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animal metaphor, This study describes animal metaphorical symbols as cultural attributes of wife-giver
wife-giver, and wife-taker in affinal kinship of Manggarai society. The study is descriptive-
wife-taker, qualitative. The study is viewed from the perspective of cultural linguistics, one the new
affinal kinship, theoretical perspectives in cognitive linguistics exploring the relationship of language,
Manggarai society culture, and conceptualization. The animal metaphorical symbols are reflected in

linguistic phenomena used in the cultural discourse of marriage in Manggarai
language, as seen in the following fragment: Eme ela, ela muing, eme manuk, manuk
muing. Neka ela ngong manuk, neka manuk ngong ela ‘If it is a pig, it must be a real
pig, if it is a chicken, it must be a real chicken. Don't say a pig if it is a chicken, don’t
say a chicken if it is a pig’. The forms and meanings of linguistic phenomena are
specific to Manggarai culture designating animal metaphorical symbols as cultural
attributes of wife-giver and wife-taker in affinal kinship of Manggarai society. The kinds
of animals used symbols are ela ‘pig’ as cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-
giver and manuk ‘chicken’ as cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker. The
meanings designate customary norms inherited from their ancestors that prohibit the
sons of the anak-rona as wife-giver to get married with the girls of the anak-wina as
wife-taker. The marriage of opposite direction is incest because it violates customary
norms inherited from their ancestors. The animal metaphorical symbols are moral and
ethical guidelines for Manggarai society to maintain harmonious relationship of affinal

kinship and to enhance the stability of social system as a whole.
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INTRODUCTION

It is a truism that there is close relationship between both language and culture belonging to a
society as members of a social group and the relationship is manifested in conceptualization
ascribed in their cognitive map as the source of reference for them in viewing and making
sense of the world (Palmer, 1996; Langacker, 1999; Ungerer & Schmid, 2006; Palmer &
Sharifian, 2007; Sharifian, 2011; Sharifian, 2015). The conceptualization is reflected, among
other things, in metaphors or metaphorical expressions as the conceptions of human beings in
thinking are almost always represented through the use of metaphors or metaphorical
expressions. The metaphors are of various kinds depending on the contexts of discourses in
which they are used and one of those kinds is nominal metaphor which appears in the form of a
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noun or noun phrase. In terms of the noun used as the core word, one of the kinds of nominal
metaphor is animal metaphor which indicated by the use of animals or the organs of an animal
(Wahab, 1990; Bustan & Ludiji, 2024).

This study addresses the relationship of Manggarai language and Manggarai culture belonging
to Manggarai society along with their existence as members of Manggarai ethnic group residing
in the region of Manggarai that lies in the western part of the island of Flores as one of the five
big islands in the province of East Nusa Tenggara, Indonesia (Bustan, 2005; Bustan, 2006;
Monteiro et al., 2024; Bustan & Ludji, 2024; Bustan, 2024; Bustan, 2025). The relationship is so
complex and pervasive that the study focuses on animal metaphorical symbols as the cultural
attributes of both wife-giver and wife-taker in the affinal kinship or marriage kinship of
Manggarai society, with special reference to the forms and meanings of linguistic phenomena
used in the cultural discourses of marriage in Manggarai language along with its function as the
reflection of Manggarai culture as the identity marker of Manggarai society. Thus the study aims
to describe the metaphorical symbols of animals as the cultural attributes of wife-giver and wife-
taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society that signify the modes of social communication
between both wife-giver and wife-taker to maintain the harmonious relationship of affinal kinship
and to enhance the stability of social system as a whole in accordance with the customary
norms inherited from their ancestors.

The study is conducted for the basic reason that the forms and meanings of linguistic
phenomena used in the cultural discourses of marriage in Manggarai language are unique and
specific to Manggarai culture as the parent culture in which Manggarai language is embedded.
The meanings stored in the forms of linguistic phenomena used in the cultural discourses of
marriage are distinctive as their contextual meanings are different from their textual meanings.
The contextual meanings contain a set of customary norms or rules inherited from the
ancestors of Manggarai society dealing with the animal metaphorical symbols epitomizing the
cultural attributes of wife-giver and wife-taker in the affinal kinship. The customary norms serve
as control mechanisms for both wife-giver and wife-taker in organizing their patterns of behavior
when communicating each other in order, as mentioned earlier, to maintain the harmony of
relationship as well as to enhance the stability of social system as a whole in accordance with
the customary norms inherited from their ancestors. Due to the dynamics of Manggarai culture
as the result of the dynamics of Manggarai society, however, it is found out that the customary
norms regarding the animal metaphorical symbols as the cultural attributes of wife-giver and
wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society tend to be meaningless nowadays. There
are married couples in Manggarai society who are in conflicts in their marriage relationships
with the customary norms as the part of cultural patrimony passed down from their ancestors.
The married couples seem to be at crossroads whether to break off their love relationships or to
obey the customary norms inherited from their ancestors, as implied in the animal metaphorical
symbols as the cultural attributes of wife-giver and wife-taker in affinal kinship.

