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FOREWORD

To have been asked by Dr. Leach to write a foreword to
this book is a tribute to an old friendship and academic
association.

It is generally expected of a foreword that it will introduce
the book either to a wider public than knows its author, or
that it will make manifest some hidden virtue which the book
contains. Neither of these objectives is sought here. The
author is already known not only to his British colleagues, but
also internationally, as a leading social anthropologist. He is
also by the force and clarity of his thought fully capable of
presenting the merits of his own work. What then can this
foreword do? By our ordinary conventions the writer of a
foreword is presumably restrained from reviewing the book
when it appears. He cannot compensate by reviewing it in
his introduction. But what he may do is to give some notice
in advance of some of the themes which he sees as being of
major significance in any discussion of its merits.

‘Dynamic’ is an overworked word. But if one says that the
primary feature in Dr. Leach’s analysis is its attempt to provide
the elements of a dynamic theory for social anthropology, the
point will be generally understood. What is meant is an
analysis of forces in movement or principles in action. Much of
social anthropology nowadays is concerned with institutions in
change. But the treatment is usually mainly descriptive, or
where it becomes abstract the concepts are apt to become over-
elaborate, highly artificial, and out of relation to the real world
of observed human actions in specific societies. What Dr.
Leach is attempting to do is to handle dynamic theory at a
higher level of abstraction than has been done heretofore in
social anthropology while still using the materials from empirical
social observation among named groups.

He works forcibly and elegantly. To do this he makes
certain assumptions. These involve the notion of descriptions
of social systems as models of a social reality. There is a
growing tendency in social anthropology, and rather a slipshod

one, to call any set of assumptions or abstractions used as a
v



vi POLITICAL SYSTEMS OF HIGHLAND BURMA

basis for discussion, a model. At times the notion serves as an
excuse for an evasion of reality, by emphasising the personal
character of the construct. But with the author a model is
clearly a representation of a structure with the parts articulated
or related in such manner that manipulation of them is possible
for the illustration of further relations. Dr. Leach has already
demonstrated his skill in such manipulation in his article on
Jinghpaw Kinship Terminology,! which he described as ‘an
experiment in ethnographic algebra’. The essential feature of
this analysis was the demonstration that by taking a limited
set of assumptions about kinship structure, and by relating
them in operation in the simplest possible manner, a behaviour
scheme was found adequate to provide an explanation in terms
of ideal rules for the noted events in a real society.

A consequence of Dr. Leach’s analysis was to stress again
the distinction drawn by Malinowski and others between
‘ideal’ and ‘real’ (or ‘normal’) patterns of behaviour. But in
Dr. Leach’s hands this distinction assumes a new importance.
To him it is the ideal patterns—the social relations which are
regarded as ‘correct’—which are expressed in the model which
gives the structural description of a social system. The neces-
sary equilibrium of the model as a construct means that
essentially it is debarred from providing in itself a dynamic
analysis. The difficulty lies not so much in introducing time
abstractly as a factor into the model as in getting into it a true
expression of what is really relevant in actual conditions.
Application must therefore be made to the observation of what
people actually do in their normal everyday life to give a basis
for a dynamic consideration, a consideration of structural
change. The situation here is analogous to that in economic
theory. But the social anthropologist has an advantage over
the economist in that from the beginnings of the science, it
has been the ‘real world’ that he has studied at first hand.
The anthropologist is already familiar with the raw stuff of
social change.

In actual life individuals are continually faced by choices
between alternatives for action. When they make these choices
Dr. Leach believes their decisions are made commonly to gain
power—that is, access to office or to esteem which will lead to

Y Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, vol. LXXV, 1945, pp. 59-72.



FOREWORD vii

office. The development of this argument is pursued with a
wealth of detail and subtlety of interpretation that must com-
mand the admiration of every careful reader. His challenges
to accepted views may not please everyone, but the reader
will gain much by the way from the author’s direct presenta-
tion, his complete intellectual honesty, and the freshness of
his approach. Some of us, for example, have not hesitated
to tell our students in private that ethnographic facts may
be irrelevant—that it does not matter so much if they get
the facts wrong so long as they can argue the theories logically.
But few of us would be prepared to say in print, as Dr.
Leach has done, that he is usually bored by the facts which
his anthropological colleagues present. And who of us also
usually feels inclined to state so bluntly at a point in his argu-
ment that his interpretation is completely at variance with
almost everything that has previously been published on the
subject? This is refreshing candour; it awakes the reader’s
expectations and he will not be disappointed.

As yet Dr. Leach’s dynamic theory is still largely a special,
not a gencral, one. This is so for two reasons. The first is
that it is intended as yet primarily to refer to, and to explain,
the behaviour of people in North Burma. It is true that
examples from remote fields are cited. Yet while in boundary
terms many ‘tribes’ must be ethnographic fictions, this is not
so everywhere. The notions of ‘becoming something else’ in
this situation, as Kachins become Shans, or gumsa people
become gumlao, are specific ethnographic phenomena that may
have only a restricted analogy. They are indeed almost an
‘ideal type’ of the phenomenon of becoming another social
being.

Secondly, some of Dr. Leach’s concepts are of a special order.
I do not refer here to his redefinitions of myth and of ritual,
which in their novelty offer a stimulating way of considering
social relationships. Nor do I refer to his use of the terms ‘social
structure’ and ‘social organisation’, for which each of us has
his personal idiom. But I refer to his thesis that seeking for
power is the basis of social choice. The Italian Renaissance
and our own recent history have good examples to support
him. And his contention is in line with many trends of modern
thought. Yet the concentration of power and status on the
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quest for esteem as leading to office, suggests either an undue
restriction of the field of motivation or a re-interpretation of
the power notion in terms so wide as to include-almost any
social action. I would, from my own Tikopia material, give
support to Dr. Leach’s views both as regards the role of myth
and the cardinal importance of power notions for group action.
I would think that the study of other Polynesian people,
such as the Samoans or the Maori, would corroborate this too.
And yet one feels that there is some speciousness in such
a monolithic explanation. For the operation of social affairs
in Polynesian communities to seem explicable, allowance must
be made empirically for notions of loyalty and obligation which
cut across the narrow confines of group power interests. And
in other ethnographic fields it would seem that valuations of
a moral and religious order enter and jostle the power and
status-seeking elements.

All this 1s to indicate that the stimulation of Dr. Leach’s
theories i1s wider than the ethnographic province with which
he has primarily dealt. The book will appeal to those who
are interested in problems of government in undeveloped
territories as well as to those who wish to have a really good
first-hand study of one of the more primitive types of South-
East Asian society. But to me its prime importance is as a
major contribution to the theory of social systems. The book
is a superb piece of craftsmanship done to an exciting design ;
the best tribute one can pay to it is to hope that before too
long the author will have the opportunity to repeat the design,
with modifications to suit another material of as interesting
quality.

RaymonDp FIrTH



INTRODUCTORY NOTE TO THE 1964 REPRINT

Professor Firth’s generously worded foreword provided such
excellent sales talk that the first edition of this book rather
rapidly went out of print. This new edition is a photographic-
ally reproduced copy of the original.

Early professional comment was distinctly tepid but, in
retrospect, the book’s appearance seems to have marked the
beginning of a trend. My own feeling at the time was that
British Social Anthropology had rested too long on a crudely
oversimplified set of equilibrium assumptions derived from the
use of organic analogies for the structure of social systems. Even
so I recognised the great power of this type of equilibrium
analysis and the difficulty of evading it within the general
framework of current sociological theory. My book was an
attempt to find a way out of this dilemma. In brief, my argu-
ment is that although historical facts are never, in any sense, in
equilibrium, we can gain genuine insights if, for the purpose of
analysis, we force these facts within the constraining mould of
an as if system of ideas, composed of concepts which are treated
as if they were part of an equilibrium system. Furthermore I
claim to demonstrate that this fictional procedure is not merely
an analytical device of the social anthropologist, it also corres-
ponds to the way the Kachins themselves apprehend their own
system through the medium of the verbal categories of their
own language. It is not an entirely satisfactory argument—there
are many threads in the story which might have been much
better expressed—but in. 1964 it no longer represents a solitary
point of view. Professor Gluckman, who has always been my
most vigorous opponent in matters theoretical and who has
consistently sustained the type of organic equilibrium theory to
which I have referred, has recently admitted that for many
years ‘I [Gluckman] thought too much in terms of organic
analysis, whereby I saw the cycle of rebellions as maintaining
the system, with some implication that it strengthened the
state’! and two pages later he even refers with guarded approval
to the argument of this book while still maintaining that I have

1 Max Gluckman, Order and Rebellion in Tribal Africa, (London, 1963), p. 35.

ix
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misunderstood my colleagues and misused the English language.
Gluckman asserts that the Kachin system which I describe is
properly described as one of ‘stable equilibrium’, which seems
to me true at the level of ideas but quite untrue at the level of
facts, and that ‘British anthropologists have always thought in
terms of this kind of equilibrium’,? which seems to me untrue
altogether. In this last connection the reader should bear in
mind that comments in this book on the work of my fellow
anthropologists refer to work already published in 1952.
Others besides Professor Gluckman have modified their posi-
tion since then.

When I wrote this book the general climate of anthropo-
logical thinking in England was that established by Radcliffe-
Brown. Social systems were spoken of as if they were naturally
existing real entities and the equilibrium inherent in such
systems was intrinsic, a fact of Nature. In 1940 Fortes wrote:

At every level of Tale social organisation ... the tendency towards
an equilibrium is apparent. ... This does not mean that Tale
society was ever stagnant. Tension is implicit in the equilibrium.
... But conflict could never develop to the point of bringing about
complete disintegration. The homogeneity of Tale culture, the
undifferentiated economic system, the territorial stability of the
population, the network of kinship ties, the ramifications of clan-
ship, and especially the mystical doctrines and ritual practices
determining the native conception of the common good—all these
are factors, restricting conflict and promoting restoration of
equilibrium.?
If Professor Gluckman supposes that the Kachins have a system
which is in equilibrium in any sense which is even approxi-
mately equivalent to the equilibrium here described by Fortes,
he has completely misunderstood the argument of my book.
I fully appreciate that a great deal of sociological analysis of the
very highest quality makes it appear that social systems are
naturally endowed with an equilibrium which is a demon-
strable fact. It is the thesis of this book that this appearance is
an illusion, and my over-all purpose in writing the book at all
was to examine the nature of this particular illusion in a
particular case.

¢ op. cit., p. 37.

8 M. Fortes, ‘The Political System of the Tallensi of the Northern Territories of
the Gold Coast’ in African Political Systems, eds. M. Fortes and E. E. Evans-
Pritchard, (London, 1940), p. 271.
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The data of social anthropology are in the first instance
historical incidents, intrinsically non-repetitive, but when the
anthropologist insists that his concern is with ‘sociology’ rather
than with ‘history’, he at once imposes upon the evidence an
assumption that systemic order may be discerned among the
confusions of empirical fact. Such systemic order cannot be
described without introducing notions of equilibrium and to
that extent the argument of this book is itself an equilibrium
analysis. But it differs from most monographic studies by social
anthropologists in two particular respects. Firstly, I have
attempted to expand the time-span within which the equili-
brium is assumed to operate to a period of about 150 years, and
secondly, I have attempted to make explicit the fictional
(idealist) nature of the equilibrium assumptions. The argument
itself is not novel, only its application. It is an accident of
presentation that the text of the book contains no direct
reference to the work of Pareto so that Traité de Sociologie
Générale* does not appear in the bibliography ; thus readers have
failed to appreciate that a model for my gumsa/gumlao oscillation
is to be found in Pareto’s discussion of the alternating domin-
ance of the ‘lions’ and the ‘foxes’ (§2178) and in his conception
of a ‘moving equilibrium’ (§2067). This latter model pre-
supposes that the total phenomenon which is in equilibrium is a
social system which has extension in time as well as in space. It
is true that a comparable model underlies much of Professor
Fortes’ work,® but Fortes’ argument and my own are very
different. Fortes’ case is that if we are to understand the set of
data observable simultaneously at any one point of time we
must take account of the fact that each of the individuals whom
we observe is separately progressing through a developmental
cycle from infancy through adulthood to death, and that the
groupings directly observable by the anthropologist (e.g. do-
mestic groups) are themselves passing through a derivative
sequence of phases. Thus the ‘moving equilibrium’ with which
Fortes is concerned is anchored to biology; there is nothing in

4 A new edition, The Mind and Society, ed. Arthur Livingston, was published
in 1963 by Dover Publications, New York.

5 e.g. M. Fortes, ‘Time and Social Structure: An Ashanti Case Study’, in
Social Structure: Studies presented to A. R. Radcliffe-Brown, (Oxford, 1949); Fortes’
Introduction to The Deuvelopment Cycle in Domestic Groups, ed. J. R. Goody,
Cambridge Papers in Social Anthropology No. 1, 1958.
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the least ‘illusory’ about the systemic order which he discerns
in his data. But Fortes’ developmental cycles take no account of
history; they are conceived of as sequences within a total system
that is static and ‘integrated’ in Malinowski’s sense of the term.
All the facts under observation at one time cohere together to
form one system; in theory there should be no loose ends (see
quotation from African Political Systems above).

My own postulate of a gumsa/gumlao developmental cycle is of
a different scale and quality. In the first place, since the total
moving equilibrium system is presumed to incorporate all the
events occurring within a time-span of a century or more, the
model implies that the facts under observation at any one time
will appear to belong to several quite different ‘systems’. No
amount of re-sorting of the synchronous data can produce a
pattern which is ‘integrated’ in Malinowski’s sense. But further-
more, whereas Fortes’ analysis is based on an empirical fact,
the biological ageing process, my own attempt to find sys-
temic ordering in historical events depends upon the changing
evaluation of verbal categories and is, in the final analysis,
illusory.

Nearly one-third of this book consists of Chapter V entitled
‘The Structural Categories of Kachin Gumsa Society’. It is
concerned with the interpretation of a series of verbal concepts
and their interconnections. This long chapter is placed between
a relatively short account of a particular Kachin community
directly observed (Chapter IV) and a series of chapters (VI,
VI1I, VIII) containing secondhand ethnographic and historical
evidence. My critics, with their different assumptions about the
nature of social reality, seem to have been puzzled by this
arrangement. It arises logically from the circumstance that I do
not consider that social systems are a natural reality. In my
view, the facts of ethnography and of history can only appear to
be ordered in a systematic way if we impose upon these facts a
figment of thought. We first devise for ourselves a set of verbal
categories which are nicely arranged to form an ordered system,
and we then fit the facts to the verbal categories, and hey presto
the facts are ‘seen’ to be systemically ordered! But in that case
the system is a matter of the relations between concepts and not
of relations ‘actually existing’ within the raw factual data, as
Radcliffe-Brown and some of his followers have persistently
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maintained. The organic analogy is sometimes helpful, but
society is not an organism, nor even a machine.

I do not believe in historical determinism in any shape or
form, and those who have imagined that I here claim to discern
an everlasting cyclical process in the slender facts of recorded
Kachin history have quite misunderstood what I intended to
say. The argument is rather that the set of verbal categories
described in Chapter V form a persistent structured set and
that it is always in terms of such categories as these that Kachins
seek to interpret (to themselves and to others) the empirical
social phenomena which they observe around them. The
special interest of the Kachin material is that Kachin verbal
usage allows the speaker to structure his categories in more than
one way. Gumsa and gumlao use the same words to describe the
categories of their own political system and that of their
opponents but they make different assumptions about the rela-
tions between the categories in the two cases.

Considered as category structures the gumsa political order
and the gumlao political order are alike ideal types which
necessarily, at all times and in all places, correspond rather
badly with the empirical facts on the ground. If this be so, it
seems reasonable to enquire whether there is any analysable
social process which can be attributed to the persistent dis-
crepancy between the facts on the ground and the two polarised
structures of ideal categories. The thesis of Chapters VII and
VIII is that the outcome, for any one part of the Kachin region,
is a long-phase political oscillation, though, since the facts at the
end of the cycle are quite different from the facts at the begin-
ning of the cycle, the ‘system on the ground’ is not in equili-
brium in the same way as the ‘system of ideas’. There are many
details in this part of the book which now seem to me very
unsatisfactory. It is not that the evidence is irrelevant but that
I have often put the stress in the wrong place.

Over the past ten years I have come to a much clearer under-
standing of the distinction (often blurred in this book) between
the structure which can exist within a set of verbal categories
and the lack of structure which ordinarily exists within any
directly observed set of empirical facts. Certainly I noted this
discrepancy—a particularly clear example of what I mean is
cited at pp. 279-81—but I tended to treat it as an abnormality,
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whereas it is really our common experience. Events only come
to be structured in so far as they are endowed with order by the
imposition of verbal categories.

My unorthodox treatment of ‘ritual’ (summarised at pp. 10—
14) is related to this proposition. ‘Ritual’ is a term which
anthropologists employ in diverse senses.® My own view is that
while we only run into paradox if we try to apply this term to
some distinct class of behaviours, we can very usefully think of
‘ritual’ as an aspect of all behaviour, namely the communica-
tive aspect. This view, which attributes to certain features of
culturally defined behaviour the qualities of a language, is really
the same as that presented above where I say that events
(i.e. items of behaviour) are only seen as structured when they
are ordered by means of verbal categories. Had I develgped
this thesis more lucidly in the first place, the interdependence
of the idealism of Chapter V and the factual evidence recorded
elsewhere might have been easier to understand. Incidentally,
in a friendly comment, Professor Gellner has flatly written off
my whole argument as one of ‘idealist error’.” Truth and error
are complicated matters but it seems to me that in suggesting
indirectly that the Kachins have a rather simple-minded
philosophy which presumes a relationship between ‘idea’ and
‘reality’ not very different from that postulated by Plato, I am
not arguing that Plato was correct. The errors of Platonism are
very common errors which are shared not only by anthropo-
logists but also by the people whom anthropologists study.

The main body of the book is concerned with the theme that
empirical political behaviour among the Kachin is a compro-
mise response to the polarised political doctrines of gumsa and
gumlao. In Chapter IX, I attempted to show how these polar
doctrines are actually presented to the actor through the
medium of conflicting mythologies, any of which might con-
veniently serve as a charter for social action. Re-reading this
chapter now it seems to me ‘useful but inadequate’. Professor
Lévi-Strauss’ numerous writings on the study of myth have all
appeared since this book first went to press, and they certainly
have much relevance for the understanding of Kachin tradition.

8 See Essays on the Ritual of Social Relations, ed. Max Gluckman (Manchester
University Press, 1962), pp. 20-3.

? E. Gellner, ‘Time and Theory in Social Anthropology’, Mind, Vol. 67 N.S.,
No. 266, April 1958.
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The book ends with the suggestion that this unconventional
style of analysis might have relevance outside the Kachin Hills,
more particularly for areas to the west where the ethnographic
record is particularly lavish. This suggestion has been justified.
F. K. Lehman has combined personal research with a survey
of a wide range of Chin materials.® The result greatly enhances
our understanding of the Chins, but also, less directly, it pro-
vides a useful confirmation of the value of my Kachin interpre-
tation, for in Lehman’s hands the discrepancies of Chin ethno-
graphy fall into a pattern. Viewed over-all, Chins turn out to be
even more like Kachins than most of us would have expected.

It now seems clear that, in this whole region, the concept
‘tribe’ is of quite negative utility from the viewpoint of social
analysis. The significance of particular features of particular
tribal organisations cannot be discovered by functional investi-
gations of the more usual kind. It is rather that we come to
understand the qualities of ‘Tribe A’ only when we measure
these qualities against their antithesis in ‘“Tribe B’ (as in the
gumsa-gumlao case). I reaffirm my opinion that, even at this late
date, the extensive ethnographic literature of the Nagas would
repay study from such a dialectical ‘cross-tribal’ point of view.

E.R.L.
Cambridge

January 1964

8 F. K. Lehman, The Structure of Chin Society, (University of Illinois Press, 1963).
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PART [

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This book 1s concerned with the Kachin and Shan population
of North-East Burma, but it is also intended to provide a con-
tribution to anthropological theory. It is not intended as an
ethnographic description. Most of the ethnographic facts to
which I refer have been previously recorded in print. Any
originality is not therefore to be found in the facts with which
I deal, but in the interpretation of the facts.

The population with which we are concerned is that which
occupies the area marked kacHIN on Map 1 and shown in large
scale on Map 2. This population speaks a number of different
languages and dialects and there are wide differences of culture
between one part of the area and another. Nevertheless, it is
usual to refer to the whole of this population under the two
heads Shan and Kachin. In this book I shall refer to the
whole region as the Kachin Hills Area.

