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ABSTRACT

The 'loose structure' concept was originated by Embree in
his erticle '"Thailand: a loosely sitructured social system' in 1950.
The aim of this thesis is a critique of this article as it relates
to.Thai society and the school of thought that has grown up around
it,

Firstly, in order that the reader may familiarise himself with
what Embree actually saild, and\égggﬁnot have to rely on a possible
misinterprétation by the aubhor, Embree's original article, in which
he evolved the loose structure concept, has been inserted at the ¥
beginning so that BEmbree may be allowed to speak for himself. Then,
after a few of the major methodological issues are discussed in tle
introduction, a critique of Bmbree's article and the major ideas of
the loose structure school of thought will be attempbed. Finally,
an alternative model for the Ffuture study of Thai society is suggested.

However,before commencing, it must be pointed out that when this
thegis was near completion Yale University published a collection
of papers entitled 'Loosely Structured Social Systems: Thailand in
Comparative perspective' which is a detailed discussion of this
particular concept. Obviously such a book is very relevant to this
and involves a virtually definitive study of the loose structure
concept. Thus many of the points made by the authors of the book
overlap with the points made in this thesis. Where this has occurped
it has been noted, and where the Yale Symposium has introduced fresh
points, they have, where pessible, been included in the discussion.
But it must be born in mind that the thesis was in an advanced stage

when the Yale articles were published. It has not always therefore

"been possible to deal with all the fresh points introduced by the

Yale thesis adequately for at this late stage it has been impossible

to restructure the thesis in a manner necessary to do 0.
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THAILAND—A Loosely Structured Social System

By JOHN F. EMBREE

HAILAND (Siam) lies in the heart of Indochina in the midst of a broad
Tculture area which includes French Laos and Cambodia to the east and
the Shan States of Burma to the west.1This region is made up of Thai speaking
peoples who came down from the old kingdom of Nanchao in what is now
Yunnan. Before that they appear to have been inhabitants of Szechwan.
Dodd, for instance, presents some linguistic evidence for this.2 But Credner
holds a different view and thinks that they came into the Tali region of Yun-
nan from the east.5The present distribution of Thai speaking peoples in Szech-
wan, Yunnan, and Kwangsi makes both theories plausible. Whichever may
prove to be correct, the present Thai people of Indochina appear to have come
into the southern area from Yunnan, spreading out into Thailand, northern
Burma (Shan), and the upper valleys of Tonkin (Lao, Thai, and Tho). Both
Dodd and Credner emphasize the fact that the Thai have always been wet
rice cultivators and settlers in valleys and plains suitable for this type of
economy. The basis of Credner’s theory that they came to Yunnan from the
east is his view that the Thai are not only valley dwellers but tropical paddy
cultivating valley dwellers. Thus the Thai are quite distinct historically and
culturally from the mountain peoples of North Indochina such as the Yao,
Meo, Lolo, and Wa.

All students of Thai history are agreed on the northern origin of the present
Thai people. They are also agreed on the historic influences of Hindu culture
in the area as reflected in the themes from the Ramayana in drama and liter-
ature, the form of dress (panting), and the Indian court terminology.4 Another
important Indian influence which seems to have come to the Thai via Burma
when they were still in the North was Mahayana Buddhism and some Brah-
manistic practices; later, about the sixth century, a.o., the Hinayana form of
Buddhism became predominant.5

Thai culture is markedly different from that of Vietnam (Annam), a
region with long historic contact with China and under actual Chinese rule

1Studies of Thai culture are few. Useful material is to be found in Graham’s Siam, in Dodd’s
The Tai Race, in Landon’s Siam in Transition (Ch. 8), and especially in Chandruang’s autobio-
graphical My Boyhood in Siam. A valuable old source is De la Loubere, A New Historical Relation
of the Kingdom of Siam. The only anthropological analysis of Thai cultural materials is Thai
Culture and Behavior by Ruth Benedict. The present paper is based on several trips to Thai-
land, the first of which was in 1926 and the last in 1948. In 1947, the author was United States
cultural officer in Bangkok and later in Saigon, French Indochina.

*Dodd, 1923. 3 Credner, 1935.

4 Coedes, 1944; Landon, 1949; Wales, 1937.

s Landon, 1949, pp. 100 et scq.
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182 AMERICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST (52,195C
for many centuries. The religion of Vietnam is a combination of Taoism ar.1
Mahayana Buddhism, with rituals similar to those of China; family relation-
ships and rituals are Confucianist.® Thus despite their northern origin, the
Thai draw much of their cultural heritage in religion, literature, and art from
India, while the Vietnamese heritage is drawn from China.

Thai culture is also markedly different from the Islamic Malayan culture
to the south in the Peninsula and in Indonesia. Both share Indian influences
but the dominant religions in the two areas—Hinayana and Islam—are differ-
ent, and so are many other aspects of their culture. For example, the Thai are
a land-bound people in contrast to the seafaring Malays; and the Thai mode
of dress differs from that found in Indonesia.

At the same time, despite these important cultural diversities, there arc
several culture traits which Thailand shares in common with the whole South-
east Asiatic area: wet rice agriculture as a basis of subsistence,7 “roasting"
of the mother just after childbirth,8 chewing of betel and blackening of the
teeth,® playing of kickball,10 and the piston bellows.1l

It is within this cultural context that some observations on certain char-
acteristics of Thai culture are to be made, especially those which concern the
question of relative integration of a culture in terms of a loosely as against a
closely woven social structure; loosely integrated here signifying a culture in
which considerable variation of individual behavior is sanctioned. Some of
these traits may be shared to some extent by peoples of neighboring cultures,
but for the most part they are characteristics which mark off (Thailand and the
culture area to which it belongs from the type of culture represented by
Vietnam in Indochina or Japan to the northeast. These last, of course, differ
from each other, but both contrast with Thai culture in having more tightly
woven cultures—that is, cultures whose patterns are clearly marked and which
emphasize the importance of observing reciprocal rights and duties in various
situations to a greater degree than is to be found among the Thai.

The first characteristic of Thai culture to strike an observer from the West,
or from Japan or Vietnam, is the individualistic behavior of the people. The
longer one resides in Thailand the more one is struck by the almost determine 1
lack of regularity, discipline, and regimentation in Thai life. In contrast to
Japan, Thailand lacks neatness and discipline; in contrast to Americans, the
Thai lack respect for administrative regularity and have no industrial time
sense.

When two or three Thai walk along the road together there is no attempt
to keep in step or to swing the arms in thythm. On the contrary, each individu-

*Brodrick, 1942. 7 Adams, 1948. *Cole, 1945.
e Huard, 1939,1948. 10 Embree, 1948; Kaudem, 1929. 11 Cole, 1945.
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«i'ks along as if he were alone.2This is a trait common enough in nonliterate
Kvieties and also in rural India, but it is in marked contrast to cultures such
xj the Western European, American, or Japanese. Regimented walking to-
other, with clock time consciousness of minutes and hours and their signifi-
cance in Western culture have been discussed for Western Europe by Lewis
ifumford in his Technics and Civilization.™ W alking instep is no mere cultural
curiosity, but isan important index to a whole way of life which stresses regu-
larity of behavior of the “keep in line” and “be on time” variety. Certainly in
Thailand, individualism in walking is associated with a number of other traits
which may well be more than mere coincidences. The Thai have often gone to
mit against their neighbors in Burma and Cambodia, but until the 1920’s
they never developed a regular standing army of any size. Indeed, at one time
the king had guards of Japanese, French and Portuguese soldiers,4 who,
however, were as much for maintaining the balance of power vis d vis European
countries as they were for the conduct of organized warfare. Not only is the
military tradition weak, but Thai peasants, when drafted into military service,
show little aptitude for the life of a soldier. They do not care for its discipline,
ind they show a marked reluctance to go into battle.15

Individualistic behavior is found in other aspects of Thai life. In the family,
the father is putative head, and children are supposed to obey their parents.
But in practice, there is none of the strong sense of duty and obligation to
parents which is so characteristic, in diverse ways, of Vietnam, China, and
Japan. Even the family precepts in this regard are milder, since the Thai
follow the Buddhist rather than the Confucian rules. Chandruang, for example,
quotes the following Buddhist rules of family obligations:

These are the duties of parents to their children: giving food, clothing, and shelter,
forbidding wrongdoing, encouraging right conduct, giving education, assisting them
a matrimony, and transferring properties to them in good time.

The duties of children toward their parents are: taking care of them when they are

helping them in their work, keeping the good name of the family, obedience, trust-
worthiness, using their properties sensibly, and remembering them after their death.I®

It is notable that these rules include duties of parents to children as well as of
ohJdren to parents. Also, it is the mother who transmits these teachings to her
thddren, not the father. She transmits them as sage advice rather than as
~indatory obligations.

" While two friends do not walk in step they do maintain psychic contact by holding hands
006 holding a finger or two of the other. This is a common action among young men as

*»young women, but not, traditionally, of a young man and a young woman.

~ Mumford, 1934, e.g., pp. 90-91. 11 Hutchinson, 1940, p. 34; Prabha, 1949,
Thompson, 1941, p. 296. « Chandruang, 1940, pp. 141-142.



184 AMERICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST 152, 1950

By contrast the Chinese system of filial piety emphasizes strongly tI*
masculine side of the family and the duties of children to parents, especially
to the father, and of wife to husband. There is a strong emphasis on a clear-
cut system of reciprocal rights and duties which all proper people should follow
“In practice . . . hsiao (filial piety) is demanded of children toward all the mem-
bers of the parental generation and above; and # (respectful obedience) muii
be shown by young people toward any older person in their own generation.

The father is head of the family and inheritance is through him. Yariou*
members of the family are expected to respect his word. If the father dies,
the eldest son is supposed to look after his mother and siblings. For example,
Chandruang writes, “Father, as the eldest son, was obligated to look after hu
mother and his younger brother and sister.” He wanted, however, to go tw
Bangkok for further education, and so, “he consulted with his mother on the
idea. . . . She naturally refused, for she needed him to work on the farm.™'
Nonetheless, he left for the city. Later he revisited her, and when he begged
her forgiveness, she gave it. This kind of loose obligation and adjustment <
family relations to the desires of individuals in it is not uncommon. In another
family with which first hand contact was had in Bangkok, the father, a govern-
mental official, had left his family to marry another woman and the fir-t
wife looked after the children. One of her sons, also married, left Bangkok ¥
political reasons and left his small son with the grandmother. The man, i
his place of exile, married another woman. When informed of this development
the mother and sisters were interested but not surprised; and one sister re-
marked, “He always liked to have a lot of women around him.”

The point here once more is that the structure of the family is a loose one.
and while obligations are recognized, they are not allowed to burden one un-
duly. Such as are sanctioned are observed freely by the individual—he act<
of his own will, not as a result of social pressure.

Thus, again, Chandruang’s father took a second wife, Rieu, a girl not too
well educated and one who had a difficult time in her relations with the other
women of the household. Later, Rieu went away to Bangkok for her health,
and after a time fell in love with someone there. Before she remarried, she
asked Chandruang’s father’s permission, which he gave. “Father felt sorry for
her and gave her a few hundred ticals to start a new life with her new hus-
band.” 9He was under no social pressure to do this, but he “felt sorry for her.
Similarly, the political exile, while under no obligation to keep in touch wit «
his mother in Bangkok, did so when opportunity offered because he wanted

By contrast, if some individual—often a woman—wishes to be uncoopera-
tive with other members of her family, she can become very difficult. R™:
suffered, not from the first wife’s jealousy, but from the venom of her mot. er

17 Titiev and Tien, 1947, pp. 261-262 (Emphasis supplied).
1* Chandruang, 1940, p. 16. 17 Chandruang, 1940, p. 180.
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Prince Chakrabongse, when he brought home a Russian wife, faced opposition
from his mother, who upbraided her son and so made his bride’s position a
difficult one.10 She should have received her daughter-in-law on arrival by
jocul tradition; but as a woman she did not wish to, and there was an end to
1! Ayear later, however, she softened and did receive the foreign daughter-in-

Where social structure is “close”—that is, where the behavior of the people
conforms closely to the formal social patterns of human relations, as injapan—
it is difficult for an individual to deviate, and reciprocal rights and duties are
clearly marked and carried out. Under such conditions, a foreign bride may not
be approved, but once she becomes a member of the family, then the forms
»t least will be observed. The mother would receive her even though it hurt
to do so. In Siamese society it is relatively easy to achieve a fait accompli by
doing something not approved by other members of the group. But in so doing
one does not necessarily achieve the acceptance of the others. The “accom-
plished fact” does not accomplish much.

The local group in Japan, the hamlet, has a clearcut social unity with spe-
cial ceremonies for entry and exit and a whole series of rights and obligations
for its members. Each man must sooner or later assume the responsibility of
being the representative of the local group, each must assist on occasions of
hamlet cooperation such as road building or funeral preparations. In Thailand
the hamlet also has its own identity and the members also have rights and
duties, but they are less clearly defined and less strictly enforced. Exchange
svstcms are less clear cut. Thus in Thailand, with its mobility of population
and lack of emphasis on long term obligations, we do not find the financial
credit associations (ko) which extend over twenty years or so in a Japanese
farm community. But they are found in China and Vietnam, areas in which we
find societies similar to Japan in the sense here used.2l

The difference in closeness and looseness of cultural pattern as between
Thailand and such a culture as the Japanese may also"be seen in games of
poem exchange. In Japan a well known “social”’game involves knowing by
-cart a hundred classical poems, so that when two lines are recited by one
c°ntestant the other can complete the poem with the remaining lines. In rural
J*pan the folk poetry is less likely to take a contest form and there is some
emprovisation, but by and large the texts are remarkably standard in any
C>en region.2In Thailand also there are poetic contests, but here, while there
* 4 general plot to which any given series of rhymes must conform, there is
& T r°°m “or imProv'isation and direction of the story to suit the occasion.B
_'th societies have poem contests, but one is bound by tight formal rules

" Cbola, 1943, p. 16.

" Effibree, 1939, pp. 138-151; Fei, 1939, pp. 267-274; Vinh, 1931.
bree, 1949. * Bidyalankarana, 1926.
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while the other stresses individual variation within broad boundaries of rhyn-e
and plot.

Still another manifestation of the Thai way is found in cabaret life. I-
Singapore the Chinese have organized cabarets so that there is no dancir. m
with the taxi dance-girls without tickets, and the whole procedure is wt'
organized to give a steady financial profit to the management. Bangkok al-j
has cabarets—but no manager has succeeded in running one Singapore style
Each girl comes or does not come on a given night as she pleases; she may o;
may not require a guest to buy a dance ticket; and if she goes home with him
afterward she may or may not be mercenary about it, depending on how she
feels. A man from Singapore with some experience in cabaret management
commented unfavorably to me on the casual way in which these things are
done in Bangkok. Cabarets are, of course, an innovation in Bangkok from
the West, but the permissive behavior pattern of managers and the individual
behavior of the girls are characteristically Thai. Even if the manager is
Chinese or European he finds it necessary to adjust his management to the
Thai way.

This “unreliability,” as Westerners are likely to call it, does not reflect
naivete. One evidence of this is that in the average business deal it is the for-
eigner—not the Thai—who loses his money. And on a national scale, Thailand
by a combination of good luck and clever diplomacy, managed to retain her
political independence when all the small countries around her succumbed to
European colonial control. The good fortune was the Franco-British rivalry
in Southeast Asia which made of Thailand a “buffer” state between British
Burma and French Indochina. But of itself this could not have saved the
independence of the nation. What saved it was the diplomatic skill of the Thai
—a kind of delay and doubletalk which doubtless irritated more than or.?
foreign diplomat, but which succeeded in preventing them from ever joining
forces to carve up the country. In this regard Thailand has been more suc-
cessful than any African country or than such a “buffer” state as Poland.

In her diplomacy Thailand succeeds in exploiting her cultural difference
from the West. While never so adamant in her resistance to some Western
demand as to force a showdown fight and sure defeat, what the Thai govern-
mental official does is first to smile and if this is not sufficient to disarm tu?
unwelcome stranger he also says, smilingly, “Yes, I’ll see.” In the weeks,
months, or years of “seeing” how the foreigner’s wish can be implemented,
some new factor usually enters the picture either to make the foreigner chare?
his mind or to give the Thai government some opportunity backed by outs:.?
strength to give a negative reply.