FRAMEWORK

Language serves a pivotal role in the life of a society as members of a social group as, of so
many different media of communication they employ to fulfill their basic needs as human
beings, language is the most effective one because, in addition to expressing their thoughts,
ideas, feelings, emotions, and desires, language they employ is also used to convey their
experiences in the world. The world involves both the actual world or the material world and the
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symbolic world which refers to the world in which the objects as the referents of language used
are imaginative in nature as the objects are in their cognitions or minds (Berger & Luckman,
1967; Miller, 1968; Keesing, 1981; Casson, 1981; Grice, 1987; Cassirer, 1987; Suriasumantri,
2001; Whorf, 2001; Maslova, 2004; Abdikalyk et al., 2016; Sihotang, 2018).

Referring to the scope of its use, language is the reflection of culture (Sapir, 1949), as Brown
(1994) propounded that culture is deeply ingrained part of the very fiber of our being as
members of social group, but language is the most visible and available expression of culture.
In line with the significance of language as the most visible and available expression of culture
shared by a society as members of a social group, according to Kramsch (2001), language
functions to express, to embody, and to symbolize cultural reality which refers to the shared
understanding of the world, shaped by collective values and experiences, influencing their daily
lives and aspirations. Language as a symbolic system that has the power to shape and create
such cultural realities as norms, values, perceptions, and identities is expressed through
discourse as its vehicle, especially cultural discourse which refers to any kind of discourse
taking place in cultural domain (Gumperz, 1992; Hymes, 1974). The features of linguistic
phenomena used in the texts of cultural discourses are specific in their forms and meanings.
The meanings stated and implied in the forms of linguistic phenomena used designate a set of
conceptualizations ascribed in their cognitive map as the sources of reference for them in
viewing and making sense of the world. As culture is the worldview of a society as members of
a social group, language they employ serves not only as the window of their world, but also as
the window into their cognitions or minds (Bernstein, 1972; Palmer, 1996; Whorf, 2001; Ungerer
& Schmid, 2006; Palmer & Sharifian, 2007; Sharifian, 2011).

The function of language as the reflection of culture shared by a society as members of an
ethnic group is the main concern of study in the field of cultural linguistics as one of the new
theoretical perspectives in cognitive linguistics which explores the relationship of language,
culture, and conceptualization belonging to a society as members of a social group (Palmer,
1996; Langacker, 1999; Ungerer & Schmid, 2006; Palmer & Sharifian, 2007; Sharifian, 2011;
Sharifian, 2015; Rahinova, 2020). This is in line with the idea of Abdikalyk et al. (2016) that
concept as a linguo-philosophical unit of linguistics is the main concern of study of cognitive
linguistics. In the framework of cognitive linguistics, concept refers to a semantic unit that has
linguo-cultural features and characterizes the speakers of any chosen ethnoculture. As it
reflects an ethnic mindset, a concept marks the ethnic language image as the so-called brick to
build ‘the house of their being’ (Maslova, 2004). This implies that language used by a society as
members of a speech community is defined not only as a product of their collective ways of
thinking, but also as a means of communicating their thoughts in an attempt to make their lives
as a whole meaningful.

In the perspective of cultural linguistics, language used by a society is explored through the lens
of culture they share to uncover conceptualization ascribed in their cognitive map as the source
of reference for them in viewing and making sense of the world (Palmer, 1996; Palmer &
Sharifian, 2007; Sharifian, 2011; Sharifian, 2015). The conceptualization is manifested, among
other things, in metaphor as the system of knowledge shared by a society as members of a social
group that functions as a conceptual frame of reference for them to understand the world
surrounding them. Metaphor is not just seen as a figure of speech that compares two unlike
things by asserting one thing because, in addition to creating vivid imagery, metaphor also
makes language more engaging by suggesting a resemblance between two things as a vehicle
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to convey complex ideas or emotions in a more concise and impactful way (Ungerer & Schmid,
2006).

With respect to the fact that language as the most effective means of communication between
and among members of a society as members of a social group is full of metaphors in viewing
one experience on the basis of another experience, metaphor is also defined as a theory of
society that contains their experiences on the world. It is said so because metaphor is one of the
linguistic devices used to relate various domains of experiences and coherences between
interrelated events (Miller, 1979; Wahab, 1990; Duranti, 2001). This conception implies that
metaphor can be identified not only from the perspective of semantics as the transferences of
name but also from the perspective of anthropology and philosophy. In the perspective of
anthropology and philosophy, metaphor refers to the basic character of relationship between the
human linguisticality and the world. As human linguisticality is always metaphorical in nature, all
words and names are not given by nature, but the results of human creation in their contexts of
living together as members of a social group for years or a long period of time and even
transgenerations. Metaphor in this regard is defined as a part of cultural conceptualization
emerging in cognition level (Palmer & Sharifian, 2007).