At a crude level of generalisation Shans occupy the river
valleys where they cultivate rice in irrigated fields; they are
a relatively sophisticated people with a culture somewhat
resembling that of the Burmese. The Kachins on the other
hand occupy the hills where they cultivate rice mainly by the
slash and burn techniques of shifting cultivation. The litera-
ture throughout the past century has almost always treated
these Kachins as if they were primitive and warlike savages,
so far removed {rom the Shans in appearance, language and
general culture that they must be regarded as of quite different
racial origin.?

That being so, it is quite within the normal conventions of
anthropology that monographs about Kachins should ignore

1 e.g. Malcom (183;/'); Eickstedt (1944).
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the Shans and monographs about Shans should ignore the
Kachins. Nevertheless Kachins and Shans are almost every-
where close neighbours and in the ordinary affairs of life they
are much mixed up together.

Consider, for example, the following piece of documenta-
tion. It is part of the verbatim record of the evidence of a
witness at a confidential Court of Enquiry held in the Northern
Shan States in 1930.2

‘Name of witness: Hpaka Lung Hseng
Race: Lahtawng Kachin (Pawyam, Pseudo-Shan)
Age: 79
Religion: Zawti Buddhist
Lives at: Man Hkawng, Mong Hko
Born at: Pao Mo, Mong Hko
Occupation: Retired headman
Father: Ma La, sometime Duwa of Pao Mo

When I was a boy some 70 years ago, the (Shan) Regent Sao
Hkam Hseng who then reigned in Mong Mao sent a relative of
his, Nga Hkam by name, to negotiate an alliance with the
Kachins of Mong Hko. After a while Nga Hkam settled down
in Pao Mo and later he exchanged names with my ancestor Hko
Tso Li and my grandfather Ma Naw, then Duwas of Pao Mo ;
after that we became Shans and Buddhists and prospered
greatly and, as members of the Hkam clan, whenever we went
to Mong Mao we stayed with the Regent, conversely in Mong
Hko our house was theirs. . . .’

It appears that this witness considered that for the past
70 years or so all his family have been simultaneously Kachins
and Shans. As a Kachin the witness was a member of the
Pawyam lineage of the Lahtaw(ng) clan. As a Shan he was
a Buddhist, and a member of the Hkam clan, the royal house
of Méng Mao State.

Furthermore Méng Mao—the well-known Shan state of
that name in Chinese territory—is treated here as being a
political entity of the same kind and much the same status as
Mong Hko, which in the eyes of British administrators of 1930
was no more than a Kachin administrative ‘circle’ in North
Hsenwi State.

Data of this kind cannot readily be fitted into any ethno-

? Harvey and Barton (1930), p. 81.
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graphic scheme which, on linguistic grounds, places Kachins
and Shans in different ‘racial’ categories.

The problem, however, is not simply one of sorting out
Kachins from Shans; there is also the difficulty of sorting out
Kachins from one another. The literature discriminates
between several varieties of Kachin. Some of these sub-
categories are primarily linguistic, as when Jinghpaw-speaking
Kachins are distinguished from Atsi, Maru, Lisu, Nung, etc.;
others are mainly territorial, as when the Assam Singpho are
distinguished from the Burma Jinghpaw, or the Hkahku of
the Upper Mali Hka area (Triangle) from the Gauri, East of
Bhamo. But the general tendency has been to minimise the
significance of these distinctions and to argue that the essentials
of Kachin culture are uniform throughout the Kachin Hills
Area.? Books with such titles as The Kachin Tribes of Burmay;
The Kachins, their Religion and Mpythology; The Kachins, their
Customs and Traditions; Beitrag zur Ethnologie der Chingpaw
(Kachin) von Ober-Burma* refer by implication to all Kachins
wherever they may be found, that is to a population of some
300,000 persons thinly scattered over an area of some 50,000
square miles.?

It is not part of my immediate problem to consider how far
such generalisations about the uniformity of Kachin culture
are in fact justifiable ; my interest lies rather in the problem of
how far it can be maintained that a single type of social struc-
ture prevails throughout the Kachin area. Is it legitimate to
think of Kachin society as being organised throughout accord-
ing to one particular set of principles or does this rather vague
category Kachin include a number of different forms of social
organisation?

Before we can attempt to investigate this question we must
first be quite clear as to what is meant by continuity and change
with regard to social systems. Under what circumstances can
we say of two neighbouring societies A and B that ‘these two
societies have fundamentally different social structures’ while
as between two other societies G and D we may argue that ‘in
these two societies the social structure is essentially the same’?

3 e.g. Hanson (1913), p. 13.
4 Carrapiett (1929); Gilhodes (1922); Hanson (1913); Wehrli (1904).
5 See Appendix V.
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Throughout the remainder of this opening chapter my con-
cern is to explain the theoretical standpoint from which 1
approach this fundamental issue.

The argument in brief is as follows. Social anthropologists
who, following Radcliffe-Brown, use the concept of social
structure as a category in terms of which to compare one
society with another, in fact presuppose that the societies with
which they deal exist throughout time in stable equilibrium.
Is it then possible to describe at all, by means of ordinary
sociological categories, societies which are not assumed to be
in stable equilibrium? |

My conclusion 1s that while conceptual models of society
are necessarily models of equilibrium systems, real societies
can never be in equilibrium. The discrepancy is related to
the fact that when social structures are expressed in cultural
form, the representation is imprecise compared with that given
by the exact categories which the sociologist, qua scientist,
would like to employ. I hold that these inconsistencies in the
logic of ritual expression are always necessary for the proper
functioning of any social system.

Most of my book is a development of this theme. I hold
that social structure in practical situations (as contrasted with
the sociologist’s abstract model) consists of a set of ideas about
the distribution of power between persons and groups of per-
sons. Individuals can and do hold contradictory and incon-
sistent ideas about this system. They are able to do this
without embarrassment because of the form in which their
ideas are expressed. The form is cultural form; the expression
is ritual expression. The latter part of this introductory
chapter is an elaboration of this portentous remark.

But first to get back to social structure and unit societies.

Soctal Structure

At one level of abstraction we may discuss social structure
simply 1n terms of the principles of organisation that unite the
component parts of the system. At this level the form of the
structure can be considered quite independently of the cultural
content.® A knowledge of the form of society among the
Gilyak hunters of Eastern Siberia’? and among the Nuer

¢ cf. Fortes (1949), pp. 54-60. ? Lévi-Strauss (1949), Chapter XVIII.
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pastoralists of the Sudan® helps me to understand the form of
Kachin society despite the fact that the latter for the most part
are shifting cultivators inhabiting dense monsoon rain forest.

At this level of abstraction it is not difficult to distinguish
one formal pattern from another. The structures which the
anthropologist describes are models which exist only as logical
constructions in his own mind. What is much more difficult
is to relate such abstraction to the data of empirical field work.
How can we really be sure that one particular formal model
fits the facts better than any other possible model?

Real societies exist in time and space. The demographic,
ecological, economic and external political situation does not
build up into a fixed environment, but into a constantly
changing environment. Every real society is a process in
time. The changes that result from this process may usefully
be thought of under two heads.? Firstly, there are those
which are consistent with a continuity of the existing formal
order. For example, when a chief dies and is replaced by his
son, or when a lineage segments and we have two lineages
where formerly there was only one, the changes are part of the
process of continuity. There is no change in the formal struc-
ture. Secondly, there are changes which do reflect alterations
in the formal structure. If, for example, it can be shown that
in a particular locality, over a period of time, a political
system composed of equalitarian lineage segments is replaced
by a ranked hierarchy of feudal type, we can speak of a change
in the formal social structure.

When, in this book, I refer to changes of social structure,
I always mean changes of this latter kind.

Unit Societies

In the context of the Kachin Hills Area the concept of ‘a
society’ presents many difficulties which will become increas-
ingly apparent in the course of the next few chapters. For the
time being I will follow Radcliffe-Brown’s unsatisfactory advice
and interpret ‘a society’ as meaning ‘any convenient locality’.10

Alternatively, I accept Nadel’s arguments. By ‘a society’
I really mean any self-contained political unit.?

8 Evans-Pritchard (1940). ® cf. Fortes, op. cit., pp. 54-5.
16 Radcliffe-Brown (1940). 11 ¢f, Nadel (1951), p. 187.



6 POLITICAL SYSTEMS OF HIGHLAND BURMA

Political units in the Kachin Hills Area vary greatly in size
and appear to be intrinsically unstable. At one end of the
scale one may encounter a village of four households firmly
asserting its right to be considered as a fully independent unit.
At the other extreme we have the Shan state of Hsenwi which,
prior to 1885, contained 49 sub-states (ming), some of which
in turn contained over a hundred separate villages. Between
these two extremes one may distinguish numerous other
varieties of ‘society’. These various types of political system
differ from one another not only in scale but also in the formal
principles in terms of which they are organised. It is here
that the crux of our problem lies.

For certain parts of the Kachin Hills Area genuine historical
records go back as far as the beginning of the 19th century.
These show clearly that during the last 130 years the political
organisation of the area has been very unstable. Small
autonomous political units have often tended to aggregate
into larger systems; large-scale feudal hierarchies have frag-
mented into smaller units. There have been violent and very
rapid shifts in the overall distribution of political power. It
is therefore methodologically unsound to treat the different
varieties of political system which we now find in the area as
independent types; they should clearly be thought of as part
of a larger total system in flux. But the essence of my argu-
ment is that the process by which the small units grow into
larger ones and the large units break down into smaller ones
is not simply part of the process of structural continuity; it is
not merely a process of segmentation and accretion, it is a pro-
cess involving structural change. It is with the mechanism of
this change process that we are mainly concerned.

There is no doubt that both the study and description of
social change in ordinary anthropological contexts presents great
difficulties. Field studies are of shortduration, historical records
seldom contain data of the right kind in adequate detail.
Indeed, although anthropologists have frequently declared a
special interest in the subject, their theoretical discussion
of the problems of social change has so far merited little
applause.?

Even so it seems to me that at least some of the difficulties

12 e.g. Malinowski (1945); G. and M. Wilson (1945); Herskovits (1949).
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arise only as a by-product of the anthropologist’s own false
assumptions about the nature of his data.

English social anthropologists have tended to borrow their
primary concepts from Durkheim rather than from either
Pareto or Max Weber. Consequently they are strongly pre-
judiced in favour of societies which show symptoms of ‘func-
tional integration’, ‘social solidarity’, ‘cultural uniformity’,
‘structural equilibrium’. Such societies, which might well be
regarded as moribund by historians or political scientists, are
commonly looked upon by social anthropologists as healthy
and ideally fortunate. Societies which display symptoms of
faction and internal conflict leading to rapid change are
on the other hand suspected of ‘anomie’ and pathological
decay.3

This prejudice in favour of ‘equilibrium’ interpretations
arises from the nature of the anthropologist’s materials and
from the conditions under which he does his work. The social
anthropologist normally studies the population of a particular
place at a particular point in time and does not concern him-
self greatly with whether or not the same locality is likely to be
studied again by other anthropologists at a later date. In the
result we get studies of Trobriand society, Tikopia society,
Nuer society, not “Trobriand society in 1914°, ‘“Tikopia society
in 1929’, ‘Nuer society in 1935’. When anthropological
societies are lifted out of time and space in this way the inter-
pretation that is given to the material is necessarily an equi-
librium analysis, for if it were not so, it would certainly appear
to the reader that the analysis was incomplete. But more
than that, since, in most cases, the research work has been
carried out once and for all without any notion of repetition,
the presentation is one of stable equilibrium; the authors write
as if the Trobrianders, the Tikopia, the Nuer are as they are,
now and for ever. Indeed the confusion between the concepts
of equilibrium and of stability is so deep-rooted in anthro-
pological literature that any use of either of these terms is
liable to lead to ambiguity. They are not of course the same
thing. My own position is as follows.

13 Homans (1951), pp. 336 f.
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Model Systems

When the anthropologist attempts to describe a social
system he necessarily describes only a model of the social
reality. This model represents in effect the anthropologist’s
hypothesis about ‘how the social system works’. The different
parts of the model system therefore necessarily form a coherent
whole—it is a system in equilibrium. But this does not imply
that the social reality forms a coherent whole; on the contrary
the reality situation is in most cases full of inconsistencies; and
it is precisely these inconsistencies which can provide us with
an understanding of the processes of social change.

In situations such as we find in the Kachin Hills Area, any
particular individual can be thought of as having a status
position in several different social systems at one and the same
time. To the individual himself such systems present them-
selves as alternatives or inconsistencies in the scheme of values
by which he orders his life. The overall process of structural
change comes about through the manipulation of these alterna-
tives as a means of social advancement. Every individual
of a society, each in his own interest, endeavours to exploit
the situation as he perceives it and in so doing the collectivity
of individuals alters the structure of the society itself.

This rather complicated idea will receive frequent illustra-
tion in the pages which follow but the argument may be
illustrated by a simple example.

In matters political, Kachins have before them two quite
contradictory ideal modes of life. One of these is the Shan
system of government, which resembles a feudal hierarchy.
The other is that which in this book is referred to as the gumlao
type organisation; this is essentially anarchistic and equali-
tarian. It is not uncommon to meet an ambitious Kachin
who assumes the names and titles of a Shan prince in order to
justify his claim to aristocracy, but who simultaneously appeals
to gumlao principles of equality in order to escape the liability
of paying feudal dues to his own traditional chief.

And just as individual Kachins are frequently presented
with a choice as to what is morally right, so also whole Kachin
communities may be said to be offered a choice as to the type
of political system which shall serve as their ideal. Briefly,
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my argument is that in terms of political organisation Kachin
communities oscillate between two polar types—gumlao ‘demo-
cracy’ on the one hand, Shan ‘autocracy’ on the other. The
majority of actual Kachin communities are neither gumlao nor
Shan in type, they are organised according to a system des-
cribed in this book as gumsa,'* which is, in effect, a kind of
compromise between gumlao and Shan ideals. In a later
chapter I describe the gumsa system as if it were a third static
model intermediate between the gumlao and Shan models, but
the reader needs clearly to understand that actual gumsa
communities are not static. Some, under the influence of
favourable economic circumstances, tend more and more
towards the Shan model, until in the end the Kachin aristo-
crats feel that they ‘have become Shan’ (sam fa: sat), as in the
case of the Mong Hko elder whom we encountered on p. 2;
other gumsa communities shift in the opposite direction and
become gumlao. Kachin social organisation, as it is described
in the existing ethnographic accounts, is always the gumsa
system; but my thesis is that this system considered by itself
does not really make sense, it is too full of inherent incon-
sistencies. Simply as a model scheme it can be represented
as an equilibrium system,!? yet as Lévi-Strauss has perceived
the structure thus represented contains elements which are
‘en contradiction avec le systéme, et doit donc entrainer sa
ruine’.'® In the field of social reality gumsa political struc-
tures are essentially unstable, and I maintain that they only
become fully intelligible in terms of the contrast provided by
the polar types of gumlao and Shan organisation.

Another way of regarding phenomena of structural change
is to say that we are concerned with shifts in the focus of
political power within a given system.

The structural description of a social system provides us
with an idealised model which states the ‘correct’ status
relations existing between groups within the total system
and between the social persons who make up particular
groups.!” The position of any social person in any such model

14 Exceptwhere otheriise stated, allnative words used in this book are words of the
Jinghpaw language spelt according to the system of romanisation devised by Hanson;
cf. Hanson (1906). 15 Leach (1952), pp. 40-5. 18 T évi-Strauss (1949), p. 325.

17 For this use of the expression ‘social person’ see especially Radcliffe-Brown
(1940), p. 5.
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system is necessarily fixed, though individuals can be thought
of as filling different positions in the performance of different
kinds of occupation and at different stages in their career.

When we refer to structural change we have to consider not
merely changes in the position of individuals with regard to
an ideal system of status relationships, but changes in the ideal
system itself: Changes, that is, in the power structure.

Power in any system is to be thought of as an attribute of
‘office holders’, that is of social persons who occupy positions
to which power attaches. Individuals wield power only in
their capacity as social persons. As a general rule I hold
that the social anthropologist is never justified in interpreting
action as unambiguously directed towards any one particular
end. For this reason I am always dissatisfied with func-
tionalist arguments concerning ‘needs’ and ‘goals’ such as
those advanced by Malinowski and Talcott Parsons,® but I
consider it necessary and justifiable to assume that a conscious
or unconscious wish to gain power is a very general motive
in human affairs. Accordingly I assume that individuals faced
with a choice of action will commonly use such choice so as to
gain power, that is to say they will seek recognition as social
persons who have power; or, to use a different language, they
will seek to gain access to office or the esteem of their fellows
which may lead them to office.

Esteem is a cultural product. What is admired in one
socicty may be deplored in another. The peculiarity of the
Kachin Hills type of situation is that an individual may belong
to more than one esteem system, and that these systems may not
be consistent. Action which is meritorious according to Shan
ideas may be rated as humiliating according to the gumlao
code. The best way for an individual to gain esteem in any
particular situation is therefore seldom clear.  This sounds difhi-
cult, but the reader need not imagine that such uncertainty is
by any means unusual; in our own society the ethically correct
action for a Christian business man is often equally ambiguous.

Ritual
In order to elaborate this argument I must first explain my
use of the concept ritual. Ritual, I assert, ‘serves to express
18 Malinowski (1944); Parsons (1949); Parsons and Shils (1951), Pt. II.
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the individual’s status as a social person in the structural
system in which he finds himself for the time being’. Clearly
the significance of such an aphorism must depend upon the
meaning that is to be attached to the word r:tual.

English social anthropologists have mostly followed Durk-
heim in distinguishing social actions into major classes—
namely, religious rites which are sacred and technical acts which
are profane. Of the many difficulties that result from this
position one of the most important concerns the definition and
classification of magic. Is there a special class of actions
which can be described as magical acts and, if so, do they
belong to the category ‘sacred’ or to the category ‘profane’,
have they more of the nature and function of religious acts or
of technical acts?

Various answers have been given to this question. Malin-
owski, for example, places magic in the terrain of the sacred?®;
Mauss seems to regard it as profane.?® But no matter whether
the major dichotomy is seen to lie between the magico-religious
(sacred) and the technical (profane), or between the religious
(sacred) and the magico-technical (profane), the assumption
remains that somehow sacred and profane situations are
distinct as wholes. Ritual is then a word used to describe
the social actions which occur in sacred situations. My own
use of the word is different from this.

From the observer’s point of view, actions appear as means
to ends, and it is quite feasible to follow Malinowski’s advice
and classify social actions in terms of their ends—i.e. the ‘basic
needs’ which they appear to satisfy. But the facts which are
thereby revealed are technical facts; the analysis provides no
criterion for distinguishing the peculiarities of any one culture
or any one society. In fact, of course, very few social actions
have this elementary functionally defined form. For example,
if it is desired to grow rice, it is certainly essential and function-
ally necessary to clear a piece of ground and sow seed in it.
And it will no doubt improve the prospects of a good yield if
the plot is fenced and the growing crop weeded from time to
time. Kachins do all these things and, in so far as they do this,
they are performing simple technical acts of a functional kind.
These actions serve to satisfy ‘basic needs’. But there is much

19 Malinowski (1948), p. 67. 20 Mauss (1947), p. 207.
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more to it than that. In Kachin ‘customary procedure’, the
routines of clearing the ground, planting the seed, fencing the
plot and weeding the growing crop are all patterned according
to formal conventions and interspersed with all kinds of
technically superfluous frills and decorations. It is these
frills and decorations which make the performance a Kachin
performance and not just a simple functional act. And so it
is with every kind of technical action; there is always the
element which is functionally essential, and another element
which 1s simply the local custom, an asthetic frill. Such
xsthetic frills were referred to by Malinowski as ‘neutral
custom’,?! and in his scheme of functional analysis they are
treated as minor irrelevancies. It seems to me, however, that
it is precisely these customary frills which provide the social
anthropologist with his primary data. Logically, @sthetics
and cthics are identical.?? If we are to understand the ethical
rules of a society, it is @sthetics that we must study. In origin
the details of custom may be an historical accident; but for
the living individuals in a society such details can never be
irrelevant, they are part of the total system of interpersonal
communication within the group. They are symbolic actions,
representations. It is the anthropologist’s task to try to dis-
cover and to translate into his own technical jargon what it is
that is symbolised or represented.

All this of course is very close to Durkheim. But Durkheim
and his followers seem to have believed that collective repre-
sentations were confined to the sphere of the sacred, and since
they held that the dichotomy between the sacred and the
profane was universal and absolute, it followed that it was
only specifically sacred symbols that called for analysis by the
anthropologist.

