island o
Guadalcanal, including parts of the modern constituency of East Cent
Guadalcanal who speak the Lengo language. The indigenous settlers occupie
the region along the eastern coast of the Lungga River to the region of th
Rere River in the dola/Longgu country, including Ghaobata, Tathimboko,
Paripao and the highlands of Kolosulu, Komukama, Geza, Ghmobua a1
Gheghede and surrounding areas. Figure 11.2 below is a map indicating al
language groups and regions in Guadalcanal.

Fpuie 11,2: Major Language 1t

1970, based on Hackman, 1968) |
man 4
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o T 2 Moli
Talise
”u Uninhabited
G Ghuo :
K Moo, P Poripoo
M Mologheti  Po Folec DY, oleiro-iype fonguose
N Ngiale 4

[ ngo is the area that my discussion broadly covers. However, to wumﬁo that
e discussion is manageable, I am going to restrict my nxﬁﬂmjmﬁosm to the
{epion that I am most familiar with and where I grew up. ﬂ:m is the area
Lordered by the Ngalibiu and Moga rivers, Figure 11.3 wﬂoé Em_o&om the
\pecific area covered by the discussion in this chapter. It is the Tathimboko
Ward in the current North East Guadalcanal electoral constituency.

6 The areas indicated as uninhabited may have now been partially occupied becausc
of population growth and the inward expansion of logging activities and settlements.



Figure 11.3: The East Tathimbok

of Guadalcanal (Nakaza

2010)
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Na vanuagu is the foundational ‘block’ that allows us to examine |
m: REE@%@ epistemology and how it expresses personhood NMH%_“:MP__”‘ | _
mﬁ,mo:m_ﬁ&. Personhood here refers to how an individual is ﬁm_.oom.é.__a__‘
him/herself and how one relates to others as individuals and as a COMMUIILY
As the Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy puts it, personhood ‘... Ix ul
mﬁ?om@ or system of thought which regards or tends to regard the _um_.“.:_: ith
Em. _..ﬁEEmS explanatory, epistemological, ontological, and axiologicul
principle of all reality...” (SCSLI, 2014). From this definition, and in (I
context of Ea. Tathimboko worldview, an individual ﬁnam?amv himsell o
herselfin relation to his/her immediate family, tribe origin/roots, land f (il

and the surrounding and distant ‘spaces’. u u -
Before .?dooa&:m to highlight the basic pillars of relational personliod
and the basis of Tathimboko epistemology, it is necessary to describe the otliet
related concepts that inform na vanuagu as the basis of understanding iden(ily
and @oam.onroom in this specific context. The first set of related concepts liny
to do &&r belongingness and-the person’s affiliation to a particular z___z,.._
These include local terms such as vanuada (our place); vanuamu {(your E:so.m

S YTE V eeivhuSagy =

i (your group's place); and vanua ketha (a distant and different
plice). These concepts are closely or directly linked to the idea of personhood,

pecinlly relational personhood as demonstrated in Figure 11.1. Similarly,
Jore are certain concepts that deseribe and define personal and group
Cwtiership of place or property, especially land. These include personal and
Lo coneepts of ownership like a nigua (mine); a nimoa (yours); a nimanii
iy proup’s); @ nimiu (your group’s); a nodira (theirs); or na ne (another
non's),

Iliere are also personality references that impinge on the concept of na
e, such as inau (me, myself); ighami (we, excluding you); ighoe (you);
D (your group, excluding me or niy group); and a gaira (them). All of
diene concepts are connected to na vanuagu as the basis of personhood in
Luthimboko.  They  denote  personal belongingness, intrapersonal,
lerpersonal and group relationships, as well as inclusive and restrictive
ul jons to places.” This confirms the proposition by LiPuma that *...
ulividual and dividual modalities or aspects of personhood’ exist in all
liecs (2000, 31). Figure 11.1 above illustrates the na vanuagu
emology and worldview clearly by showing the two modalitics of
peinonhood in Tathimboko.

Epistemology, Roots and Relationships

[lio diagram above then leads to questions of epistemology. Although the
{ison, born an independent free human being, can think and decide for him
o herself, under navanuagu personhood is very much influenced by social
Constructs. As a person in Tathimboko, there is space for individual
jwisonhood, as captured in the related concepts mentioned earlier such as
o, ighoe, nigua, and nimoa. Nevertheless, in the context of na vanuagu,
lie person is seen through society’s construct because of the interaction
Letween the individual, land and society. As such, it is more appropriate to
Ik about relational personhood in Tathimboko because of the nature of a
Loty that promotes collectivism. The person is ‘masked’ with the values,
iifluences and expectations that are socially constructed and embedded in
neiety.