As a metaphorical symbol can’'t be understood its meaning without reference to the context of
its use in discourse, metaphor can be classified into sentential metaphor, nominal metaphor,
and predicative metaphor. Sentential metaphor can be understood its meaning on the basis of
its relation with sentence preceding or following it. Both nominal metaphor and predicative
metaphor can be understood their meanings by observing the contexts of sentences in which
they are used. Sentential metaphor appears in the form of complete sentence, nominal
metaphor appears in the form of noun or nominal phrase, and predicative metaphor appears in
the form of predicate. Based on the kinds of nouns serving as its component parts, nominal
metaphor can be identified into human, animal, and plant metaphor. Human metaphor which is
also known as anthropomorphic metaphor refers to nominal metaphor indicated by the use of
the organs of a human body attached to nonhuman entities existing in the physical
environment. Animal metaphor refers to a kind of nominal metaphor indicated by the use of
animals or the organs of an animal. Plant metaphor refers to nominal metaphor indicated by the
use of plants or the parts of a plant (Miller, 1979; Wahab, 1990; Foley, 1997).

METHOD

This study is descriptive-qualitative as it describes the metaphorical symbols of animals as the
cultural attributes of wife-giver and wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society, as
reflected in the forms and meanings of language they employ in the cultural discourses of
marriage in Manggarai language as the reflection of Manggarai culture (Faisal, 1990; Muhadijir,
1995; Bungin, 2007; Afrizal, 2014; Yusuf, 2019; Moleong, 2021; Sugyono, 2018). The study
was based on two sources of data, involving primary data and secondary data. The procedures
of research were field research and library research. The field research was carried out to
obtain the primary data regarding the metaphorical symbols of animals as cultural attributes of
wife-giver and wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society as members of Manggarai
ethnic group, as reflected in the forms and meanings of language they employ in the cultural
discourses of marriage in Manggarai language as the mirror of Manggarai culture. The field
research was in the regency of Manggarai with the main location being in Pagal as the capital
city of Cibal district that lies in the southern part of Manggarai region. The sources of the
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primary data were Manggarai society, especially those residing in Pagal represented by four
key informants selected on the basis of the ideal criteria put forward by Faisal (1990), Spradley
(1997), Duranti (2001), Sudikan (2001), and Bungin (2007). The method of data collection was
in-depth interview and the techniques of data collection were recording, elicitation, and note-
taking. The library research aimed to obtain the secondary data relevant to the main concern of
study. The method of data collection was documentary study. The kinds of documents as the
sources of reference were general references such as books and specific references such as
research results, scientific articles, and papers. The collected data were then analyzed
qualitatively by using inductive method as the process of analysis was moved from the data to
abstraction and local-ideographic concept/theory describing the metaphorical symbols of
animals as the cultural attributes of wife-giver and wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai
society.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Result

The result of study reveals that the relationship between both Manggarai language and
Manggarai culture is manifested in conceptualization ascribed in the cognitive map of
Manggarai society regarding the metaphorical symbols of animals as the cultural attributes of
wife-giver known as anak-rona in Manggarai language and wife-taker known as anak-wina in
Manggarai language in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society. Based on the result of data
selection, the fragment of the cultural discourse of marriage in Manggarai language that
contains the metaphorical symbols of animals that function as the cultural attributes of the anak
rona as wife-giver and the anak wina as wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society is
as follows: Eme ela, ela muing, eme manuk, manuk muing. Neka ela ngong manuk, neka
manuk ngong ela ‘If it is a pig, it must be a real pig, if it is a chicken, it must be a real chicken.
Don't say a pig, if it is a chicken, don’t say a chicken, if it is a pig’. The forms and meanings of
linguistic phenomena used in the fragment are unique and specific to Manggarai culture as the
parent culture in which Manggarai language is embedded. The meanings stored in the forms of
linguistic phenomena designate the differences of status held by the anak-rona as wife-giver
and the anak-wina as wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society. The two animals
used as the referents are ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver and
manuk ‘chicken’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker. The basic reason is that
both ela ‘pig’ and manuk ‘chicken’ as the two types of animals widely raised by most of
Manggarai society epitomize prosperity, abundance, and fertility (Bustan, 2005). The two
cultural attributes imply that the anak rona as wife-giver and the anak wina as wife-taker must
behave as who they are when interacting with one another. The aim is twofold, that is to
maintain the harmonious relationship of affinal kinship and to enhance the stability of social
system as a whole from the likely conflicts occurring between the anak-rona as wife-giver and
the anak-wina as wife-taker in their context of living together. The animal metaphorical symbols
are included as the part of cultural conceptualization emerging in the cognition level of
Manggarai society in viewing and making sense of the world in regard to the cultural attributes of
the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker in the affinal kinship (Palmer &
Sharifian, 2007).