For my part I find Durkheim’s emphasis on the absolute
dichotomy between the sacred and the profane to be unten-
able.23  Rather 1t 1s that actions fall into place on a continuous
scale. At onc extreme we have actions which are entirely
profane, entirely functional, technique pure and simple; at the
other we have actions which are entirely sacred, strictly
asthetic, technically non-functional. Between these two

2! Malinowski in Hogbin (1934), p. xxvi, 22 Wittgenstein (1922), 6.421.
#3 Durkheim (1925), p. 53.
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extremes we have the great majority of social actions
which partake partly of the one sphere and partly of the
other.

From this point of view technique and ritual, profane and
sacred, do not denote fypes of action but aspects of almost any
kind of action. Technique has economic material con-
sequences which are measurable and predictable; ritual on the
other hand is a symbolic statement which ‘says’ something
about the individuals involved in the action. Thus from
certain points of view a Kachin religious sacrifice may be
regarded as a purely technical and economic act. It is a pro-
cedure for killing livestock and distributing the meat, and I
think there can be little doubt that for most Kachins this seems
the most important aspect of the matter. A nat galaw (‘nat
making’, a sacrifice) is almost a synonym for a good feast.
But from the observer’s point of view there is a great deal that
goes on at a sacrifice that is quite irrelevant as far as butchery,
cooking and meat distribution are concerned. It is these other
aspects which have meaning as symbols of social status, and
it is these other aspects which I describe as ritual whether or
not they involve directly any conceptualisation of the super-
natural or the metaphysical. 24

Myth, in my terminology, is the counterpart of ritual; myth
implies ritual, ritual implies myth, they are one and the same.
This position is slightly different from the textbook theories
of Jane Harrison, Durkheim and Malinowski. The classical
doctrine in English social anthropology is that myth and
ritual are conceptually separate entities which perpetuate one
another through functional interdependence—the rite is a
dramatisation of the myth, the myth is the sanction or charter
for the rite. This approach to the material makes it possible
to discuss myths in isolation as constituting a system of belief,
and indeed a very large part of the anthropological literature
on religion concerns itself almost wholly with a discussion of
the content of belief and of the rationality or otherwise of
that content. Most such arguments seem to me to be scho-
lastic nonsense. As I see it, myth regarded as a statement in
words ‘says’ the same thing as ritual regarded as a statement

24 cf. the distinction made by Merton (1951) between manifest and latent
function.
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in action. To ask questions about the content of belief which
are not contained in the content of ritual is nonsense.

If I draw a rough diagram of a motor-car on the blackboard
and underneath I write ‘this is a car’, both statements—the
drawing and the writing—‘say’ the same thing—mneither says
more than the other and it would clearly be nonsense to ask:
‘Is the car a Ford or a Cadillac?” In the same way it seems to
me that if I see a Kachin killing a pig and I ask him what he
is doing and he says nat jaw nngai—‘I am giving to the nats’,
this statement is simply a description of what he is doing. It
is nonsense to ask such questions as: ‘Do nats have legs? Do
they eat flesh? Do they live in the sky?’

In parts of this book I shall make frequent reference to
Kachin mythology but I shall make no attempt to find any
logical coherence in the myths to which I refer. Myths for
me are simply one way of describing certain types of human
behaviour; the anthropologist’s jargon and his use of structural
models are other devices for describing the same types of
human behaviour. In sociological analysis we need to make
frequent use of these alternative languages, but we must always
remember that a descriptive device can never have an auto-
nomy of its own. However abstract my representations, my
concern is always with the material world of observable human
behaviour, never with metaphysics or systems of ideas as
such.

Interpretation

In sum then, my view here is that ritual action and belief
are alike to be understood as forms of symbolic statement about
the social order. Although I do not claim that anthropo-
logists are always in a position to interpret such symbolism,
I hold nevertheless that the main task of social anthropology
is to attempt such interpretation, 23

I must admit here to a basic psychological assumption.
I assume that all human beings, whatever their culture and
whatever their degree of mental sophistication, tend to con-
struct symbols and make mental associations in the same
general sort of way. This is a very large assumption, though

25 The concept of eidos as developed by Bateson (1936) has relevance for this
part of my argument.
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all anthropologists make it. The situation amounts to this:
I assume that with patience I, an Englishman, can learn to
speak any other verbal language—e.g. Kachin. Furthermore,
I assume that I will then be able to give an approximate transla-
tion in English of any ordinary verbal statement made by a
Kachin. When it comes to statements which, though verbal,
are entirely symbolic—e.g. as in poetry—translation becomes
very difficult, since a word for word translation probably carries
no associations for the ordinary English reader; nevertheless 1
assume that I can, with patience, come to understand approxi-
mately even the poetry of a foreign culture and that I can then
communicate that understanding to others. In the same way
I assume that I can give an approximate interpretation of even
non-verbal symbolic actions such as items of ritual. It is difficult
entirely to justify this kind of assumption, but without it all
the activities of anthropologists become meaningless.

From this point we can go back to the problem I raised near
the beginning of this chapter, namely the relation between a
social structure considered as an abstract model of an ideal
society, and the social structure of any actual empirical society.

I am maintaining that wherever I encounter ‘ritual’ (in the
sense in which I have defined it) I can, as an anthropologist,
interpret that ritual.

Ritual in its cultural context is a pattern of symbols; the
words into which I interpret it are another pattern of symbols
composed largely of technical terms devised by anthropologists
—words like lineage, rank, status, and so on. The two symbol
systems have something in common, namely a common struc-
ture. In the same way, a page of music and its musical per-
formance have a common structure.?¢ This is what I mean
when I say that ritual makes explicit the social structure.

The structure which is symbolised in ritual is the system of
socially approved ‘proper’ relations between individuals and
groups. These relations are not formally recognised at all
times. When men are engaged in practical activities in satis-
faction of what Malinowski called ‘the basic needs’, the
implications of structural relationships may be neglected
altogether; a Kachin chief works in his field side by side with
his meanest serf. Indeed I am prepared to argue that this

26 Russell (1948), p. 479.
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neglect of fcrmal structure is essential if ordinary informal
social activities are to be pursued at all.

Nevertheless if anarchy is to be avoided, the individuals
who make up a society must from time to time be reminded,
at least in symbol, of the underlying order that is supposed to
guide their social activities. Ritual performances have this
function for the participating group as a whole;?? they
momentarily make explicit what is otherwise a fiction.

Social Structure and Culture

My view as to the kind of relationship that exists between
social structure and culture?® follows immediately from this.
Culture provides the form, the ‘dress’ of the social situation.
As far as I am concerned, the cultural situation is a given
factor, it is a product and an accident of history. I do not
know why Kachin women go hatless with bobbed hair before
they are married, but assume a turban afterwards, any more
than I know why English women put a ring on a particular
finger to denote the same change in social status; all I am
interested in is that in this Kachin context the assumption of a
turban by a woman does have this symbolic significance. It
is a statement about the status of the woman.

But the structure of the situation is largely independent of
its cultural form. The same kind of structural relationship
may exist in many different cultures and be symbolised in
correspondingly different ways. In the example just given,
marriage is a structural relationship which is common to both
English and Kachin society; it is symbolised by a ring in the
one and a turban in the other. This means that one and the

27 For the individual, participation in a ritual may also have other functions
—e.g. acathartic psychological one—but this, in my view, is outside the purview of
the social anthropologist.

28 As this book may be read by American as well as by English anthropologists
I need to emphasise that the term culture, as I use it, is not that all-embracing
category which is the subject matter of American cultural anthropology. I am
a social anthropologist and I am concerned with the social structure of Kachin
soctety. For me the concepts of culture and society are quite distinct. ‘If society
is taken to be an aggregate of social relations, then culture is the content of those
relations. Society emphasises the human component, the aggregate of people
and the relations between them. Culture emphasises the component of accumu-
lated resources, immaterial as well as material, which the people inherit, employ,
transmute, add to, and transmit’ (Firth (1951), p. 27). For the somewhat different
use of the term culture current among American anthropologists see Kroeber (1952)
and Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952).
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same element of social structure may appear in one cultural
dress in locality A and another cultural dress in locality B.
But A and B may be adjacent places on the map. In other
words there is no intrinsic reason why the significant frontiers
of social systems should always coincide with cultural frontiers.

Differences of culture are, I admit, structurally significant,
but the mere fact that two groups of people are of different
culture does not necessarily imply—as has nearly always been
assumed—that they belong to two quite different social
systems. In this book I assume the contrary.

In any geographical area which lacks fundamental natural
frontiers, the human beings in adjacent areas of the map are
likely to have relations with one another—at least to some
extent—no matter what their cultural attributes may be.
In so far as these relations are ordered and not wholly hap-
hazard there is implicit in them a social structure. But, it
may be asked, if social structures are expressed in cultural
symbols, how can the structural relations between groups of
different culture be expressed at all? My answer to this is
that the maintenance and insistence upon cultural difference
can itself become a ritual action expressive of social relations.

In the geographical area considered in this book the cultural
variations between one group and another are very numerous
and very marked. But persons who speak a different language,
wear a different dress, worship different deities and so on are
not regarded as foreigners entirely beyond the pale of social
recognition. Kachins and Shans are mutually contemptuous
of one another, but Kachins and Shans are deemed to have a
common ancestor for all that. In this context cultural attri-
butes such as language, dress and ritual procedure are merely
symbolic labels denoting the different sectors of a single
extensive structural system.

For my purposes it is the underlying structural pattern
and not the overt cultural pattern that has real significance.
I am concerned not so much with the structural interpretation
of a particular culture, but with how particular structures
can assume a variety of cultural interpretations, and with how
different structures can be represented by the same set of
cultural symbols. In pursuing this theme I seek to demon-
strate a basic mechanism in social change.



CHAPTER II

THE ECOLOGICAL BACKGROUND OF
KACHIN SOCIETY

Before proceeding further it is necessary to give some general
indication of the kind of economic life that is led by Kachins
and their Shan neighbours.

Map 1, which shows the general location of the Kachin
Hills Area, shows also the geographical position of the other
major categories among the Hill Tribes of Burma,! namely
the Karens, the Chins, the Nagas, the Palaungs, the Wa. In
essence Burma comprises the drainage area of the Irrawaddy
and the Lower Salween. The immediate neighbourhood of
these great rivers and of their principal tributaries is low lying,
flat and fertile; away from the rivers the country is generally
mountainous, often precipitous. In the areas of heavy rain-
fall the normal vegetation cover is a dense semi-tropical
monsoon forest; in the drier zones we find scrub, grassland
and pine forest.?

An important distinction here is that in the rainbelts a dense
secondary growth of jungle quickly replaces any abandoned
clearings. In the drier zones on the other hand virgin forest,
once cleared, tends to revert to grass or coarse scrub. In the
absence of stock animals or systematic manuring, the con-
tinuing fertility of the land is thus much higher in the rainbelts
than in the dry zones.

Along the river valleys irrigated rice cultivation is easy and
cart tracks are readily constructed, but in the mountains which
separate the valleys the construction of either roads or rice
terraces is a feat of major engineering. It is hardly surprising,
therefore, that the technical and economic organisation of the
hill-dwelling peoples is very different from that of the peoples
of the valleys, nor is it very surprising that the hill peoples in
different parts of Burma all resort to much the same kind
of technical device to overcome the difficulties of their
environment.

1 cf. Stevenson (1944). 2 Stamp (1924) (@) and ().
18
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The contrast between the highlanders and the lowlanders
is thus in the first place ecological. Even if the two categories
of population spoke the same language one might well expect
to find marked cultural differences between the two groups
and, on analogy with countries such as Scotland and Northern
Italy, one might also anticipate a jealous and mutual contempt
between the rival parties. And such is the case. The only
peculiarity about Burma is that the cultural contrast between
the highlanders and the lowlanders is so very marked. The
two groups do not share a common language and they share
few traits of material culture. In matters of household and
technical equipment, almost the only objects which are com-
mon to both groups in the Kachin Hills Area are such things
as iron cooking-pans and tripods which both parties purchase
from the Chinese. Yet this is understandable enough, for
technological equipment is necessarily adjusted to the con-
ditions of life, and the highland and lowland mode of living
is sharply contrasted. When one comes to the aspects of
culture which are of ‘ritual’ rather than ‘technical’ significance
matters are rather different. The dress of the highland males
for example, is nearly everywhere a scruffy imitation of that
of the local lowlander males, but women’s dress is sharply
contrasted as between highlanders and lowlanders and shows
many regional variations among both groups. This sex
difference is not without its sociological significance. It is one
aspect of a theme that recurs throughout this book, namely
that the highlander Kachins are constantly subject to contra-
dictory pressures both to imitate and to oppose their valley
dwelling neighbours. Incidentally much of the ethnography
of Burma has been written by people who have assumed that
differences of dress denotes differences of ‘race’! On this basis
members of more than a dozen ‘races’ turn up at Namhkam
market in the Northern Shan States every five days.

But in this chapter we are concerned with ecology, not with
politics or race. Briefly the technological situation can be
summarised as follows:

The valley-dwelling peoples, that is the ‘Burmese’ and the
‘Shans’, mostly practise wet rice cultivation with moderate
though adequate efficiency. This permits a system of con-
tinuous cultivation and continuous settlement even in areas
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where the annual rainfall is relatively slight. Nearly all these
valley peoples make use of animals for cultivation and trans-
port. Except in the central ‘Dry Zone’ of Burma, the mean
density of population is nearly everywherc so low that land
resources are ample. Under normal conditions—that is in
the absence of war and epidemics and similar disasters—the
valley peoples can always easily raise more rice than is immedi-
ately required for the consumption of the actual cultivators.
This secure economic basis permits the development of trade
and small scale urbanisation and a moderate degree of general
cultural sophistication. As a broad generalisation it may be
said that the valley peoples constitute a semi-literate peasantry.
In an economic sense they live at a considerably ‘higher’ level of
organisation than their neighboursin the surrounding mountains.

In contrast, the normal shifting cultivation techniques
practised by the hill peoples can only be expected to yield a
surplus under exceptional conditions of low population density
and specially favourable terrain. Wherever this technique
proves inadequate, the hill peoples are forced into expedients
of various kinds. Some groups, such as the Central Chins,
have developed quite elaborate schemes of crop rotation;?
others, notably the Angami Nagas* and certain Kachin groups,
have gone in for the construction of irrigated rice terraces cut
out of the mountainside; others again have found a solution
to their difficulties by achieving some form of political and
economic alliance with their more prosperous neighbours of
the plains. This latter kind of symbiosis has assumed a variety
of forms at different times in different places. For example,
the mountaineers are sometimes regarded as the political over-
lords of the valley, so that the valley people pay a feudal rent
to the hill chieftains;? sometimes the hill peoples merely exploit
the fact that they control the cross-country communications
between the valleys and levy a toll on passing caravans;® some-
times the valley peoples have been willing to pay ‘blackmail’
provided the hillmen agreed not to raid the valley crops;?

3 Stevenson (1943). 8 Hutton (1921) (a).
8 e.g. the Shan/Kachin relationship in the Hukawng Valley prior to 1926.
See p. 242.

6 e.g. the position of the Gauri chiefs throughout the 19th century. See
p- 224 f.

7 e.g. the Assam posa system, see Butler (1846), pp. 213-17. Hamilton, A. (1912),
pp- 36-9.
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sometimes the valley chieftains have engaged the hillmen as
mercenaries on a large scale.®

All such transactions are related to the fact that as a general
rule the valley peoples are producers of rice surplus: to their
own requirements, while equally, as a general rule; the hill
peoples suffer from a rice deficiency which must somehow be
made good from outside. This crucial economic fact.is of the
utmost importance for the understanding of all long term social
developments throughout the Burma area. It applies with
particular force to the zone I am calling the Kachin Hills Area.

In this zone we have already seen that, at first approxima-
tion, the linguistic and territorial category Shan corresponds
to ‘valley dwellers and wet rice cultivators’, while the vague
category Kachin denotes the highlanders.

The mountain dwelling Kachins, however, do not all support
themselves in the same way and we need to consider the differ-
ent techniques employed and the different kinds of economy
that result.

I propose to distinguish three types of hill agriculture which
I shall call (@) monsoon taungya, (b) grassland taungya, (c)
irrigated hill terraces. The merits and limitations of these
different techniques are very relevant to our discussion.

The term taungya (hill field) is a Burmese term which des-
cribes a technique resembling that described as jhum in the
literature of Assam and as ladang in the literature of Malaya.
It has been the subject of much learned abuse but not much
careful observation. A geographer has recently described the
procedure as follows:

In taungya cultivation the larger trees are felled and the jungle
burnt over. The resultant clearing is cultivated with such crops as
dry hill rice, maize, millets, buckwheat and opium poppy. When
the original fertility and that contributed by the wood ash are ex-
hausted (say in one to four years) the clearing is abandoned and
reverts to tangled scrub and bracken. As it is easier to clear fresh
forest than the regrowth long abandoned faungya is rarely returned
to and villages often shift bodily when the suitable land in their
neighbourhood is exhausted. Naturally these practices are attended
with serious deforestation and soil erosion.®

8 e.g. at all known times the hill peoples have provided a major element in the
Burma Army, and in armies of Shan chiefs. See pp. 186, 240.
® Spate (1945), p. 527.
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This decidedly prejudiced account distorts the reality. Map 2
shows the Kachin Hills Area subdivided on a climatic basis.

Zone A is typical monsoon forest country. Here the tem-
peratures and rainfall are such that abandoned forest clearings,
unless grossly abused, will very rapidly become covered with
a strong growth of secondary jungle. Throughout this area
the Kachins have a clearly formulated theory of how tfaung-
ya ought to be cultivated. I call this procedure monsoon
taungya. The first requirement is that it should be cleared
for one year only and then abandoned; the second that a piece
of land which has been cleared once should not be cleared
again for about 12 or 15 years.1® If this procedure is followed,
then there is no deforestation and negligible soil loss. In such
conditions dry hill rice can be made to produce regular yields
approaching those obtained from irrigated wet rice.!!

Such a procedure implies that every piece of land as it goes
out of cultivation is fallowed for at least 12 years. Each unit
of population therefore requires a formidably large total area
of farmland, and anything in the way of a large permanent
closely packed village community will find itself many miles
from some of its outlying property. To avoid this, Kachin com-
munities very frequently consist of a cluster of small villages or
hamlets widely scattered over the total community property.

There is a conflict here between the interests of military
security, which call for large settlements enclosed within some
kind of fortification, and the interests of economic conveni-
ence which call for small fragmented settlements situated close
to the land used for cultivation. British Administrators fre-
quently complained at the Kachins’ fondness for splitting up
their settlements into smaller and smaller villages, and it is
probably the case that the establishment of an enforced Pax
Britannica did encourage the further fragmentation of Kachin
settlement. Groups, which formerly would have lived to-
gether for mutual protection within a common stockade,

10 Kachins do not normally count the years of the fallow period; they merely
Jjudge when land is fit for re-use by the state of the secondary growth. Competent
agriculturalists have, however, shown that the necessary fallow period under North
Burma monsoon conditions is about 1215 years. With a shorter period there are
too many weeds; with a longer period the trunks and roots of the secondary trees
are inconveniently large.

11 This is the case, for example, in parts of the North Triangle area near
Htingnan. (Map 4, p. 33.)
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preferred, under the British, to hive off and live on their own
lands. However, the few records we have concerning the size
of pre-British stockaded Kachin villages do not suggest that the
settlement pattern then was very different from what it is now.!2

However, this is the point. Although the average density
of the population over the whole region is:very low, and
although there would be quite enough land to go round if
this population were evenly distributed, the population is not
in fact evenly distributed. There are local concentrations of
population living at relatively high density. These concentra-
tions are the result of past political events, such as local wars
or external administrative interference; but, whatever their
origin, they have the present-day consequence that there are
a great many localities, even within the potentially fertile
Zone A, where taungya is practised on a rotation cycle of sub-
stantially less than 12 years and in which crops are grown on
the same land for more than one season at a time. In such
circumstances, taungya methods do definitely lead in the long
run to erosion and declining fertility. The Kachins them-
selves are well aware of this; they do not misuse their land by
choice, they only reduce the fallow period of their cultivation
cycle when local land scarcity makes it inevitable that they
should do so.

In addition, the prosperity of certain parts of Zone A has
been greatly affected in the past by the vicissitudes of the trade
in special local products. Thus amber and salt and india-
rubber were, even within recent times, of major importance
for the Hukawng Valley, though they signify little at the present
time. Similarly, the jade trade has been outstandingly erratic,
while the iron and silver deposits of the Hkamti Long area,
which were once of major local significance, are no longer
considered worth exploiting at all. Such natural resources are
elements in the ecological situation but their significance, at

12 Wilcox (1832) and Bayfield (1873) between them mention the size of about
a dozen Kachin villages: none of these contain more than 20 houses. The village
of the Daipha Gam, who was virtually paramount chief of the Hukawng Valley,
consisted in 1837 of two stockades (i.e. two separate hamlets) of 15 and 6 houses
respectively. Bayfield assumes that each household averages 9-10 persons,
whereas modern households average 4-5, but Bayfield may have been guessing.
Michell (1883), pp. 132 f., gives a detailed inventory of 30 Singpho villages. The
largest contained 40 houses; the average is estimated at 12 houses and 7 persons
per house.
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any particular time, is determined by economic and political
factors which are external to the local environment.