Discussion of knowledge and how the people of Tathimboko know what
ey know is directly connected to the concept of na vanuagu, promoting both
1ibjcctive and objective knowledge. The usual epistemological questions that
could be asked are: (i) What is knowledge in Tathimboko? (i) How do they
| now what they know? (iii) Where were/are they from? At the outset, il is

? These also des¢ribe power-relations, particularly those aspects of inclusion and
cxclusion in na vanuagu. For a detailed discussion of inclusion and exclusion, see Hall,
[livsch, & Li (2011).



important to note that, like any other Pacific island society, Tathimboko is u
society that cherishes oral tradition, As such, knowledge is acknowledged and
validated if it is passed down from carlier generations, Knowledge in tliiy
sense includes historical and genealogical accounts, especially about (he
person’s origins and ancestral routes (and roots) that explain wherc one fi nds
oneself as a person in the present time.

Knowledge (epistemology) of origin and the movement of a particuliy
kema (tribe) and mamara (clan) through historical genealogy are often kepl
and transmitted by ‘selected’ elders, who also pass this knowledge on (q
members of the mamata. Such stories are verified by comparing them wi(ly
other stories kept and told by neighbouring mamata and kema, particularly
those who share land boundaries with one’s mamata. The practice of sharing
information and verifying another mamata’s account is called thaidy
(cooperation). The authenticity of such knowledge is higher if told by
respected elders in the group and verified with accounts by leaders of othey
groups. More importantly, when accounts are related to issues like land
ownership, they hawve to be verified by evidence such as ravunikere (sacrificiul
ground, altar), kudi (burial ground), peo (mamata repository, where family
skulls are preserved), and so forth (Hogbin, 1964; Chapman, 1970). Withou

the information that is passed on may not be accepted as knowledge. Sucli
therefore direc(ly
connected to individual personhood (LiPuma, 2000).
In the Tathimboko culture, knowledge is also closely tied to gendr
differentiation and consolidation, Individual personhood is often not easy (o
separate from relational personhood as it is group based (communal), as i
many other Melanesian societies. The trinitological connection of the 1
vanuagy concept to land, society and the individual (see Figure 11,])
indicates that relational personhood is more appropriate in the Tathimboku
context. Knowledge and the person’s right to life, livelihood and an identify -
may not be detached from his or her group’s overall rights. Under the structure
of the kema, intra-group knowledge and skills are shared firstly with the
maternal cousins, before the paternal cousins. 7 athimboko, like the whole al’
Guadalcanal, is a matrilineal society with group knowledge, skills, practicey
and primary rights to land channeled through the maternal connection, Since
the biological mother of a person cannot be questioned (until the recen|
introduction of test tube babies!), knowledge and a person’s rights arg
channeled throy gh the matrilineal connecti on, the basis of kema and mamala,
As such, the position of women and girls in society is elevated because they
ensure that the identity, livelihood and property of persons who are membersy
of the kema and mamata are maintained and extended. Males have the task of
ensuring that they safeguard and protect the interests of individual members,
the group’s interests in society, and land belonging to the kema and mamata,