Discussion
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With special reference to the result of study provided above, this section discusses in more
depth the forms and meanings of linguistic phenomena used in the fragment of marriage
cultural discourse in Manggarai language that describe the animal metaphorical symbols as the
cultural attributes of the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker in the affinal
kinship of Manggarai society.

Forms

As seen in the physical features of linguistic phenomena used, the fragment consists of two
sentences as its component parts. The two sentences serving as its component parts are as
follows: (01) Eme ela, ela muing, eme manuk, manuk muing ‘If it is a pig, it must be a real pig, if
it is a chicken, it must be a real chicken’ and (02) Neka ela ngong manuk, neka manuk ngong
ela Don’t say a pig, if it is a chicken, don’t say a chicken, if it is a pig’. The linguistic phenomena
used in the two sentences are closely related to each other in their forms and meanings
regarding the metaphorical symbols of animals that function as the cultural attributes of both the
anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai
society. The meanings stored in the forms of linguistic phenomena in the sentence (01) support
and emphasize the meanings stored in the forms of linguistic phenomena used in the sentence
(02).

Sentence (01): Eme ela, ela muing, eme manuk, manuk muing

As seen in the physical features of linguistic phenomena used in data (01), Eme ela, ela muing,
eme manuk, manuk muing ‘If it is a pig, it must be a real pig, if it is a chicken, it must be a real
chicken’, the sentence appears in the form of an imperative sentence of request type which
provides request for the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker to show their
real status when communicating each other in contexts of living together. Being the anak-rona
as the wife-giver, their patterns of behavior should reveal that they hold status as the anak-rona
as wife-giver when communicating with the anak-wina as wife-taker. Likewise, being the anak-
wina as wife-taker, their patterns of behavior should reveal that they hold status as the anak-
wina as wife-taker when communicating with the anak-rona as wife-giver. As aforementioned,
the aim is not only to maintain the harmonious relationship of affinal kinship, but also to
enhance the stability of social system as a whole from the likely conflicts occurring between the
anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker in the context of living together.

In terms of its component parts, the sentence (01) appears in the form of a compound sentence
made up of two independent clauses or complete sentences. The two independent clauses
serving as its component parts are as follows: (a) Eme ela, ela muing ‘If it is a pig, it must be a
real pig’ and (b) Eme manuk, manuk muing ‘If it is a chicken, it must be a real chicken’. The
forms of linguistic phenomena used in the two independent clauses are closely related to each
other as the independent clause (a) supports and emphasizes the independent clause (b) or,
vice versa, the independent clause (b) supports and emphasizes the independent clause (a).
The independent clause (a) provides request for the anak-rona as wife-giver that their patterns
of behavior should reveal that they hold status as the anak-rona as wife-giver when
communicating with the anak-wina as wife-taker. The independent clause (b) provides request
for the anak-wina as wife-taker that their patterns of behavior should reveal that they hold status
as the anak-wina as wife-taker when communicating with the anak-rona as wife-giver. As
aforementioned earlier, the aim is to maintain the harmonious relationship of affinal kinship as
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well as to enhance the stability of social system as a whole from the likely conflicts occurring
between the anak rona as wife-giver and the anak wina as wife-taker.

The relationship of the two independent clauses forms an asyndeton construction as it is not
linked by using the coordinating conjunction agu ‘and’ or ko ‘or’ as a lexical cohesive device.
The coordinating conjunction is intentionally omitted in an attempt to maintain the harmony of
tempo and rhythm when the sentence is spoken and listened to as the number of words in the
two independent clauses is the same as four and the number of syllables in the words is also
the same as two. Other than the use of syntactic parallelism, the beautiful forms of linguistic
phenomena that invite sensory pleasures when the sentence is spoken or listened to is also
indicated by the use of lexicosemantic parallelism appearing in the forms of repetitions of words
as their lexical items. The forms of repetitions are marked by the repetition of the word (noun)
ela ‘pig’ two times or twice in the independent clause (a) and the repetition of the word (noun)
manuk ‘chicken’ two times or twice in the independent clause (b). The repetitions aim to
emphasize the meanings stored in the forms of linguistic phenomena in the sentence (01)
regarding the patterns of behavior that should be shown when the anak rona as wife-giver and
the anak wina as wife-taker communicate each other in the context of living together.