To tell a lie successfully, to dupe someone else, is praiseworthy in Th*-
culture—a tradition that, no doubt, has not been without utility to the natmr.
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in its foreign relations. It is not so praiseworthy to have one’s lie discovered,
however, and one so discovered invites any punishment he may receive. There
ire many sayings bearing on the point, and many of the popular stories col-
’ected by Le May reflect an admiration for the man or woman who can suc-
cessfully deceive another. It is shameful to be caught, but clever to succeed;
ind the moral of many of the stories and sayings is that one should always be
wiry. %

A good liar, of course, requires a cool temperament, and the Thai accord
considerable respect to this. There is a special term, choei, fo refer to a cool
temperament; Landon has described this in his Siam in Transition:

The word is seldom applied in a derogatory manner unless used by a foreigner who
a trying to break down lassitude and indifference. Siamese regard it as complimentary
ind the attitude it expresses as a virtue. It means the ability to take life as it comes
without excitement. He who meets the crises of life with cool mien is “choei.” A certain
c.ri, who held a prominent position and who, when caught in adultery and theft and
aood to lose both good name and position, met the situation with a coolness that was
newt astonishing, was described by Siamese as undeniably “choei.” The term implies
coolness of attitude toward work, responsibility, or trouble.*5

A former government official of cabinet rank expressed the belief that
political parties are not likely to succeed in Thailand because the people are
too individualistic and do not like to work in organizations. In contrast to the
Japanese the Thai do not allow an obligation of loyalty to a chief to take pre-
cedence over other considerations. Thus one may often see a man prominent
in one political group today join forces with the leader of a different group
tomorrow if circumstances warrant. Several of Premier Phibun’s opponents of
W 7 were his political allies in 1948.

Together with Thai individualistic behavior within a loosely integrated
*ocial structure is an attitude of minding oners own”business when it comes
to matters of action. A thief can steal from a man’s house and not be stopped
unless the owner himself raises the alarm. A man may assault someone in
M view of onlookers, who will make no move to interfere. This is another
vharp contrast to traditional Japanese culture where personal property—at

before 1945— was usually remarkably safe, and house keys the exception.
A thief or assaulter would soon be caught and subdued by neighbors or by-
»tir.ders if observed.

An important fact in Thai life is the utter insecurity of physical property.

applies not only to a piece of clothing laid out to dry, but even to temple

LeMay, 1930. There are several tales in this collection which reflect this pointof view—for
Snare,” “The Glass Stopper,” and “The Love Lesson.” Buddhist morality, how-

* die lie, and schoolteachers stress the virtue of not telling one.
Lwidon, 1939, p. 148.
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property. Every temple altar must be locked up when no priests are presc.r
In Bangkok all frame houses are supplied either with shutters, which a-*
locked at night, or with iron bars on the windows. The more well-to-do ha-.e
their property surrounded by a wall provided with a lockable gate. This ever-
present danger of house-breaking and theft, which is no new thing in urban
Thai life, means that nothing of any value can ever be left unlocked. At
Chulalongkorn University library, for instance, al/l books are kept in locked
bookshelves. Such a situation requires a constant alertness on the part of even
the small property owner. It does not encourage either neighborly trust or a
sluggish mind.

At the local group level, while the people live by wet rice agriculture, there
seems to be a less closely woven pattern of cooperative organization for accom-
plishing agricultural labor as compared with, say, Japanese society. In con-
sidering this, and perhaps the family structure, too,}it must be borne in mind
that the number of people per square mile is not nearly so great in agriculture
Thailand as it is in agricultural Japan or Vietnam. Dense population may cm
force more carefully laid out modes of interpersonal conduct. Group pressure
and set patterns of behavior become more important for harmonious group life
where many men live in little space.

The lack of the intense insular patriotism among the Thai, which is so
characteristic of the Japanese islanders, affords another contrast. Thai as 4
rule are not ethnocentric; they are not anxious to prove to themselves and ==
others that they and their country are superior. At the same time there d«cs
exist pride of race. The reaction of Prince Chakrabongse’s mother to his nu:
riage with a Russian girl, already mentioned, was an example of this. Premier
Phibun has gained some of his popularity by means of antiforeign pronounoe-
ments. He also, like some Japanese political leaders, tried to reform Thai cus-
toms, to “modernize” them. Yet though this resembles some of the Japane-e
reactions to Western cultural influence, the phenomenon is much less genera
in Thailand. When Thai intellectuals criticize Phibun, they scorn his attem pt
to “make us civilized.” Such people assume that they are civilized and t"
striving to imitate Western custom too seriously is rather to be ridiculed.

The class structure of Thailand in the days of the absolute monarchy pr
vided for the situation created by the custom of extensive royal polygyny
by a rule that each succeeding generation lost rank until by the fifth genera-
tion, the descendents of royalty ranked as common people. Formally the >
tem was a neat one as follows:

The sons and daughters of the king and of the queens are bom with the title
Chao Fa while those of the king and of ladies who are not queens are Phra Ong (
The children of Chao Fa and Phra Ong Chao are Mom-Chao, their children being V
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Rjcha Wongs, and the next generation Mom Luang and the next are without title of

*ny sort. I*

However, it was always possible for the king to confer titles on men of ability
.'r favor, and so raise them in rank. The declining descent rule, in turn, ap-
plied to their children, but in this case, too, could always be counteracted by
conferred rank.

Succession to the throne was through a younger brother, or the eldest son
o/ one of the queens—rules not so strict but that various aspirants to the throne
felt free to make personal bids for power. This uncertainty of succession often
led to extensive assassinations. For example, when King Budayot Fa died in
I$09 his son, “fearing, or feigning to dread, conspiracies against him, put to
death one hundred and seventeen Siamese nobles, among whom were several
{enerals who had fought at his father’s side against the Burmans.”27

The lack of interest in exact procedures was dramatically demonstrated
when King Chulalongkorn died and no one seemed to know in detail the proper
ritual procedures.

Preparations were then hurriedly begun for the bathing ceremony which is always
performed as soon as possible after death; and after that for the conveyance of the
body to the Grand Palace for the lying-in-state. But now difficulties arose. The cere-
monies to be observed were all laid down by ancient tradition but no one could be found
who remembered them. It was 42 years since a King of Siam had died. No preparations
ewild be made beforehand, for to have discussed the funeral rites while the King still
lived would have been regarded as treason. The details of the procession had also to be
Arranged. So the archives were searched, old documents consulted; there were endless
iocussions. It all meant delay, with the result that what should have happened in the
Afternoon did not begin till well after sunset. It was seven o’clock and quite dark before
the bathing ceremony was over.2*

In modern Thailand the school system is, as in Japan, a national one, with
teachers appointed and curricula fixed by the state. In the schools themselves
teachers and stifdents wear uniforms and the children are expected to re-
*p*ct teachers, but there is none of the stiff formality in the Thai classroom
comparable to that in Japan. The teacher may speak quite informally and the
2«pils are under no compulsion to sit at attention. And while the total sys-

is state run, many schools operate largely on their own initiative for lack
m properly qualified teachers from normal schools and for lack of sufficient
tu k°°ks and school equipment. This is another example of how two struc-

* Graham, 1912, p. 216.

~fouhot, 1864, vol. 1, p. 92. Further evidence of the looseness of the rules of succession is to
'«r.din Kaempfer, 1906 (writing in the 17th century), p. 36and Chula, 1943, p. 16.

Smith, 1947, p. 120.

>



190 AMERICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST (52, 195Q

tures, similar on paper, are quite different in operation, the one (the Japanese
being closely knit, the other (the Thai) loosely woven.

Neatness as a cultural trait seems to be related to the closeness of a sue m
structure. For example, the neatness so stressed in a Japanese household *
notably absent in the Thai home. In a royal household, Smith noted, “T: -
other rooms in the house where the family lived were clean but never tidy,"*
a statement equally true of ordinary Thai homes today. Even in dresa the
Thai are individual, or rather ununiform. A less regular form of dress than
the loosely draped panutig would be difficult to find. Officials now wear Western
style uniforms, but their garments are seldom very neat.

There are some other characteristics of Thai society which may well V
associated with the individualistic behavior of the people and the loose intc
gration of the society. One of these is the attitude of people toward work.

In Japan, as in puritan New England, work isregardecTas a virtue, and an
easy life of self-indulgence is considered wrong. In China hard work is the
rule but, according to Hsii, it is not of itself a virtue—indeed, the wealth)
man’s son is expected not to work as a sign that the father is rich.30 The Viet-
namese are a hard-working people and put a considerable premium on thh>
trait. For the poor, physical labor is a necessity, but with the wealthy, white-
collar tasks in government or as scholars are prestige-giving—and a Viet-
namese's willing to work long and hard and deny himself many pleasures ;.
order to achieve a name in the administrative or scholarly world. This is n>t
the point of view of the Thai. Work is not regarded as good in itself. There is.
on the contrary, a good deal of attention paid to things which give enjoyment
Pleasure is'often considered a good thing per se.

A word that indicates an important part of the Siamese character is the won!
“snuk.” In its simplest aspects it means “fun-loving” or “pleasure-loving.” The w.<:!
also means a “deep interest in something, momentarily, to the exclusion of all else "
The Siamese are a pleasure-loving people, as is shown by their ready laughter. TV
people they like are those who can make them laugh and feel happy. Siamese have ©
marked that they respect those who make them laugh. They enjoy a show, a dance. i
game, a trip to some near or distant point. To travel is definitely “snuk.” The ::a
of “snuk” carries even into religion. A grdup of Siamese attended a Christian Chur- -
service for the first time. They remarked, after leaving the church, that the sendee wa*
not “snuk” and that they would not come again. When they were asked if Buddn
was “snuk,” they said that it was. Their religion not only provided a method of
ship, but also a system for satisfying the social needs of the group. The temple is t
focal point of the community, the centre around which revolve the religious rites, t
picnics, the plays, and the other amusements of the people. The religious year has
for boat racing, sports, games, trips to holy places, shadow shows, and festive para o'
So even relig'on becomes “snuk.”3

** Smith, 1947, p. 121. (Writing as of the late 19th century.)
" Hsii, 1948, p. 274. « Landon, 1939, p. 143.
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Related to this point of view is the problem of the Thai student abroad,
mpe Chinese and Japanese drive for learning is not a Siamese characteristic.
There is, however, a prestige associated with study in Europe or the United
Sutes; and then, travel is pleasurable. A reflection of these factors is that
»iny Thai are not so much interested in going abroad for the love of learning,
vut rather in order to visit some well known American or British institution,
[t is more important to have attended Oxford, or Yale, or Princeton, even if one
'oes not take a degree, than it is to have graduated from some smaller or less
well-known college.

Thai students, when they return home after a period of years abroad, find
it difficult to readjust to Thai life. They are not content with some lowly
office job or teaching post, but feel they must head a department or a labora-
tory, and if not, that their talents are wasted. The net result is that many
of these returned students enter politics or try to manage an import-export
company or, better still, obtain a government appointment overseas. Thus
the returned Thai student often does not join the lower ranks of a body of other
Thai scholars and scientists and so build up a strong university or research
center. Each man rather tries somehow to exploit the prestige value of his
foreign residence so as to obtain a pleasant post. The net result is that there
a no well-manned Thai university or scientific center in the country today,
despite the generations of Thai who have studied at the world’s best univer-
ities.

Such evidence as has been given from Thailand, when contrasted with that
oi Japan or Vietman, 'would indicate that there is considerable variation in
the rigidity of the structures of different societies even when these structures
at certain points bear surface similarities as, for instance, in family organiza-
tion or the school system. jThe permissiveness of individual behavioral varia-
tion in the culture does not mean that the sofiigt": is noorlv* integrated'. On the
contrary, theTooSe Integration is a functional one, allowing not only variation
in individual behavior but also in national behavior. It has a survival value
*hich may well go back to the early days of extensive Thai migrations and
*hich has served the nation well to this day. In such a society the processes
" acculturation may produce fewer dysfunctional social situations than those
*hich have occurred in, say, Vietnam society—that is, a loosely integrated
Whicture such as the Thai may adjust to external cultural influences with less
-~tic overall changes than a more rigid structure such as the Japanese or
*<tnamese.]|Both types may adjust “successfully” in the sense of retaining
—¢*r basic cultural values, but the adjustments are of different forms, and
ffjbably the Thai type of adjustment causes less nervous strain on the people
“eeolved than does the Japanese. Thus, in a broad sense, the loose integration

serve a social function. However, it should be remarked that there seems
She little if any relation between closeness or looseness of social integration
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and any immediate social or psychological “needs” of a people. Whether
not this is true, studies of the differences of behavior in different cultures w ¢
similar social structures should be made to test a number of current assun *
tions in the social sciences—e.g., that social structures are neatly adjusted t
individual and social “needs,” and that similar social systems create simiUr
culturally determined types of behavior.

YALE UNIVERSITY
NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT
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Chapter 1 /QI 1 6

INTRODUGTION

The previous article by Embree, which was published in the
American Anthropologist in 1950, has had great influence on Thal
specialist's work. As Punyodyana(l969=?7) sayss

In the nearly two decades since the late John Embree put
forward his thesis on the Thai 'social system! and boldly
characterized it as 'loose', many Western specilaliste in

Thai studies, particularly American cultural anthropologists,
have become so pre-occupied with his thesis that in their
observations and analyses of Thai society, or aspects thereof,
they have increasingly centered their attention on this notion
and seem little intervested in viewing Thail society from any
other angle.

So central an issue in Thai social studies has the loose structure
concept become over the years, that recently (1968) an entire
conference wae devobed to discussing it; the papers given at the
conference being later publighed, CGontroversy has arisen as to the
loose structure concept's philosphical and empirical(for Thai
society) validity. This has resulted in the development of & polemic,

On the one hand their are the supporiers of Embree e.g. Hanks 1962,
Hanks and Hanks 1963, Hamburger 1967, Wilson 19593 1960; 1962,

Phillips 1965319693 Ladd Thomas 1962, Piker 1968 a bs 1969,

uraham and. @raham 1958, Sharp et al 1953, Mosel 1957, 1965, to

some extent Bvers 1968, and until recently Moerman 1966. whey can be
eohbidered a school of thought bhecause of the uniform assumptions in
theilr argument. The loose structurists, as they will be called, attempt
to showthat Embree's description and explanation of Thal social
behaviour is accurate. They point to features in Thai society that
support Embree's article. They have also further developed his concept
and applied it to other spheres, Hanks, for instance, has attempted %o
describe the Thal social processes which he calls the 'ciddoulus of
movements'. Others such as Wilson and Mosel relate loose structure

to the politico/hureauoraxio system. Whilst Phillips
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and. Piker have related peasant personality to loose structure.
Hamburger has even analysed Thal music in terms of loose
structurel Moreover, thelr works tend to give the impression that
Thal society is amorphic: and Thal social behaviour is random.

On the other hand, opponents of loose structure, whom, for
convenience,will be called anti-loese structurists, (e.ge
Wijewardene 1965, Tambiahl966, Moerman 1968; 1967; 1966, Textor
1967, Keyeshl1966f Mulder 196Bp31968131969, and to some extent
Bvers 19665 19673 1969) criticise the loese structure school
on twoe grounds. They empirically point te other features of
Thai society (e.g. the bureaucracy and Sangha or monagtic order)
to prove that Thail social behaviour is not loosely structured.
They also argue that if Thal society is studied from another point
of view than that of the loose structurists a totally different
pioture emerges; that is a picture of regularity and coherence.

Since the loose structure concept has become so influential
and a major focus of attention, it seems worthwhile to analyse
the loose structure concept in order to determine its validity
enpirically and its adequacy as a description and explanatiof of
Thal sociely and social behaviour; and also to determine the accuracy
of the random and amorphous pictmre of Thai society that is
implicit and explicit in their works. In order to bring to light
the crucial issues involved in the loose structure concept an
analysis will be made of Embree's definition of the loose
gtructure concept and the major ideas of the loose structure
supporters. At the relevant points in the analysis the criticisms
of the anti-loose structurists will be evaluated.

This thesis aims to show that the loose structure hypothesis
is invalid and is inadequate to explain and describe Thal social
behaviour, Moreover, it aims to show that the amorphous picture of
Thal society conveyed in the loose structurists' work is
misleading, In Chapter 3, in the course of examining Embree's
and the loose structurist's ideas relating to Thai society's
loose structure m:ifed. entative suggestions for future iwvéstigation

will be put forward which it is suggested will reveal an alternative
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pitture of  Thiaisociety. In Chapter 4 the loose structure concept

will be tested by analysing the degree to which there is geographic
and. social mobility in Thail society.

Having shown the fallacies in the loose structurists®' school
of thought, in Chapter 5 the basic assumptions which underly the
loose structurists' school of thought and where relevant those of
the critics too, will be examined to show how they fostered
the fallacies in the loose structure polemic. Thig analysis will
also indicate those factors that must be taken into consiideration
if Thai social behaviour is to be understood. In the last chapter
a new model will be suggested which, it is hoped, will benefit from
this sbudy of the fallgcies in the loose structure concept, and also
av%ﬁ? the pitfalls into which it fell. But before commencing the
critique some methodological issues must be discussed for two reasons.
Namely that the reader can understand why the thesis is structured in
the manner that it is and why the arguement takes the form that it doess
Abso since questions of methodology are points of issue in the polemic,
it is necessary to discuss them before beginning. This is necessary
net simply in order to justify the author's own methodology but

R\ also to sho&how these methodological issues will be tackled so as +to

avold some of the fallacious methodology committed by participants in the
polemic,

Pirstly, what type of statement is 'loose structure'? This is
an impecrtant point for the type of statement that it is will determine
the type of criticism it is open to. Several participants in the
polemic seem to assume, whether implicitly or explicitly, that loose
structure is some kind of theory, thesis or hypothesis. Phillips(19669:p27)
however,states:

It must be made clear that the "loose structure" concept is not
a theory, if by "theory" is meant - as it always has meant to
me - a comprehensive, abstract, and concepiunally parsimonious
explanation of behavior." It very obviously is a descriptive
generalization and, like all descrippive generalizations, has
limited empirical reference.