Na Varagn® 16%

cinnring a sustainable relationship with other kema h__:_.\._z.s_.:.,:. F.\__.,..,_:__H_:.EM
(v therefore mostly connected to one’s r..:cs__c:mc of his or _E %M_L:H
ubiligation towards the common _u_::am_dma_uc_.o_,%mm_m: _M“MM__oama by individuals
considered important and unquestionable in Tathimb ko.
= ____ _,_.,._“”,_:_ﬁh_ ro_ pointed out that in Tathimboko there is E.mo _Soéwonmmﬁ%m
In tlosely attached to individuals. This is knowledge that is wmogm.u a am T !
il cannot be changed. It is oE.@o:é.ﬁ real wwoémam@ %@nmoﬁﬁo msn_
tieanured by Tathimboko people. It is oﬁom.,.&.% :ES.Q to EﬁsM .maw an
urements, using one’s body as a ruler. This is mmwmﬁmcw useful in mo:ﬂm
ruction, involving depths, lengths, circumference, w@mrﬁ. and Mo n %_.M ;
\lthough there are common names for the Eomm_..;a.E@:w using t wm m&%
niler', the actual sizes are peculiar to the Eﬂ?ﬁ:m_m who do _M
._.S:nam. For instance, if a person is constructing a house, m\rm wou
i [ly use measurements such as 3.3. (foot _msm.ﬁ? heel to Howv“ﬁxﬁ:mwm
(hinper width); ghoto (fathom; fingertip .8 mumﬂ:@. arms oﬁmwo cl M&m
abulima (width of five extended fingers), kido (half finger, fingertip to mi
ul wecond joint), and so forth. . =h
_ __, w__,._muﬁmmﬁuﬁrmﬁm are terms associated with different things ooﬁ..\EAEm in
proups of ten, or as collectives. For instance: E.:mﬁ (ten on.o‘,,v:_ﬁmmvH %:m,\ mmm
tpn); voghara (ten eels); pangga (ten fish or birds), m_.a S0 .om. . i
fvlerences are made to bundles of things, they are called ivogho; bunc 8@
liuits are called vungu; and joints in meﬁoro.a roof :ocm.om are known m% fug _u:m
[he point to note here is that knowledge in the Tathimboko ooﬁoﬂroﬂsog
hith objective and subjective. The examples of measurements :mEmm ﬂm ow
Hiler in day-to-day calculations, or Rmﬁosonm Ho.ﬁr_:mm in mnchm_MH m:M,Em
ullier groupings highlighted above point to objective wzoaoamam alt Mﬂmasm_
welual length, width and so forth is contingent on Em size o.m ﬁ he Ec_. :
Iy used as the ruler.® At the same time, there is _.w%mﬁ _.,ow mw_ ,_.noH __Mo
knowledge that is verifiable, as in the case oH.o mmzmm_om._o.m_ ﬁo_._,ow, %_‘u ;:w
vich kema, explained above. Tathimboko society :_.Q.m_.o_m appt ?__,H 5# i
understands  reality as stemming from both objective and subjective
knowledge.

Identity, Rights, Duties and Privileges

I hive attempted to explain that personhood is ﬂoa _,,...J,ﬁ,c__h__ ,.c_:_"::_.... n ”_.:r
vontext of na vanuagu. Conventional understandings of c.c_.._,:.:_::: ._,_:,_:. __ od
Iy Western culture and capitalism view the person as ¢ .f_c_,_ rc_:._,.,“.:._ﬁ__.:.., nt _
(L1l'uma, 2000, 128). Personhood in HSE_S\W%: and T:_":_z__.r:_.,_“ __:_,.__,_.._
pencrally, while acknowledging and recognising aspects ol individu

" These local methods of measurement could be attributed to a bigger field of Lengo
cilino-mathematics indigenous to the people of Lengo.
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personhood, embraces the triune connection demonstrated in Figure 11,1 11

describes the na vanuagu worldview in which individual personhood is oflen

superseded by relational personhood. This is also the case in many parts ol
wmm:m New Guinea (LiPuma, 2000; Robbins & Wardlaw, 2005), Rights.
a_..Emmu access and identity are given to individuals because they are ident(ifid
with a group through the mother. These rights can be taken away fron (i
person if the norms and values set out by society or one’s kema and maniiin
are not followed. As George Carlin famously exclaimed in the context ol
>H.bwzomu “... rights aren’t rights if someone can take ‘em away. They i
?.E.:ommm. That’s all we've ever had in this country, a bill of #.o_:_.__:.:__q
privileges’ (as cited in Whitehead, 2017, 1). The fundamental rights of persoi
are respected through collective identities that are linked to the individual as
a member of a kema and mamata.

One’s membership in a kema and mamata gives that person the right [
access, use of and livelihood from the land and resources belonging to (le
group. As a person, the fact that one is born into a family with relatives, botl
maternal and patesnal, is an assurance of a person’s rights and sustenance
These rights of the individual are premised on the person’s affiliation an
Eoo&. attachments to a group in the form of kema and mamata. Even in u
situation where a person’s mother is not from the area, the connections witli
paternal cousips, and even the process of adoption by a kema or mamatu,
ensure that person’s right to life and sustenance. In this sense, personhood i1
Tathimboko is very much defined and safeguarded by being born into a cerlain
group in the context of na vanuagu.