As seen in the physical features of linguistic phenomena used, the independent clause (a), Eme
ela, ela muing ‘If it is a pig, it must be a real pig’, consists of two clauses as its component
parts. The two clauses serving as its component parts are as follows: (a.1) Eme ela ‘If it is a pig’
and (a.2) Ela muing ‘It must be a real pig’. The clause (a.1), Eme ela ‘If it is a pig’, is a
dependent clause or subordinate clause as it can’t stand alone as a complete sentence. The
word eme ‘if which distributes preceding the word (noun) ela ‘pig’ as the subjective complement
shows that it is a conditional sentence or an if-clause. The clause (a.2), Ela muing ‘It must be a
real pig’, is an independent clause as it can stand alone as a complete sentence that functions
as the main clause. The real pig expected is indicated by the word muing ‘real’ that, in terms of
its syntactic structure, it functions as the modifier (M) of the word (noun) ela ‘pig’ as the core
word that functions as head (H). The word (noun) ela ‘pig’ as the head (H) is modified by the
word muing ‘real’ as its modifier (M).

As mentioned earlier, the beautiful forms of linguistic phenomena that invite sensory pleasures
when the two clauses are spoken and listened to are indicated by using syntactic parallelism as
the number of words in the two clauses is the same as two and the number of syllables in each
word is also the same as two. The use of syntactic parallelism, as mentioned earlier, aims to
maintain the harmony of tempo and rhythm when the sentence is spoken and listened to. This
is because the sentence provides request for the anak rona as wife-giver to behave as the
anak-rona as wife-taker when communicating with the anak-wina as wife-taker. Other than the
syntactic parallelism, the beautiful forms that invite sensory pleasures when the sentence is
spoken or listened to are also indicated by lexicosemantic parallelism appearing in the
repetition of word (noun) ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak rona as wife-giver.

Similar to independent clause (a), the physical features of linguistic phenomena used show that
the independent clause (b), Eme manuk, manuk muing ‘If it is a chicken, it must be a real
chicken’, consists of two clauses as its component parts. The two clauses serving as its
component parts are as follows: (b.1) Eme manuk ‘If it is a chicken” and (b.2) Manuk muing ‘It
must be a real chicken’. The clause (b.1) appears in the form of a dependent clause or
subordinate clause as it can't stand alone as a complete sentence. The use of the word eme ‘if
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which distributes preceding the word (noun) manuk ‘chicken’ as the subject (S) of the sentence
shows that the sentence appears in the form of a conditional sentence or if-clause. The clause
(b.2), Manuk muing ‘It must be a real chicken’, is an independent clause or complete sentence
that functions as the main clause. The word (noun) manuk ‘chicken’ is an animal metaphorical
symbol used as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker in the affinal kinship of
Manggarai society. The real chicken expected is indicated by the word muing ‘real’ that, in
terms of its syntactic structure, it functions as the modifier (M) of the word (noun) manuk
‘chicken’ as the core word that functions as its head (H).

As mentioned earlier, the beautiful forms of linguistic phenomena that invite sensory pleasures
when the two clauses are spoken and listened to are indicated by syntactic parallelism as the
number of words in the two clauses is the same as two and the number of syllables in each
word is also the same as two. The main aim of using the syntactic parallelism, as
aforementioned, is to maintain the harmony of tempo and rhythm when the sentence is spoken
and listened to. This is because the sentence provides request for the anak wina as wife-taker
to behave as the anak-wina as wife-taker when communicating with the anak-rona as wife-
giver. The beautiful forms of linguistic phenomena that invite sensory pleasures when the
sentence is spoken or listened to are also indicated by semantic parallelism appearing in the
form of repetition, the repetition of the word (noun) manuk ‘chicken’ as the cultural attribute of
the anak wina as wife-taker.

Data (02): Neka ela ngong manuk, neka manuk ngong ela

As seen in the physical features of linguistic phenomena used in data (02), Neka ela ngong
manuk, neka manuk ngong ela ‘Don’t say a pig, if it is a chicken, don’t say a chicken, if it is a
pig’, the sentence appears in the form of a negative-imperative sentence of request type as it
provides request for the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker not to change
their real status when communicating each other. Being the anak-rona, their patterns of
behavior should reveal that they hold status as the anak-rona as wife-giver when
communicating with the anak-wina as wife-taker. Likewise, being the anak-wina, their patterns
of behavior should reveal that they hold status as the anak-wina as wife-taker when
communicating with the members of the anak-rona as wife-giver. It is prohibited for the anak-
rona as wife-giver to say that they hold status as the anak-wina as wife-taker when
communicating each other in the context of living together and, at the same time, it is also
prohibited for the anak-wina as wife-taker to say that they hold status as the anak-rona as wife-
giver when communicating each other in the context of living together. The prohibition is
reflected in the use of negative marker neka ‘not’ as the function word which distributes
preceding the word (noun) ela ‘pig’ and the word (noun) manuk ‘chicken’.