Phillps statement that loose structure has only ' a limited

empirical reference' isg difficult to understand since both he
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(1969t P27) and most of the other loose stiructurists have applied
the term to a wide variety of social spheres, as will be seemn.
Even so, Phillips point that it is a descriptive generalisation
and does not explain anything is open to cuestion not only
because Hanks (1962) and Phillips (1965, 1969) have attempted to
explain Thai behaviour in terms of loose siructure, but also because,
even if it were only a 'descriptive generalisation' it would be
explanatory to some degree. Although controversy still rages in
philosophy as to the relationship between description and
explanation, as has been pointed out by Whewell (1880) in what is
still considered a seminal work on the subject, descriptions are
explanations and as such their validity is open to testing and
verification, Thus since loose structure is explanatory on both
these grounds, it does seem reasonable to consider it a form

of hypothesis, thesis or theory (without going into the finer
points as to the philosophical difference between the three.). As
such it ig open to testing and verification., In the following
thesis this will be attempted.:

Secondly, as will become apparent, the type of data used is
an issue in the polemic and is a major factor in dfermining each
gide's views. Therefore, it secems worthwhile on two grounds to discuss
the type of data used by the participants aml in this thesis.
Firstly,; so that the reader may be aware of their importance at
the o#fset and bear this in mind when reading. Secondly, so that the
reader will be aware of the reasons why the author uses the type
of data that she does.

Embree's article lacks an empirical basis., His examples are
essentially anecdotal in nature and lifted out of their context.
In fact the works of the loose structurists as a whole tend to be
impressionistic. Opponents of loose structure often criticise e
its supporters on these scores. These are valid criticisms for it
1s generally accepted in anthropology today that for an analysis
to be acceptable, from an anthropological point of view, social
data must be analysed in context. A Frazerian methodology and

approach are no longer acceptable. Moreover, nowadays anthropologists
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tend to favour intensive 'hard fact' analysis. Bearing this in
mind in the following chapters, an attempt will be made to study
Thai social behaviour in conpxt and intensively based on 'hard
facts®,

But, since this is a library thesis, the data that can be
used will bdde¢ermined by the literature available. Unfoﬁﬁnately,
the availabie literature is hoth scanty and sketchy. Before
Embree's time Thailand was not well known to social scientists.
Prior to Embree's article there is little literature that is
sociologically useful. As Kirsch (1969:p39) says:

When Embree published his article characterizing Thailand

as a floosely structured' social system.... There were, of
course, numerous missionaries' reports, travellers' accounts,
and. reminiscences of former officale dealing with the country,
but there was lititle reliable evidence gathered by trained
observers.

In%act, prior to 1950, the only studies that can really be
conside%ed to beﬂg social science nature are the rural economic
surveys of Zimmerman(1931) and Andrvews(1935). It was not until
1968 that the first full length structural analysis, by Moerman,
was published.

This lack of literature dbviously limits the type of analysis
that can be made in this thesis and will determine to a great extent
the type of situations which will be discussed. In fact, since
the majority of the available literature, especially that of the

loose structurists, refers to rural communities, most being community
studies, and at the interpersonal level of analysis, the following
analyis will have to refer tog and the critique be based on, this
kind of literature.

Moreover, ancther reason for primarily concentrating on Bural
areas in the following critigue is because, although Embree and the
loose structuriste apply loose sitructure as a blanket term to Thai
society, as Nadel(1958) points out, it is methodologically impossible
to characterize the total social structure of a whele society for
so0 many variables would be involved it would be impocsible to classify
them all. Also he
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points out, not all these variables will necessarily be functionally
related. Therefore only a cluster of related variables can be
dealt with at any one time.

Applying this theoretical point to the loose struciure
polemic, i1 means that it is impossible to test the losse structure
concepts! validity for the totality of Thaivsociety, only a
cluster of related Thal variables can be tested. Since the Thail
peasantry forms such an important cluster of variables in Thal
society for it forms almost 85 percent of the population, and since
the loose structurists primarily base thelr argumsments on
peasant data and it is the most well documented section of Thail
soclety, in the following critique the validity of the loose
structure concept will be tested against rural Thai data.

However, where necessary for an understanding of certain issues in
the polemic other social variables will be discussed.

But it is true, a® Punyodyana(1969: pp83-=84).pointgout, when
criticising the loose structurists community studies may not be
representative of the wider community. Where statistics are
available they will be used to support any generalisations wider
than those relating to a specific community. But unfortunately,
since these statistics are limited in variety and number, and data
in general is scanty, many wider generalisations will necessarily
have to be based on a limited number of community studies.

Howevef, using this kind of data it is valid to make generaligations
based on logical inference and where possible this form of
generalisation will be used. But the author is very aware that any
generalisations made at the present time, especially those
appertaining to Thai society as a whole, can only be tentative

untll more 'hard facts' bhecome avallable.

In the polemic the level of analysis is a point of issue too. Punyodyana

 for instance, (1969: p86) argues that if Thai society is
looked at from another, different level of analysis than that of
interpersonal analysis, that is the level of ‘'institutional

norms®, a totally different picture of Thai sociely will be revealed.
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Since the polemic is primarily orientated around the interpersonal
level and the majority of data relate§ to this level, this will

be the primary focus of attention but where necessary for the argumment,
as withRNvesles point, and for throwing light on crueial issues,

other levels of analysis will be taken into account where relevant.

Another crucial methodological point that must be discussed
ig the type of concept that loose structure is. Although Embred
entitles his article 'Thailand: a loosely structured social system?®
and the loose structure school of thought concentrates on The study
of Thai society, loose structure, is, in fact, a comparative
concept for Embree compares the'loose structure'of Thailand's
society with the 'tightly woven' structure of Japan, Vietnam and
China, Significantly, as will be seen, the loose structure school
rarely refers to the '"tight' aspect of Bmbree's theory. |

Since this is a comparative concept, in Chapter 2, Embree's
definition of closely woven social structure will bhe analysed
for several reasons. Not only to throw light on Embree's
peaning of closely woven social structure and its significance for
the theory in general, but also 1o provide a background for the
subsequent study of the validity of applying the loose structure’
concept to Thai society. Tightly structured will also be
examined so that it can be seen what it is that Thai society is
being compared ti?, gso that Thal society can be seen in
perspective, and also so that crucial issues can be highlighted. A%
the same time the study of 'tightly woven' aims to show a
major fallacy in Embree's argusment that is very relevant to the
study of Thai society, especially the study of choice.

However, owing to space not all the societies considered 1o be
tightly woven will be able to be examined. But since the majority
of Embree's examples relate to Japan and it is no doubt this
society that he primarily had in mind when he was comparing Thai
gociety, for it was:bapan that he did most of his fieldwork in and
this was his primary field of specialisation, Embree's definition

of tightly woven social structure will be examined in terms of




Japanese ethnography alone.

But it must be pointed out that Japan is not the author's
field of specialisation, this analysis will be based on a limited
number of books and Japan is a society that is undergoing rapid socilal
change. As such this cannot be, and is not intended as either an
intensive or definitive study of Japanese social structure or a
critical evaluation of the literature of Japan. Rather it is
intended to be a brief sketeh, of high generality, for the most
part ahistorical: a kind of ideal type. The author is very
aware that it might not always be applicable to the particular.
But, given the reasons on the previous page for discussing tight
structure and the reasons above, this isg all that is necessary or
possible.

Lagtly, Bmbree uses the terms '"Thai’ and 'Thailand' in an
ambiguous manner. On the one hand he seems to be referring to the
Thai ethnic groups who are found in several countries in South
East Asia, such as Burma, Laos, Vietnam, and South China., On the
other hand he applies the term loose structure to Thailland i.e. the
nation state. To avoid confusion and ambiguity it is necessary
to be clear as to which people it is that he is actually referring
to. Although he says Thailand is a loosgely structured social system
it seems reasonable to assume that he is not applying the term 'loose
structure' to the social relations of 211 imhabitants of Thailand
for the term isﬁakviously not applicable to such nomadic food
gatherers as theATong Luang (spirits of the yellow leaves), or
the northern hill tribes such as the Karen and Shan and Heo, or
to the Chinese inhabitants. Rather he seems to be applying loose
structure to the Thal ethnic group. Since he is referring to
Thailand however, il seems reasonable to assume that he is
referring to the Thais that inhabit Thailand alone.

The Thais who inhabit Thailand while having the same basic
culture and language, vary in name, dialec¥ and certain customs

from district to district. But in the literature (Lebar 1964,




Seidenfaden 1958, Keyes 1967, Moermen 1965, Le May 1935) it is veny
often difficult to distingnish between groups, to determine
which group is which, and in some areas whether a group of people
are Thai or not. Not only because of a confusion in the use of
names im western observors models of the ethnic groupings but also
because the Thais themselves, in their own ‘conscious models' use
group names smbiguously. (See Keyes 1967, 1966% p362-369y Moerman
1965).

From the literature it does appear however, that the major
Thai groupings in Thailand include the Central Thal or Siamese
who inhabit the Central Menam Plain and southern Thailland, the
Thai Yuan or northern Thai (sometimes called Lanathai or Lao) and
the Thai lue, a minority group, who inhabit the north of Thailand,
the Pak Thal who dwell in the extreme south, and the Lao or Xhorat
Thai of the northeast. Also found in the norvtheast are the Puthai,
Yaws; Yuais and Phuane (Seidenfaden 1958: plll). But since
available literature refers only to the Central Thai, the Thail

Yuan, the Thai lue, the Lao, the Khorat Thai and the Phu Thai

24

Embree's theory will only be able to be tested against the ethnography

available on these groupings::.
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Chapter II

Japant a Glosely Woven Social System?

Embree states in his article that societies such as Japan,
Vietnam and China are closely woven social structures. These, he
argues:

contrast with Thal culture in having more tightly woven
cultures — that is, cultures whose patterns are clearly marked
and which emphasize the importance of observing reciprocal
rights and duties in various situations to a greater degree '
than is to be found among the Thai (pl82),

Embree also implies that closely woven social struetures have Yset
patterns of behaviour (pl88)' and states:

Where social structure is"close™ - that is, where the behaviour
of the people conforms closely to the formaihpatterns of human
relations, as in Japan - it is difficult for dEm indiwidnal to
deviate, and reciprocal rights and’ duties are olearly marked
and carried out (pl85).

In these definitions Embree is making three propositions:

f) That in closely woven societies such as Japan, patterns
are clearly marked.

2) Reciprocal rights and duties are=oléar1y marked and the
importance of observing them is emphasised to a greater
degree than is to be found amongst the Thai.

3) There are set behaviour patterns; it is difficult for the
individual to deviate; reciprocal rights and quties are
carried out and the behaviour of the people conforms closely
to the formal patterns of human relations.

But how valid are these propositions? In the following pages, for
reasons stated in the introduction, these statements will be tested,
primarily against the ethnographic data on village Japan, but where
necesgary also against the ethnographic data on Japan in general.

At no point does Embree explicitly define what he means by such
terms as 'rights and duties', 'pattern' and 'clearly marked'; only
very recently in the Yale symposium have the loose structurists
attempted to define tﬁeir terms, Since, as will become apparent,
many agpects of the loose structure polemic are the result of confused
and ambiguous definitions it is both worthwhile and necessary to
determine what Embree actually means by the above terms before

starting the analysis,




Firstly, what does Embree- mean by 'rights and duties'? Thig is
a well known social anthropological and. socialogical term, being
used ag a concept in role theory. Usually, at least since the war,
Trights and duties' are generally defined as a set of normative
institutionalised expectations about How individuals in a particular
status. ought to behave in particular situations. A right is undewstood
to° be an ego expectation that the person will be acted towards in a
particulaw way and 2 duty that he will himself act im the way
prescribed by ﬂheznonmativezrules.l

I% can Be inferred that Embree is using 'rights and duties' im
the customary anthropologieal and soeialogical way with: the emphasis
on tHe normative aspects: of behaviour for he states that iwm the
Chinese tightly structured family there is: Ya strong emphasis om a
clearcut system off rights and dutiesr which all proper people should
¥ollow' (pl84, my underlining).

Secondly, in everyday usage 'pattern' is generally aceepted as
meaning a regularity, that is the continuous repetition of the same
pienomena ox sequence of phenomena. In social anthropology however,
since Lé%i«Strauﬁs pointed it out (1963: p283)% it has been generally
accepted that anthropologists are dealing with two kinds of social
patierns, normative or jural patterns and statistical patterns of
behaviour. The former being behaviour governed by the normative or
jural rules devived from the belief system and the latter being
patterns of behaviocur revealed 1o the antﬁropclogist by the collection
and gnalysis of statistics on behaviour. But which sort of pattern is
Embree referring to? It is apparent from his article that he is
using the term in +wo different ways. He applies the term to material
culture as, for example, when he states that 'the difference in

closeness and looseness of cultural pattern as between Thailand and a
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culture such as Japan may also be seen in games of poem exchange (p185).'

His stress in the great majority of the article on formal social

1. See Beatvie 1965: p2.

2. This was of course first published in ANTHROPOLOGY TODAY 1953,
edited by A. KROFBER. Chicago.
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patterns of human relations and rights and duties reveals that when
uging the term pattern he is also referring to regularities

governed by normative rules. Since BEmbree implies his definition in
terms of normative behaviour patterns they would seem to be the most
important and fundamental to his arguement. For this reason and also
because 1t would be methodologically impossible to effectively deal
with all his examples and to analyse Thai society in tote (as has been
pointed out previously), the following analysis will be focused
primarily on normative behaviour patterns.

Lastly, when Embree uses the term 'clearly marked! it is
apparent that this also is being used in two different ways. He applies
the term to 'rights and duties' in the quotation 'a clear cut
system of rights and duties which all proper people should follow (p185).'
and from this it appears that he is referring to the degree and
specificity to which rights and duties are defined, stating that they
are very specifically defined in Japan. Also, since he suggests that
the reciprocal rights and duties are clearly marked and carrvied out,
then he is logically implying that they are clearly marked to the
Thais; that is they are part of what Lévi—Strauss would call the
Japanese 'conscious mod.el'1 ~ they are normative expectations.

Embree's second usage of 'clearly marked' occurs when he applies
it to 'pattern' and this reflects a confusion that is apparent in
many anthropologists' work of this period, the confusion of concepiual
categories with empirical 'reality'. For BEmbree pattern is in some
sense 'real'. It actually exists 'out there' in society.2 But
patterns do not exist 'out there! in gocietys a pattern is the
product of the anthropologists' conceptualization. The anthropologist
superimposes pattern onto social behaviour.3;He categorises actions
into patterns and regularities that he thinks he can discern in
soclety, Butl these patterns are conceptual; they do not }exist'.4

The fact that regularities described by the anthropologist are

1. For further information see Lévi-Strauss 1963: p281,
2. For example see page 188, paragraph 2.

3. Firth (1953) has pointed out that religious beliefs satisfy a need
to superimpose order onto the chaos man sees around him. Maybe, in
an increasingly secular society, anthropologists'! obsessions with
patterns satisfy the same kind of need.

4. Within the scope of this thesis, the term 'real' is not used in the

-~ metaphysical sense oftultimate! or 'infinite' but is confined to
‘the phenomena discernible to the senses.

o -
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conceptual is very relevantm as will become apparent, to the study
of the loose structure polemic,

Since 'pattern' is the product of the anthropdlogist's.
conceptualisation to state that it is clearly marked ie meaningless
or at least tautologous for *clearly marked' is the product of the
anﬁhro%%ogist's process of conceptualisation and in no Sense'exists
by itself either. But even so it dloes have a generally accepted
meaning for anthropologists and is a useful analytic tool. This is
becanse some regularities are more/obvious and egfier to ascerta%n . ~
for the anthropolgist and in this sense are more clearly marked.
Which patterns seem more obvious to the anthropologist are no doubt dve
to the scholastic tradition to which the anthropologist belongs an®
to the type of training he has received.l Examples of patterns which,
in this sense, seem more clearly marked %o the anthropologist are
normative rules, groups, hierachies and so on.

Bearing in mind Embree's definitions and the fact that 'pattern!
and 'clearly marked' are conceptualisations, Embree's three

propositions will now be analysed.

1)The difference in the interests and attitudes between

the 'Intellectual' French School and the "Empiricist' British School

of the pre—60's reflect the affect of tradition and training on the

kinds of regularities with which they deal. It has led them to look

for different kinds of patitern and to superimpose order on their data

in different ways. A comparison of Levi-Strauss's WIRUCTURAL “ENTHROPOLOGY
HROPLOLOGIE- STRUCTURALE(1963nd Radeliffe Brown's HTRUCTURE AND

FUNCTION IN PRIMITIVE SOGIETY(1952) clearly reveals Tthis.




he

1) In closely woven social structures such as Japan, are patierns

clearly marked?