This is where local epistemology informing people’s roots an
genealogical origins becomes critical to understanding personhood, A
person’s rights to lay claim to and use the land to meet basic needs is dircclly
linked to verifiable genealogical records passed down through oral tradition,
as described earlier. In Tathimboko, two foundational concepts [
interrelational personhood are vunivae (original settlement) and ghatumba® (i
@nao.:wm original gardening area). Indeed, ghatumba and vunivae are
securities or guarantees for personal survival and sustenance. A person's
status, rights and privileges are enshrined in one’s demonstration of his or her
vunivae and/or ghatumba, together with membership in a kema and mamata.
Verifiable oral traditions, especially those related to genealogical origing
supported by evidence of peo and ravumikere, described earlier, are
fundamental to personhood in this context. u

Vunivae and ghatumba are so critical that they may determine one’s riglit
to dwell and fend for oneself in a particular locality. This is not to be confused
with the notion of land owner$hip. Even if a kema or mamata is not the group

? Some parts of %mx.m.c and Tathimboko use the term karuba rather than
ghatumba when referring to secondary gardening areas. See Lasaqa (1968).

awner ol a piece ol
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[, the rights over a vanivae and ghatumba are
atrenched rights that are respected in Tathimboko (Nanau, 2014). This was
o ount) reeent confusions over the meaning of land ownership that have
\companied capitalist thinking and economy, a subject of another research.
Personal status, goodwill and acts of caring and reciprocity stemmed from
(e connections, One often wonders why in Tathimboko the act of caring
Jil reciprocity is demonstrated through feasts and hospitality towards guests
il wisitors, and yet there is no local word for ‘thank you’. The closest term
I ‘thank you® is doku, literally meaning okay or good. Is that because of
unpratefulness or the sign of an uncivilised society that needs civilising?
| tancis Bugotu, a Tathimboko person, penned this explanation to summarise
(I whole epistemological basis of relational personhood in Tathimboko:

Europeans are shocked to learn that we have no words for
“thank you,” no greetings such as “Good moming” or “Good
night.” This is not a sign of an ungrateful culture. Gratefulness,
sharing and giving are a way of life, accepted and practiced
almost unconsciously by all. When I give, 1 have the
satisfaction of giving in a continuation of friendly relations. I
wouldn’t expect a verbal “thank you” because thankfulness is
seen in deeds rather than in words. An individual who finds it
hard to give and part with his possessions would need to be
reassured with verbal “thank yous.” A society that takes
pleasure in giving and receiving needn’t invent a word for
thankfulness (Bugotu, 1968, 68).

Similar understandings were described in LiPuma’s (2000) work with the
Maring people, and Hemer’s (2013) work with the Lihirians of Papua New
(iuinca. In his discussion of gift-giving and its meanings, LiPuma explained
(hat ‘every request for a gift can be scen as the maintenance of a social
ielation, repayment for a gift given previously, or as an extortion based on
power, such as the power to harm through sorcery and magic’ (LiPuma, 2000,
[40). Identity, rights and duties are therefore important factors in
understanding relationships, which are ultimately linked to personhood.
Ilemer identified three types of relationships, consisting of ‘kinship and
marriage, of ties to place, and of nurturance — [which] constituted a
louschold’ (Hemer, 2013, 65). Narokobi succinctly summarised this complex
web of relationships by noting that ‘in traditional Melanesian societies,
personal wealth was always held in trust for the family, the clan and the
village. Collective ownership imposes trusteeship whereas individu
ownership necessitates personal liberty to dispose of that property at the w
of the individuals’ (Narokobi, 1983, 9-10). At the core of personhood i
collective ownership of land, sharing, and reciprocity as a way of life, witl
very limited space for the individual person.




Personhood, Belonging and Relationships

At the core of Tathimboko society lie two important and related coneepls il
are connected to personhood: kukuni (respect) and kikinima (reverence)
Kukuni is more respect for others and their properties. Kikinima has to do witl
reverence, bordering on fear, because of one’s respect for other PersOnn
These two concepts of kukuni and kikinima ensure that na vanua functions 1
normal. The rights of a person to life, land and other privileges are enshrined
in the kikinima and kukuni that exist between individuals, within groups, aid
between groups such as kema and mamata. Kukuni and kikinima tows
individuals and between individuals and groups stem from verifiable i
proven genealogical accounts that clearly show why people settled where (liey
are and where they go about doing their day-to-day livelihood activities, "