The independent clause (02) appears in the form of a compound sentence made up of two
independent clauses or complete sentences as its component parts. The two independent
clauses serving as its component parts are as follows: (a) Neka ela ngong manuk Don’t say a
pig if it is a chicken’ and (b) Neka manuk ngong ela ‘Don’t say a chicken if it is a pig’. The
features of linguistic phenomena used are closely related in their forms and meanings as the
independent clause (a) supports and emphasizes the independent clause (b), or vice versa.
The relationship of the two independent clauses forms an asyndeton construction as it is not
linked by the coordinating conjunction agu ‘and’ or ko ‘or’ as a lexical cohesive device. As
aforementioned, the coordinating conjunction is intentionally omitted to maintain the harmony of
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tempo and rhythm when the clause is spoken and listened to as the number of words in the two
clauses is the same as four and the number of syllables in each word is the same as two as
well.

The independent clause (a), Neka ela ngong manuk Don’t say a pig if it is a chicken’, implies
that if they hold status as the anak-wina as wife-taker, they must say that they are the anak-
wina as wife-taker and, as such, they are prohibited to say that they are the anak-rona as wife-
giver if they hold status as the anak-wina as wife-taker. The independent clause supports and
emphasizes the independent clause (1.a) implying that they are prohibited to say that they are
the anak-rona as wife-giver if they are the anak-wina as wife-taker. The prohibition is indicated
by using the word (function word) neka ‘not’ as a form of negative maker which distributes
preceding the word (noun) ela ‘pig’ as the subjective complement to designate the cultural
attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver. As mentioned earlier, the metaphorical symbol of
animal as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver is ela ‘pig’ and the metaphorical
symbol of animal as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker is manuk ‘chicken’.

Whatever the reason, they should reveal their real status when communicating each other in
the context of living together, whether they are the anak-rona as wife-giver or they are the anak-
wina as wife-taker. The metaphorical symbols of animals, ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the
anak-rona as wife-giver and manuk ‘chicken’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-
taker, in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society are the part of cultural norms inherited from
their ancestors. The status differences between the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina
as wife-taker should manifested in words and deeds because the metaphorical symbols of
animals, that is ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver and manuk
‘chicken’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker, in the affinal kinship of
Manggarai society are meaningless if they don’t manifest in their deeds in the context of living
together.

The independent clause (b), Neka manuk ngong ela Don’t say a chicken if it is a pig’, implies
that if they hold the status as the anak-rona as wife-giver, they must say that they are the anak-
rona as wife-giver and not to say that they are the anak-wina as wife-taker if they are the anak-
rona as wife-giver. The prohibition is indicated by the word neka ‘not’ as a negative maker that
distributes preceding the word (noun) manuk ‘chicken’ as the subjective complement of the
clause along with its functions as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker. The
reason is that, as mentioned earlier, the metaphorical symbol of animal as the cultural attribute
of the anak-rona as wife-giver is ela ‘pig’ and the metaphorical symbol of animal as the cultural
attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker is manuk ‘chicken’. Whatever the reason, as mentioned
earlier, they must show their real status when communicating each other so that it can be seen
whether they are the anak-rona as wife-giver or they are the anak-wina as wife-taker. The
differences of their status must be reflected not only in words, but also in deeds because the
metaphorical symbols of animal, that is ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as
wife-giver and manuk ‘chicken’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker, are
meaningless if they do not manifest the cultural attributes in deeds in their context of living
together.

Meanings
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The meanings are complex and pervasive because the fragment is distinctive in nature as it
appears as an idiomatic expression in which the deeper meanings or conceptual meanings of
its words are greatly different from their literal or lexical meanings. The word (noun) ela ‘pig’ as
the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver and the word (noun) manuk ‘chicken’ as the
cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker are the metaphorical symbols of animals that
epitomize or represent deeper meanings. The word (noun) efa ‘pig’ and the word (noun) manuk
are the two words (nouns) that stand for the conceptualization ascribed in the cognitive map of
Manggarai society regarding the cultural attributes of the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-
wina as wife-taker in their affinal kinship. The status differences they hold should be manifested
both in words and in deeds because the metaphorical symbols of animals are regarded as
meaningless worlds if they don’t manifest in their deeds.

Along with the conceptualization ascribed in the cognitive map of Manggarai society, the deeper
meanings implied in the forms of linguistic phenomena in the fragment reveal the differences of
status held by the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-giver as the two main
families having main roles in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society. The differences of their
status should be reflected in their patterns of behavior when communicating each other in the
contexts of living together to maintain the harmonious relationship of affinal kinship and to
enhance the stability of their social system in accordance with the customary norms inherited
from their ancestors. The patterns of behavior should be reflected in words and deeds because
the words are meaningless if they are not realized in their deeds because the customary norms
are the part of cultural knowledge inherited from their ancestors that function as moral and
ethical guidelines for the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker in the context
of living together to maintain the harmonious relationship of affinal kinship and to enhance the
stability of their social system as a whole.

As conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society, the anak-rona as wife-giver is
embedded with the term ela ‘pig’ as the metaphorical symbol of animal serving as their cultural
attribute imply deeper the meaning that the sons of the anak-rona as wife-giver are prohibited to
get married with the girls of the anak-wina as wife-taker, or vice versa, the girls of the anak-wina
as wife-giver are prohibited to get married with the sons of the anak-rona as wife-giver. The
prohibitions are the parts of customary norms inherited from the ancestors of Manggarai society
that function as moral and ethical guideline for the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina
as wife-taker. If the marriage relationship from the two opposite directions happens, the
marriage relationship is known as wali elar ‘reversed blisters’ in Manggarai language. The word
(noun) elar ‘blister’ is a conceptual metaphorical symbol representing the part of cultural norms
in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society inherited from their ancestors.

On the other side, the marriage relationship of the two opposite directions is also known as foko
foe kop ‘inappropriate sleep’ in Manggarai language as the marriage relationship is
inappropriate to the customary norms inherited from the ancestors of Manggarai society. The
marriage relationship from two opposite directions violates the customary norms inherited from
ancestors and, as such, the violation is seen not only as incest, but also as a sin. In accordance
with the customary norms inherited from the ancestors of Manggarai society, as mentioned
earlier, the appropriate sleep is only allowed if the sons of the anak-wina as wife-taker must be
the husbands and the girls of the anak-rona as wife-giver must be the wives. The customary
norms are the parts of social conventions inherited from the ancestors of Manggarai society that
function as the ethical and moral guidelines for them in organizing their patterns of behavior to
maintain the harmony of marriage relationships as well as to enhance the stability of social
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system as a whole. The patterns of behavior should be manifested in words and deeds
because the cultural attributes are regarded as meaningless words if they don’t manifest in their
deeds in the context of living together.

Based on the traditions inherited from their ancestors, if their love relationship is separated, the
boy is subject to social sanction carried out in the form of carrying banana peel in the front of
the community in the village known as pola munak ‘carry banana peel’ in Manggarai language
for a deterrent effect. While cutting the banana peel, he promises not to repeat the act of
violating the ancestral norms and, as such, others should not commit the same act as the
marriage relationship from two opposite directions destroys the social harmony of marriage
relationships in an extended family realm. The couples who deliberately violate the customary
norms inherited from their ancestors are subject to social sanctions in the form of
excommunication from family membership. The excommunication is carried out through a
special ritual known as keti manuk miteng ‘cutting the neck of a black chicken’ in Manggarai
language taking place in the mouth of a river. The neck-cut black chicken is then thrown into the
river so that, as conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society, the sin they commit
do not affect the family members as a whole and they will be free from various disasters and
calamities in the forms of sanctions and curses from their ancestors. The act of violating the
customary norms inherited from their ancestors is a form of disrespecting their ancestors as the
original sources of the customary norms.

It is also conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society that the customary norms
inherited from their ancestors should be manifested in the context of traditional ceremony in
which the families acting as main participants are the members of the anak-rona as wife-giver
and the members of the anak-wina as wife-taker. Based on the customary norms inherited from
the ancestors of Manggarai society, the side dishes that should be served for the members of
the anak-rona as wife giver are chicken meat, while the side dishes that should be served for
the members of the anak-wina as wife taker are pig meat or pork, as reflected in the clauses,
eme ela, ela muing and neka ela ngong manuk. Meanwhile, the members of the anak-wina as
wife taker are prohibited to eat chicken meat as their side dishes, as reflected in the clause eme
manuk, manuk muing and in the clause neka manuk ngong ela. If the prohibition is intentionally
violated, it is conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society that both the anak-rona
as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife-taker will receive sanctions from their ancestors in the
form of suffering such skin diseases as scabies.

As conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society, the metaphorical symbol of ela
‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver symbolizes physical and spiritual
well-being for the anak-wina as wife-taker. In this regard, the anak-rona as wife-giver is
conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society as the sources of blessing for the
anak-wina as wife-taker. The conceptualization is reflected in the verbal expression ulu wa’e
‘head of water’ as a form of human or anthropomorphic metaphor in Manggarai language used
as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver as water source or spring. The anak-rona
as wife-giver is defined as water source or spring for the anak-wina as wife-taker because,
without giving a girl to be a wife for a son of the anak-wina as wife-giver, there is no life on the
part of the anak-wina as wife-taker. In line with the use of the word (noun) wae ‘water’, the term
ulu wae implies deeper meaning that the metaphorical symbol of ela ‘pig’ as the cultural
attribute of the anak rona as wife-giver epitomizes the source of prosperity, abundance, and
fertility for the anak wina as wife-taker. Therefore, as mentioned earlier, it is required for the
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anak-wina as wife-taker must always respect to the anak-rona as wife-giver, including the
prohibition to get married in two opposite directions in which the sons of the anak-rona as wife-
giver get married with the girls of the anak-wina as wife-taker (Bustan, 2005; Bustan, 2006).