Zone B is more or less outside the monsoon area. Tem-
peratures and rainfall here are much lower. Pine and scrub
and grass replace the wet forest. Here a clearing once made
and abandoned recovers to jungle only very slowly if at all.
Taungya in this kind of country is really a kind of crop rotation.
The cultivation of dry hill rice is usually more or less imprac-
tical, either the rainfall is too unrcliable or the altitudes are
too high and the summer temperatures too low. Nevertheless,
rice ncarly always remains the preferred crop wherever local
conditions permit its cultivation. In Zone B as a whole, the
main cereal crops (apart from irrigated rice in the valleys) are
maize, buckwheat, millet, wheat and barley. Beans are often
grown as a first crop on newly opened grassland, but then
several crops of one sort or another may be taken in succession
before the land is finally allowed to revert to fallow grass again.
It is unusual to find such crop rotations fully systematised as is
apparently the case with the Central Chins in West Burma.13
In Zone B, since cereal crops are normally poor and unreward-
ing, there 1s an incentive to resort to a cash crop economy.
Crops such as tea, poppy and fwang lien'* are often grown
for trade purposes in preference to foodstuffs and sometimes
with considerable success. The Palaung of Tawngpeng, for
example, though a hill people, manage to maintain Shan
standards of life by means of their long established trade in
tea.1s Tea, of course, is a plantation crop and does not
involve taungya practice.

In general, grassland faungya of the ordinary Zone B type
probably deserves much of the condemnation implied in my
quotation from Spate. A village which relies exclusively on
such faungya can seldom be self-sufficient in foodstuffs. There
is consequently a much more marked tendency in Zone B
than in Zone A for the hill villages and the valley villages to
be interlocked in some sort of more or less permanent economic
and political interdependence.

13 Stevenson (1943). For details of grassland taungya see Scott and Hardiman
(1901), Part I, Vol. II, pp. 355-6.

1% Hwang lien—the plant coptis teeta used as a medicine by the Chinese; a major

crop in the Nam Tamai, Ahkyang, Tarong area where it is called numrin.
15 Milne (1924); cf. Scott and Hardiman, op. cit., p. 356 f.



ECOLOGICAL BACKGROUND OF KACHIN SOCIETY 27

In terms of climate and ecology, Zone C is intermediate
between Zones A and B, as the following description of the
Hpimaw district clearly shows:

North slopes are forested, south slopes are grass clad, so that
looking north one sees all the south-facing slopes at once and the
mountains appear somewhat bare, but looking south mainly north-
facing slopes are exposed and they appear well timbered.18

The Kachins of this area practise both monsoon and grassland
taungya, but, in addition, in a number of widely separated
localities one finds elaborate systems of irrigated terracing used
for the cultivation of wet-rice.

Such terrace systems are common enough in many parts of
China, but when encountered among a so-called ‘primitive’
people, they invariably evoke the astonished admiration of
ethnographers. The fact that the Angami Nagas and the
Philippine Igorot both construct terraces of this type has been
used by ethnologists to support the most fanciful theories
concerning remote prehistoric migrations.!?

British Administrators were equally impressed. It seemed
only natural to suppose that people capable of such triumphs
of engineering must be far more efficient farmers than those of
their immediate neighbours who rely exclusively on taungya
cultivation. In the belief that terracing was the only answer
to the menace of the erosion which must result from the con-
tinued practice of faungya, the British constantly urged the
Kachins to extend their areas of terraced cultivation. This
propaganda was notably unsuccessful. Though government
subsidy resulted in the construction of new terraces in one or
two unlikely places, there is considerable evidence that fewer
terraces were in use in 1940 than in 1870.

The fact is that official enthusiasm for terracing was not in
accord with the economic facts. In general, terracing is not
an economic procedure. It only becomes economic when
local population densities are great enough to create a serious
shortage of land. Under Pax Britannica the Kachin popula-
tion as a whole tended to be spread more evenly over the total
area, with the result that a good deal of terrace land previously

16 Ward (1921), p. 106. 17 e.g. Smith (1925), p. 159.
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considered profitable became marginal and went out of use.
Hill terraces are costly to construct and difficult to maintain;
they often give a very poor return for the time and energy
expended. When faungya and hill terraces are both cultivated
by the same community, as is often the case, the people con-
cerned seem usually to regard faungya cultivation as the more
rewarding.’® On the other hand, since terraces can be
cultivated year after year with little or no fallow period,
relatively dense local aggregates of population are possible.
Hill terraces are thus usually found associated with unusually
large communities on permanent sites.

The real advantage of hill terrace systems seems to be
military and political rather than economic. It is probably
significant that the most notable terrace systems in this area
lie athwart, or close to, the principal east-west trade routes
from Yunnan into Burma—i.e. near Hpimaw, Sadon and
Sinlum.?® Military control of these trade routes was the original
raison d’étre for the relatively high concentrations of Kachin
population found in these localities, and it was the profits of
toll charges which originally made the construction of terrace
systems worth while from the Kachin point of view.

Under the British, after the first few years, the Kachins were
prohibited from levying toll charges on the trade caravans
passing through their territory, and the original incentive for
terracing largely disappeared. Once constructed, however, a
terrace system represents a substantial investment of time and
labour and is unlikely to be abandoned outright. The largest
single village in the Kachin Hills (about 150 houses) is situated
in the immediate vicinity of the Hpimaw Pass. Without
terracing, the location would be almost uninhabitable, for most
of the slopes are too steep for taungya. Simply as a place to live
in, it is preposterous, but militarily speaking it is magnificent.

We must conclude, therefore, that while ecological factors
have an important bearing upon the different modes of
Kachin and Shan subsistence, political history has also had
an important influence. The ecological situation is a limiting
factor not a determinant of the social order.

I shall return to this theme in Chapter VIII.

18 This observation is confirmed by Hutton ((1921) (a), p. 72); cf. also Leach
(1949). 1% See Map 2, p. 23.



CHAPTER III

THE CATEGORIES SHAN AND KACHIN
AND THEIR SUBDIVISIONS

It must be apparent from what has already been said that a
primary requirement for an understanding of the argument of
this book is that the reader should be able to conceptualise for
himself just what is meant by the categorics Kachin and Shan
and their various subdivisions, and also by the contrasted sub-
categories gumsa Kachin and gumlao Kachin. The present
chapter is an attempt to make these distinctions clear at the
level of very superficial descriptive ethnography; the degree to
which the categories can be distinguished at the level of social
structure will only become apparent later on.

Shan

First let us consider the category Shan. The word in this
form is derived from the Burmese. The English geographical
expressions Assam and Siam are related terms. The Kachin
(Jinghpaw) equivalent for Burmese shan is sam. 'The Burmese
apply the term Shan fairly consistently to all the inhabitants
of political Burma and of the Yunnan-Burma frontier area who
call themselves Tai. In the west and south-west of Burma
this involves some ambiguity since the Burmese distinguish
Shans from Siamese, although both groups call themselves
Tai. But for north-east Burma the definition is clear enough.

The Shans, so defined, are territorially scattered, but fairly
uniform in culture. Dialect variations between different
localities are considerable, but even so, apart from a few
special exceptions, it can be said that all the Shans of North
Burma and Western Yunnan speak one language, namely Tai.
The exceptions are the Shans of Méng Hsa (the Maingtha
or A’chang), who speak what seems to be a dialect of Maru,
the Shans of the Kubaw Valley, who now specak a corrupted
form of Burmese, and miscellaneous small pockets of Shans in
the Upper Chindwin and Hukawng Valley areas, whose speech
today would appear to be mainly Jinghpaw with a heavy

29
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admixture of Tai and Assamese. Most of the population
known as Kadu seem to fall into this category.! There is also
a small group of people living on the Irrawaddy near Sinbo
who live like Shans but speak a language called Hpon, more
or less intermediate between Maru and Burmese. Most of
the surviving Hpon speakers—there are only a few hundred
in all—seem now to consider themselves Tai.

A most important criterion of group identity is that all
Shans are Buddhists.? The majority, it is true, are not very
devout, and Shan Buddhism includes a number of decidedly
heretical sects, but being a Buddhist is symbolically important
as an index of Shan sophistication. When, as not infrequently
happens, a Kachin ‘becomes a Shan’ (sam ta:), the adoption
of Buddhism is a crucial part of the procedure. The indi-
vidual who in present-day Burma (1951) holds the official title
of ‘Head of the Kachin State’ is a Buddhist-Kachin-cum-Shan
of this type.

A second general criterion is that ‘all Shan settlements are
associated with wet rice cultivation’. Here we can tie in the
concept Shan with the data cited in Chapter II. North Burma
is an area of hills and mountains. The Shans are scattered
about in this area but not at random. Shan settlements only
occur along the river valleys, or in pockets of level country in
the hills. Such settlements are always found associated with
irrigated wet paddy land. There is therefore a rough equation
between culture and sophistication. In this region, the pros-
perity that comes from plains of wet paddy cultivation implies
Buddhism, which implies membership of a Shan feudal state.
The only exceptions to this generalisation fall more or less out-
side the area we arc considering. The Palaung derive their
economic prosperity from tea cultivation instead of wet paddy;
they are Buddhists and have a Shan type social system, but
they live in the mountains.® There are also certain sophisti-
cated inhabitants of the Wa States who have grown rich on
the proceeds of opium poppy cultivation. They still live in
the mountains, but have adopted Buddhism and are known
as Tai Lo1 (i.e. Hill Shans).

1 See also p. 45.

? In Indo-China there is a group known as the ‘Black Tai’ who are not Buddhist,
but I am concerned here only with the Shans of the Kachin Hills Area.

# Milne (1924); Cameron (1911); Lowis (1906).
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The converse proposition is only approximately true.
Within the Kachin Hills Area most (but not all) communities
which are wholly dependent on wet paddy cultivation are
Shan (or Burmese). The main exceptions are as follows. To
the east in the upper part of the Shweli drainage area, north
of Tengyueh, the rice-growing population is mostly Chinese
speaking. Further west in the Hukawng Valley there are wet
paddy areas where the inhabitants today regard themselves as
Kachins (Jinghpaw) rather than Shans. Finally in Assam, on
the western frontier of the area, the ordinary Assamese peasant
is a cultivator of wet rice. I should also add that in the Burma
administrative districts of Bhamo and Myitkyina the former
Shan states no longer exist as separate political entities. In
these areas no very clear distinction can be drawn between the
Shan and the Burmese components of the valley dwelling
population.

Shan rice cultivation is almost always carried on in level
areas which permit the use of buffalo-drawn ploughs and
harrows. Shan communities are very occasionally found
associated with systems of hill terracing such as were men-
tioned in Chapter II, but most hill terrace systems within the
area are worked by Kachins.

I have tried to indicate the approximate distribution of
Shan settlements on Maps 3 and 4, but the pockets of such
settlements are often so small that only a large-scale map can
give a true indication of the extent to which, geographically
speaking, Shans and Kachins are ‘all mixed up’.

The Burmese make a distinction between Burmese Shans
(Shan B’mah),* Chinese Shans (Skan Tayok) and Hkamti Shans.
Roughly speaking, Burmese Shans comprise the Shans of the
Burmese Shan states, where Buddhism is more or less of the
Burmese type and where the princes (saohpa) have long been
nominally subordinate to the Burmese King. Chinese Shans
are the Shans of the Shan states in Yunnan, the most important
of which lie in the area south of Tengyueh and west of the
Salween. Many of the Shans now resident in Burma in the
Bhamo and Myitkyina districts are recent immigrants from
the Yunnan and are classed by the Burmese as Chinese Shans.

* This expression is apparently only current in the Bhamo and Myitkyina dis-
tricts; see Bennison (1933), p. 189,
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Hkamti Shans are looked upon as a sub-type of Burmese Shan.
They may be defined as Shans who, on historical grounds,
might be regarded as having had some political allegiance to
the former Shan state of Mogaung (Mong Kawng).

Until the middle of the 18th century the Shan states of
North Burma retained a considerable degree of independence
and tended to owe fealty to China rather than Burma. In the
latter part of the 18th century, in the course of a series of some-
what indecisive wars between Burma and China, the various
Shan principalities of the Upper Irrawaddy area (Mogaung,
Mohnyin, Waingmaw, Bhamo) appear to have sided with
the Chinese and, as a consequence, suffered destruction at the
hands of the Burmese armies.> From the end of the 18th
century there were no regular Shan princes (saofipa) in these
states. They were treated as direct feudal dependencies of the
Burmese crown. The perquisites of the office of myosa were
in the gift of the King and the state governor (myowun) was
appointed direct from Ava.

Hkamti® appears to have been originally a title associated
with the royal family of Mogaung. After the elimination of
Mogaung as an independent political unit, it continued to serve
as a description of those Shan principalities which had formerly
been political dependencies of Mogaung in a feudal sense.

As these Hkamti states have played an important role in
Kachin affairs they are worth enumerating in detail.

a. Hkamti Long (Great Hkamti), now a confederation of 7 small
Shan principalities, situated near the headwaters of the Irrawaddy
(Mali Hka). Though probably colonised in the first place direct
from China, Hkamti Long seems to have been a dependency of
Mogaung in the 17th and 18th centuries.” Hkamti Long appears

as Putao on Map 2; the component principalities are shown on
Map 4.

b. Hukawng Valley Shans, notably those of Maingkwan, Ning-
byen, Taro. These Shans are now mostly politically dependent on
the neighbouring Kachins. They are said to be the residue of a once
much more numerous population organised on feudal lines.® (Map 4.)

5 See Imbault-Huart (1878), where Meng K’ong = Mogaung; Meng Yang =
Mohnyin.

¢ Also variously spelt Kanti, Kansi, Khampti, Khamti, etc.

? Barnard (1925); MacGregor (1894). 8 Kawlu Ma Nawng (1942), p. 41.
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¢. Singkaling Hkamti. A small Shan state on the Upper
Chindwin. The bulk of the local population are Kachins and
Nagas. The Shan element, including the ruling family, seem to
have come from Ningbyen in the Hukawng Valley.® (Maps 3
and 4.)

d. The Hkamti of Assam. Located to the east of Sadiya and also
on the Dihing near Ledo (Map 4). The former derive from colonists
from Hkamti Long who entered Assam about 1795. The latter stem
from various groups of Shan colonists who entered Assam from the
Hukawng Valley during the 18th and 19th centuries.’® Through-
out the past 120 years the Hkamti of Assam have always been much
mixed up with Assamese, Mishmis, Nagas, and Kachins (Singpho).?

e. The jade mines which were a major factor in the original
downfall of the Mogaung princes in the 18th century have, for the
last 60 years at any rate, been under the control of a line of Kachin
chiefs. These chiefs, though treated as Kachins by the British
administration, aped the manners of the Shans and married into
Shan families. They also assumed the title Kans: (Kanti) duwa as
heirs, it would seem, of the original Shan domain.1?2 (Map 2.)

From this list it will be seen that there is a confusion between
the use of Hkamti to denote a particular group of people of
supposedly common ethnic origin, and the use of the same term
as the name of a political state. This ambiguity applies also
to the more general term Shan. Nearly all the Shan states
within the Kachin Hills Area include non-Shan elements of
population. In a good many cases the non-Shan elements
are considerably more numerous than the Shan elements.
The political capital of a Shan state is in all cases a Shan town-
ship located in the vicinity of irrigated rice lands, but the feudal
dependencies of such a state may include not only other com-
munities of wet-rice growing Shans, but also a variety of hill
villages with a non-Shan population and a faungya economy.
In some cases the resulting political hierarchy is somewhat
elaborate. For example, prior to 1895, the present Chinese
Shan state of Mong Wan included not only the Shan villages
in the Nam Wan Valley but also a number of Kachin settle-
ments which are now regarded as being on the Burma side of

% Shan States and Karenni, pp. 75-6. 10 Dalton (1872), p. 6.
11 See especially Pemberton (1835); Mackenzie (1884); Michell (1883).
12 Hertz (1912).
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the frontier. The Shan villagers in the Nam Wan plain did
not for the most part pay their feudal dues to the Méng Wan
Saohpa direct but to one or other of several Kachin chieftains.
The Kachin chiefs in turn paid dues to the Moéng Wan
Saohpa. The Shan villagers paid their dues in rice, while the
Kachin chiefs paid their dues in gunpowder, an arrangement
economically very satisfactory for all concerned.?®

Reference to the Shan States Gagetteer'* shows that in 1900
there were numerous similar instances in which Kachin
political domains were integrated into a larger Shan feudal
structure. The complete political separation of Kachin and
Shan territory which prevailed during the latter part of the
British régime in Burma was not a natural phenomenon but
the product of administrative action on the part of the
paramount power.

The scattered distribution of the Tai speaking, Buddhist,
wet-rice growing population has frequently been a matter for
comment and pseudo-historical speculation. The explanatory
theory most commonly advanced seems to be that the Tibeto-
Burman speaking peoples and the Tai speaking peoples repre-
sent two distinct ethnic stocks. The Tibeto-Burman peoples
are credited with a general tendency to migrate from north
to south. According to this theory, the southward migration
was temporarily interrupted between the 8th and 12th cen-
turies A.D. by a westward infiltration of Tai speaking Shans.
This westward migration of Shans corresponds to the political
expansion of the Shan ‘Empire’ of Nanchao which had its
capital in the vicinity of Tali. Later, with the decline of Shan
political power, the Tibeto-Burman southward movement is
supposed to have been resumed. On this theory the Jingh-
paw-speaking Kachins are the last of the Tibeto-Burmans to
arrive from the North; during the 18th and 19th centuries they
are supposed to have ‘overrun’ the Shans, so that the North
Burma Shans of today are merely scattered survivors from this
heathen invasion.1%

Such a complicated interpretation of the evidence is unneces-

13 R.N.L.F. (1899), p. 3. 14 Scott and Hardiman (1900-1).

15 There is an extensive literature of this topic, see for example Enriquez (1933);
Hanson (1913); Lowis (1919); Eickstedt (1944.) In criticism, Green (1933; 1934)

has pointed out that differences of physical type in N.E. Burma do not cor-
respond at all to linguistic distributions; this invalidates the whole argument.



THE CATEGORIES SHAN AND KACHIN 37

sary. As Von Eickstedt has clearly recognised,¢ the very
essence of Shan (Tai) culture is its association with wet-rice
cultivation. In the Kachin Hills Area with very few excep-
tions, wherever there is a stretch of country suitable for wet-
rice cultivation, we either find Shans or we find no one at all.
Only as an exception do we find any of the ‘Kachin’ peoples
domiciled in the plains and valleys. And vice versa in localities
suitable only for taungya cultivation, we find either Kachins or
no one at all. The inference is clear: it is unlikely that the
distribution of Shan settlements has ever, at any time since the
original spread of Shan culture, been substantially different
from what it is now. If] as is quite possible, there was formerly
a numerically larger Shan population than there is now, that
does not imply that the Shans were more widely dispersed; it
merely means that the present-day Shan settlements were
formerly somewhat larger. There can never have been a
Shan population domiciled in the mountain areas. It is only
in those localities such as the Hukawng Valley where we
encounter Kachins cultivating rice by Shan methods that we
can infer with any probability that Kachins have ‘overrun’
or ousted a Shan population. And for that matter, if we
encounter Kachin-speaking people cultivating rice by Shan
methods, it might almost be inferred that these ‘Kachins’ are
already well on the way to ‘becoming Shans’.

It may well be true that over the last thousand years or so,
there have been very substantial migrations and demographic
changes among the hill population throughout the Kachin
Hills Area, but it needs to be remembered that these changes
could take place without affecting the position of the Shan
population in the plains and valleys. Facts or inferences about
the history of either segment of the total population can there-
fore give us few certain clues about the history of the other.

Factual history for any part of the Kachin Hills Area is
fragmentary. 1 give a summary of this established history in
Chapter VIII along with my own guess at some of the crucial
facts for which we have nothing but purely circumstantial
evidence. But in Chapter VIII I am concerned mainly with
Kachin ‘history’ and it will be as well if I do my guessing about
the Shans right away.