From that vantage point, the rights and privileges of people living in u
place may not necessarily be equal, despite the fact that there is respecl [l
individuals’ need to live and subsist. The level of kikinima and kukunt
rendered to a particular person or to a mamata and kema is linked to whellier
that individual who i¥a member of a mamata and a kema has authentic il
verified genealogical accounts that prove their claims to ownership ol
ghatumba and vunivae. It should be noted that a particular mamata’s vunivae
ghatuba or pari (land) is usually common knowledge, and people respect and
revere this information. In real Tathimboko kastom, even if a different kemu
or mamata owns the land, the ghanumba and vunivae status of an area (4
always respected. Even members of the landowning mamata will seck
permission from the owners of the ghatumba before collecting, for example,
building materials from that particular area of the land. This is the majol
distinction between land ownership promoted by modern laws and (|
understanding of land ownership in Tathimboko, Guadalcanal, and generally
throughout Melanesia.

This leads to another point, namely, the relationship between the pukupant
(landowner/host) and the lavithage (the adopted or guests). Obviously, the
relationships in this context are not equal, despite fundamental respect for all
persons’ right to live and subsist, with proper permission from the pukupari o
those who own ghatumba. Tt is sometimes seen in Tathimboko and other parts ol
Guadalcanal that individuals or groups who are disadvantaged, or who have
come from outside the ‘region’, have resettled in the area for a multiplicity of’
reasons. In such situations, leaders of mamata and kema may adopt such

'* Deterioration in the levels of kufkuni and kikinima will result in a deteriorating
livelihood and weak security over land and resources. The two practices have a positive
correlation with livelihoods, access to resources, and other aspects of na vanuagu.

:
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mdividuals or proups into thewr own fold. Such favithage (adoptions) cM_:F_
ler serious consideration and protocols are satisfied by the N:_.:_:ccx. Such
protps of people will be given arcas that will then become :.:.u:.. h?...:i:.u.?
Lt although they are now members of the adopted mamata, their identity will
wlwiys be that of a lavithaghe."! . .

In recent times, the people of Tathimboko have realised that this practice
ul ndoption and providing for the needs of F«,__.%amwm has resulted in many
imisconceptions. It should be noted that not all lavithaghe are the _.mmwz of
miislortune. Some lavithaghe are a result of tapa vithaoni 9._03&.% relations),

vliereby mutual respect and reciprocity as good friends have built up over m
peniod of time. The original act of compassion to accommodate the needs of
imdividuals or groups of needy people or close Ems.am to moE.m and .Bmw.m a
living have raised a few difficulties in contemporary times. The ideal situation
i when the lavithaghe (guest) appreciates the space offered dM the .ba:w%as
/landowner) and respects that space, and the status and identity of the

‘Na atha mana vavatu’: Names and Naming

N atha (the name) and vavatu (naming) carry the aoooﬁm of personal and
group histories, genealogies and significant events that are important to kema
und mamata. People and place names define who you are, who you are related
{0, and what happened to you and your group in w:ma_.%. In other words,
naming defines one’s personhood. Names and naming were :o.ﬁ omaw_oﬁq
done in Tathimboko in the past, as they are linked to identities of 595@:&?
(imilies, mamata and kema. Unfortunately, the importance of the naming of
people and places has been seriously disrupted U.u\ the Or._.mm:m: naming of
individuals that erased the histories and genealogies associated with naming
in the oral tradition of Tathimboko and Lengo speakers. Likewise, oo_cs_m:mé
and new methods of mapping and labelling that have pnno::é:_ma
urbanisation, and the resulting informal settlements, have distorted EE n
many cases erased the names of places that are at the heart of relational
personhood in Tathimboko. : e |

Let me put this discussion into perspective. In pure .::.__mr.:::r
[ uthimboko societies, names of people and places are of great significance
l'ach mamata or kema has names that have been passed down to members of
(he mamata and their cousins from generation to generation. The names arc

! Others, particularly outsiders, misconstrue such adoption practices to mean that the
ndopted are accorded the same rights of ownership as :,_m_.:wmﬁ of zwo _ms.ao.s.zi g :__H.Eh.ﬁ ..._.:_
Although they are incorporated as ‘insiders’ rather than “outsiders’, their an_:.:u\ remain:
that of a lavithaghe with measured rights, The space the adopted persons use is regulatet
by ketkuni and kikinima.
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associated with specific mamata and kema and their group members, or Uiose
who have some blood connections with them, More importantly, the niimwes
of places and people carry living records of a kema, mamata or tamanis
(nuclear family). This is similar to what has been written aboul (v
significance of names at the individual level in the Kanak societics of New
Caledonia. As Leblic (2005) explains in the case of the Kanaks, in order o
define the person, the first important thing is his or her personal name and s
spirit. She further notes the importance of ‘... his surname which is also u
place name and which informs about his lineage; his ancestors and tol¢ i
representations; his uncles; his language; and so on. All these make him “well
sitting” as they say” (Leblic, 2005, 275).