According to Embree the Japanese hamlet is patterned in a
clearly marked way for he says thatb:

The local group in Japan, the hamlet, has a clear ocut social
unity with special ceremonies for entry and exint(pl8%5).

The literature does tend to bear out Embree's proposition, for the
buraku( hamlet)l is both an administrative unit governed by elected
officals and a corporate communal residential unit with a well
defined traditional political life.

This clear cut unity of the village is accentuated and
emphasifsed by various factors. It is a élstlncﬁéﬁé regidential unit
surrounded by fields. Although land is owned individually by
households, the number of households in dyvillage over the generations
has tended to become fixed. Only land cwning households or
honbgakusho(meaning title® farmers) have full rights in the villag
and have a ﬁ@ﬁbe in deciding }the important details of village management
and can be candidates and voters for the positions of wvillage officals.
Other households or kakacbyakusho(meaning non-titled farmers) are
usually either offshcots of the honkyakusho or late comers to the
village. and are of lower status having only access rights in the viillage

fheough

ﬁhe honbyakusho whose dependants they becpme. Oudsiders wishing to

enter the village must either become a dependant of the honbyakusho

or ‘take over a honbyaskusho household and this can only be done with

the consent of the villagers. In areas where there is economic

" differentiation between households bhe boundaries of the village are

further accentuated by a tendency to endogamy amonggt the less

well off households.

1) BYeherd ol Lo R8s ns BB TS e R Fu i PESERoE0R8R 10N Y 2EnBhERE
called a mure and sometimes a buraku in the literature. As Nakane

(1967=p435 points out there is a great deal of ambiguity in the
literature as to the use of the term murs for in,vamious adminigtrative

T L PR e e L E T I LT R S

call Zmbree's hamlet a buraku and the larger oollection of v1llages a
mura.
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The unity of the village is further symbolised by ritual. Each
village has its own Shinto shrine which is considered to belong to the
village alone and at which only members of the village worship,

The buraku also has ceremonies for entry and exit and these also
further accentuate the unity of the village. For example
Yoshida(1963) in his study of 3 buraku in the mountain locality of Nao
approximately 15 kilomters from Saga City and 2 buraku in the flat locality
of Honjo during the period of 1955~60), points out that:

Both newly established branch families and newcomers %ﬁ Nao are required
to offer two and a half bags of rice to the burakun and to stay for ‘
several years before they are treated as real members of the mommﬁgfng)

Whilst in Honjo Yoshida describes how the newcomers: .
were supposed to ofBer a bottle of saki to the buraku on the occasion
when they introduce themselves to a formal gathering of village
inhabitants and jiim the co—operative labor. (p.108)

Within the village also patterns are clearly marked. The basic
unit in the buraku is the household, a well-defined corporate social
property-holding unit with a distinctive pattern. The household or ie
is organised around the elementary family and may include relatives
and non-relatives, the latter usually being servan'bs.1 Vormatively a
patrilineal ideology pervades. Inheritance is from father to eldest
son who inherits the household goods, chattels and land. Otherw
siblings move out on marriage. If the natal household is rich enough
it will supply the other siblings with land and capital to set up a
'branch' household. If not they will either move %o the town, marry
into other households or remain as labourers in the natal household.

The ie is a property holding unit; land is not owned by the individual.
The unity of the Eeris reflected in the fact that the Japanese do not
conceive of the i;«in terms of the individual but as a unit (Nakane
1967: p2). This gg&ong consciousness of the residential domestic unit
is symbolically phrased in terms such as 'under the same rToof' or 'the
relationship in which one shares the meals cooked in the same pot.*

Marriage customs also reflect and accentuate the clear cut unity
and form a clearly marked patiern, for a woman when married, if she

goes to her husband's household, will break completely with her natal

1. The actual people living in the ie at any one time will depend upon
the economic situation of the household and the stage the family
development cycle has reached. See Nakane (1967: pl).
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household and lose her rights in it. Instead she becomes part of her
husband's household. This complete change of affiliation is symbolised
in the wearing of a ceremonéﬂl white kimono(the same colour as the
shroud in which corpses are buried) when the bride moves to her
husband's household and at death a wife is buried in her affinal ie's
- graves.
Fhe clear unity and pattern of the ig is further reflected in the
fact that it is normatively considered to be continuous over time,
having both a past and a future. Thus it is considered wrong for a father
t0 sell or break up ie land as he is depriving future ie members off their
e is is also defined in ritual terms for each ie has its own ancestral
éhrines at which only members of the household worship. Infact the
Japanese ig is a perfect example of a corporate group in the
Maine, Portes, and Radcliffe Brown sense of the woond.
The ie also belongs to other well-defined groups with clearly
marked patterns within the village., 4 household may belong to various,

often overlapping, groups which exchange goods and services such as

the fhinrui, the corporate dozuku,kumi, tonari andok®. The actual
groups found in.a village depend upon the economic situation and the
ecolog‘y.1

Te Shinrui is a kinbased action group which exchanges goods and
services, its most important function being the arrangement of funerals.
Shinrui, as a term, is a category of kin. The shinrui of an individual
are egols bilateral kindred inclﬁding all the members of ego's
kindred's households, Generally however, according to Nakane,kinship
ties are not articubdted &fter first or second cousin range.& Not
all the Shimrui »f all the individuals in a household exchange goods
and services; usually i ig only the Shinrui of the household heads that
is actually articuddted. Thus as the household's head's life cycle

evolves the composition of the Shinrul of the household changes.

1. See Nakane(1967: pl19).

2. When a Shinrui household is rich ego's househoeld may intevact with i+t
even though egols household is only distantly related to it.
(Nakane 19672 p34).

Y




A household may also belong to a dozuku. This is a group of
neighbouring co-operating households. Normally found in areas where
there is a wide economic differentiation (seé Nakane 1967: plZO),
it consiste of a main household and branch household(s). The branch
household, bunke, is set up by the main household, honke, and the
latter provides it with the necessary land and capital for setting:
up an establishment. The branch household may consist of younger sons,
brothers or servants. If a branch household ig vich enough it
sometimes sets up a further branch household. The dozuku is internally
stratified. The main household has higher status than the branch
household and conitrols it. This status difference is emphasised by
the fact that marriages between honke and bunke are frowned upon.
Honke prefer to marry their daughters to households of the same
economic status.l The dozuku is structurally continuous over time.

If it is large and wealthy it may become very powerful in a village.
However the fortunes of a dozuku may change over ‘the generations and
a rich dozuku in subsequent generations become poor. If it does so
it will no longer be effective and probably break up. With the
modernisation of Japan in the last century the number of dozuku has
been grgdually decreasing.

A Japanese household may also belong to a kumi. This is a
collection of houses, a territorially placed neighbourhood unit which
is also structurally continuous over time. It is a local ceremonial
unit, labour exchange unit, welfare and co-operative unit. It may or
it may not contain dozuku and if it does not, it will be organised
democratically. This collection of houses within a village is linked
by close kinship and sentimental ties.

The ko, unlike the dozuku and the kumi, is a volWuntary
association. The types of associations found in the villages vary for
example there may be credit associations, ceremonial associations,
young men and young women's associations, old people's welfare

associations, trade associations and so omn.

1. See Nakane 196T7: pl58. "Marriage should take place between
households of equal status is the golden rule.®

D&




There are also other patterns within the village such as
a. clear cut agricultural system of exchange labour and an
equally clear out patron-client system (oyako-kankei) which, once

established, tends to continue over generations.

33
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2) Are reciprocal rights and duties and the importance of observing

them clearly emphasised?

In his article Embree states that in Japanese villages:

fhere is)a whole serios of rights and obligations for its members.
Bach man must sooner or later assume the responsibility of being
the representative of the local groups, each must assist on
occasions of hamlet co~operation such as road building or funeral
preparations. (pl85)

Although the statement that 'each man must sooner or later assume the
resposibility of being the representative of the local groups' does not
seem to be borne out by the literature, certainly there are a whele
series of rights and obligations for its members and they are expected
to assist on occasions of hamlet co-operation. In Japanese villages
many activities are organised communally by the buraku, for instance
the administration of the local irrigation system, and, iff communally
owned, of the pasture and forest lands which provide both fodder and
fertilizer. In some areas because it controls the water supply, the
buraku determines how much of each man's holding should be devoted to
rice growing. It also plans and makes arranges for local festivities
and the biennial cleaning of the village. Other activities organised
communally are such things as the maintainance of lecal facilities —
roads, paths, bridges, the shrine and community hall.

The burakuw usually has two officials, one of whom is generally a
headman, and, in some areas, a council of 10 %o 20 people to administer
village enterprises and organise village activities. However, important
matters such as the allocation of buraku funds, work assignments on the
irrigation system and choice of candidates to represent the buraku, are
decided informally at a general meeting., Decisions are normatively
reached by majority vote, the voters being the member households of the
village.

Within the household EBmbree refers to the:

B PARENTS
strong sense of duty and obligation which is so characteristic,

in diverse ways, of Vietnam, China and Japan (pl83).
Be implies that they are mandatary obligations.

§§ Sonfrast the Chinese system of filial piety emphasises siirengly the
masculine side of the family and the duties of children to
parents, especially to the father, and of wife to husband. There
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is a strong emphasis on a clear cut system of reciprocal rights
and duties which all proper people should folloW.e..In
practice.... Asaio (filial piety) is demanded of children
toward all the members of the parental generation and aboves
and ti (respectful obedlence) must be shown by young people
toward any other older person in their generat10n.(p184)

In Japan as in China the father is an authoritarian figure.
Although, as Nakane points out, in Japan the father's authority
derives from the fact that he is the head of the household whereas in
China his authoriiy derives from the fact that he is 'Father'.
Traditionally the authoritarian father figure was an ideal model

which was enforced and influenced by the legal and ethical patterns -

established under the o0ld Civil Code. Although this Civil Code has been

abolishedlthe father still retains an anthoritarian image and his rights

and duties are clearly defined. Normatively in Japanese hougeholds,
every activity was regulated under the leadership of the father., He
represented the household in external activities, was the sole
figure to make final decisions and often made them unilaterally. If
he wished he could appoint his successor and, in an exbtreme case,
could chose an adopted son-in-law, superseding his real son. Since
children were expected to obey their parents and carry out their
commands he could even chose his children's marriage partensrs. His
authoritarian-posiﬁion was symbolised by the fact that he was given
the first bath, at times the best food and had a chair reserved for
his use.

The normative rights and duties of wives are also clear cut. A
wife is considered inferior to her husband and she is expected to be
loyal, submissive and obedient, anticipating the wants of her husband.

There ig a clear division of labour between husband and wife and
they tend to lead segregated lives. Traditionally, according to the
old Civil Code, wives could not buy or sell, give or exchange or
accept property without the permission of their husbands. Despite
the abolition of the old Civil Code, this pattern tends to still

remain the ideal. What belonged to the wife on marriage remained her

1. EBfter the war and under the influence of the allies, the old Civil

Code was abolished and the legal character of the family was
drastically redefined by the consititution of 1947 and the Civil
Code (1948). However the modern family, although no longer
sanctioned by law, still tend to follow the model on which the
majority of traditionalifamilies were based.
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separate proverty but automatically came under the management of
her husband, severely limiting her right to use it or dispose of it.
Although the wife did have ‘the management of the budget it was
under her husband's direction.

In the overlapping groups to which the ie may belong rights and
duties are also clearly marked. In the Shinrui an individual household
is expected to make the occasional presentation of mortuary offerings:
and wedding gifits to Shinrui. When a household has a funeral or
wedding it is expecited to invite all the Shinrui with whom they are
in contact. Once a year, on the occasion of the local festival (though
the reason for and name of the festival may vary with locality) a
household must distribute presents (home-made ice-cakes, the kind of
vhich varies with locality) %o all its Shinrui households from whom it
recieves similar gifits.

Because of the economic obligations of the Shinrui the economic
standing of a particular household tends to determine its range of
Shinrui, the vricher the household the wider its range of Shinrui. A
Shinrui relationship between households is only maintained by the
continuing performance of duties and obligations between households.
Falilure of the latter often leads to the termination of the Shinrui
relationship, whatever the actual kinship relation may be.l

Similarly with the dozuku rights and duties are clearly defined.
All members of the dozuku form a labour pool under the guidance leed of
the head of the main household. The branch households supply free
labour to the main household in exchange for help which was given when
the branch household was in difficulties., On balance the branch
household gave more than it received but the actual amount of goods
and labour exchanged varies with how dependent the branch household is
on ‘the main household and how far it is from it. For instance in times:
of famine distant branch households will be eligible for food gifts
only after the nearer branch households have received them. The
relationship between main and branch households is reflected in such
statements as 2

When Beeke (branch household) have nothing to eat, they just

go to honke (main household) %o ask for rations.

Beeke often visit Honke and are offfered good meals thexre,
Nakane 1967: pll3

1. For further details on Shinrui see Nakane 1967: p36
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The rights and duties of the kumi are also clearly defined.
The number of people supplied for corporate activities is wed
proportional to the size of the household, The essential duties in
which members of the kumi co-operate include building and repeiring
houses, thatching roofs, help during sudden iliness, fire fighting
and local festivities. According to Nakane (1967: p136) evenry
household offers its house in dturn for a festivity and each
household send men and women to help. The cost of the festivity is
either borne by the host household or raised by corpodte levy. The
most important function of the kumi is the organisation of funerals
and on the death of a kumi member the entire responsibility for
the burial is assumed in a corporate form. Members report %o the
temple, notify every household in the village, purchase articles
necessary for the funeral, make arrangements for the altar, coffin,
grave, haircutting and shaving of the people who attend, prepare the
funeral meals for people calling to condole and find accomadation
for velatives and friends from outside.

Embree also states that exchange systems in a Japanese village
are clear cut and this seems to be borne out by the literature too.
For instance as Nakane (1967: pl45) points out, a household makes
arrangements for exchange of labour with other households on a
clear cut contractual basies

The labour given to ¥ household by Y household should be
similarly reciprocated to Wby X. It is borrowing im the
form of labour with the obligation of fubure repayment.

One day of work should be repaid by one day of work, not

by money or in kind. The labour itself is called yui, and the
act of returning the labour is called yui-modoshi. This
exchange of labour is always measured according to local
values so that a—~man—one-day unit is returned by a~woman-—
one-and-a~half-days unit; one days labour in the busy spring
season should be repaid by two days labour in the short
winter; one-horse—two-days is repaid by one—-man—one—-day,
etc.

Moreover rights and duties between patrons and clients bend o
be both institubionalised and ritualised. It is normatively expected
that a patron will do such things for his client as lend him money
directly or stand as his guvarantor when he borrows money, act asg a
go~between at weddings, lend him rice, agricultural tools and a
house site and help him with his reading and writing. The client is

expected to discuss his affairs with the patron,
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In a Japanese village patron-client relationships are symbolised
by rituals. Por instance, according to Furushiméi(1953: p102—3) in
Ainoshima buraku in Nagano Prefecture the patron (ozabun) gives &
New Year's dinner and gifts. in celebration of the Wew Year to his
client(s) (ggygg). Similarly, the client visits his master's house
with a present at the end of the year.festival, Similarly, during
Bon (annual ancestor festival in the summer) the client visits the
graves of the patron's ancestors and offers the patron a gift and
the patron in turn offers him dinner and gifts. This reflects the
specific nature of the type of goods and services exchanged.

1 The author has been unable to obtain this article which is written

in Japanese and has had to rely on Nakane's (1967: pl25)
interpretation of this work.
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3) Are there set patterns of behaviour; does the behaviour of the
people conform closely to the formal social patterns of human
relationsy is it difficult for individual to deviate from the

norms and are reciprocal rights and duties carried out?

The previous description has shown that there are clearly defined
institutionalised normative patterns and rights and duties. Examples
of the former being the buraku, ie, kumi, dozuku and Shinrui;
examples of the latter being the role of the koshu, other members of
the household, the buraku officials, patrons and clients.

Within the literature also there are numerous references to the
institutionalised normative patterns and to the specificity and detail
of normative rules. Benedict, (1946: p49) for instance, states thats

The Japanese, more than any other sovereign nation, have been
conditioned to a world where the smallest details of conduct
are mapped and status is assigned.

In fact, as Harris et al (1961:p97) points out, during the early
Tokogawa period (1600-1868):

The hardening of occupational groups into classes was
accompanied by detailed legislation presc®ibing manners,
dress, housing and occupation to each class. Tvery effort was
made to eliminate overlapping among the classes, as in
requiring all non-Samurail to surrender their swords.
Prohibitions sgainst a change in employment tended to make
occupations and therefore clan affiliation hereditary.

As Harris's quotation shows, during the early Tokogawa period
behaviour patterns became very set. Nevertheless, although as Benedict
points out, by the nineteenth century this massive ascription had -
begun to break down and after the last war was largely abolished.