16 Eickstedt (1944).
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One of the facts that can be taken as established for certain
is that the Chinese were familiar with various routes from
Yunnan to India as early as the first century a.n. We can-
not be quite certain what these routes were, but, since there
are only a very limited number of passes through the main
mountain ranges, routes cannot have differed very greatly
from those we know of today. It is not unreasonable to see
the original Shan colonisation of the river valleys as a process
associated with the maintenance of these trade routes. There
is evidence that communications were maintained by estab-
lishing a series of small military garrisons at suitable staging
posts along the route. These garrisons would have had to
maintain themselves and would therefore need to be sited in
a terrain suitable for rice cultivation. The settlement thus
formed would provide the nucleus of an area of sophisticated
culture which would develop in time into a Shan type petty
state. |

The extent to which any particular state would develop
would be conditioned by local circumstances. In Hkamti
Long, for example, the area suitable for development as a
rice plain is substantial and a much larger area seems actually
to have been cultivated in the past than is now the case. The
trade routes through Hkamti Long have been little used for
over a century: formerly, when more trade passed this way,
the population may have been larger.

In contrast, the scale of the Shan community at Sima-pa
can scarcely have changed for centuries. This is a little rice
plain of about three square miles situated at high altitude
(about 5,400 feet above sea level). It happens to constitute
one of the key passes from Yunnan into Upper Burma and lies
on the route of the former jade caravans from Mogaung to
Tengyuch. It is thus most strategically situated, and it has
certainly been there a very long time. It is only a little place
but at no time in the past can it have been any larger, for it 1s
at least a day’s march from any other Shan or Chinese com-
munity and the whole of the locally available rice land is {fully
taken up. (Map 2, p. 23.)

This explanation of the siting and scale of Shan communities,
as determined initially by the strategy and economy of trade
routes, 1s clearly speculative, but it fits the known facts better
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than those theories which explain the present day distribution
of Shan settlements as the outcome of some fabulous large scale
military conquest.!” An important implication of my argu-
ment 1is that Shan culture, as we now know it, is not to be
regarded as a complex imported into the area ready made
from somewhere outside, as most of the authorities seem to
have supposed. It is an indigenous growth resulting from the
economic interaction of small-scale military colonies with an
indigenous hill population over a long period.

The process by which Shan type development takes place
is well illustrated by Davies’ account of Méng Ka. The present
day inhabitants of Mong Ka are Chinese speaking Lisu; their
general cultural resemblance to the Shans of similar commun-
ities, such as that at Sima-pa, is very close. The place name
Mong Ka is Shan. Davies wrote as follows:

‘The little M6ng Ka paddy plain (5,400 feet) is inhabited by
Chinese and Lisus. The land is all cultivated but is not fertile and
the people do not get much more than a bare living out of it. . . .
The Mong Ka headman is known as the Yang-hsing-kuan which
simply means ‘the official whose surname is Yang’. His office is
hereditary. It appears that an ancestor of his sometime or other
conquered the original Lisu inhabitants for the Chinese Government
and as a reward he and his men settled down there as soldier
colonists and the government of the place was given to him and
his descendants. The Lisus and Chinese now live together quite
amicably and no doubt the original settlers took Lisu wives so that
their descendants are as much Lisu by race as Chinese.’8

There are various other kinds of evidence which support the
view that large sections of the peoples we now know as Shans
are descendants of hill tribesmen who have in the recent past
been assimilated into the more sophisticated ways of Buddhist-
Shan culture. For example, Wilcox, the first Englishman to
visit Hkamti Long, mentions that ‘the mass of the labouring
population is of the Khaphok tribe whose dialect is closely
allied to the Singpho.’ 1®

This Shan term kha-phok or kka-hpaw can be translated ‘slave

17 The Shans’ own traditions on the subject are, needless to say, couched in terms
of military conquest (cf. Elias, 1876), but such tales have no historical value.

18 Davies (1909), pp. 37-8. Mong Ka is a staging post on the route from Sadon
to Tengyueh, 19 Wilcox (1832), p. 445.
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Kachin’.?® Barnard, a later authority on the same area,
mentions that two lower-class groups in Hkamti society are
named Hsampyen (i.e. sam Apyen) and Share.?! In Jinghpaw
speech these terms would mean ‘Shan mercenary soldier’ and
‘hired soldier’ respectively; the implication is that these low-
class Shans are of Jinghpaw Kachin origin. Similarly, if one
examines, as I have done, the long succession of references to
the Hkamti of Assam which appear in English language records,
official and otherwise, between 1824 and 1940, the conclusion
is unavoidable that the ancestors of many of the people now
classed as Hkamti (i.e. Shan) would a century ago have been
quite properly classed under some other head such as Singpho,
Lisu or Nung (i.e. Kachin).

Details of such apparent change of cultural identity are given
in Appendix I. The point I want to make here is that the
territorial location, the relative sophistication, and the main
features of the economic organisation of what we now refer
to as Shan society are to a large extent determined by the
environment. Given the requirements of a wet-rice economy
in such a terrain, Shan settlements could hardly turn out to be
other than what they are. That being so I am justified in
treating the Shan type social system as a relatively stable point
in the total flux. )

In my later theoretical chapters I discuss the Kachin type
social systems—the gumlao type and the gumsa type—as
intrinsically unstable, while I treat the contrasted Shan type
as intrinsically stable. The justification for this is to be found
in such empirical data as I have mentioned above. Shan
culture today extends in scattered pockets from Assam to
Tongking and southwards to Bangkok and Cambodia. The
hill peoples who are neighbours to the Shans are astonishingly
varied in their culture; the Shans, considering their wide
dispersal and their scattered form of settlement, are astonish-
ingly uniform. My argument is that this uniformity of Shan
culture is correlated with a uniformity of Shan political
organisation which is in turn largely determined by the special
economic facts of the Shan situation. My historical assump-
tion is that the valley Shans have everywhere, for centuries
past, been assimilating their hill neighbours, but the unchang-

20 Barnard (1934), p. vii. cf. pp. 222, 238. 21 Barnard (1925), p. 139.
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ing economic factors in the situation have meant that the
pattern of assimilation has everywhere been very similar.
Shan culture itself has been modified relatively little.

Kachin

So much for the basic meaning of the term Shan; the
category Kachin is more complicated. First the word itself.

Kachin is a romanisation of the Burmese term éU& This

spelling came into use about 1890. Prior to that the usual
form was Kakhyen.

For the Burmese the category was originally a vague one
loosely applied to the barbarians of the north-east frontiers.
It first appears in English around 1837.22 It was then used as
a general term for the hill tribesmen, other than Palaung,
living in the Bhamo district and in North Hsenwi State. This
population was then, as now, polyglot; it included speakers of
the languages and dialects now known as Jinghpaw, Gauri,
Maru, Atsi, Lashi and Lisu. Initially, therefore, Kachin was
not a linguistic category.

Another Burmese population category was first romanised
as Theinbaw. Other versions of the same word appear in the
literature as Singpho, Singfo, Chingpaw, Jinghpaw, etc. It
is a category applied to themselves by the people who speak
the language we now call Jinghpaw. But just as in English
the expression ‘“We Britons’ can be deemed to include or exclude
Scotsmen, Welshmen and Canadians more or less at the whim
of the speaker, so also the expression ‘We Jinghpaw’ (anhte
Jinghpaw ni) is ambiguous. It commonly includes a great many
people who do not themselves speak the Jinghpaw language,
indeed, the word can be used so as to embrace the whole of
mankind. The Burmese used Theinbaw mainly with reference
to the barbarians of the Mogaung district and the Hukawng
Valley. They appear to have treated it as a category distinct
from Kakhyen.

The British first came into political contact with speakers
of Jinghpaw and other ‘Kachin’ languages in Assam around
1824; the people concerned were then referred to as Singphos
and Kakoos. By 1837 British military intelligence had

22 Hannay (1837); Burney (1837); Richardson (1837); Malcom (1839).
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amassed a very substantial body of information not merely
concerning the Singphos of Assam but also concerning their
tribal kinsmen of the Hukawng Valley and of the areas north-
cast of Mogaung.?® In these reports Singpho is used for the
Jinghpaw speakers resident in the Hukawng Valley and their
near kinsmen in Assam, while Kakoo includes the Jinghpaw of
the Triangle and Sumprabum arcas, and also the Maru, Lashi,
Lisu, Nung and Duleng. The ‘Kakoo’ were regarded as a
varicty of Singpho but of a somewhat inferior type.24

It seems to have been assumed at this time that the English
category Singpho and the Burmese category Theinbaw were
identical, but the category Kakhyen was still treated as
separatc.2>  Ten years later Hannay, who had been responsible
for part of the original intelligence work, published a treatise
on The Singphos or Kakhyens of Burma,?® thus uniting under
one head the hillmen east of Bhamo, the Singpho of the
Hukawng Valley and Assam, and the miscellaneous ‘Kakoo’
of the Mali Hka and N’mai Hka Valleys.??

In Hannay’s scheme the whole population of Burma north
of Bhamo falls under only two heads: the Shans and the
Kakhyens. Evidently what impressed Hannay most was the
gencral cultural similarity between all the different groups of
hill people. He realised that they did not all speak the same
language, but this did not strike him as particularly important.

Hannay’s views were generally accepted until the end of the
century. For cxample, a writer in 18912 considered that the
Gauri, who speak a dialect of Jinghpaw, and the Szi (Atsi),
who speak a dialect of Maru, were ‘closely related’ sections of
the same ‘sub-tribe of Kachins’. Kachin was thus still a cul-
tural and not a linguistic category.

At this period, however, the expression Kachin Hills became
part of the official administrative jargon of British Burma and
led to the highly artificial notion that a Kachin was someone
who lived in a particular kind of terrain rather than a person

23 Selection of Papers (1873); Wilcox (1832); Pemberton (1835).

21 The ‘Kakoo’ areas were not known at first hand but there were Lisu, Nung
and Duleng villages in Assam and there were Maru settlements in the Hukawng.
The term Kakoo-—ie. Hka hku—is Jinghpaw for ‘up river (people)’ and is the
opposite of hka nam ‘down river’. The region discussed here 1s shown on Map 4,
p- 33. 25 Malcom, i1, 243. %6 Hannay (1847).

27 Burney (1842), p. 340, also makes the identification ‘Kakhyens or Singphos’.
28 George (1891).
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of particular cultural characteristics. This is seen clearly if
we compare two contradictory government directives issued
in 1892 and 1893 respectively.

(1892)  ‘Kachin tribes and clans within our line of outposts and
settled villages . . . must be placed in every way on the
same footing as the Burmese Shans and others among
whom they have settled.’

Here Kachin is a cultural category. But

(1893) ‘The Kachin Hills were to be administered in so far as
they were included within the provisional area of our ad-
ministration on distinct lines from the lowland tracts, where
alone ordinarylawand ordinary taxes were to be enforced.??

Here Kachin is a geographical category.

From about 1900 onwards, the ethnological ideas of the
linguists began to become paramount.?® Grierson and other
scholars put forward the view that an analysis of the present-
day distribution of languages and dialects would reveal the
course of the historical migrations of the sundry ‘races’ from
which the modern population was supposed to be descended.

One consequence of this theory was that in every Burma
Census between 1911 and 1941 the population was classified by
‘race’—‘race’ being a synonym for language.3! Likewise in
handbooks entitled The Tribes of Burma®* and The Races of
Burma?? the population is actually classified by language.

In the Kachin area this doctrine led to paradox. The
Kachins were deemed to be a ‘race’, therefore they must
possess a special language. Thus the Jinghpaw dictionary is
described as A Dictionary of the Kachin Language.®* But this
would imiply that the hill tribesmen of the Kachin area who
do not speak Jinghpaw cannot be Kachins. All official inven-
tories of the population between 1911 and 1941, therefore,
list the Maru, Lashi, Szi, Maingtha, Hpon, Nung and Lisu
speakers under quite different chapter headings from the
Kachin (Jinghpaw) speakers.

However logical this may appear to the linguists, it 1is

20 R.N.E.F. (1893), App.; R.N.E.F. (1894), p. 3.

30 Lowis (1903), pp. 117-18. 31 Taylor (1923).
32 Lowis (1919). 33 Enriquez (1933). 3¢ Hanson (1906).
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ethnologically absurd. The missionaries,?5 the Army,3® and
the local administration3” have always continued to use Kachin
as a general term in Hannay’s sense. I shall do the same.

Since the departure of the British, the former administrative
districts of Bhamo and Myitkyina have been formed into a
semi-autonomous political unit known as the Kachin State
(Finghpaw Mungdan), and presumably all the population of
this area, who are not either Shans or Burmese, are now
officially deemed Kachins ( finghpaw) regardless of the language
they speak. Nevertheless, within the confines of Rangoon
University, a Kachin is still someone who speaks Jinghpaw!
It is all rather complicated.

The sub-categories of Kachin, as I use the term, are of three
kinds, (a) linguistic, (b) territorial, (¢) political. From the
end of this chapter onwards, almost the whole of this book is
concerned with political distinctions, especially those which
the Kachins themselves denote by the terms gumsa and gumlao.
In this later discussion I bardly mention linguistic distinctions
at all. That does not imply that I consider language differ-
ences unimportant, but only that I do not feel myself competent
to discuss the subject in detail.

However, since much of the existing ethnography of the
region is written in terms of linguistic categories, it is necessary
that I give some indication of what these categories are. I
must try also to show, at least approximately, how these lin-
guistic categories tie in with the political differences in which
I myself am mainly interested.

The total number of distinguishable dialects spoken in the
Kachin Hills Area is enormous. Linguists usually distinguish
four separate languages (other than Tai) with numerous sub-
heads. The exact classification of several of these dialects—
e.g. Atsi, Maingtha, and Hpon—seems to be rather optional,
but the following is fairly generally accepted.

1. Finghpaw—all dialects are more or less mutually intelligible

a. Normal Jinghpaw—as taught in the mission schools
b. Gauri

35 Hanson (1913), Chapters 1 and 2. 38 Enriquez (1933), p. 56.
37 Kachin Hill-tribe Regulation 1895, amended 1898, 1902, 1910, 1921, 1922,
1938.
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¢. Tsasen

d. Duleng

e. Hkahku

Jf. Htingnai

2. Maru—numerous dialects said to be mutually unintelligible

(Maru is closer to Burmese than to Jinghpaw)

a. Normal Maru—as taught in schools

b. Lashi

¢. Atsi—seemingly a hybrid of Maru and Jinghpaw

d. Maingtha (A’chang)—-seemingly a hybrid of Atsi and
Shan

e. Hpon—probably a dialect of Maru

3. Nung—several distinct dialects. Rawang and Daru dialects
said to be mutually unintelligible. Linguistically
Nung is said to be nearer to Tibetan than to Jinghpaw.

Southern Nung dialects probably merge with Northern
Maru.38

4. Lisu—several regionally distinct dialects. This language
differs widely from either Jinghpaw or Maru but the

grammar is of Burmese type. Lisu speakers are
marginal to the ‘Kachin Hills’ as discussed in this book.

In marginal areas there are important dialect groups which
do not fall readily into any of these categories. In the Katha
District west of the Irrawaddy, there is for example a popula-
tion of some 40,000 people locally known as Kadu. They are
more or less Burmese in culture, but their language seems to
contain a heavy admixture of Jinghpaw and other Kachin
dialects. I have no idea how far, if at all, the generalisations
given later in this book apply to this Kadu population.
Similarly on the western frontier of the Kachin Hills Area,
Jinghpaw speech merges into Naga and Kuki dialects. Here
too the confusion of language is associated with a complicated
political inter-relationship between Shans, Kachins and Nagas,
but all details are so far lacking.?®

Some Kachin dialects occur only in one distinct locality—
e.g. Gauri, Tsasen, Hpon—others are widely scattered and

38 Thus the literature mentions a people called Naingvaw described as Northern
Maru or Black Maru; but Naingvaw is simply Maru for ‘Naing (Nung) people’
and is a term applied by Southern Maru to a population ordinarily described as
Nung; e.g. see Pritchard (1914). For best description of Nung, see Barnard (1934).

39 Grant Brown (1925), Chapters 2 and 8; Dewar (1933).
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territorially jumbled up with other languages—e.g. Maru,
Atsi, normal Jinghpaw. In Maps 3 and 4 I have tried to state
the crude facts about the language distribution so far as these
are known, but this information is at best very approximate.
For one thing, normal Jinghpaw is widely used as a lingua
Jranca by groups which have some quite different mother
tongue—this is the case for example with many Naga villages
on the north-western fringe of the Kachin Hills Area; for
another, the intermingling of language groups is often too fine
grained to be shown on any small scale map. To illustrate
this latter point, I may mention that in 1940 in the Kachin
community of Hpalang, which 1s the subject of detailed
analysis in Chapter IV, no less than six different dialects
were spoken as ‘mother tongue’ within a community of 130
households!

The aspect of this situation which has interested the linguists
is the historical one—how did this surprising distribution come
about? The problem provides a nice exercise for the imagina-
tion. I can think of several possibilities, but since there is no
evidence to support any of them, I will let the matter rest.
But another aspect of the language map has received much less
attention—what does language difference signify in the lives
of the present day population? Here are populations of nearly
identical culture seemingly maintaining differences of language
at great inconvenience to themselves. Why?

The linguists have assumed that the population group which,
objectively considered, speaks the same language is necessarily
an all important unit. They refer to the Maru, the Lashi, the
Jinghpaw and describe such groups as ‘races’. Now it is
certainly true that locally the language group is always of great
importance. In a mixed community of Lisu, Atsi, Maru and
Jinghpaw speakers, the Jinghpaw speakers as a group will
certainly have some solidarity among themselves as against
the rest. 'This, however, is quite different from arguing that
all Jinghpaw speakers throughout the Kachin Hills Area are
somehow distinct as a social group from all Atsi or all Maru
speakers.  Politically speaking, the Atsi are quite indistinguish-
able as a group from gumsa Jinghpaw.

The significance of language group solidarity is not some-
thing that can be determined from first principles; it is a matter
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for investigation. My own field experience convinces me that
the average Kachin, like the average Englishman, is keenly
alert to differences of dialect and even of accent; but the values
that he attaches to such differences are not those of the gram-
marian. I think that the whole situation may perhaps be best
understood by analogy with corresponding phenomena in the
British Isles.

In this country we use language identity in several different
ways.

Firstly, unity of language can be used as a badge of social
class. In England the ‘public school accent’ is a highly
sensitive criterion in this respect. Of this English upper-
middle class speech we may note (a) that it is not localised in
any one place, (b) that though the people who use this speech
are not all acquainted with one another, they can easily
recognise each other’s status by this index alone, (¢) that this
élite speech form tends to be imitated by those who are not of
the élite, so that other dialect forms are gradually eliminated,
(d) that the élite, recognising this imitation, is constantly
creating new linguistic elaborations to mark itself off from the
common herd.

In North Burma, Tai and Jinghpaw can both be regarded
as ‘upper-middle class’ languages in this sense, though at the
present time the status of Tai is on the decline. Historically,
Tai and Jinghpaw speaking groups have constantly tended to
assimilate their Naga, Maru and Palaung speaking neighbours.
This assimilation has not come about as the result of any active
policy of conquest, but because, in mixed language areas, the
political power has for many centuries been in the hands of
either Tai or Jinghpaw speaking aristocrats. Thus to ‘become
Tai’ or ‘become Jinghpaw’ has had political and economic
advantages. Inreaction to this, the genuine Tai and Jinghpaw
aristocrats have in turn developed speech forms of their own.
They have done this by incorporating into their everyday talk
numerous flowery and poetical expressions drawn from the
language of religious ritual. When two Jinghpaw-speaking
strangers meet one another, their accent and phraseology
betrays not only their place of origin but also their social
class.

Secondly, unity of language can be used as a badge of
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political or ‘national’ solidarity. In the British Isles an
ability to speak Welsh is just such a badge. It should be
remarked that many of this nationalistic Welsh speaking com-
munity use English in their ordinary everyday affairs and
maintain the use of their ‘native tongue’ only at the cost of
considerable inconvenience.

In North Burma localised language groups such as Hpon,
Maingtha, Gauri and Duleng (and for that matter numerous
others which have escaped the notice of the linguists) have
this kind of political solidarity. Such groups usually have a
tradition of common origin and descent and share a wide
range of common customs. Language unity here is only one
cultural badge among many which serve to mark off ‘we’ from
‘they’.

Thirdly, unity of language can be a residue from history.
It is an objective fact that most Irishmen continue to speak
English. The reasons for this are historical. 1 do not think
that it can be said in this case that unity of speech denotes any
deep subjective feeling of social solidarity! But also I cannot
agree that the common language of the Irish and the English
is an historical accident which is sociologically quite irrelevant.
The historical facts which account for the Irish speaking
English also account for a great deal else in present-day Irish
social organisation.