Take, for instance, a particular name — Bungutia — for a particular £uthi
mamata in the Tathimboko area. There would be individuals with (Il
particular name in that particular mamata. The only people from differem
kema and mamata who would have that same name would be the children ul
the sons or daughters of a Bungutia. These would be members of a differe
kema but closely related¢to the Lathi mamata, bearing in mind (hul
Tathimboko and Guadalcanal is a matrilineal society. Even if a daughter ol
the mamata is married to someone in another island, the names of her children
would include some names originating from her mamata back in Tathimboka
The name will make it easier for her offspring to locate their relatives i
Tathimboko when they grow up, and if they decide to go back to settle witl
their maternal uncles and aunties. Some names are linked to the places {roim
whence ancestors came, while other names are related to events such as figlis.
family rows, acts of destruction and similar events. There are names such as Lot
(warned/scolded), Sikua (evicted), Ngelea (despised/hated), and so forth, (il
are common throughout Lengo.

Unfortunately, such an integral and critical aspect of personhood Iu
disappearing in Tathimboko. This is because of the introduction of Engliul
and Christian names that parents give their children during baptisms of
registrations. While some communities try as much as possible to keep a locul
name following the name of their father, some now use an English first name
and the English first name of the father as their surname (e.g., Brian Janies,
Peter Jackson, and Simon Peter). Modern Christian names contribute to (i
distortion of a whole system of knowledge by changing names of places an
the way children are given English names. This foreign naming of places an
people has quickly eroded a critical aspect of personhood and therefore (li
history of individual tamadae, kema and mamata in Tathimboko.

Because the individual is attachedto a kema or a mamata, his or her grouj
identity is often made manifest through the name he or she has been given
The good or bad reputation of the mamata is also the responsibility of (/i
person carrying the name. Similar to the experiences of the Kanaks, names
carry with them “an attitude of social respect, discretion and humility’ (Leblig,

005, 276), One's rights and privileges are determined by the reputation and
Wentity of one’s group, The same is true for the nuclear family and its links
i the mamata and the kema, While individual personhood is important, the
wlentity, status, rights and privileges of a person are directly linked to social
iclutions. People and place names are part and parcel of identity and
pernonhood, as they determine one’s belongingness and whether one is an
fnider or an outsider.

Na vanuagu is the totality of a person, encompassing land/place,
sciely/eulture and kema/mamata. A person without a clear indication of
place (where they come from), with no tribal or clan affiliations and no
diltural or societal values that dictate his or her behavior, is not considered
complete at all in the Tathimboko context and worldview. It is for this reason
it those regarded as seka (people expelled from their original places and

Cliiis), or those who for some other reason have resettled in another place, are
ulten adopted (lavithaghe) to make them complete and offer them an identity
i1 their new place. Such lavithaghe will remain part of their adopted mamata,
kimea and vanua (place).

Epistemological and Personhood Challenges

luking these basic understandings of Tathimboko epistemology and
sonhood into the current development context, it is easy to understand why
iliere is increasing conflict and antagonism. Tathimboko has been a region of
much exposure to both missionary and colonial activities, as well as current
prominent development projects. With their genealogical and kema and mamata
onnections with other parts of Guadalcanal, the analyses that follow could
L peneralised for Guadalcanal. It should be pointed out that throughout En
iwland of Guadalcanal there are five identified kema and many mamata n
luthomboko. Murray Chapman (1970), citing Hogbin (1964), Allan (1957)
and Hackman (1968), simplified the social structure of the whole of
(iuadalcanal. They found that in the Lengo (Tathimboko), Tadai and Longgu
jepions of Guadalcanal, five matrilineal kema were present. Four kema were
ilentified for the Ndi, Nggai and Nggeri regions; three in the Ghari region;
and matrilineal kema grouped into moieties in the Malango, Birao, Tolo,
Valagheti, Moli, Koo and Poleo regions of Guadalcanal. Only in the castern
(ip of the island in Marau were there found ten kema of patrilincal ﬁ_c_,a.c_z
(hecause of the genealogical origins of their ancestors from Malaita)
(C'hapman, 1970, 31).