But many of the old set patterns remained; the new patterns being
assimilated to fit in with the traditional patterns.

These factors tend to suggest that as Embree says, there are
normative institutionalised set patterns of behaviour in village
Japan., NMoreover the statements made above tend to suggest that such
an agsumption is probably valid for Japanese sociely in gemneral both

during the Tokogawa period and in the present.
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Bven when there are normative set behaviocur patterns it cannot
therefore be stated a priori that people will conform closely to them.
Nor can it be presumed that the individmal will find it difficult to
deviate from them. As anthropologists have ofben pointed out there
may be a discrepancy between the set normative institutionalised
patterns and what actually happens. Bearing this in mind, to what
extent do people conform to the formal social pattbterns and how
difficult is. it for the individual to deviate in Japanese society?

Pirstly, the issue of deviation. To avoid terminological quagmires,
what is meant by 'to deviate' will be considered. Prom a study of
Embree's article it would seem that he is accepting the general
anthropological and sociological sense, that is the carrying out of an
action that is contrary to the normative rules of the groups to which
the deviant(s) belong. The degree to which a normative rule is followed
depends on various factors such as the extent to whichdfhe group
which accepts the normative rule enforces its maintainence by
sanctions and the extent to which the norms are inculc%ied into the
individuals conscience during childhood.

Although an analysis of the latter is, in theory, beyond the
scope of this thesis, it is worthwhile to note, since it throws light
on Japanese behaviour, that many psychological studies have stressed
that conformism is a major attribute of the Japanese personality and
they relate this to various aspects of the socialisation process.

The literature tends to suggest that secular and supernatural
sanctions act as effective social deterrents to deviant behaviour in
village Japan. Although legal sanctions exist at the local level in
the form of the mura constable this cannot be considerdd a major
deterrent since the constable is considered an outsider and represents
the law which the buraku folk do not understand well and distrust. If
individuals do deviate from the accepted patterns of social behaviour
the buraku inbabitants rarely invoke the law, preferring to setile
such deviance amongst themselves. Nor do the buraku officials act as

sanctioning bodies. As can be inferred from Cornell (1962: p37) the buraku
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officials have no legal sanctioning power and, although there are
exceptions in certain areas, they do not generally tend to wield
informal power,

The major deterrent for deviant behaviour is village pressure
groups.l If an individual attempts to deviate members of the village
community, his kumi or ko will attempt to make him conform by
ridiculing or shaming himj if he is a conbtinuous offender or if he
makes a major act of deviation, his group may ostracise him.2 As
Cornell (1962: p65) in his study of the Japanese village says:

When disciplinary gossip and ridicule fail to stop an offender,
sterner measures must be tried. Isclation or ostracism are
directed against inveteraie offenders and ultimately against
their households as well.

As Beardsley et al (1962: p75) says:

In Japan the procedure for formal ostracism is called mura.
hachibu, "willage eight parts'. The etymology refers to

cutting off most (80 percent) of all relations with-the v1llage.
A community council which, after solemn debate, declares mura
hachibu thereby excludes one of its members from all normal
contact with the rest of its members. This ostracism deprives
the offending household of support in crisis and, depending on
local conditions, may greatly handicap the everyday processes
of making a living. It is, therefore, a severe penalty and not
lightly invoked,

As such it acts as a very effective deterrent to deviant behaviour.

1. For an intensive and comprehensive study of the bursku system's
sanctions see Smith (1961: p522-533).

2. Although of course an official may insbigate pressure group action.

3. As Cornell (19623 p65) says:
In one case a man with a long past history of heavy drinking,
gambling and hrawling, found it convenient, after his original
house fell apart from disrepair, %o move to a vacant satellite
homestead, where he is largely ignored. A decade or so ago,
another household of this type which had caused a series of
irritations in one jokai {(a division in the village) finally
capped the climax in disregarding the compulsorary day of rest
in the spring by raising a new barn. A further injury to
conventions occurred when the housgeholder called only his intimates
to assist him, instead of inviting 211 the jokai as is cusiomary.
The jokai met and determined 4o cast this household from its
ranks.
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In certain sccial groups in the West, for example in London's
Bast End, an individual can usually rely on his kin group for help
and support even if he is deviant but this is not the case in
Japan. The opposite is more the case as they are likely toipunish
him as well. As Gorer(1962: p322) sayss:

While they are able to avoid such adverse criticism, the
Japanese are given complete support and approval by their own
group, cspecially the extended family; but if the individual
arouses criticism in strangers, or if he fails ‘to measure up *to
demands made on a person of his age and sex (e.g. failing to
get a rise in grade, in a modern style' school) then his own
group will {turn om him, punish him severely, even repudiate him
if the criticism is strong enough.....One is only @reagsupport frog
by ones own group so long as approval is given by other groups,
if outsiders disapprove or criticise, ones own group will turn
against one and act as the punishing agents until or unless the
individual can force the other group to withdraw its criticism.

Thus, not only does the outside world act as an effective
pré§éﬁfé group but so too does the individual's immediate group.
Moreover, the power of the koshu (head of the ie) acts as an effective
sanction against deviance for he has the power to expel the individual
from the ie, vregardless of his kinship relationship to ie members.

, Threat of expulsion is an effeciive sanction for the individual without
his ie would find it very difficult to make a living in the village;

in fact he would find it virtuwally impossible to contimue to live in
the village. As Harris et al (1961: pl35) says the:

threat of being struck from the koseki, excluded from the family
and denied the right of its support and protection delberred
persons from defying the koshu's decisions on matters of
importance such as marriage, divorce and occupation.

Secular sanctions are further reinforced by supernatural sanctions,
Not only does the Japanese fear of the wrath of their ancestors' spifits
and the concept of ong which stresses the necessity of repaying ones
indebtedness in religious terme, but go too does the Confucian view of
society and the individual's place and ocoupation iniit.

The Confucian view of society illusirates the gearing of social
and cosmic thinking. Confucian thought views society in religious terms.
It sees society as the product of heaven and aims at achieving the

inherent harmony in society. It holds that if each part of society
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fulfills its functions all will go well; but if any part gets out of
kilter the whole system is apt to be upset..This view of society does
not just see occupation as an end in itself but as a part of society.
Ones occupation is the fulfillment of whalt one owes society, it is the
part one plays which justifies ones receiving the benefits of society.
Significantly the first character in the compound of one of the Words
for occupation, tenshoku, is 'heaven' and the implication is

'heavenly occupation' or 'heavenly calling'. As Bellah (1957: pll5) says:

In the pure Confucian thinking the implication is that this
calling is a fixed and definite duty which demarcates each class
and functional group in society. It is the duty of individuals to
rerform their callings in the appropriate manner, and be ‘ftrangndl
and contented with their lot, which is after all determined by
heaven,

Such a world view acts as an effective deterrent for not only will
individuals fear to deviate because this will cause disharmony in
society but others who will also want to prevent disharmony will
pressurise the deviant into conforming.

This discussion of both secular and supernatural sanctions does
tend to suggest that it is difficult for the individual to deviate,
rights and duties are carried out and people do conform to the normative
set patterns of behaviour. Although there is no statistical evidence
available which would support Embree's propositions there are many
references in the literature to the conformity of the Japanese to the
normative rules both in cultural terms, for example Benedict's
Chrysanthemum and the Sword (1946) and in psychological terms, for
example Moloney's Child Training and Jepanese Conformity (1962: p214-219)
Ag Haring (1962: p389) says:

The Japanese conform most eagerly to numberless exact rules of
conduct and exhibit bewilderment when required to act alone in
sitnations not anticipated in the code,

Yet if the Japanese do conform to set patterns of behaviour, it
would seem, as Bmbree is implicitly trying to show, that in Japan the
individual has little choice of action; his life is blue printed from
birth, But, if this were in fact so, it would seem logically probable
that such a society would be static and change little over time.
Paradoxically, Japan has had a long history of social change. In fact,
it has been a continuously changing society. In the last hundred years
alone Japan has undergone rapid and radical change at all levels of

society. It has changed from what Bellah would call a 'prescriptive
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society? to being one of the most important industrial nations in
the world. If it is difficult for the individual to deviate and
reciprocal rights and duties are cavrried out, how can such change
be explained? The answerw lies in the fact that Bmbree, in looking
at Japanese society from the point of view of comeention, rules,
set behaviour patterns and deviation, has arrvived at a misleading
impreseion of Japanese society. By looking at the clearly specified
normetive patterns alone, Embree was logically led to infer that
the individual had little choice of action open to him and that
thus Japan had a *frigid! social structure (seepl92).

But sanctions and the specificity of normative rules do not
alone determine the amount of chice open to the individual, for
other: aspects of the social system may allow a wider choice of action
that is apparent from Embree's article.

Pirstly, because a role is specifically defined it does
not mean necessarily that the role holder does not have a wide
chaice of action open to him for the rules may specifically
gtate that he has. An example of such a role is that of the
koshu, head of the ie. Although specifically defined the incumberit
of the role has a wide variety of actions and cholces open to him
for the rules coger a wide area of socisl relations and specifically
allow him a wide chaébcw of action. In fact all superordinate roles
in Japanese society have a wide varddty of action open to thems
they can command their subordinates to do.practically anything.

Becondly, even at the village level Japanese society is more
dynemic than it would at first appear. Although all farming ie's
have equal status, in practice in many areas they sre not forever
rooted in the same economic, social and political position, as is
apparent from Nakane's study. In areas where there is a marked economic
differentiation a wide choice of action is open to the individanal
household and especially to the household head in terms of economic
and social mobility. It is possible, even for poor households to

use economic endeavour and political manipulation to acerue wealth

and to use this wealth to attain political power in the village and
local area. In such a situation the head of a dozuku will have a

wide chhdce of action open to him. Certainly, the
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literature is full of references ‘o such secial mobility in rural areas
andl to the rise and fall of dozuku, ko and kumi in effectiveness in the
communitye.

Thirdly, in Japan the social system is itself flexible in that a
certain amount of manipulation of the system is possible without going
against the normative rules. FPor instance, during the Tokogawa period
status and occupaltion were hereditarily assigned and this, to a certain
extent, has tended to continue in practice today. Thus, in principle,
the individual was unable to be socially mobile. But unlike the Indian
caste system where status and occupation were hereditarily assigned,l
the individual in Japan was able ‘to manipulate the system so that his
descendants, if not himself, could have higher status. For example, as
Benedict (1946: p50) points out, vrich merchants were able to buy
Samural status by either marrying their daughters into rich Samurail
families or by arranging for the adoption of their son into such families.
Unlike in India where a specific status and occupation was appiied to
a whole group and had an all pervading influence throughout social 1life
in Japan it was applied to a category and thus it was poessible for an
individual to manipulate the system even though it was ascriptive.2

But the most important point that Embree missed out was the
gsignificance of the type and content of the world view in its

relationship to choice. The importance of this factor is borne out

1. As Rudolphs (1967: p29) says:
the local subcaste, or jati, established by ascription the group into
which a person might marry and more broadly, the social, economic
and moral circumstances of his life. He could not, in so far as
caste was embedded in the social structure and cultural norma, change
his social identity....Comparatively....the norms appeared to be
rigourously ascriptive with endogamy, summation of roles and
congruence among social, religious, economic and political structure
characterising the system. Jati norma and shaped character and
prescribed ritual, occupational, marital and social conduct and
jati organisation enforced them.

2. If ascriptive criteria are applied to membership of a group then it
will be far more restrictive on action than if applied to a category,
primarily because it will have an all pervading influence on other
sphereg of social life as in the subcaste. If an individual in an
ascriptive group wishes to be socially mobile, he cannot do italone
but would have to do it in terms of a group since as an individual his
new status would not be recognised by other groups. This is happening
in India today, as Bailey (19§Y: pwsd) points out. The lower
subcastes are climbing by taking on the symbols of higher castes,
that is by sanskritization.
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by the.literature.in which. there have been many studies of the world
view as it relates to behaviour. For instance, there have been attempis
aimed. at showing. that the content and type of world view has either
been..a decisive or contributory cause of. the rapid changes that
Japen_has undergone in the last hundred yearss Bellsh's (1957)
*Tokugaga Religion! being a notable example of such.

.The.content and type of cerain aspects. of the world view foster
change for.two reasons. Firstly, although it emphasises The
desirability of conformity, the world view simultaneously fosters
the. .acceptance of change. in.that it facilitates the.easy acceptance of
change,. even radical change, in the normative rules. Secondly, it
allows individuals in certain statuses to reinterpret and/or change
the rules, rvationalise rgles, aim at high performance and compromise
in sitwations of t::o:a;f‘lic'l;.:L

Although there is.not the spece here to discuss the basic assumptions
of the Japanese world view and go inte them in detail, some relevant
points do seem to emerge . from the limited number of books studied.
The.world view of the West accepts fhe images of man ahd society
through. abstractions, with concepts by postulations; the Japanese

world view accepts the images of man and society, with their

immense variety of abtbribtntes,. as they are.naively perceived by e
senses. and .with radical..empirical immediacy. It is a type of world view
that is basically non~ metaphysical. With. its emphasis. on 'inner reality',
the  'ground of being® and 'harmony', it stresses.this worldliness; the
absolute is founde in .the phenomonclogical world. The importance.
assigned to down to earth realism, practical mindedness and activity
tends to.lead the Japanese into finding a comfortable condition eof
human living by adapting te the enviromment and khe establishment
and. by the achievement of tranquility and serenity in facing the
problems of the world.

1 This is fostered by the Confucian view of the harmonious woirld,
g world view in which perfection and concord are the ideals.
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This positive emphasis on elperience naturally minimises the
significance of intellectual examination and analysis of life and
experbence. ldeas are important in se far as they have applicability
to human living. The indifferent pursuit of truth does not appeals
intellectualism and speculation falsify and distort life. Hore
importance is placed on human relations than on universal ethics, Order
is not sought through the systematic application of general principles
and prescriptions, but through each verson acting in accordance

with what is appropriate, in each particular relationship. The

world view does not emphasise the importance of Velieving in the
normative rules, rather it stresses rationalisation of means, high
performance and compromise.

In fact it is essentially an eclectic world view. The literature
has continuous references to the minimally abstract, non-theoretic

and anti-intellectualist nature of it. Similarly the literature refers
to the world view's tendency to non-rationality, non-logicality and
inconsistency and also to the wealk ability of khe Japanese to think
in terms of logical sequences, It is often pointed out that the Japanese
lack imagination, that they are out of thelr element in speculative
thought, that their powers of criticism are not highly @eveloved and
that their ability to produce complex representations iz weak. Moreover
it is said that they tend to avoid any form of rational compromise
based on a selection from alternative possibilities, rather they tend
to bage their conclusions on one fact. The world view emphasises
adaptation and tends to reconcile contradictions. Any potential conflict
is resolved by a theory of the levels of truth.

These aspects of the world view have implications for social
behavioury for they further the acceptance of change in several ways,

a few examples of which will be given here.

Firstly the emphasis on particularism rather than on universalism
is of great significance. If Japan had a universaliste system oBange
would be much more difficult because universalist standards are used
to evaluate a wide variety of roles and role performances in a sacial
system. Thus a change in the norms in one role will affect cther rdes
governed by the same universalist stendards. individusls with

a vested interest in the
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governing one role as a threat to their roles because they are governed

@,
maintain#noe of roles will sece any attempt o change the norms

by the same norms. Thus instigators of change in the norms governing one
role will not only face resistance from those who have a vested interest
in that particular role but also from those who have a vested interest

in the continuance of other roles. Moreover, an attempt to change a
universalist standard would be seen as a threat to the central value
system and as such it would be generally resisﬁad.l But in a particularist
system this is generally avoided for, as in Japan, standards relate

specifically to one role.

1. Tor example in Bngland in certain sections of the community there is
a general consensus of agreement on the desirability of the
universalist belief '"thou shalt not commit adultery'. If, for example,
in time of war an attempt was made $o introduce a norm that allowed
married non-commisssioned members of the armed forces to commit
adultery openly it would be met with resistance on several fronts,

It might be seen as resistance to the role forced upon conscripted

men and so incur the disapproval of the higher echelons of the army
because it might undermine discipline. Married women might resisi
because They saw such an open acceptance as a threat to their way

of life and to the value system which made marriage meaningful to them.

2. As Benedict (1946: pl37) says:
They (the Japanese) see the 'whole duty of man' as if it were
parcelled out into separate provinces on a map. In their phrase,
one's life consists of 'the circle of chn' and'the cdrcle of ko',
and 'the circle of giri' and 'the circle of jin' and'the circle
of human feelings'and many more. Each circle has its special
detalled code and a man judges his fellows not by ascribing to
them integrated personalities but by saying of them that'they do
not know ko' or "they do not know giri®, This is not to say that
the Japanese do not recognise bad behaviour but they do not see
human life as a stage on which forces of good contend with forces
of evil. They see existence as a drama which calls for careful
balancing of the claims of one ‘circle' against another and of
one course of procedure against another, each circle and each
course of procedure being in itself good.