In North Burma, the present distribution of languages must
be regarded as an historical residue. Today Jinghpaw, Maru,
Nung, Lisu and Tai speaking communities are jumbled up.
There must have been a time in the past when these language
groups were territorially separate. If we could discover how
the present distribution has come about, it would no doubt be
very relevant to our understanding of the present-day social
situation. Unfortunately, historical reconstruction in such
matters is very difficult. Most of the assumptions that have
been commonly made in the past are quite preposterous.

As I have indicated it has usually been accepted as dogma
that those who speak a particular language form a unique
definable unit, and that this unit group of people has always
had a particular culture and a particular history. Hence if
we describe the history of a language we are describing the
history of the group of people who now speak that language.
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It is groups of this sort which are meant when we find reference
to the ‘races’ and ‘tribes’ of Burma.

This convenient academic doctrine does not relate to the
facts on the ground. It can easily be established that most of
these supposedly distinct ‘races’ and ‘tribes’ intermarry with
one another. Moreover it is evident that substantial bodies
of population have transferred themselves from one language
group to another even within the last century.4® Language
groups are not therefore hereditarily established, nor are they
stable through time. This makes nonsense of the whole
linguistic-historical argument. For example, by linguistic
criteria Palaung is an Austro-Asiatic form of speech. There-
fore according to the linguist’s argument the Palaung should
be the most ancient ‘race’ to be found within the Kachin Hills
Area. On the same basis the Tai speaking Shans should be
the most recent ‘race’ to enter the area. Therefore, since
race and culture and language are supposed to coincide, one
should expect the Palaung to be culturally very different from
their Shan neighbours. But in fact Shans and Palaungs inter-
marry, and in general culture the tea-raising Palaung are far
closer to the Shans than any of the other hill peoples of the
area. Moreover Palaung and Shan are members of a common
political system.

My own interest in the Kachin Hills language distribution
map is not primarily in its value as evidence for history, but
in the seeming paradox that while in some cases Kachins seem
to be excessively conservative about language—so that small
groups living as close neighbours and attending the same Shan
market yet continue to speak totally different languages—
others seem almost as willing to change their language as a man
might change a suit of clothes.*!

The two sides of this paradox both exemplify the same social
fact, namely that, in my terminology, for a man to speak one
language rather than another is a ritual act, it is a statement
about one’s personal status; to speak the same language as one’s
neighbours expresses solidarity with those neighbours, to speak
a different language from one’s neighbours expresses social
distance or even hostility.

4% For some evidence on this point, see Appendix I.
41 Grant Brown (1925), Chapter 2; Green (1933), p. 245.
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In any political system we usually find sub-groups which
stand in opposition to one another as factions. Such sub-
groups may be of equivalent status or they may be ranked as
superior and inferior. Common language is one way in which
the unity of such a sub-group may be expressed.

One explanation of the polyglot structure of the Hpalang
community with its six separate dialect groups could be then
that it is a community split by faction. The six linguistic
groups in Hpalang are six factions which use language as a
badge of group solidarity and group difference.

From this point of view, the empirical fact that in some parts
of the Kachin Hills we encounter extreme examples of this
sort of language factionalism, whereas in other areas the
‘miscellaneous’ Kachin sub-groups readily adopt Jinghpaw
speech, must be seen as an index or symptem of some contrast
in political ideology. This brings us to the topic of gumsa
versus gumlao about which I shall have plenty to say later on.
Here it will be sufficient if I generalise.

Gumsa ideology, very roughly, represents society as a large-
scale feudal state. It is a system which implies a ranked hier-
archy of the social world; it also implies large-scale political
integration. Every group has a fixed relation to every other.
Like the Roman Catholic Church it is all embracing; in theory
factionalism is excluded. Now I suggest that there is an
inherent inconsistency between the efficient exercise of such
centralised political authority and the long-term maintenance
of localised language differences. If then we find a political
system which embraces several language groups and these
language groups are ranked in a class hierarchy, superior and
inferior, there is a prima facie probability that the language
situation is unstable and that the higher ranking language
groups are tending to assimilate the lower ranking groups.
This is clearly true of our own experience of our own European
society, and it follows from very simple economic causes.
It is advantageous for the individual to identify himself
linguistically with those who possess political and economic
influence.

In Kachin terms this would seem to mean that where the
autocratic, hierarchically ordered, gumsa political system works
efficiently as it is theoretically supposed to work, we may expect
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to find a trend towards linguistic uniformity within the poli-
tical domain of any single gumsa chief.

The contrasted Kachin political theory denoted by the term
gumlao is, in its extreme form, one of anarchic republicanism.
Each man is as good as his neighbour, there arc no class
differences, no chiefs; a protestant theory, in contrast to a
catholic one. And of course, among the gumlao, factionalism
is rife, each little local unit is a political entity on its own. In
such conditions, I suggest, where each petty village leader is
prepared to assert that he is as good as his neighbour, we may
expect to find an obstinately persistent linguistic factionalism
even in the face of nominally centralised political authority.

I must admit that this theory, if valid, would imply a distri-
bution of languages and dialects different from that which
actually occurs, but I shall offer some explanation for this
later on.

Meanwhile these are the facts. The distribution of gumsa
and gumlao political systems in relation to area and language
grouping is roughly as follows (see Maps 2 and 3):

Lone A so far as the Kachins are concerned is almost entirely
Jinghpaw speaking. There are one or two small pockets of popula-
tion of Maru and Lisu origin, and there are substantial groups in
the Hukawng Valley area which claim ‘Assamese’ origin. The
tendency is, however, for all such groups to adopt Jinghpaw speech.
The zone includes both gumsa and gumlao areas, but there is no
obvious correlation between dialect and political form. Thus one
of the most markedly distinct forms of Jinghpaw is that spoken by
the Tsasen (Singpho) of the Northern Hukawng Valley and Assam,
but Tsasen dialect speakers are partly gumsa and partly gumlao.

KLone B is linguistically highly polyglot. The Zone can be con-
sidered as consisting of three sections:

i. The Burma Northern Shan States area—here Jinghpaw, Atsi,
Maru, Lashi, Lisu, Palaung, and Shan-speaking communities are
mixed up in a quite fantastic way. The whole section is politically
gumsa. Until the British created an arbitrary administrative
separation, the hill villages were all, in theory, dependencies of one
or other of the local Shan saokpa. (Map 2. Zone B. South of
latitude 24° N.)

ii. The Chinese Shan States area. A similar linguistic mixture
prevails. The ‘Kachins’ are mostly Atsi speaking. All are gumsa
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and in theory dependent upon local Shan saohpa. Chinese admin-
istration of the ‘Kachins’ seems usually to have been more indirect
than was the case with the British, so that a Chinese-Shan saohpa,
though ruthlessly taxed by his Chinese superiors, retained greater
political influence over his domain than did his counterpart in

British Burma. (Map 2. Zone B from lat. 24° N. to lat. 26° N.)

iii. The Nam Tamai Area. Here there is a mixture of Lisu and
Nung and intermediate dialects such as Tangser and Kwinhpang.
The Nung here are gumlao as also are certain mixed Lisu-Nung
communities. The majority of Lisu villages seem to be organised
in a class stratified system quite different from the Kachin gumsa
system. For this reason 1 consider the main Lisu area in the
Salween Valley to fall outside the Kachin Hills Area.

Zone C. The southern part of this zone comprises mainly the
border area between Sadon and Namhkam. The language mixture
is here similar to that found in Zone B (i) except that there are
very few Palaung. I think that in 1940 all villages in the area
were nominally gumsa, but this may have been due to the preference
shown by the Administration for hereditary chiefs. Many of the
‘chiefs’ were not fully recognised by the Kachins themselves.

The northern part of the zone comprises the N’'mai Hka Valley
and the Hills to the east. The population here speaks various
Maru and Lashi dialects. There are also considerable numbers
of Lisu and some Chinese. There are practically no Jinghpaw
speakers and no Atsi. The majority of the Maru and Lashi com-
munities appear to be organised on gumlao principles. The ethno-
graphy of the area is at present very inadequate.

Only three general principles emerge from all this. Firstly,
all Atsi speakers are gumsa, and no Atsi are found north of
the N°’mai-Mali Hka confluence. Secondly, the presence of
Jinghpaw speakers usually implies that at least a part of the
population is organised on gumsa principles. Thirdly, the
gumsa system as described in this book does not occur anywhere
where there are neither Jinghpaw nor Atsi speakers.

I shall return to this theme in my last chapter where 1 shall
discuss how far the facts we have examined fit with my argu-
ment that the adoption of a new speech or the maintenance of
an old one may be regarded as a kind of ritual action.

Not all Kachin sub-groupings have a linguistic basis, some
are territorial categories, some are both territorial and linguistic.
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Of the dialects listed on pp. 44f, Gauri, Tsasen, Duleng,
Maingtha, Hpon and the several Nung dialects are all more or
less localised. Consequently to refer to a Gauri or a Tsasen
or a Duleng is rather like referring to a Yorkshireman. The
essence of the matter is that he comes from a particular place;
he is still a Yorkshireman even if you happen to meet him in
London and he fails to talk in Yorkshire dialect. What
complicates the matter is that the Kachins themselves tend
always to conceptualise their society in terms of kin groups.
Thus categories such as Tsasen or Duleng are liable to be
described as ampu—that is as ‘clans’—with an eponymous
ancestor.

In these cases where the dialect group is confined to a par-
ticular locality, and is credited with some kind of kinship
solidarity, it might at first appear that we have an entity cor-
responding to the ‘tribe’ of ordinary ethnographic usage. Why
then should I not be content to make a study of, say, the
Gauri as a discrete ethnographic unit and leave it at that?
Why make things so complicated by dragging in all the other
Kachin dialects and languages? This point is best answered
by taking note of the Atsi grouping. Consider the following
set of facts.

Atsi as we have seen is a distinct dialect. Linguistically
speaking it seems to be something of a hybrid between Maru
and Jinghpaw.4? All Atsi villages have gumsa organisation.
Atsi speakers all live south of the Mali Hka-N’mai Hka
confluence but are otherwise widely dispersed. Jinghpaw
speakers recognise that the Atsi have a separate language but
say that they also have many other distinct Atsi customs
(htung). Thus an Atsi does not necessarily speak the Atsi
language. The Atsi who live south of Mogaung in fact nearly
all speak Jinghpaw.4? Atsi chiefs consider themselves to be
all members of one lineage, namely Lahpai-Shadan-Aura.
The Lahpai-Shadan lineage of which Aura is a segment
includes large numbers of very influential Jinghpaw-speaking
chiefs. The Aura lineage itself includes the Gauri chiefs.
Consequently the Gauri chiefs, who speak a dialect of Jingh-
paw and the Atsi chiefs who speak a variant of Maru are always
regarded as close lineage brothers. Moreover this link up

42 Davies (1909), Loose Vocabularies. 43 Enriquez (1933), p. 46.
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between the Jinghpaw-speaking Gauri and the Maru-speaking
Atsi does not operate only at the aristocratic level. Many of
the commoner lineages also are ‘the same’ in both language
groups, thus:

Gauri lineage name Atst lineage name
Dashi Dawshi
Jangma Jangmaw
Mahka Mahkaw
Sumnut Sumlut, etc. etc.

This identity is socially recognised. Dashi are lineage brothers
to Dawshi. A Gauri Dashi might properly marry an Atsi
Jangmaw but not an Atsi Dawshi.

If in addition we note that Gauri territory abuts onto Atsi
territory and that the Gauri, though Jinghpaw speakers, are
commonly in political alliance with Atsis rather than with
fellow Jinghpaw, it becomes clear enough that the Gauri,
despite their localisation, are in no sense a discrete ethno-
graphic unit. Atsi and Gauri, though belonging to different
language groups, cannot possibly be treated as separate
societies, and therefore we cannot regard the Gauri as a
separate ‘tribe’.

Besides confusing matters by referring to localised language
groups as if they were clans, Kachins also have a tiresome habit
of referring to clans as if they were local groups! For a brief
period after 1885 the British administrators were so bewildered
by this practice that they actually attempted to carve up the
Kachin Hills into distinct ‘tribal’ districts—‘tribe’ in this case
being used to denote the Jinghpaw royal clans of Marip,
Lahtaw, Lahpai, NhKum and Maran.#* The explanation
here is simply that, in the gumsa Kachin system, the territory
of a chief is deemed to be ‘owned’ by the lineage of that chief
and hence by his clan. Hpalang, for example, has a chief of
the Maran-Nmwe lineage; it is consequently liable to be des-
cribed as Maran land or Nmwe land. This does not imply
that any specially large proportion of the Hpalang popula-
tion are of either Nmwe or Maran descent. None of the

44 Shakespear (1914) still writes as if these dispersed clans were each a discrete
tribe settled in a distinct territory.
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major descent groups in Kachin society (apart from Tsasen
and Duleng) are in any way localised. There are Lahpai
and Lahtaw and Nhkum in Assam and there are Lahpai and
Lahtaw and Nhkum in North Kengtung. The main frame-
work of the kinship system extends over the whole Kachin
Hills Area and overrides all political and linguistic frontiers
except that between Kachin and Shan. It is this fact more
than any other which justifies the use of the concept Kachin
in a serious anthropological analysis of such a vast polyglot
region.

Apart from speech, the most obvious cultural variable in
different parts of the Kachin Hills is dress. The Lisu excepted,
Kachins everywhere live in much the same sort of houses, they
cultivate land in much the same sort of way, they adhere to
much the same sort of religious practices, to a substantial
extent they share a common body of myth and tradition, but
costume and the details of material culture show wide varia-
tion. These variations are more or less regional and have
only a low correlation with language differences. Costume
can undoubtedly serve very readily as a symbol of status
difference, but I do not pretend to understand the whys and
wherefores of Kachin fashion variations. Why do Nungs
wear white where other Kachins would wear black? Why do
some Kachins decorate their cloth with brocade weave and
others with plain stripes? Why do Northern (Hkahku) Kachins
wear tubular skirts and Southern Kachins rectangular skirts?
I simply have no idea. There is certainly plenty of scope here
for a student of material culture.

The zones I have given in Map 2 are climatic zones.
Kachins themselves have names for various districts. Thus
Sinpraw Ga—the eastern land—roughly the Bhamo and
Sadon districts; Sinli Ga—North Hsenwi State; Htingnai Ga
—the lowlands—the region between Mogaung and Katha;
Hkahku Ga—up river country—the region to the north of
the N’mai-Mali Hka confluence and so on. Differences of
costume such as those to which I have referred on p. 20 more
or less correspond to these different named districts; I do not
know why this should be so.

I can usefully conclude this chapter with a glossary that
summarises the rather diffuse information contained in the
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foregoing pages. The following are the meanings which I
attach to the terms listed:

Shan

Valley dwelling cultivators of wet-rice. Buddhist. Class stratified
into aristocrats, commoners and low caste. With the exception of
some low caste commoners all Shans speak some dialect of Tai.
Organised politically into States (ming), each State having its own
hereditary Prince (saohpa). Such ming sometimes exist in isolation;
sometimes they are federated as units of a larger ming.

The most important of these larger ming fall into three groups
(I mention only those within the Kachin Hills Area):

i. The Northern Shan States of Burma, notably North and South
Hsenwi, Mongmit, Hsipaw, Manglun. (A few Kachins are found
as far south as the State of Kengtung.)

ii. The Chinese Shan states, notably Mong Mao, Chefang,
Mengpan, Mengting, Kengma, Mangshih, Nantien, Kangali,
Luchiangpa, Moéng Wan, Menglien, Chansi, Chenkang, Meng-
meng, Hohsa, Lahsa, Chanta. Chinese policy has been to replace
the Shan saohpa by a Chinese official whenever the chance occurred
and several of the above States have already disappeared as separate
entities. Around 1900 there are said to have been some three dozen
separate mong in Chinese territory.

iii. The Hkamti Shan States of Upper Burma. These now
include Shan settlements in Hkamti Long (Putao), the Hukawng
Valley, Singkaling Hkamti (Upper Chindwin). There are also
some Hkamti Shan settlements near Sadiya in Assam. Historically
these Shan ming are associated with the once influential Shan states
of Upper Burma, the most important of which were Bhamo,
Mogaung, Mohnyin, Waingmaw (Myitkyina). There is still a
large Shan population in these areas, and the traditions of the
former power of the Mogaung Prince still play a part in North
Burma politics.

Palaung

This book does not concern the Palaung, but their similarity to
both Shans and Kachins needs to be noted. Typically the Palaung
are the hill-dwelling population of Tawngpeng State (Burma,
Northern Shan States). They cultivate rice by faungya (shifting
cultivation) methods but depend primarily upon the cultivation of
tea which is traded elsewhere for rice and cash. The Palaung
speak various dialects of a common language—Palaung—which is
quite unlike that of any of the other groups here considered.
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Politically the organisation of Tawngpeng State is the same as that
of a Shan state, but the organisation at village level differs in
important respects from that of the Shan.

The Palaungs are Buddhists.

Outside Tawngpeng there are numerous Palaung settlements
which form elements in different Shan states. Geographically these
Palaung villages are often intermingled with Kachin villages, but
intermarriage between Kachins and Palaungs is negligible. It is
maintained by Lowis (1903) that Palaungs formerly occupied much
of the territory now occupied by Kachins. There is no genuine
evidence in support of this view.

Kachin

I use this as a general category for all the peoples of the Kachin
Hills Area who are not (even in theory) Buddhists. This category
Kachin includes speakers of many different dialects, the most
important of which have been listed above (p. 44-5).

Kachin society includes a number of different forms of political
organisation but these can be considered under two polar types
gumlao and gumsa:

i. Kachin gumlao—a ‘democratic’ species of organisation in which
the political entity is a single village and there is no class difference
between aristocrats and commoners,

ii. Kachin gumsa—an ‘aristocratic’ species of organisation. The
political entity is here a territory called a mung (cf. Shan ming)
which has at its head a prince of aristocratic blood called a duwa
who assumes the title Jau (cf. Shan Sao).

All Kachins recognise the existence of an elaborate system of
patrilineal clanship elaborately segmented. The lineages of this clan
system ramify throughout the Kachin Hills Area and override all
frontiers of language and local custom.

Jinghpaw

I use this term strictly as a linguistic category. Jinghpaw are those
Kachins who speak a dialect of the Jinghpaw language. Kachins
themselves now often use the word Jinghpaw as an exact equivalent
for what I here call Kachin. In this book I shall avoid this use.

Duleng

Jinghpaw-speaking Kachins inhabiting an area east of the Mali
Hka (Irrawaddy) and north of the Shang Hka (Nam Tisang).
They are thus the Kachins who are closest neighbours to the Shans
of Hkamti Long. They have a widespread reputation as black-
smiths. They are gumlao in organisation. (Map 4.)
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Tsasen

Jinghpaw-spcaking Kachins inhabiting the northern and western
portions of the Hukawng Valley and occurring also in eastern
Assam where they are known as Singhpo. Tsasen include both
gumsa and gumlao groups. (Map 4.)

Gauri

Jinghpaw-speaking Kachins inhabiting a small but important
section of the Kachin Hills, east of Bhamo. A few isolated Gauri
villages occur also elsewhere. They are gumsa in organisation
(Map 5, p. 64.)

Atsi (L3)

An important sub-category of Kachins most of whom speak a
language Atsi more or less intermediate between Maru and Jingh-
paw. Atsi communities are widely dispersed but do not occur
north of the N’mai-Mali confluence. Atsi are gumsa in organisa-
tion. Many Atsi lineages including those of the chiefs are ‘identical’
with those of the Gauri.

Maingtha (A’chang, Ming Hsa)

The commoner population of the Shan state of Méng Hsa in
Yunnan. The organisation of the state is Shan; the population is
at least nominally Buddhist. Their language is Atsi or closely
related to Atsi. Some A’chang recognise kinship with the Atsi
Kachins in the immediate vicinity. By a curious confusion Scott
and Hardiman (1901) (Part I, Vol. I, p. 390) mix up the Maingtha
with the Duleng under the name Tareng. This error has recently
been perpetuated by Thomas (1950) (p. 10).

Maru

The language (comprising numerous dialects) spoken by the
Kachins east of the N’mai Hka and west of the China border. There
are numerous Maru speaking settlements outside this area. Some,
perhaps the majority of Maru, are organised on the gumlao pattern.
But there are also Maru chiefs (e.g. of the Dabang clan) and where
intermingled with other Kachin groups Maru villages fit into the
gumsa organisation without difficulty. They intermarry freely with
other groups of Kachins.

Lashi

A dialect of Maru, spoken by certain villages in the main Maru
arca west of N’'mai Hka and also by some settlements elsewhere.
The difference between a Lashi and a Maru is similar to that
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between a Gauri and an Atsi—i.e. the same kinship system includes
both. Most Lashi seem to be organised as gumlao.