Guadalcanal tradition has it that all the matrilineal kema on Guadacanal
can be traced to two original kema, commonly referred to as Garavu and
Manukiki (Kemasule and Kemakiki) (CELDAPG, 2010). Because of this,
(juadalcanal person who is a member of a kema or adopted into a mamata car




@oa_::wan.m to either the >,H._._.:.~_,,:>_ or the Kemakiki. A person’s rights, identity
wmmq_ww“%ﬂwmwmmw% oHM_E.cm_ J_,d :_u.,c:. alfiliation to the kema and the mamun
e e Mw: o_:u A_& Eo same kema A..ﬁ.:v is not permitied by
o ki om:,_mﬂm implications _,,Q.. _m_a. rights and the identily of
T gmﬂmmﬁ Given this social structure and organisiliog
et e ¥, the movement of people within the island and neis
RRapdon 2 ghe) are possible, because of w._:.w ease of tracing kemu

ponding kema from whence the guests originally came. Figure 114
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Figure 11.4: Kema Arrangements in Guadalcanal, Source: Chapma
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- P.oﬁw:ﬁ for T QSHE@Q_@ .Huoow_o became visible when these core sociil
ues were compromised with pressure from foreign and modern ideay
especially changes to local notions of personhood. What used to be a r .._, \
&&@ was n._Omo_% identified with the mamata is now an individu %o_ ._,.:“_
individual Em_:m. and identities distinct from those of the mamata mnawﬂmﬁﬁ_ﬁ_ |
W MW%M &wowwum::mram by Emzﬁﬂ, (2013) among the Lihirians of Papui
il mem. %Bo«“_mﬁ that person is now able to buy land as an individual
= p mosmm ﬂowa.&\ with a monetary value, rather than as a group
e P : perty and i m::aa...;m:w 1s confusion and contradiction in the
nteraction between Western notions of personhood that emphasise individual
M_ Wwﬁw MMM m.: S_mmmﬂ and the Tathimboko worldview in which a person is w._.__“_
ctive w - i :

SR e.az:wm mo:. na kema mana mamata (the tribe and clan) — in the
%mﬁ.ﬁm this further, the current ability of people to move, migrate and
resettle in other places, and their rights as individual ﬁoENmu:mu mS momm”,

comphicates the Tathinboko understanding of personhood. What we had in

e past were movements il ranged from circulation (lela; oleole) to
ncttlement (fughuvera; tughuvanua), as clearly demonstrated by Chapman
(1070} in his doctoral thesis on the Weather Coast of Guadalcanal. At that
e, kema and mamata connections were strong and the practice of fapa
thaoni (friendly relations) between and within kema and mamata was
Common. In contemporary  Tathimboko, because of the efficiency and
pressures of modern transport, freedom of movement as citizens, and the
hility to purchase land and resettle in another place, coupled with a Western
Anderstanding of personhood and associated freedoms and privileges, the
(oundations of na vanuagu are shaken. The modern capitalist system centred
i1 the power of the cash economy has collided head-on with indigenous social
"ilues in the area. Individuals have the right to purchase and own land in any
pit of the country or island, a notion contradictory to the idea of lavithaghe
(ndoption into a mamata) in Tathimboko.

What has happened since changes were introduced by missionaries, the colonial
Jovernment, modern education and the postcolonial state 1s that the concept
ol na vanuagu has been misconstrued. Local Tathimboko ways of knowing
/il views on personhood have literally clashed with this foreign worldview
1 the result of contact with the outside world. Indeed, this is one of the forces
it fanned the flames of the inter-wantok tensions on Guadalcanal between
1008 and 2003. These contradictions, coupled with the pressures of
\rhanisation and rapid mobility brought about by freedoms under the national
constitution, gave way to civil strife in the Solomon Islands. The fact that
pieople from other islands in the country are free to move from island to island,
buy land as a commodity, and resettle on land rather than being adopted as
part of a kema or mamata has given rise to many problems.