And again Benedict (1947: pl37) sayss

Instead of accusing a man of being unjust, as an American would,
they specify the circle of behaviour he hag not lived up to.
Instead of accusing a man of being selfish or unkind, the Japanese
specify the particular province within which he violated the code.
They do not invoke a categorical imperative or a golden rule.
Approved behaviour is relative to the circle in which it appears.
When a man acts 'for ko' he is acting in one way; when he acts
merely®for giri' or'in the circle of jin', he is acting - so
Hesterners would judge - in gquite diffevent character. The codes,
even for each ‘circle', are set up in such a way that, when
conditions change within it, the most different behaviour may be
properly called for....Until 1945, chu demanded of the Japanese
people that they fight to the last man against the enemy. When the
Emperor changed his requirements of chu by broadcasting Japan's
capitulation, the Japanese outdid themselves in expressing their
co-~operation with the visitors.
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Becondly, the Japanese world view with its minimally abstract
nature, its anti-intellectualism, incounsistency, and tendency to
non-rationality and non-logicality fosters the acceptance of change,
even radical change such as the dntroduction of western democratic
norms. In the West, where great stress is laid on the importance
of logicality and rationality, if a new norm is to be accepied it
must £it in with the basic premises and concepts.of the world view
and the abstract coneptunal frameworks; it must seem both logically
and. rationally plausible in terms of these premises and concepts.
If a new norm does not fit in it will be strongly resisted and any
attempt to introduce such & norm would be unlikely o succeed.

In Japan, however, with the lack of emphasis on the importance
of rationality and logicality, the acceptance of inconsistency and
the disinterest in ideas for their own sake, the introduction of a
new norm would be far less likely to be evaluated in terms of
whether 1t fitted into the premises of the existing world view and
the cannons of logicality and rationality. It wounld not even matter
if it was inconsistent. As such, even radical changes such as the
'rights' of man can be introduced and general acceptance will no%
be too difficult to achieve, for they will not be rejected on
account of their implaunsibility, 'irrationality' or alienness. This
factor is also further fostered by the Japanese tendency to avoid
making a judgement based on a rational selection of alternatives.
In turn this factor also enables a much wider variety of change %o
be introduced than would bhe possible in the western system.
Moreover, since this combines with the Japanese tendency to come
to a conclusion from one fact the introduction of change is much
easier than in the West because far less justification will be
needed.

Thirdly, in the West many of the norms are seen as ends in
themselves, such as the capitalist belief in the desirability of
making money for ites own sake. In Japan the stress is on vole

performance; a role should be performed to the best of the individual's
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ability whether the role be that of s tenant farmer or a member of
the govermment. Norms are not usually seen as being desired ends

in themselves; norms as ends are relatively unimportant. Thus it is
much easier 1o introduce changes in the norms which are not
considered ends in themselves than in those that are for a change in
the former will not be seen as a threat to a way of life as it would
in the latter.

Fourthly, a concomitant of the last point, The Japanese are not
expected to believe in the norms.1 This factor further facilitates
the easy acceptance of change for it does not give rise to questions
relating to the beliefs and integrity of the individuals who are
following the existing norms.

Fifthly, the emphasis on immediate experience also decreases the
importance abtributed to the norms by the Jepanese. This emphasis
tends to orientate the individual to the situation rather than to the
norms and gives greater priowidy:Jo the situation than to the norms.

Sixthly, the emphasis in the Japanese world view on iuner
reality, or the 'ground of being', and moral introspection leads to
greater stress bheing placed on the inner needs of man than the outer
and greater priority is given to the inner needs of man than to the
needs of the outer world. Thus normative changes, if seen as
furthering the inner reality, will easily be accepted even if they
involve radical changes in the existing norme.

Lastly, orientation to the exigencies of the situation and
greater priority being given to the situation than to the norms is
also fostered by the worldliness of the world view, its radical
empiricism, its emphasis on practicalmindedness and activity and
'high' performance. Thisg orientation to the situation is also

fostered by the normative emphasis on the desirability of compromise and

1. As Hulse (1948: p351-2) says:
Since so much of overt Japanese culture is purely arbitrary
convention, which must be accepted like the rule of passing to
the right in driving, the importance of objective truth, which
must be believed, is relatively minor.

Moreover, as Parsons (1946: p96) says:

Obligations are not imposed by a principle in which one "believes®
but by specific acts of oneself or others in traditionally
defined situations, or by the accepted patterns of ones status.
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adaptability.

These factors do foster the easy acceptance of change for if a
new norm is introduced it is evaluated in terms of whether it is
useful and relevant to the situational needs rather than in terms
of normative coherency and plausibility. If a new norm fits the
situation better than the existing norm it will be fairly easily
accepted. In fact there are many examples in the literature of such
adaptation of normative rules to situational needs. As Nakane points
out, although traditionally succession was normatively from father to
eldest son in practice there were many local normative variaiions.
For example, in some areas the normative rule was male
ultimogeniture, in others the husband of the eldest daughter
inherited. Wakane states that these were the result of adaptation to
the local situation. As she says (1967: pl07):

The modification of a category originally connoting descent by
economic and local factors seems a wide spread native
principle in Japan.

And again (p168):

Certainly kinship functions in various ways, but, without a
positive rule, it is easily overuled by other factors.

But once a change has been introduced in a local area it is expected
that individuals and groups will conform to +the new norms.

The examples discussed in the last few pages showmgértain aspects
of the type and contents of ideas foster the easy acce;tance of change.
This tends to suggest that the type and content of ideas ig an important
factor that must be taken into account when discussing the choices open
to an individwal. In Japan the type and conteunt of the world view:tends
to foster change in itself. For instance the orientation of norms to
the situation leads to a continual change in the norms since actual
situations are continually changing due to environmental, ecological,
demographic and economic factors., Thus in Japan as the environment changes
the accepted norms will also change. Besides this it is alse true to
say that while individuals find it difficult to deviate there is a paradox
in that certain ideas in the world view enable individuals in certain
statuses to have a wider varieity of choice open to them, and this
enables them to introduce new norms and reinterpret old ones. Some
roles, that is those of superordinates, normatively allow the

individuals in certain statuses o change the rules that determine their
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relationships with their subordinates although the rights and duties
are clearly defined in Japanese society. The higher up the
superordinate is in the social scale the greater the ability to
change the rules and for an increasingly wider section of society.
The fact that superordinates can change the rules is the result of
certain aspects of the ideas in the world view from which the norms
are derived. The most important of these are certaln ideas

embedded in Confucian thought.

The concept of on postulates that man is weak and helpless by
himself; only by fulfilling his indebtedness to the ancesbors and his
superiors by absolute obedience and limitless selfless devotbion can
the individual expect to reap the benefits necessary for a
comfortable life. This concept of on enables superordinates to
legitimately introduce normative c??ﬁﬁiﬁmﬁ&? they can introduce them
in the name of the obligations theylowe their ancestors and expect thier
subordinates to obey them. Moreover with the stress on implicit
obedience and devotion it is unlikely that such newly introduced
norms will be disobeyed. Also the Confucian emphasis on the
inherent hierarchy in sowiety, with its postulation that each
individual should act according to his station, not only legitimises
the superiors position but also it minimises the likelihood that
anyone will resist the commands of a superordinate. Thus the
Emperor, the 'father' of the nation, in the name of Chu demanded at
the beginning of the last world war that the Japanese fight to the
death. After capitulation, still in the name of Chu, he was able to
demand that they co-operate with the American occupation forces in
all possible ways. To Westerners such behaviour would be impossible,
but in the name of Chu virtually any behaviour is possible.

The description in the last few pages of some of the factors that
allow the Japanese to have w ider choice of action than is at first
apparent, ftends to suggest that Embree's article, studying the
society from the point of view of normative rules, deviation and
conformity alone, is, in some ways, misleading and that the actual

choice ig wider than he infers.
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Conclusgion

The literature implies that Japan is a much more dynamic fluid
gociety than Embree's characterisation of it as a tight rigid social
structure would tend to suggest. Not only does the system allow
individuals and groups to manipulate it in certain respects and
within the limits of ascription and soclal sanctions, but also the
norms themselves and the content and ideas of the world view on which
the norms are based normatively allow superordinates to legitimately
change the rules. The Japanese world view fosters the easy acceptance
of change by both groups and individuals, A major mistake in Embree's
article was not to take into account the fact that it was relatively
easy to reinterpret norms and introduce new ones. Whilst it was
difficult for individuwals %o deviate from the norm it was still
possible for individuals in some statuses o change the normative
rules elther by reinterpretation or by the introduction of new ones,
But once the new norms have been introduced and the old ones
reinterpretfed the system would veturn to zero and the individual
be expected to conform to the new norms; sanctions would be used,
most probably the old sanctions to enforce the new norms.

The fact that Embree's concentration on norms, deviation and
conformity alone led him to give a m&sleading picture of Japanese
society is of relevance to the discussion of loose sitructure, as will
become apparent in later chapters, since his view point might also

give a misleading picture of Thail society.
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Chapter 3

Thailand a loosely structured social system?

Turning now to Thai society, bearing in mind. the previous
discussion of certain aspects of Japanese soclety, how valid is
it in comparison with societiesg such as Japan, to designate Thai
soclety as being loosely structured? Also how valid are Embree and
the loose structurists' assumptions as to the nature of Thail
society per se?

Although Embree does not always state it explicitly, it can
be inferred from a close examination of his article that he
maintains that in comparison with '"tightly woven' societies such
as Japan, in Thai society normative patterns are less clearly
defined, the importance of observing recipreocal vighis and duties
in various situations is emphasised to a lesser degree, sanctions
are less severe and the individual does not have to conform to the
formal patterns of social behaviour. In fact, he argues that the
Thais are essentially individualists and the individual has a wide
choice of action vis—gpvis the social sitructure.

Although most loose structurists (until recently i.e. the Yale
Conference and the publication of the Yale Symposium in 1969) have
not viewed loose structure from a comparative point of view, that is}
they have not attempted to see it in comparison with Japan,but have
accepted Embree's definition of the situation in Thai society. For
instance, Wilson (1962: p46) statess

(Embree) meant to underscore the degree of independent action
and. the importance of the individual will among the Thai. He was
comparing his observation of Thailand with his views of the
Vietnamese and Japanese, but the characterization etches one of
the mgst striking qualities of Thai society..Within a structure
of social obligations and rights, he is able to move and respond
to his personal and individual inclinations without suffering

a mortal social wound.

In accepting Embree's definition of the sccial situation they have

pointed to certain features of Thai society which, they argue, support
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Embree's hypothesis. They have also further developed his thesis and
Phillips and Wilson have attempted to explain the causes of loose
structure. The type of community and the existence of groups have
become important issues in the polemic. The loose structurists argue
that villages in Thal society are not clear cut and that groups are
either absent or limited in number; these factors, they argue,are
indicators of the 'loose structure' of Thai society.(Phillips (1965,
1969) and Piker (1968 a and b, 1969) have related loose structure

to Thai peasant personality, Wilson (1959: 1962) and Mosel (1957,
1965) to the politice/bureaucratic structure and Hanks (1962) to the
social processes which give it its form. Moreover, in their works
loose structurists tend to stress the randomness of Thai social behavicur
and the amorphousness of Thai society, as is obvious from the following
well-known statements by loose structurists. Sharp (1953: p26) neatly
sums up the loose structurists' position as follows in his discussion
of the social orgenisation of Bang Chan, a village in Central Thailand
where he did fidbkdwork. This village incidentally, is where members

of Cornell University in the late 40's and 50's did an intensive team
study of ‘the community and although nowadays other data from other
villages in Central Thailand is cited as well, it was and is primarily
on data from Bang Chan that loose structurists base their arguements.
For many loose structurists rural Thailand means the Central Plains.l

The exceptionally amorphous relatively unstructured character

of all Thal society is clearly reflected in the undifferentiated
social orgenisation of Bang Chan. In contrast to the peasant

of neighbouring India or China, the rural Thai can belong to

few formal groups of any kind, and occupy few statuses in which
his role is formalised and his behaviour defined so that it
firmly channels his social relations with fellow villagers.

1. This point is corroborated by Moerman (1967: p419) who says:
Bang Chan (Sharp et al) ig the village on which most scholars
ideas about rural Thailand are bawzed.

Even Phillips (1969: p28) accepts this.
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In a system of few recognised sovial positions, in
which appropriate role behaviour is only vaguely predetermined
and great latitude for personal idiosyncracy is allowed,
the Thai farmer is of necessity an individualist who finds
and maintains his own way. He must navigate a largely uncharted
social 1life, guided primarily by only the most general rules
and directions provided by his local and national culture.

Phillips' (1965 p29) discussion of Bang Chan kinship supports
this views

Actually, I feel that any attempt to bring descriptive order
to Bang Chan kinship does violence, in the very process of
ordering, to the reality of what is being described. This is
saild neither out of a sense of inadequacy or apology, but
simply to underscore the fact that kinship relations in Bang
Chan avre considerably more unpredictable, inconsistent, and
chaotic than our descriptive modes typically admit, and that

any coherent discussion of them must unavoidably involve an
element of reification.

Hanks (1959s pl% has made a similar observation with regard to Thai
social structure in general:
The Thal social scene at its most orderly moment seems bo
flaunt conventional Western requirements for organization and

to travel always on the brink of social chaos, Ivery inclination
of the student wounld give it more regularity.

But how valid is the loose structuriet schobl's view of Thal
socloty? Controversy has raged around the validity of their theory
in recent years. In fact a polemic has evelved. Some anti-loose
structurists o.g. Keyes (1966% p797), Amyot (1965: ppl63-164)
using a 'my village is not like yours' arguﬂment)have argued that
Bang Chan and the Central Thal data in general on which the loose
structurists base their arguements is not representative of Thai
society as a whole. Keyes, for instance, argues that in the northeast
the situation is totally different. Others have pointed to featbures
of Thal society which, they argue, contradict the loose structurists?
position. For instance Bvers (1969: pll9) arguess

Writers on Thailand addicted to the "loose siructure"
concept have over and over siressed the individualistic
character of Thal personality and the consequent absence

of corporate groups. Those groups which cannot be overlooked
and play an important role in village life, such as the
Buddhist monks or the wat commitiee, are often degraded into
a footnote (Phillips 1965:22, note 6) or are seen as
negligible excepiions (Piker 1968:779).

1 The author has been unable to obtain a copy of 'Changes in Social
Oganization'(1959) from which this quotation was derived. I+ has been

taken from Mulder(1969:19), who it is assumed quoted Hanks correctly.
il

i A .
ogh the author has not been able to read i1t at first hand nevertheless

S O 15 one of The  cleacect Sm(e“f"?"{\“uﬂf H—M\c«z‘r Pm;vd‘ of-viens trseemed wavihushde 1neinding &
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Schools and Buddhist associations, governmment officials,
members of the police, the military forces,and lately
insurgents form durable and functionally important groups
but are completely ignored. The fact that recruitment to
these groups is not governed by kinship relations or other
ascriptive oriteria does not make them unimportant or
"loosely structured®.

Vo Evens (1969: ppl-2) in the introduction of the Yale Symposium
which he wrote bears out Bvers. He arguest

One might easily add a host of other data from the non-rural
sector of Thai society which authors have seemed to ignorep
Aindeed very little is "loosely siructured" in certain fields
of Thai political life; no individuwal variations of behaviour
are allowed and sanctions are severe and comstant, Also in
other fields roles are clearly defined and deviations are
immediately punished; especilally in the Buddhist monkhood,

in the Thai bureauvcracy and in the Thai army.

FPinally, some anti-loose structurists, e.g. Hulder (196&h 1969)
and Keyes (1966), Punyodyana (1969) and Bvers (1969), maintain,
either explicitly or implicitly, that if Thal socliety 1s looked at
from another point of view than that of loose structure it will
be seen that behaviour is both regular and predictable.

Prom this brief discussion of the issues and the major views
of each side it is apparent that the polemic involves two totally
diverse sels of opinions. But which side is vight, if either? In
the following pages, although it will primarily be centred on
rural soclety, an analysis will be made of Embree's viecws as to the
difference between Japanese and Thal society and the loose
structurists' views as to the nature of Thai society alone., Secondly,
the explanations that loose stiructuriets give as to why Thai society
is loose structured will be examined. In the process of carrying
out these two studies, where relevant to the arguement, the views
of the anti~loose structurists will be exemined. Finally, an
attempt will be tentatively made to indicate some of the areas in
which coherency and normative regularity may be looked for in

Thal society.




1) Embree's views as to the difference between Japanese and Thal

society and the loose structurists' views ag to the nature of

Thai society alone.

Embree (1950: p185) holds thatbs

In Thailand the hamlet also hasg its own identity and its
members also have rights and duties, but (unlike in Japanese
villages) they are less vlearly defined and less strictly
enforced.

How valid is FBmbree's description of Thail villages? In Japan
clearly defined normative patterns serve both to demarcate and

provide the social unity of Japanese villages, but to what

extent in Thei villages are normative patterns clearly defined and

to what extent do these normative rights and duties serve to both

demarcate and provide the social unity of Thai villages?