Nung

A population inhabiting the high mountain country on both sides
of the Upper N’mai Hka (Nam Tamai) north of the confluence
of the N’mai with the Mehk. Communications in this region are
very difficult and language variation is considerable. To the south
Nung merge gradually with Maru; to the north with various little
known ‘tribes’ of the Upper Salween and Tibetan frontier. Nungs
within the Kachin Hills Area are accustomed to pay tribute to their
more powerful Lisu and Lolo neighbours of the Upper Salween,
the Shans of Hkamti Long, and the Jinghpaw Kachins of the North
Triangle. Like the Maru the Nung resemble the Jinghpaw closely
in most aspects of culture other than language. Intermarriage of
Nung with other Kachins is frequent. In parts of their area Nung
villages are closely mixed up with Lisu villages. Nung organisation
appears to be of a gumlao type insofar as internal affairs are con-
cerned, but is gumsa in respect to the tribute obligations rendered
to eternal Shans, Jinghpaw, etc. (Map 4.)

Lisu (Yawyin)

The language spoken by the hill population of the Salween Valley
to the east of the main Maru country. This main body of Lisu
speakers, and also a related population known as Lisaw occurring
far to the south, fall outside the Kachin Hills Area. Their mode of
political organisation follows principles of class stratification but
differs radically from the Kachin gumsa pattern.

Along the whole eastern frontier of the Kachin Hills Area there
are small pockets of Lisu speakers. Such communities are usually
in political relation with neighbouring Kachin groups with whom
they intermarry. For purposes of such marriage Lisu clans are, by
a fiction, identified with Kachin clans and lineages so that the
Kachin kinship network is extended to embrace these Lisu speakers.

In this book I only discuss Lisu speakers in so far as they fall
within the orbit of Kachin kinship organisation.

Chinese

The Chinese mentioned in this book are mostly of Yunnanese
stock from the highland country east of the Shweli. Some are
nominally moslem by religion. Ethnically they are not very
different from the rest of the population and might well be called
Min Chia or Chinese-Lisu. Most of the Chinese villages in the
Kachin Hills have their origin in the caravan trade between Burma
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and Yunnan which, before the coming of lorries, was all carried on
Chinese mules with Chinese muleteers. The Chinese villages in
question are staging posts for the mule caravans. Intermarriage
between Chinese and their Kachin neighbours is unusual but not
rare.

The problem then that presents itself is this. In the Kachin
Hills Area as a whole we find a considerable number of named
groups culturally distinct or partly distinct. In places these
groups are segregated into fairly well-defined areas, in other
places they are all jumbled up. A study of Kachin social
organisation cannot therefore proceed in the classical manner
which treated culture groups as social isolates.

This classical manner in ethnography may be summarised
thus: It 1s assumed that within a somewhat arbitrary geo-
graphical area a social system exists; the population involved
in this social system is of one culture; the social system is
uniform. Hence the anthropologist can choose for himself a
locality ‘of any convenient size’ and examine in detail what
goes on in this locality; from this examination he will hope to
reach conclusions about the principles of organisation operating
in this particular locality. He then generalises from these
conclusions and writes a book about the organisation of the
society considered as a whole.

It is quite clear that in the Kachin case, generalisation of
this kind would be invalid. The social system is not uniform.
The conclusions of the anthropologist would vary very greatly
according to what sort—of several possible sorts—of locality
he happened to examine in detail. The method of exposition
I myself propose to follow is therefore as follows.

I assume that within a somewhat arbitrarily defined area—
namely the Kachin Hills Area—a social system exists. The
valleys between the hills are included in this area so that Shan
and Kachin are, at this level, part of a single social system.
Within this major social system there are, at any given time, a
number of significantly different sub-systems which are inter-
dependent. Three such sub-systems might be typed as Shan,
Kachin gumsa, Kachin gumlao. Considered simply as patterns
of organisation these sub-systems may be thought of as varia-
tions on a theme. The Kachin gumsa organisation modified
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in one direction would be indistinguishable from the Shan;
modified in another direction it would be indistinguishable
from Kachin gumlao. Viewed historically such modifications
actually occur and it is legitimate to speak of Kachins becom-
ing Shans or of Shans becoming Kachins. When therefore I,
as an anthropologist, examine a particular Kachin or Shan
locality I need to recognise that any such equilibrium as may
appear to exist may in fact be of a very transient and unstable
kind. Further I need to be constantly aware of the inter-
dependence of the social sub-systems. In particular, if I
examine a Kachin gumsa community, I must expect that much
of what I find may be unintelligible except by reference to other
related patterns of organisation, e.g. Shan or Kachin gumlao.






PART 11

THE STRUCTURE OF
KACHIN GUMSA SOCIETY

CHAPTER IV

HPALANG—AN UNSTABLE
KACHIN GUMSA COMMUNITY!

My total problem might now be stated thus: Within the
somewhat arbitrarily defined area which I call the Kachin
Hills Area the population is culturally diverse and the political
organisation is structurally diverse. The variations of culture
do not fit with the variations of structure, nor do the variations
of either culture or structure fit consistently with variations
in ecological background. How then are these three factors
Culture, Structure, Ecology, related in this Kachin Hills Area?

Unlike most ethnographers and social anthropologists I
assume that the system of variation as we now observe it has no
stability through time. What can be observed now is just a
momentary configuration of a totality existing in a state of flux.
Yet I agree that in order to describe this totality it is necessary
to represent the system as if it were stable and coherent.

In Part IT of this book (Chapters IV and V) I try to explain
how Kachins of the gumsa persuasion suppose that their society
actually functions; I also try to explain why this pattern is
necessarily a fiction. In Part III (Chapters VI-X) I discuss
the implications of this fiction for an understanding of the total
system of variation which I have briefly outlined in Part I
(Chapters I-1II).

Accordingly, before attempting to examine further the
structural interrelations between Shan and Kachin types of

1 Many of the individuals named in this and the next chapter are still living.
For reasons explained in Appendix VII I may in some cases have recorded their
names incorrectly. In one or two cases I have intentionally confused the record.
This makes no difference to the ordinary reader, it is merely that I write of John

Doe of London instead of Richard Roe of Edinburgh.
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social organisation, I propose to take a close up view of the
structural relations within a single specific Kachin gumsa
community. I cite the evidence from Hpalang simply because
this is the community which I happen to know best. It will
be apparent that the rules of gumsa organisation did not func-
tion at all smoothly in Hpalang, but it should not be supposed
on that account that Hpalang is particularly atypical of
Kachin communities as a whole. One major theme through-
out this book is that functional inconsistency is intrinsic to
Kachin social organisation. No doubt many Kachin gumsa
communities are superficially a good deal better ‘integrated’
than the example I am about to describe, but all of them have
a tendency towards the type of factionalism which here appears
in rather an extreme form.

My description of Hpalang is presented in the following
order. I first give a minimum background of topographical
and bare ethnographic fact; I follow this with a description of
the formal system of structural relations in the form in which
it was most commonly described by the Hpalang Kachins
themselves, namely as a system of persisting affinal links
between small groups of patrilineal kinsmen; finally I explain
how this kinship structure was rationalised by the Kachins
as derivative from the recent historical past. My account is
designed to emphasise that the existence of an agreed dogma
concerning the nature of structural rules by no means excludes
a high rate of social mobility nor even fundamental shifts in
the structural system itself.

To anyone unfamiliar with the Kachin scene, a community
of some 500 people, comprising nine villages and six dialect
groups, must sound formidably and unnecessarily complicated.
The reality is not so bad. The cultural differences of which
the dialects are a symptom are very significant for our under-
standing of the total social structure, but they do not loom large
in ordinary everyday activities. In the day-to-day affairs of
1939-40 the Hpalang community, despite its multiple lin-
guistic factions, usually managed to act as if it were a culturally
homogeneous entity.

Hpalang is situated close to the present frontier of Burma
and China.? At the time of the British annexation (1885) it

2 See Maps 5, 6a, 6b.
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was a part of the neighbouring Shan state of Méng Wan
(Lungchwan) in Yunnan. It was not formally recognised as
being within the Burma frontier until 1896; effective British
administration dates from 1898.

The Hpalang community in 1940 included sub-groups
speaking Jinghpaw, Gauri, Atsi, Maru, Lisu, Chinese. Thus,
in a sense, this community of 500 people considered in con-
junction with the Shan villages in its immediate vicinity,
provides a model of the total social system of the Kachin Hills.
In the previous chapter I argued that in this area cultural
differences do not denote significant major structural frontiers
in the social system. Hpalang with its numerous dialect
groups provides admirable material for demonstrating this
assertion.

In 1940 Hpalang was a community of 130 households. The
settlement was very dispersed, most of the buildings being sited
near the crest of a ridge about two miles long which slopes down
towards the valley of the Nam Wan and the Shan community
of Lweje (Map 6). At the western end the altitude is about
5,800 feet a.s.l.; between here and the eastern end of the com-
munity there is a fall of about 800 feet; thereafter the ridge
falls away very steeply to Lweje which is only about 3,200 a.s.l.
The sides of the ridge at its upper (westerly) end are precipitous
and covered with secondary rain forest. These areas are felled
in rotation for monsoon faungya cultivation. At the lower end
of the ridge (to the east), where it sheers away towards Lweje,
the former forest has been replaced by grassland. This also is
used for shifting cultivation, but by the grassland faungya tech-
nique. The flat alluvial plain of the Nam Wan in the valley
below is laid out in irrigated rice plots of the familiar kind. In
1940 most of these were worked by Shans. Members of the
Hpalang community, however, worked some and owned others.

The adjacent hill communities, though mostly smaller than
Hpalang, were similar in other respects. Being sited on other
ridges, they were more difficult to reach than the Shan settle-
ment of Lweje down in the valley. At Lweje there was a
market every five days and this was the general meeting-place
for all the Kachins and Shans of the neighbourhood. Kachins
from Hpalang went down to the LLweje market, not merely to
trade with the Shans and itinerant Chinese pedlars, but also
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to meet friends and exchange gossip from other parts of the hill
country.

The Kachins described Hpalang as a mare, a term I shall
translate as ‘village cluster’, and they recognised it as con-
taining nine sub-divisions of unequal size and importance.
These subdivisions were called kahtawng, which I shall trans-
late as ‘village’. In Hpalang the smallest village contained
only one house; the largest had thirty-one houses. The house-
holds in any one village all spoke the same language as mother
tongue.

Each village had an hereditary headman, whose lineage
surname was in most cases the same as that of his village.
This does not imply that everyone in the village was of the
same lineage as the headman. Most villages contained mem-
bers of half a dozen or more different lineages. Usually
everyone living in a village was related to everyone else, but
by affinal ties rather than common clanship.

The following is a list of the villages with the headman’s
lineage of each. The map numbers refer to Maps 6a and 64.

Map Village Headman’s Language No. of
No. name lineage group Separate
Sfamilies
1.  Yawyung (Chinese) ? Chinese 14 (16)
2.  Yawyung (Maru)
or Hpauyu Hpauyu Maru 4 (6)
3. Gauri (Dashi) Dashi Gauri 17 (29)
4. Lahpai Lahpai-Aura Atsi 1 (3)
5. Nahpaw Ngaw Hpa Lisu 3 (5)
6.  Sumnut Sumnut Atsi 20 (18)
7. Laga N’hkum-Laga Jinghpaw 22 (27)
8. Maran Maran-Nmwe Jinghpaw 18 (25)
9. Gumjye Maran-Gumjye Jinghpaw 31 (26)

The figures given in brackets in the last column are derived
from the tables of the 1921 Census (Burma Gagzetteer, Bhamo
District, Volume B, No. 28, p. 51). It looks as if a substantial
section of Gauri village may have left Hpalang between 1920
and 1940 but otherwise the changes are not very significant.

Formally Hpalang was a gumsa community. In theory
this should have implied that it was the domain (mung®) of a

3 Mung. This is the Jinghpaw form of the Shan term méng. The romanised

Burmese form of the same term is maing. This and other concepts mentioned here
are more fully discussed in Chapter V.



HPALANG—AN UNSTABLE COMMUNITY 69

specific aristocratic lineage and that this lineage should
regularly provide the territorial chief (mung duwa). In theory
there can only be one such chief in any one domain. Thus,
while the chief is ipso facto headman in his own village, the
headmen of all other villages are, as it were, tenants of the
chief. Or, to put it another way, land title is vested in line-
ages rather than in individuals. The total territory of the
domain is ‘owned’ by a single aristocratic lineage; this lineage
is represented in the person of the chief. Other lineages have
tenancy rights in the domain established by historical pre-
cedent; these subordinate lineages are represented in the
persons of the various village headmen. Within each village
again there are minor lineages which have rights of tenancy in
relation to the rights of the lineage of the headman.

But in Hpalang, gumsa theory did not work very well. Of
the nine village headmen only four could lay any plausible sort
of claim to being considered ‘aristocratic’ (du baw amyu), but of
these no less than three claimed the title of chief (duwa). To
make matters worse the Administration recognised as chief a
fourth man who, in the local view, had no rights in the matter
whatsoever. Moreover, it was not simply a rivalry between
persons of more or less equal standing. The main alignment
of faction was as between the Jinghpaw group led by the head-
man (chief) of Maran village (Maran-Nmwe lineage) and the
Atsi group led (nominally) by the headman (chief) of Lahpai
village. But the Lahpai chief was in fact an imbecile and
functioned merely as the puppet of the headman of Sumnut
village. The latter being a commoner knew that he had little
hope of advancing claims to chieftainship, but rather than
co-operate with the Maran group he proclaimed his allegiance
to the Lahpai chief and acted as his spokesman (bawmung).4

The various village headmen of Hpalang were related to
one another by ties of clanship and affinity. Thus the Gumjye
headman and the Maran headman were clan brothers,
Gumjye and Nmwe being regarded as segments of the same
Maran clan. The Laga headman was a brother-in-law (dama)
to the Maran headman and also brother-in-law (mayu) to the

4 From Shan pawmoéng (Hanson, 1913, p. 63). In its Burmese form pawmaing,
the word appears frequently in the 19th-century literature of the Kachin Hills;
also written pawmine. Cf. pp. 124, 188f.
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Hpauyu headman; the Nahpaw headman was brother-in-law
(dama) to the Dashi headman of Gauri village and so on. The
network of kinship relations thus crossed the barriers of
language grouping very freely. As will be seen in a moment,
factionalism in Hpalang was to some extent aligned in terms
of language groups and rival factions did not intermarry, but
there is nothing in general Kachin theory or practice to sug-
gest that members of one language group should not inter-
marry with members of another language group.

Although political factionalism inside the community was
often intense, the populace usually presented a solid front to
outsiders such as the Shans of Lweje or representatives of the
Administration; indeed I had lived in Hpalang for over four
months before I realised that the feuds so lovingly described
to me were not, as everyone pretended, matters of past history
but bitter issues of the present-day situation. Down in the
market all inhabitants of Hpalang were treated as one group,
they were Hpalang bu ni, ‘people of Hpalang’, no distinction
was made between Atsi and Jinghpaw, Nmwe or Gumjye.
In the paddy plain where Kachin fields were mixed up with
those of the Shans, the Sumnut headman and his mortal
enemy the Nmwe chief worked neighbouring fields and even
loaned one another plough cattle. The Kachins who worked
wet paddy land were constantly squabbling with one another
over water rights. Usually these were matters settled by the
arbitration of village headmen. But when a similar row blew
up, which involved not only Kachins but also some of the
Lweje Shans, the Administration’s Native Officer held an
enquiry. The Hpalang people then dropped their differences
and all told the same lies for the common good.

Hpalang was neither exceptionally prosperous nor excep-
tionally poor. They tended of course to boast of a golden age
before the coming of the British. In those days it would seem
the Kachin chiefs had owed a due of gunpowder to the Shan
prince of Moéng Wan, but the Shans of the Lweje plain had
been the tenants of the Kachins and had paid rent in paddy,
an arrangement economically satisfactory to all concerned.
The British, with an arbitrary disregard for established custom,
had given most of the wet paddy land in the valley to the
Shans. For a while this must have seriously upset the economy
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of Hpalang, but later there were compensations for the frustra-
tions of British rule. From about 1915 onwards service with
the Army and the Military Police became increasingly popular.®
The effects of military service upon individual Kachins were
very varied, but the system as a whole provided an important
source of cash income for the hill districts. But besides this,
Hpalang was right on the China-Burma border. The more
efficient the British administration became, the higher went
the price of contraband such as opium and liquor. In 1940
smuggling was certainly a major source of revenue for most
inhabitants of Hpalang.

I have already mentioned that the official Government-
recognised chief was not locally recognised at all. The
circumstances were these. The Administration (in 1940)
considered that Hpalang was Maran-Nmwe territory; they
therefore considered that the Nmwe lineage should provide
the chief. The legitimate head of the Nmwe lineage, though
in some ways a rather ineffective personality, was extremely
acceptable to the people of Hpalang for he was notorious as
one of the most competent smugglers in the district. The
Administration, however, also regarded him as a highly
competent smuggler, and on the death of his father some years
previously had refused to recognise the succession; instead
they had imported from another part of the Kachin Hills a
distant lineage brother (actually a second cousin) and appointed
him chief of Hpalang. This latter unfortunate individual
(Zau Li) had no social function except that of collecting the
house tax and submitting reports to the Administration Office.
As far as the people of Hpalang were concerned the local head of
the Nmwe lineage was Zau Naw, the son of the previous chief.
In this book, when I refer to the Nmwe chief, I shall always
mean this Zau Naw unless I specifically state the contrary.

‘Rich men’ owned two or three water buffalo and several
hump-backed cattle and one or more plots of wet paddy land
in the valley. ‘Poor men’ cultivated only a plot in the hillside
taungya clearing, they had no cattle, but probably a pig or two
and several chickens. Very little money currency circulated
in the ordinary way; in the Lweje market most transactions
were by barter. Apart from animals and wet-rice land the

® cf. Enriquez (1923), pp. 108-17.
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indications of wealth were mainly symbolic. ‘Rich men’ had
large houses, they owned antique gongs and shotguns, their
womenfolk had a store of fine jewellery for show occasions.
But the ordinary standards of life were virtually the same for
rich and poor alike. Cooked rice and vegetables twice a day
was the normal staple for all, eked out by forest roots and
maize in the months before harvest. Hunting apart, meat
was only eaten as the sequel to a religious sacrifice, but such
sacrifices were frequent since they formed part of the routine
treatment for all illness. Since sacrificial meat was widely
shared, rich and poor had virtually the same diet. The rich
had more liquor.

The rhythm of the year was determined by the monsoon.
Rice was planted in May at the break of the rains; it was
harvested from October to December at the beginning of the
dry weather. January to April was an agricultural off season
devoted to house-building, marriages, funerals, and, in the old
days, war.

In 1940, about one-fifth of the Hpalang community were
nominally Christians, more or less equally divided between
Roman Catholics and American Baptists. Sectarian affilia-
tion served admirably as a banner for faction, but missionary
activity had not had as much effect upon the structural
organisation of the community as might perhaps have been
expected. The cleavages between the Catholics and the
Baptists and the Pagans were certainly very marked, but
exactly the same groups of people had been involved in fratri-
cidal bickering before the coming of Christianity.

Apart from the regular routine of religious ceremonials
connected with medical treatments, marriages, deaths, etc.,
the pagan part of the community held two major communal
festivals—one at sowing time and the other towards the end
of August before the rice came to ear. These major festivals
were the occasions on which, according to orthodox gumsa
practice, the formal status of the chief ought to have been made
visibly manifest. What was actually made manifest was the
intensity of the factional hostility and it was on these occasions
that rival claims to the chieftainship were asserted and
emphasised. At other times the rivals were mostly on fairly
amicable terms.
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The mayu-dama system in Hpalang

In this chapter I shall not examine the structural principles
underlying Kachin society in any great detail, but one such
principle at least must be made clear if we are to understand
the workings of the Hpalang community, namely that which
is implied by the Jinghpaw terms mayu-dama.

All Kachins trace descent patrilineally. Each individual,
male or female, inherits one or more lineage surnames from
the father, none from the mother. Such surnamecs are not
always used, but everyone knows what they are. In a Kachin
community, family names such as Dashi, Laga, Hpunrau,
Hpauyu and so on, correspond to English surnames such as
Smith, Brown, Robinson, and are inherited in the same way.

In any one community the individuals who share such a
surname (htinggaw amying—‘household name’) are considered
to be close patrilineal kin, they are of one ‘household’ (Atinggaw),
though 1n practice this does not necessarily mean that they
normally all live in one house. Though the Kachin usage is
not always quite consistent, the meaning of the term htinggaw
in the sense which we are now considering can be taken as
being ‘exogamous patrilineage of small span’. The size of
such a lineage is not precisely defined. In any one village
there are not likely to be more than ten family heads who are
members of the same Atinggaw linecage and these are likely to
have a common male ancestor not more remote than great-
great-grandfather. On the other hand a Atinggaw group is
often represented in a village by just a single family.