The modern state and its laws see personhood in the form of citizens as
oqual individuals who are free to live where they are able to rent or purchase
land and resettle.'? In contrast, the Tathimboko worldview of personhood is
Locial, with an emphasis on group identity and values, including rights and
privileges as hosts and guests in a particular locality. Coupled with
differences in ways of knowing, relationships and issues related to land
purchased by companies and individuals, and the benefits going to trustees or
individuals, the 1998-2003 inter-wantok conflict known colloquially as ‘the
(cnsion’ erupted. Some people were quick to refer to greed, ethnicity, grouy
hatred and political overtones to explain the Guadalcanal ‘tension’. Little o1
no thought was ever given to the clash between Tathimboko and Guadalcana

12 The modern nation state has more regard for individual personhood than relationa
personhood, as its laws particularly safeguard individual freedoms. This is furthe
compounded by the Christian religious ethos that favours individual salvation ove
collective salvation. Together, these create a web of confusion that arguably undermine
(he Tathimboko epistemology and worldview.



epistemology, and personhood more gencrally, and the understandings of (e
same concepts promoted by the modern economic state.  Fully apprec
how persons are defined and how knowledge is regarded as valid and reliulie
in the Tathimboko and Guadalcanal context, like other contexts in the counly ¥
would go a long way towards ensuring peaceful co-existence in a diver
society like the Solomon Islands.

Concluding Remarks

Many of the contemporary issues facing the people of Tathimboko nl
Guadalcanal stem from contradictions between their indigenous worldviews
laws, values and ways of understanding personhood and those emanaling
from other contexts, For example, the 1998-2003 inter-wanfok ‘tension’
the Solomon Islands was a negative consequence of a misunderstanding ol
local virtues pertaining to personhood, identity and relationships. Of courue.
as expressed throughoyt this chapter, and through the experiences of ofliv
Melanesian communities (Strathern, 1988; LiPuma, 2000; Hemer, 201 1)
both individual and relational personhoods exist in Tathimboko. Nevertheloss,
dividualism, the relational person or collectivism remains the deepenl
understanding of personhood in the na vanuagu context. An individual is seen
through the deeds, values, reputation and privileges of the kema or mamat

The Tathimboke understanding of personhood is further boosted by e
values promoted by Christianity. As recorded in the experiences of ofli
Melanesian communities, Christianity promoted the ideals of communily
living, oneness and social relationships. Hemer states succinetly (lul
‘Christianity promoted love ... as core to families and social relationships
These key values promote the ideals of relational conduct ..., ideals that (il
well with relational personhood as the root metaphor of Melanesian socialil y'
(Hemer, 2013, 287). The problem, however, is that Melanesian sociality Ix
restricted to given contexts and is defined by whether one is a guest, hosl,
friend or enemy of the kema and mamata.

Having highlighted the prominence of dividualism and interrelationl
personhood, it is also useful to acknowledge the existence of individuil
personhood in Tathimboko. Individualism can be seen in instances where il
individual is expelled from the kema and mamata because of actions Qi
behaviours that do not satisfy the values of the group. For instance, in days
gone by, a person living a ‘bad life’ (m thaghata), with no perceived
expectation of changing, could be expelled (nea seka dea) from the group and
sent to fend for himself/herself away from the place of residence. From (i
time onwards, that individual or family was no longer part of the original
kema and, if adopted by other mamata or kema in a distant place, they adopted
that new identity and become part of another group. Another extreme exampli
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(ndividual personhood s seen m the person i,_ the ,.,.,:_,cr._.r”_.:_,_;,__::. _152..“”
(45 in Tathimboko and Guadaleanal, the ‘yele! man A.S:._m:._. | ES“ _J_:,,_
person operates in his or her own world, is very mcc_..c.:<n., and :.:.,_ o.a_m:_;_ﬁ._o:m
e all kept to himself, The vele man is :E.se_.mo:._:om:o: of individualism,
il exists alongside relational personhood n ﬂaz::&cwq. -
['his chapter has sought to provide an _overview .ow ﬂn&.:&g m
peisonhood and epistemology. It does not claim to provide an in-dept
ninlysis of the Tathimboko worldview. E&iazm._ u.uﬁ,mo:“:ooa exists but Em
(cicly accommodates this as the totality of E&Sas.&w relationships with
cich other and with the land and surroundings. Na vanuagu can @m
ippropriated as the basis for understanding noh.mo:roo“m and o?m.ﬁmﬁowomwwé
lithimboko and possibly in the Guadalcanal vaou.ﬁ s éoﬁEﬁﬁz. urther
rencarch is needed to elaborate on these epistemological worldviews and how
iliey have impacted what is happening in the wo_oEo:. Islands. Unless the
dilferences are clearly identified and acknowledged, unity and mﬁiowima
i lathimboko, Guadalcanal and the Solomon Islands generally may continue

i be an elusive dream.
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