In Japan villages tend to be ecologically demarcated, but in

Thal society, from the literature, it seems that the degree to which
villages are ecologically demarcated varies from region o region,
According to De Young (1955: pp8—9), and the rest of the literature
tends to support his contentions

Villages in Thailand commonly fall into dtwo itypess a group of
houses strung along a waterway or road, or a clusiter of houses

set among fruit trees, coconut palms, and rice fields. Along
a wide river, houses of the latlter type of village are built
on only one bank, but along a narrow river, a canal, or a
road, houses may be located on both sidesj..the houses often
being only one deep along the road and rime fields starting
at the rear of the house compounds.

Villages of the other sort, the cluster Fype, are set

some distance (one-quarter of a kilometer to a kilometer)
from a main thorovghfare -~ a river, a navigable canal, a
railroad line, a branch vroad, or a mein highway.

The literature e.g. Madge (1954: Chapter 3 PP2~3)1, Long etal
(1963: p103), Moerman (1969s pp538 and 548) and Tambiah (1968: p46)

tend to suggest that the compact clustered nucleatbed variety of

A eratloy

village i@ﬂto be found nowadays in ‘the north and northeast regionss

and are characteristic of these regions. Both Ban Ping and Thai

Lue village in Chiengham District in Chiengrai Privince and Ku
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1. Although Madge (1954: Chapter 3 p2) does also point to the existence

of "straggling groups of houses" in the Province of Ubon.




Loveha i
Daeng, a village ten kilometers south of Chiengmai City are Thai

examples of nucleated villages. As MNoerman (1969: p537) says:

Ban Ping is physically separated from its neighbours by
ceremonial gates (in disrepair), vice fields, gardens, a
cremation ground, and groves for the village spirit.

Similarly, Tambiah's study (1968: p46) of Ban Phran Muan (The

Village of Muan the Hunter) and its gimilarity to other villages
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in the region clearly reflects the nucleated character of northeastern

Thai villagess

The settlement pattern is clustered. The nucleus is a dense
settlement called ban yai (big hemlet) intersected by narrow
lanes., The branch dirt road that leads wp to the village, and
goes beyond to Tambon Bunpue, separates this village from the
awat (cluster of buildings forming the Buddhist temple). Lined
along this road, opened ten years previously, are houses that
have overflowed from the main sebtlement and comprise ban noi

(small hamlet). This settlement contains primarily young families

who could not find space in thelr psrents' compounds in bhan

uai. All villages in this region are clustered and are separated

from one another by distances of 3-4 kilometers or more. The
village is thus a distinct ecological entity.

'"Hibbon' type villages on the other hand which are strung along

rivers, tend to be characteristic of the Central Plains. Bxamples
of such villages are Banoi and Bangkhua&} both situated near
Bangkok. Kaufman (1960: pl7) clearly demonstrates the ribbon like
nature of Bangkhuad in his description of the villages:

The village of Bangkhuad, comprising three undemarcated
hamlets (16, 11, and 12) esee oOcCupies an area of 3900

raj (1560 acres) exclusive of house sites, ... Bangkhuad
is a linear village, with houses and compounds constructed
along ‘the canal. There are no obvious boundaries or markers
to demarcate the various hamlets.

But in some areas of Thailand it is clear from De Young
(1955: ppl0-1%) who is supported by the rest of the literature,

households are dispersed over a wide arca. As he sayss

In parts of central Thailand, isolated farms or an isolated group

gfseveral households have become prevalent; the former have

1. To be precise, Bangkhuad is located in the commune of Khlaungkhum,

in the district of Bangkapi in the province of Phranakaun,

approximately 25 kilometers by road northeast from the heart of
Bangkok,
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become dominant in the Rangsit irrigation reglon outside

of Bangkok, and throughout parts of the lower delta, the
traditional compact, integrated village has given way since
1900 to small groups of farmhouses, each widely separated

from its neighbours on its own piece of high ground. This

new sort of community is the result of intensive commercialized
rice—-growing in the delta regions anywhere from ten to fifty

of these widely separated house clusters will be grouped
together conceptually for administrative purposes and each

such *village' has an elected headman.

Wo records are available of how many of the Central Thail
peasants are involved in this new type of community, but
probably less than one-tenth of all villages in Thailand
fall into this category. Scattered households apparently are
typical of only the portion of the delta near Bangkok,
Isolated farm dwellings are also found in the rubber-growing
districts of the South, where workers on rubber plantations
must live close to the rubber itrees to give them daily attention,
but almost all of these houscholds consist of Chinese families
whose way of life is radically different from that of the
Thai peasant. In the region directly south of Bangkok, where
fruit growing is combined with rice farming, "villages" of
the scattered, small-cluster type and isolated farm houses are
grouped together to form a conceptual unit although the farm
houses may be distributed over several miles.

The village of Bang Chan is probably the most famous example
of a dispersed village in Central Thailand. As Goldsen and Ralis
(1957 »4) say:

In this section of the central plains the inhabitants live

28 near as possible to the vice paddiesvwhich they till, so
that instead of a compact village Bang Chen is a community

spreading broadly along the banks of s canal network which

from its two-mile sitretch through Bang Chan, covers most of
Central Thailand.

These various types of distributions of households as isg
indicated by De Young on the previous page, are grouped
administratively into villages under an clected headman (phuyaibaan),
But as Wijowardene (1967: p69) points owb:

A brief review of the literature shows that there is no
general correspondence of local residential and social units
with administraxive ones, except perhaps in parts of the
northeast.

1. Although Madge (1954: Chapter 5 p3) is not clear on this point,
the Province of Uhon seems such an area.
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However, it can be inferred from De Young (1955¢ pl9) +that

compact communities tend to have thelr own headman and Moerman
(19693 p546) suggest that compact communities are characteristic of
the regian.and since Ban Ping (Moerman 1967: p403) and Ku Daeng
(19603 p81), both nothern villages,are examples of adminstratively
demarcated villages, the literature does tend to suggest that
probably where communities are compact in the north their
boundaries will coincide with the administrative boundaries.

Iven so, although Wijewardene may have underestimated the
degree to which residential and social units are coterminus in the
north, nevertheless his point is crucial as far as the demarcation
of Thal villages is concerned, for unlike in Japan Thal villages
may not coincide with administrative boundaries. This is
particularly true, according to De Young, of small villages in
northern Thailand ( 1955: p 19). ) which, because

they are considered to be ftoo small to have their own headman, are

grouped together under an elected headman. It can be inferred from
De Young (1955: pl9) that they have been grouped on the basis of
contiguity and proximity rather than in terms of their social unity,
In Central Thailand too, where ribbon villages are contiguous as

in Bangkhuad and in the delta region where households are often
isolated from each other by figlds, the government has arbitrarily
defined the lines of village boundaries. In the delta region where
households are isolated as De Young (1955: pl0) points out:

Anywhere from ten to flfty; of these wldely separated house
clusters will be groupod togther conceptually for administrative
purposes and eacHXv111age has an elected headman.

Phillips' (1965: pl7-18) description of Bang Chan's
administrative structure, which he maintains is not atypical of
the region, shows clearly this lack of correlations

The formal govermmental structure of the village which,

althou gh perhaps more of an administrative nightmare than

1% ‘7iormally found clsewhere in the Gentral Plain, is in its
organization essentials not atypical of the region. Instead

of villages being organised administratively on the basis of
natural soclal groupings and demarcations— that is, social

centers and groups with wvhich people feel & primary identification,
in Bang Chan's case the local Buddhist monastery and govermmentel




primary school - so that govermmental and social units arve
isomorphic, they are gerrymandered into highly arbitrary
administrative units, Thus the village of Bapg Chan is
comprised of seven muubaan or hamlets, alt the head of which

are seven headman; these hamlets are located in two different
tambon, or communes (four in one commune, three in the other)
headed by two commune headman, neither ofwwhom lives in Bang
Chans the {yo communes are located in two diffevent districts
headed by two different district officers and their staff.

Not only are villages as$social units not always isomorphic
with administrative units but, as isg-continuvously pointed out in
the literature, villages as clear cut communities with clearly
defined normative patiterns which serve to demarcate and stress this
unity, are woak or absent. For instance, Wilson (1962: pyife48)
maintains:

Observers agres that the communities of rural Thailand are
loosely organized in comparigson with their counterparts in
other Asian areas. Patterns of village allegiance or community
solidarity are weak. The institutions defining a village are
quite likely to be not concerned with the corporate entity
of the village itself, which may be quite incidental, For
socorcexample, in the central plains village of Bang Chan, the
Bang Chan temple and govermmenial school define the village
by their clientele. Thus the community, in so far as there is
one, ;exists to support or receive the services of these
institutions. Although the situation may be somewhalt extreme
in Bang Chan because it is a settlement of recent origin, the
character of a village as a clientele is consonant with the
traditional organization of the kingdom.

Hore recently, others such as Phillips (1969) and Piker (1969),
although restricting their arguement fo Cantral Thailand, heve put
forward similar argumments. In fact, Piker even goes so far as to
argue that in Central Thalland villages as social unifs are absent.
Piker says (1969: pgo )

In many, perhaps most, regions of the Central Plain, villages
(muban) exist mainly as government defined administrative

units and nothing more. To be sure, one somtimes finds
Yphysical'! villages — clusters of houses or compounds separated
from neighbouring villages by rice fields, canals, or roads,
but more often, particularly along major canis, rivers and roads,
even such pliysidgl delimitation of villages is nonexistent.
Other than the election of village headman €phujaiban) by
universal adult suffrage, however, one is hard put to find

any instance in which the village operates as a social unit
clearly distinguishable from other comparable units,
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Piker gives the village where he did figldwork, Banoi, which is
gituated 50 miles north of Bpagkok in the province of Ayatthaya
as an example of such a village. (1968: p204):

Banol is not a self contained social or political unit.
Although the village elects its own headman, it is viritually
impossible to identify Banoli as a cohesive entity in the
organization of the villagers' social, economic, political,
or religious activities.

Although Embree holds that villages in Thai society have their
own identity, loose structurists who derive the majority of their
data from Central Thailand, tend to generalise from this to the
whole of Thailand, ag is obvious from the previous quotation of
Sharp (see page55) and from Wilson's quotation on the previous page.
They have taken up the absence of clear cut communities in Central
Thailand as an issue in the polemic, pointing to it as an indicator
of the loose structure of Thai society. But how valid is the
assumption that villages as integrated inward-lookihg social unities
with clearly defined normative patterns which serve fo define and
demarcate this unity, are absent? To what degree is it generalisable
to all Thailand, and to what degree are Thal villages comparable to
the communal corporate residential units which have o clearly defined
political life that are Japanese villages, bearing in mind that
loose structure is a comparative statement?

Firstly, in Japan the inhabitants conceive of their village
as a unity: they identify with it and have 2 sense of in group
gsolidarity vis-d=vis outsiders. But in Thai society this seems to
vary from area to area. In Central Thailand, according to Piker,
such a village identity is absent. However, it can be inferred
from Moerman (1969= p538) that villagers in compact communities
in the north do tend to have such a feeling of identity with the
village.

Similarly with exogamy/endogamy: Whereas in Japan endogamy
amongst the poor tends to emphasise village boundaries, in Thai
soclety it seems the degree to which this happens varies from

arear to area. According to Kaufman (1960: p28) about one-half of




W R Risua .,
the marriages are locally exogamous, Whereas Kingshill (19603 47)

of northern Ku Daeng and Tambiah (1968t p47) of northeastern Ban
Phran Muan state that they are predominantly endogamous.l

Moreover, in Japan the social unity of villages was emphasiscd
by the Tact that the number of main households tended to become
fixed over the generations and although the village did not
exercife complete corporate control over the village land, ocutsiders
or non-main householders gould not teke over o main household
without the permission of other main houscholders. But in rural
Thal society village sites, settlement patlterns, boundaries and the
number of households in the village are continuously changing,

especially in areas where there is swidden agriculbure such as in

1. The statistics they give are as follows:
Kaufman (19603 p28):
Only about twenty percent of the women in these cases bring in
their husbands, whereas seventy five percent are exogamous
marriages in which the man is from Bangkok, the wife coming
from another village.

Tambiah {1968: p4T):
There 18 a high degree of endogamy in the northeastern village
ofBan Phran Ilfuan. In the sample of 87 families, it was found
that 56 (64%) of the family heads were natives of the village,
and of these, 48 had married women of the village. The
corresponding mumber of women (intact marriages) was 83, and
of these 78 were born in the village.

Kingshill (1960: pAT):
The figures on the married villagers born outside Xu Daeng
give an indication of the extent of endogamy practiced in
choosing marriage parteners. In fifty-five cases, which
represent 34.2% of all married couples, the spouse was chosen
outside the village (this does not include the single case
where both husband and wife were born outside Ku Daeng and
presumably immigrated at a later time in their lives). Out of
these exogamous marriages, forty-—one (or T4.5%) involved
native girls of Xu Daeng, who married men from other villages.
Most of the marriage parteners were chosen from nieghhouring
villages. In one case, a husband was born in central Thailand
but he was living near Xu Daeng at the time he married his
wife and moved into her village. We may conclude, then, ;that

marriage in XKu Daeng is predominantly endogamous.
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the north. The number of households even in a physically
demarcated village 1s continuously changlng for villagers may move
from one village to another, Rights and duties in the local area
are determined by residence alone.

Land is not owned corporately, nor is there any corporate
control over land even in the compact clustered communities in the
north and northeast. As Wijewardene (19672 p71) says:

There is little or no evidence that villages exercise

corporate control over all or part of their territories.
Village territory may generally be divided into fiélds,

house sites and forest (or scrub). Of these the first two are
ovned by individuals, the third is crown land. Corporate
entities such as temples own land, but, exiept administratively,
villages do not have such characteristics,

Land, in fact, is individually owned and registered, unlike in
Japan where it is registered in the name of the ig. There are no
customary restrictions on the buying and selling of lands it may
be bought and sold without the consent of the village. It is up to
the individual what he does with his land. This is no doubt partly
fostered, especlially in the CGentral Plainsg, by the bilateral
system of inhervitance whereby all children inherit equally regardless
of sex, This system results in fragmentation and evenitually land
has to be sold. Thus land ownership, the criteria for village
membership and rights in the village do not serve to stress the
social unity of Thai villages even in the nuclested villages.
Hijewardene's description of the ideological and legal basis of
Thai villages clearly emphasises this points

The way in which new villages have formed is an indication

of the 'ldeelogical' and legal basis of village communities,
Bxcept in the rare co-operative villages set up under state
sponsorship, all new settlement appears to be individual.
Individuals move into uvnoccupied dand, acquire squatier's
rights (jap jawng) and in due course becope a village
community. South village™ developed in thie way from a tiny
hamlet @bout forty years ago. The incentive for expansion

was the building of a new road by the Department of Irrigation.
The process becomes complete with the vecognition of its
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headman by the administration. A village is made up of individual

land-owning households; it is not a case of the community
allocating corporate resources among its members.

1. Sownth village, in northern Thailand, is where Wijewardene ¢id
his fieldwork,
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What is more, generally, anthropologists when studying rural
arveas expect to find traditional normative integrated political
systems which serve both to demarcate and stress the social unity

of the village, as in Japan where ie, dozuku; kumi and maybe ko

compele for both formal and informal power within the village.

In the literature on Thal society little reference is made to
politiiing at all in rural areas (e.g. Kingshill 1960, Kaufman
1960, Phillips 1965). Where the literature refers to 'politics!
the tendency is to stress their absence (e.g. Kaufman 1960) or to
stress the Thai abhorrence for situations of conflict (ec.g Blanchard
1958: p483). It seems from the literature, as Wijewardene
maintains (1967: pT74):

There is within 1 village no self-acknowledged relatively
permanent group who can exert their influence %o create a
clearly demarcated local community over which they may wield
authority, and from which they may derive benefit in compeltition
with similar groups in other local communities,

Although it is true to say that in most areas there are small
cliques of older men who form an informal council of elders. De
Young (19553 ppl7-18) states:

Retired headmen, along with other o0ld men of the village
gerve as a sort of informal council to the headman, and
wield great infilmence in village life, rarely will a
headman initiate an important undertaking without discussing
it{first with this group.

This probably holds true for the north and northeast.
Certainly, it holds true for Ban Ping where Momrman (196§Z p542)
refers to a 'self elected group of elders (thaw muu kaeae) which
in many respects, governs Ban Ping'; this *'group of men in late
middle age' he states:

advise the headman especially on matters of village policy
toward official demands, the mobilisation of village wide
activities and important trouble which threatens to involve
the police,

But there is no evidence that these informal councils of elders
form a political structure in which they attempt to attract followers
and compete for control of the willage.