In all social activities a Kachin individual identifies himself
very closely with his Atinggaw group. In the context of rights
and obligations one seldom hears a Kachin claiming anything
as exclusive to himself; it is always a case of ‘we’ (anhte). This
‘we’ normally refers to the individual’s Atinggaw group.

Much the most important set of relationships in any Kachin
community are those which establish the mutual status rela-
tions between the various Atinggaw groups that exist in that com-
munity. From the individual’s point of view every htinggaw
group within the community falls into one or other of four
categories:

i. kahpu-kanau ni (hpu-nau ni) are lineages which are treated as
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being of the same clan as Ego’s own and are near enough related
to form an exogamous group with Ego’s own lineage.

ii. mayu ni are lineages from which males of Ego’s lineage have
recently taken brides.

iii. dama ni are lineages into which females of Ego’s lineage have
recently married.

iv. lawu-lahta ni (hpu nau lawu lahta) are lineages which are recog-
nised as relatives, and on that account are friends and not foes,
but with which the relationship is distant or indefinite. A member
of Ego’s lineage may marry a lawu lahta relative but in that event
the lineage in question would cease to be lawu lahta. 1t would
become mayu or dama as the case may be.

The essential feature of the system is that the three categories
(1) kahpu kanau ni, (i) mayu ni, and (iii) dama ni are distinct. A
man may not marry into his dama, a woman may not marry
into her mayu. From an analytical point of view the system
is one of matrilateral cross cousin marriage,® but it needs to be
stressed that a Kachin, in marrying a girl from his mayu ni, does
not normally marry a true matrilateral cross cousin but only a
classificatory cross cousin.

To explain the practical implications of these formal rules
it is nccessary first to say something of the nature of Kachin
‘marriage’.

The Jinghpaw word num (woman) may mean either ‘legal
wife’ or ‘concubine’, and ordinarily Kachins are not very
sensitive about the difference between these two legal statuses.
There is nothing particularly disgraceful about a man and
woman living together and raising a family when they are not
legally married. ‘Legal marriage’ in this sense implies that
the woman should have gone through the ceremony of num
shalai. 'This ceremony will normally only be undertaken when
the details of the bride price have been finally agreed and at
least a substantial part of the total actually paid over to the
bride’s relatives. The effect of the num shalai is to legitimise
the status of the offspring of the woman into the lineage of the
man paying the bride price; it is not in itself directly concerned
with the sexual relations between husband and wife. A couple
may be married while they are still children; in the Gauri

¢ See Leach (1952); Lévi-Strauss (1949), also below, Appendix IV.
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country it is contrary to custom for even a grown woman to join
her husband until several years after she has been ‘married’.?

It is tacitly accepted that a ‘married’ girl living at home
with her parents may sleep with men other than her husband,
but the children of any such liaison are regarded as legitimate
offspring of the legal husband even when there is no possibility
that he could have been the physiological genitor.® It is, how-
ever, rather a disgraceful matter and if it is notorious these
misbegotten children will have lower status than their more
respectably born siblings. The blame in sexual offences is
usually deemed to lie with the man, so that adultery (num
shaw) is an offence by the adulterer against the husband. The
wife’s status is not necessarily affected.

If, on the other hand, a woman who has not been through
the num shalai bears children, they will be illegitimate (n-gy?)
even if the genitor is the woman’s potential husband. Such
children can be legitimised into the lineage of the father either
individually by payment of a fine called sumra: hka, or col-
lectively by payment of the bride price and completion of the
num shalai ceremony. Once a woman has been through the
num shalai, all previous illegitimate children and all future
offspring automatically become members of the husband’s
lineage.

This sumrai hka system, whereby a genitor can legitimize one
of his offspring without marrying the mother, can lead to some-
what curious results which have an important bearing on the
working of the social structure. Many Kachin families are
in a sort of ambiguous social status, neither married nor
unmarried. A man can live with a woman who for most
practical purposes is recognised as his wife and who is mother
of his legal children, yet in a formal sense the couple may be
unmarried and in a strict sense the lineage of the woman are
not mayu to the lineage of the man, which means that affinal
obligations, if not freely fulfilled, cannot be enforced.

A case from Hpalang will illustrate this point. One family
group consisted of a min and a woman and five of her six
children.® It was only by accident that I discovered that the

7 Gilhodes (1922), pp. 221 f.

8 Gilhodes, op. cit., p. 224, states the contrary.

® Most family groups are smaller, the average being less than three children per
household.
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couple were not ‘married’(i.e. the woman had not been through
num shalai). Enquiry eventually revealed the following:

15t child, male. Born illegitimate to a genitor in another village
who paid sumrai. Now living with father (genitor) in Kawnglawt.

ond and 3rd children, one male, one female. Born illegitimate to
a genitor now serving in the army. This genitor had paid sumra:
for the elder but not the younger child. The elder was now there-
fore legitimate, the younger illegitimate. Both children now living
with the mother and her present paramour whom they address as
‘father’.

4th, 5th, 6th children, one male, two female. Born illegitimate to

present paramour who is a lineage cousin of the genitor of the 2nd
and 3rd child. No sumra: paid as yet.

It was said that the present paramour was working for the
bride’s father!® and that eventually the girl would be officially
married and the children made legitimate in the lineage of the
present paramour. Whether this legitimisation would apply
to the third child I am uncertain, but I think it would. The
second child, it will be noted, is already a member of this
lineage.

In the case of Christians, a Christian marriage rite replaces
the num shalai as the crucial criterion of the complete marriage,
but ‘respectably unmarried married couples’ are, I think, as
common among Christian Kachins as among Pagans.

The implications of this kind of ambiguity about the married
state are considerable. The Kachin mayu-dama system if
described as a formal structure appears extremely rigid and
complex, so rigid in fact that it might appear unworkable!?;
but, in practice, there are two important elements of flexibility
which makes it possible for Kachins to talk as if they were con-
forming to mayu-dama regulations while in fact they are doing
something quite different. In theory, the mayu-dama relation-
ship established between two lineages by a marriage persists
in time and must be perpetuated by further marriages, and
this would seem to restrict very severely the choice of mates
for any one individual. In practice, the possibility of legally
marrying a lawu-lahta relative coupled with the widespread

10 In lieu of bride price payment. This is a recognised Kachin procedure.
Barnard quoted in Carrapiett (1929), p. 35. 11 Lévi-Strauss (1949), p. 325.
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occurrence of what amounts to a ‘trial marriage’ system
removes this limitation. It is really only persons of high
status, such as the sons of chiefs and the sons of lineage heads,
who need to conform strictly to the mayu-dama rules. Their
marriages become thereby marriages of state. In the Hpalang
situation, when the Nmwe and the Laga lineages declared
that they were mayu-dama, this implied a relationship which
in theory should continue indefinitely. But it did not imply
an exclusive relationship such that all Laga males must marry
Nmwe females. The relationship was adequately preserved
as long as, in each generation, there was at least one marriage
which conformed to the formal rule.

In Hpalang, genealogies when considered in conjunction
with miscellaneous documentary evidence such as court records
indicated that the pattern of mayu-dama relationships generally
recognised in the community had been almost stable for at least
40 years. Any elder of the community could state immediately
what were the formal mayu-dama relations existing between any
particular pair of lineages. As far as the principal lineages
were concerned, it was a verifiable fact that throughout the
forty-year period there had been repeated marriages which
conformed to the stated pattern. But there had also been
numerous other incidental marriages which were the affair
of a single pair of individuals, which had not resulted in any
long-term sequence of marriages, and which therefore had not
permanently affected the formal structural relationship between
kin groups.

The Hpalang community as a whole was in 1940 divided
into two main factions of long standing. Both factions claimed
to be gumsa, but recognised different chiefs. On the one side
were the villages of Maran, Laga, Gumjye, Yawyung (Maru),
and Yawyung (Chinese); on the other were Lahpai, Sumnut,
Gauri, Nahpaw. Except for the fact that the Hpauyu lineage
of Yawyung (Maru) had intermarried with Sumnut as well
as Laga, there appeared to have been no marriage across this
division for many years. Shortly before I left Hpalang, a
marriage was arranged between a Catholic Jangmaw of Sum-
nut village and a Catholic Gumjye of Gumjye village; this
caused considerable excitement and there was much discussion
as to whether the marriage would ever actually take place and
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what would be its implications for local rivalries if it did.
This betrothal was itself a reflection of internal rivalries within
Sumnut village between the headman’s lineage who were
Baptists and the Jangmaw lineage who were Catholics.12

The cleavage between the Maran group of villages on the
one hand and the Lahpai group of villages on the other was
the residue of a feud which was in progress before ever the
British appeared on the scene at all. That community fission
had persisted in this form for so long was at least partly the
result of the ineptitude of a particular British administrator.
In 1900 in adjudicating on the feud he had ruled that both
sides were in the wrong and that two rival chiefs, a Maran and
a Lahpai, were both equally entitled to hold office.?®* This
historical incident provided the immediate charter for the fact
that in 1940, in the nominally gumsa community of Hpalang,
there were several rival claimants to the chieftainship. In
ordinary gumsa theory there could only be one chief in any one
village cluster, and ordinarily all the principal lineages within
such a cluster would intermarry.

I no longer have the data to provide a complete analysis of
the total mayu-dama network resulting from marriage either for
Hpalang as a whole or for any part of it. But the table
opposite shows the constituent htinggaw lineage groups of Laga
village with their principal affiliations. This gives a good
indication of the overall pattern of the structure.

Although in a great many cases there is no significant
difference in the rank status of a mayu lineage and that of their
dama, there is always implicit in the mayu-dama relationship a
suggestion that within any one community the dama are the
vassals of the mayu. Mayu and dama can assert claims on one
another on all kinds of occasions, at marriages, at deaths, in
cconomic activities, in warfare. But in economic terms the

12 The Sumnut headman, an ex-sergeant major from the army, was on the face
of it an ardent Christian. As has already been remarked, he claimed allegiance to
the imbecile Lahpai chief who was really his puppet. He took care that the
imbecile chief remained a pagan so that the Atsi group of villages, though nomin-
ally largely Christian (Baptist and Catholic), should have an excuse to go on
celebrating the annual pagan agricultural rites!

13 Had this story been mere hearsay I might have doubted the evidence but
both sides to the dispute had preserved copies of a signed memorandum from the
officer concerned to justify their case. The affair was evidently of some im-

portance as it is mentioned in several administration reports of the period. See
p- 125 and Appendix II,
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The mayu-dama network between lineages in
Laga Village (Hpalang) in 1940

Dama lineage | Dama lineage]  Lineage Mayu lineage; Mayu lineage
outside Laga within Name within outside Laga
village. (Name Laga (No. of Laga Village
in brackets is Village houses Village (Village of
village of in Laga residence)
residence) Village)
Gumjye Lahtaw LAGA Hpukawn | Nmwe
(Gumjye) | Mahkaw (7) (Maran)
Hpauyu Pasi Hpukawn
(Hpauyu) | Kareng (Hkuhkawng)
and others and others
outside outside
Hpalang Hpalang
Two minor | Kareng MAHKAW | Laga Nmwe
lineages in (4) (Maran)
Gumyjye Gumjye
Village (Gumyjye)
JAU]JI Kareng
(2)
Pasi KARENG Mahkaw Lineage in
Jauji 4) Laga Gumjye
Htingrin Village
PASI Kareng
(2) Laga
LAHTAW Laga
(1)
Gumjye . HTINGRIN | Kareng
(Gumyjye) (1)
(marriage
pending)
; Laga HPUKAWN Hpauyu
| (1) (Hpauyu)

The reading of this table is thus:
Laga lineage in Laga Village comprises 7 households; it has as
dama within Laga Village—Lahtaw, Mahkaw, Pasi, Kareng and as
dama elsewhere—Gumjye in Gumjye Village, Hpauyu in Hpauyu Village
and others outside Hpalang

Laga lincage

also has as

mayu within Laga Village—Hpukawn and as
mayu elsewhere—Nmwe of Maran Village, Hpukawn of Hkuhkawng
Village and others outside Hpalang
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goods of real value go from the dama to the mayu rather than
vice versa. Within any one village therefore the mayu-dama
links of the dominant lineage reflect the status superiority of
that lineage.*

In this case the Laga are the dominant lineage. Lahtaw,
Mahkaw, Pasi, Kareng are their vassals. The mayu lineages of
the Laga (implicitly their superiors) are mostly to be found in
other villages where they do not affect the status of the Laga
headman within his own village. It is definitely embarrassing
for a village headman to have to dcal with a villager who
stands in mayu (i.c. superiority) rclationship to himself. In
Laga there was only one such, namely the Hpukawn house-
hold. The Hpukawn being a Maran lineage were distant
clan brothers of the Maran chiefs of Nmwe and Kawngwai
and thus had some claim to be considered superior to the Laga
in any case.

The history of Laga village as recounted to me was that it
had been founded by the Laga and that the Mahkaw had
come with them as their vassals. Later the Kareng had joined

14 Leach (1952). Where matters of sex and kinship are concerned Kachins
make great use of elaborate verbal punning, consequently the homonyms of the
key terms mayu-dama and of the corresponding terms mayu-shayi, used by Northern
Kachins, are of considerable interest. Mayu has several meanings, thus:

a. mayu—"‘the throat’ or ‘to swallow’. The mayu ni ‘swallow’ the bride price.

b. mayu—associates with ideas of witchcraft. This aspect is discussed at
pp. 180 f.

¢. mayu—"‘usual’. The mayu ni are the ‘usual’ affines.

d. mayu——*to choose’ in the sense of ‘decide whether to do a thing or not’. In
a marriage decision rests with the mayu ni. Thus proverbially: mayu hpu tsun ma ai;
dama ni bau gun ma ai ‘the mayu ni decide the price, the dama ni carry the gong (as
bride price)’.

e. mayu—°to descend’. The mayu ni are ‘higher’ than the dama ni so that the
mayu ni in marriage are ‘those who descend’. Ideologically the mayu ni live at the
top of the hill, the dama ni at the bottom, they are linked by a river (kka, that is
by a ‘debt’see pp. 144f), and the water of the river (nam) runsdown the hill to join the
dama (nam 1s the relative whom a man marries, see Appendix IV). If a man
breaks the usual conventions and goes to live with his father in law, it is said that
the dama ‘climbs the hill’ (dama lung).

f. mayu—-‘growing paddy’, ‘the green rice field before it comes to ear’. The
mayu mi are the potential bearers of our children just as the mayu paddy is the
potential bearer of the harvest.

Dama means ‘the permanent children’. The term expresses the fact that the
mayu/dama relationship resembles in many ways that of father to son. It also
emphasises the inferior status of the dama towards their mayu.

Shayt, the Northern alternative to dama, means simply ‘the females’, the shayi
ni being the households where the married women of ‘our group’ reside. But
there is also a pun with shari—°‘the harvested rice field’—which makes the term

an appropriate counterpart symbol to mayu in the sense of ‘growing paddy’ (see f
above).
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the Mahkaw to whom they were dama; the Kareng then became
dama to Laga also. Jauji, clan brothers to Mahkaw, had come
in from the Gauri country and later intermarried with Kareng.
The Hpukawn household which included a former wife’s
brother of the Laga headman had originally come from
Hkuhkawng on the next ridge. Why they lived in Laga I
don’t know. The Lahtaw household was that of an illegitimate
son of a distant Lahtaw chief married to the Laga headman’s
sister. The Htingrin household were dama to Kareng and
therefore nominally their subordinates.

One point that needs perhaps to be stressed is that the mayu-
dama relationship is effective as between lineages of Atinggaw
group scale; it does not operate consistently at the clan level
although Kachins sometimes talk as if it should. Thus in the
Laga case Gumjye, Nmwe and Hpukawn are, at the clan level,
‘brothers’ (kahpu kanau ni), they are all Maran; but whereas
Nmwe and Hpukawn are mayu to Laga, Gumjye is dama to
Laga. Similarly Mahkaw and Jauji considered themselves
‘brothers’, but in Laga village Mahkaw were mayu to Kareng
while Jauji were dama to Kareng.

This account of Laga village has brought out the fact that
within the village the more permanent mayu-dama links serve
to display the formal political status relations between different
htinggaw lineage groups. In this formal system it is assumed
that the dama are the political subordinates of the mayu; but
let it be stressed that even within the village this subordination
may be theoretical rather than actual. Any nominal inferio-
rity can, in practice, be largely compensated by strategic
marriages outside the village. In the case cited above the
Htingrin household were recent arrivals and had no direct
affinal link with the dominant Laga group. Their formal
status position in Laga village was thus low. But in practice
Htingrin Gam, the householder in question, was very promin-
ent in village affairs and clearly a person of influence; this was
not unconnected with the fact that his daughter was living in
Gumjye village with a cousin (father’s brother’s son) of the
Gumjye headman. Assuming that the marriage payments
were eventually completed Htingrin would become mayu to
the Gumjye and their formal status would be considerably
enhanced—at any rate as long as this marriage continued.
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In a formal sense the interrelationships between the con-
stituent villages of a village cluster are analogous to the inter-
relationships between the constituent lineage (htinggaw) groups
of a village. In theory the status of the village as a whole,
in relation to the village cluster as a whole, depends upon the
formal relationship between the principal lineage of the village
and the lineage of the chief of the village cluster.

In the case of Hpalang the circumstances were rather
peculiar since there were several persons who claimed the title
of chief. At a simple level of analysis the total community
fell into two hierarchically ordered sections.

In one section the chief (duwa) was the headman of Maran

MARAN MARAN
GUMJYE NMWE
NHKUM ‘
SHARIT Z«X LAGA 5
HPAUYU ? g B i
Chinese - A B
(vawYUNG)

57A-6

A

Fic. 1. Diagram to show formal structural relations between principal
lineages of the five villages of the Maran sector of Hpalang.

village and a member of the Maran-Nmwe lineage. Nhkum-
Laga of Laga village were dama to Nmwe and mayu to Gum-
Jjye and Hpauyu. Maran-Gumjye of Gumjye village were
‘brothers’ (hpu nau) to Nmwe, dama to Laga and mayu to
Hpauyu. Hpauyu of Hpauyu village were dama to both Laga
and Gumjye and mayu to the headman of the Chinese village
of Yawyung.

The formal pattern of these relationships can be shown on
a diagram (Fig. 1) from which it will readily be seen that even
at this abstract level the mayu-dama system does not suffice to
define precisely the mutual status of the different lineages
concerned. The position defined by the rules leaves plenty
of room for argument. Thus, in this case, Laga claimed to be
second only to Nmwe, being senior to Gumjye because the
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latter were dama to Laga. But Gumjye maintained that as they
were clan brothers to Nmwe they were necessarily senior to
Laga who were dama to the Maran. By an elaboration of this
argument thc Gumjyc headman claimed the title of chief]
asserting that the Gumjye is a youngest son branch of the
Maran clan while Nmwe are only an eldest son line (ma gam
amyu).'> Nmwe of course strongly repudiated this suggestion
though they admitted that the Gumjye were their ‘brothers’.

The other section of the community comprised the villages
of Lahpai, Sumnut, Gauri, Nahpaw. Here Lahpai-Aura of
Lahpai village provided the chief. Sumnut were dama to
Lahpai-Aura; Dashi of Gauri village were dama to Sumnut;
Ngaw Hpa (a Lisu lineage) were dama to Dashi. The formal
structure of authority was here unambiguous but was compli-
cated in practice by the fact that the Lahpai ‘chief’ was an
imbecile who was really only a puppet of the commoner head-
man of Sumnut. The Dashi group, though they would have
been willing enough to accept a genuine Lahpai chief, were
by no means willing serfs to the Sumnut, and in 1940 there
were some indications that the mayu-dama relationship between
the Sumnut and the Dashi would soon come to an end. It
was significant that while the majority of the Sumnut were
Baptist Christians, a number of leading Dashi had recently
become Catholics.

The formal seniority of the mayu to the dama in such cases
provides the basis for claims to prior land title on the part of
the mayu. Some affinal links are associated with land tenure
while others are not, but it is always the former which are given
emphasis and which are the most enduring. The basis of the
dama inferiority seems to lie in the fact that where mayu and
dama are members of one territorial unit the dama must, by
implication, have broken the normal rule of patrilocal residence.
The fact that the dama are settled alongside the mayu implies
that the founder of the dama htinggaw must have settled matri-
locally with his father-in-law, and it is thus a token of inferior
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