In line with the use of the term ulu wae as the cultural attribute for the anak rona as wife-giver, it
is also found out that the anak-rona as the wife-giver is attributed with the term Mori Kraeng ata
itan one lino ‘God as the Almighty Creator that can be seen on the earth’ by the anak-wina as
wife-taker (Bustan, 2005; Bustan, 2006). This is because, as mentioned earlier, without giving a
girl to be a wife for a son of the anak-wina as wife-giver, there is no life on the part of the anak-
wina as wife-taker. The conceptualization implies deeper meaning that giving a daughter from
the anak-rona as wife-giver is not just giving a wife, but also giving life for the anak-wina as
wife-taker marked by the birth of children, especially sons as continuation of the lineage as
Manggarai society adhere to patriarchal culture. The attribute supports the idea that the
metaphorical symbol of ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak rona as wife-giver, as
mentioned earlier, represents prosperity, abundance, and fertility for the anak wina as wife-
taker. Along with that conceptualization, it is not surprising that, in the past, if a couple had no
children or the children were only sons, the husband was permitted to by custom to add another
wife to have a son or sons as a continuation of the lineage. Because of the influence of the
Catholic teachings that most of Manggarai society adhere to, the custom of taking another wife
to have a son or sons as a continuation of the lineage no longer applies today.

However, along with the dynamics of both Manggarai society and Manggarai culture, the forms
of linguistic phenomena used in the cultural discourse of marriage in Manggarai language tend
to be meaningless. There have been married couples of young generations in Manggarai
society who are in conflicts with the customary norms inherited from their ancestors. They seem
to be at the crossroads whether to break off their love relationships or obey the customary
norms inherited from their ancestors. Likewise, the prohibition of eating pig meat or pork for the
anak-rona as wife giver and prohibition of eating chicken meat for the anak-wina as wife taker in
the contexts of traditional ceremonies are often violated deliberately just because they cannot
control their appetite, apart from because of the customary norms inherited from the ancestors
are irrational. Another reason is that, there is no rationally acceptable interconnection between
the skin diseases they are likely to suffer from and the violation of ancestral prohibitions
regarding the differentiation of side dishes for the anak-rona as wife giver and for the anak-wina
as wife taker in the context of traditional ceremony. This is one of the controversial issues for
the younger generation of Manggarai society nowadays because the customary norms inherited
from their ancestors are defined irrational in view of modern perspective as the impact of
educational levels pursued and as the result of intercultural communication.

CONCLUSION

The relationship of both Manggarai language and Manggarai culture is manifested in
conceptualization ascribed in the cognitive map of Manggarai society regarding animal
metaphorical symbols as the cultural attributes of the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-
wina as wife-taker in the affinal kinship of Manggarai society. The animal metaphorical symbols
are ela ‘pig’ serving as the cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver and manuk ‘chicken’
serving as cultural attribute of the anak-wina as wife-taker. The cultural attributes imply deeper
meaning that the sons of the anak-rona as wife-giver are prohibited to get married with the girls
of the anak-wina as wife-taker. The marriage relationship from the opposite direction is
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forbidden as it violates the customary norms inherited from their ancestors and the violation is
considered as an incest or sin in Manggarai culture. The couples who deliberately violate the
customary norms inherited from their ancestors are subject to social sanctions in the form of
excommunication them from their family membership. The customary norms can also be seen
in the contexts of ritual ceremonies in which the side dishes served for the anak-rona as wife-
giver are chicken meat, while the side dishes served for the anak-wina as wife-taker are pig
meat or pork. The anak-rona as wife-giver are prohibited to eat pig meat as their side dishes
and the anak-wina as wife taker are prohibited to eat chicken meat as their side dishes. If they
intentionally violate the customary norms inherited from their ancestors, it is culturally assumed
that they will receive sanctions in the form of suffering such skin diseases as scabies. As
conceptualized in the cognitive map of Manggarai society, the deeper meanings implied in the
metaphorical symbol of ela ‘pig’ as the cultural attribute of the anak rona as wife-giver
represents prosperity, abundance, and fertility for the anak wina as wife-taker. The cultural
attributes of the anak-rona as wife-giver and the anak-wina as wife taker, as reflected in the
animal metaphorical symbols of both ela ‘pig’ and manuk ‘chicken’, tend to be meaningless
nowadays. There have been violations done by the younger generation of Manggarai society as
the customary norms inherited from their ancestors are irrational in view of the perspective of
modern life as the impact of education. The animal metaphorical symbols, ela ‘pig’ as the
cultural attribute of the anak-rona as wife-giver and manuk ‘chicken’ as the cultural attribute of
the anak-wina as wife-taker, become one of the controversial issues for the younger generation
of Manggarai society whether they obey or ignore the customary norms inherited from their
ancestors as something irrational in view of the modern perspective as the impact of education
levels pursued and as the result of intercultural communication.
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