In Central Thailand however, De Young's statement does not seem
to hold true for the elders do not act in this manner or exercise

power. Yol giventhe fact that the Gentral Plain, unlike the rest of
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Thal society, is economically differentiated and it is the area
where one would tend to expect the richer farmers +to compete for
power and prestige and that this competition would be reflected in
the composition of the informal council. But it seems to be absent.
In fact, Keufman (1960 p69) describes Bangkhuad which he says is
representative of the lower delta region as having a *power

Non—Structure'.l The only 'political 1life' reporied in the Central

1. Kaufman succinetly sums up the political Non=Struciure as follows
and conveys the apolitical nature of CGentral Thailand clearlys

Bince Bangkhuad consists of three separate hamlets each with
its own headman, the only unifying factor in the village is the
wat., Although its abbot is the most influential member of the
community, it would be a travesty to say he is the most powerful.
Nor can one say that the headman, as such are the most powerful.
They are chosen as much for their generosity as for their wealth
and therefore do not represent a threat to any of the villagers.
The extent to which they exert power lies in obtaining free help
from their debtors, but this type of power is also vossessed by
other wealthy farmers. The abbot who can and does wield influence
to hig own advantage within a limited range, is checked by his
inability to become thoroughly engrossed in mundane affairs. Thus
there comes into being an informal series of checks and balances
which militates against any one person obtaining too large a
sphere of influence.

Large landowners are potentially in a position of great power.
They can buy out poorer farmers, refuse to lend them money with
which to buy necessary articles for cultivation and can refuse to
rent needed land and equipment to them. The vrich bandowners dotnot
exploit this power unduly since the prerequisites for wealth are
fairly simple. More wealth means more gold chains and more gold
belts, and a more elaborate funeral. Tractors, cars, and an
elaborate house are neither necessary or desired. Great wealth
might enable the farmer to establish himself in Bangkok, bui here
again, fear and illiteracy are strong impediments against a move
to the complex, competetive exdstence of the urban area. Thus there
is no major incentive for power as a means to wealth.

The village farmer is not interested in power for ites own sake;
it exists as a prestige factor but within limitations. One cannot
hope to rise higher than the level kamnan without the proper
education, but with education, the farmer tends to sever his ties
with the village and move fo urban areas.

In short, there is neither incentive nor outlet. The Budddhist
values which emphasise non-agressiveness, honesly, and indifference
to fortune and misfortune initiate against strong drives for
leadership and power.

Another factor to consider is that each household enjoys its
avtonomy. In contrast to the Chinese clan system where one
household may wield considerable influence over other members of
the clan, the Bangkhuad farmers are neither leaders nor followers.
They are too busy and too concerned with their day to day subsistence.
When harvesting is over their interests turn from toll to

ganug (pleasure).
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Plains is by Sharp (1953: p 75). He reports that two factions, one
centred on the Bang Chan wvillage school teacher, the other on the
local abbot, exist. But thiszseems an exceptlon for factionalism

is not reported anywherc else in the literature, as Wijewardene
points out (1967: p74). In fact, nowhere in Thai sociecty is there

a clear cut traditional institutionalised political system of the
kind one finds in Japan. Bven the effectiveness of the headman seems
to vary from arca to arca. The headman is popularly elected and his
dnties are promulgaeied by the govermment. As Sharp (1953 p42)
succinetly says:

the powers and duties of the hamlet headman are rather vaguely
outlined in the local MAdministration Act of 1914 which is etill
in effect. They are to "preserve peace and promote happiness"
for the pecple under their care. In the face of dangers, natural
or civil, they are to organize appropriate action and report

to higher authorities. They check strangers, report suspected
criminal offen®es, caution those who harbor malicicus intention,
and see thal those under them comply with law and government
policy. They promote agriculture, commerce, industry, sanitation
and the prevention of disease and maintain public uwbtilities.
They keep current population data. They inform the people of
government policy, act as their instructors, and'generally
"conduct themselves as an example for the people, the manncr
fixed by the govermmenth. When warrants are issued they are
cmpowered to make arrests, searches or seizures, and they may
hold and turn over to higher authoritics persons suspecied of
criminal offenses,

However, there seems to be some controversy in the literature
as to the degree to which the headman is effective. On the one hand
De Young states (1955: pl8):

Headmanship confers prestige and honor on the incumbent, but
it carries heavy responsibilities, and demands considerable
time.

On the other hand, Horrigan (1962: p60) maintains thats

The position of the headman in modern Thailand is not strong.
On the one hand he is treated as the creature of the cental
government and dominated by the district officer; on the other
hand he is reporiedly losing much of his influence to the
Buddhist clergy and local school teachers, Government officials
on the whole do not admire the headman and often characterize
him as an "influence seeker" who "“does the work of fourteen
ministries® in his tag end position in the official hierarchy.
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Territorial officials report that theyhave to "plead with
good men® 4o taketthe post of headman, adding that "the
headman is not envied and good men will avold being headman
if they are doing well.®

Although these two views seem contradictary, in fact there is
an element of truth in both of them. On the one hand it is true that
in Thali society the headman has prestige and ouwtwards respect but
this does not mean that he always has power and influence. 4s is
apparent in Bang Chan., Sharp says (1953: p4l)s

Regardless of the character of the incumbent, some prestige
normally attaches to the position of headman as it does to most
public offices in Thailand, and this may be enhanced if the
headman's age requires respect. However a headman who lacks
leadership traits will be almost disregerded and will have
little influence either in the hamlet or in the district office.

Certoinly some of the headman in Bang Chan at the time of the pilot
scheme were not influential figures. As Blandchard says (l958= p404):

Observers discovered that in several cases headmanship was
merely an honorary position. Three of the seven persons who
held the official title were clearly recognized as village
leaders, and the other four had a goodly measure of prestige
but little or no real power, and one of these was clearly
incompetent, managing to stay in office simply because his
fellow villagers did not want tc hurt his feelings by
demanding an election.

Moreover the point Horrigan makes that the headman are 16ésing their
influence to the school teacher and the abbot is relevané to the
situation in Bang Chan where both the abbot and the s€hool teacher
are influential figures (Sharp 1953: P75 ). Similarly in Bangkhiiad
it seems reasonable to infer from Kaufman's descripition of the
Tpower Non=structure' that the position of headman is not strong.
In fact, the literature on the whole tends to suggest that the
position of the headman in Central Thailend is often not strong.
Thus it seems De Young's statement regarding headman tends to be
misleading as far as Central Thailand is concerned. Rather, Horrigan's
gtatement that the position of the headman is not strong would
generally seem a more accurate description for this area.

It would seem that De Young's description of headman is much
more relevant to the north. It can be inferrdéd Trom Moergmu that in

the north in what he calls strong compact communities, the position
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of headman tends to be different. For instance in Ban Ping which he
(196§% p546) says is probably representative of such strong compact
communities, the headman has a wide variety of duties which demonsitrate
his effectivity:

To a far greater extent than headman described elsewherc in
Thailand, their activities consist of running village meetings,
mediating village disputes, organizing village work parties,
collecting village resources, maintaining official records for
the benefit of the villagers, and funnelling land and labor
between Ban Ping and members of other communities. In addition,
he acts as his communities foreign minister and symbolizes
that community to outsiders, whether from other villages, the
local market or the national government.

Further, Moerman states, and it seems reasonable to infer from
Kingshill (1965: p80) that it is applicable to the headman in Ku
Daeng too:

Within the constreaints of community life, the headman is
probably more powerful than any other villager. In directing
lakor gangs, organizing community enterprises, and conveying
govermment orders, his control over the behaviour of others

is straightforward., In mediating trouble cases, threatening
govermment intervenition, and interceding with officials, it is
only siightly less direct. Force and public authority are rare
in village life, but thelr monopoly can reward an able headman.

In fact, from a survey of the literature, Blanchard comes to the
conclusion (1958s ppl04-5):

In the North and Wortheast, however, the headmen tend to be
quite strong, thelr authority commensvurate with their prestige,
so that they are the active leaders of their community.

In such villages as these Horrigan's view that the position of
the headman is not strong therefore seems inaccurate, but even in
villages such as these, he had a point when he said that it is often
difficult to get good men, or any one for that matter, to become
headman throughout Thailand. There are no doubt a multitude of reasons
why individuals do not want to become headman, Partly no doubt because
the pay is poor and the duties time~consuming but also because the
headman does not control the distribution of resources nor does he
have any sanctioning power (as will be discussed later) which might
act as an incentive to enterprising individuals. Foorman (1969:

PP 545-547) makes an important point when he states that the reason
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why men do not like 1o become headman because of conflicting pressures
of the villagers and the district officer, both of whom they are
expected to serve.

Headman's major source of discontent -is that he must serve
two masters who value and reward different and often incompatible
behavior....headman are fully aware of the conflicting pressure
to which they are subjected. It is their chief complaint about
their job and a main veason why they are unwilling to serve.
As one former headman phrased itz

Its hard to be headman., One must listen to the
officials and listen to the villagevrs. If one says 'no', the
villagers scold; if one says 'yes' the officials scold, One is
neither a villager nor an official., One is in the middle, its
hard and the money is small., No one wants the job.

But although the position of headman does not seem to be a
highly desired job anywhere in Thailand, nevertheless the degree to
which the headman serves 1o define and stress the social unity of the
village tends to vary from area to arca. In the centre where the
headman does not have effective conirol over the village it is
apparent thalt his position does not serve to define and stress the
soclal unity of the village. But in compact communities such as Ban
Ping which tend to be found in the North and Northeast, the position
of the headman does tend to serve this purpose. In Ban Ping as
Moerman (1969: p542) says 'The headman symbolizes, represents and
protects his village.'! as can be seen in the fact that *He ritually
scals off Ban Ping for the annual ceremony of which he is in charge,
which propitiates the village spirit.!

HSpeaking of collective rituals, in Japan the buraku acts collectively
ag a socilal unit on many occasions. These collective scis, such as
collective rituals and the collective performance of public works,
in which all villagers or representatives of all households are
expected to take part, serve both fto foster Japanese Buraku's extreme
sense of solidarity and to stress its social unity. But in Thai
society there is some controversy as to the degree to which Thai
villages act as social units and undertske collective actions,

Wilson (19622 p48) states that in Thal societys

The nature of the co-operative effort of villagers is another
aspect of the loose and indwrlusidhe character of rural social
organization. Such work, which is not uncommon particularly at
harvest time, is structured on the basis of personal reciprocity
of the individual members of falrly stable groups. It is not
concelved as duty to villag%iigommunity, or any other corporate
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body. s
Piker, referring only to Central Thai villages, maintains (scc‘p 62)
that Central Thai villages do ﬁot act as & social unit exoept“for
the election of headman. How valid is the loose sitructurist point
as exemplified by Wilson and Piker?

The village shinte shrine and the collective rituals counnected
with it, serve to demarcate and emphasise the social unity of
Japanese villages. But the degree to which collective rituals are
present in Thal society seems to vary from area to area. .In Central
Thailand neither Sharp (1953) nor Kaufman {1960) refer to ritual
centres or collective rituals. This tends to suggest that such
collective rituals and village shrines arve either absent or unimportant
in this region. However, both community shrines and collective rituals
have been reported for the North and Northeast.

Keyes (1964 pp9—--10)1 reports a village cult for the Northeast.
Both Tembiah (1968: p75) and Madge (19543 %F&7) give examples of such
collective vituals. Tambiah describes how in Ban Phran Muen at the
Kathin ceremony held once a year, when monks and novices are
presented with robes and gifts, every household contributed cash
as well as gave presents in kind., Whilst Hadge refers to village
shrines and collective rituals at the villages of Pa-so, Nong Lai
and NWa Kwal and other villages in the Northeast. He refers to a
firework display at Pa—ao which he sayss

was intended to honour the village spirits, or Pu~ta, who

have thelr simple wooden shrine in a grove nearby. The person
who has special functions in regard to this shrine is known

in this village as the Jam. This position, though not strictly
hereditary, seems to run in the family; it i1s not elective as
a4t Wong Lai, where this officant is called the Clroban, or
householder of the shrine. Both at Nong Lai and Pa-oa, the area
around. the shrine is sacred; alb Nong Lai it is a wood of 20 rai.
In each place, and also at Na Kwal and other villages, though
not universally, the whole village joins at a picnic near the
shrine to bring luck and to honour the spirits. The dates vary
from year to year and from village to village. A% Pa~zo there

1. The author has been unable to obtain Keyes original article but
thii statement is based on Wijewardene's reading of Keyes (1967
pT13).




are two annual celebrations, one in January, one in May,
usually on a Wednesday morning. The Jam goes o every house to
collect money to provide food and drink for the occasion.

Similarly, in the North Kingshill (1960: pl80) refers to two
spirit houses which he says ares

communal houses which are used only once every year for a
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special spirit ceremony.....A% one of them a ceremony is conducted

in June,; and the other at the time of the northern New Year's
festival.

Unfortunately, he doesn't say whether all members of Ku Daeng are
normatively expected to attend. In Ban Ping however, Hoerman
(1966: pl38) ie more explicits

Unlike the Siamese, Lue personal and household spivits are

of minor imporitance, for the village spirit chiims far more

attention., Cnce a year, each member of the community contributes

to a ceremony for the village spirit at which Ban Ping is closed
off to outsiders.

In northern Thailand other collective actions asscciated with
the religious spherc have been noted. As De Young (1955: pll5) states
unlike in Central Thailand where monks go out from their monasteries
(wat) everyday to beg their food from individuals who live in the
vicinitys:

In northern Thailand some villages have dispensed with the

morning begging of the monks. Instead, the village has been

divided into sections of from 16 to 20 houscholds, cach with

a deslgnated chief, Bach section provides food for the monks

on a fixed day. 4 bamboo bell is passed from section to section,

and the chief's responsibility is o ring the bell at dusk

of the day before it ig his gection's turn o provide food for

the temple, o warn his householders to prepare extra food....

The system is spounsored by the elders of the village, the old

men and women who regularly attend all Buddhist ceremonies at

the wat. This group selects a captain for each section, one, if

L=
possible, who has served as a novice or priest in his earlier
days.

De Young's contention is corroborated by Moerman (1966: p142) and he
himself gives examples of villages organised in this way. In a
survey of villages in and around the community of Bang Fdong he comes
to the conclusion that:

The custom of dividing a village into sections responsible for
providing food for the wat obtained in half of the villages of

Sang Pong and in about half of some fifty villages in neighbouring
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communes. This custom has been in effect in this arca
during the lifetime of the present generation but it has
not been observed elsewhere in pural Thailand, and may be
strictly a novrthern innovation,{Ppll4-115

Moerman {1966: pl50) also reports thatbs

In Central Thailand a candidate's family usually pays for

both the cercmony and the still more expensive hospitality

which accompanies it. In Ban Ping these costs are met in ways

which maintain and illustrate village homogeneity. The chairman

of the temple committee LSummons a meeting of all males and announces
the amount the committee has decided each villager must contribute,
In 1960 every villager of courting age and above was told to
contribute four baht, about the village price of a small

chicken or of 10 liters of unmilled rice.

As far as secular village collective activities are concerned
Wijewardene (1967s p72), from a study of the literature, maintains
thats:

Villagers have obligations for the upkeep of temples, schools,
roads, and irrigation works — where they do not fall within the
responsibility of some central or local authority. The village
headman is responsible for this work, and he has the authority
to call on any labour he thinks is required. The literature is
silent on the sanctions at his disposal — but it appears that
the district courts enforce his authority. Thus it scems that
the obligation is to {(and the authority derives from) the state,
and not the village community.

In Central Thailand, as Phillivs (1969: p33) points out, the
majority of public works are pre-empted by the government, nor are
there any other regular communal activities reported. In fact, as
Piker (1969: p 62) says:

fin Central Thailand)villaée—wide co-operation in development
or other projects are all:ﬁnknown.

1
For example, Phillips (1969: p32) states that in Bang Chans

inhabitants did not have to contribute their labour to the ir
community, serve as village guards, or contend with the dictates
of village elders. Certaln things that had to be done in the
community were either done by the govermment — the apprehension
of criminals, tho maintainence of proper irrigation levels in

the canals, the giving of innoculations - or were worked out

on a dyadic contract or ad hoc basis by individuals and individual
families —~ ‘the harvesting of rice, the cleaning of the canals
near ones home and field§,the arbitration of inheritance
disagrecments, some of which as a last resort might be taken to
government.

1.Phillips(1965: p17) 4isc points out thats

characteristic of other communities of the Central Region(cf Kaufman
1960) is the hbsence among village residents of any strong sense
of identification with the needs of their community as a whole.
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It ig on this type of village which lacks communal organisstion
that Wilson based his view as to the communal organisation of Thai
socliety. But De Young (1955: p79) argues that:

any accounts of Thalland err in supposing that the exchange
laboy group for planting and harvesting is the only sort of
communal labor in Thai villages. This notion, however, is

quite erroneous and probably comes from too great a reliance

on descriptions of the Bangkok region, where the adeptation of
farming to an intensified rice agriculture has developed an
econonic pattern that is quite unlike that of most Thai villages.
Actually there are several other communal work projects, some

of a civic nature, some more specifically agricultural; these
affect the village as a whole and many are less tightly
organized so that the grouns that perform them mey not stricily
be called reciprocal work groups even though a similar

principal underliies them, Cart tracks and village strects are
repaired communally under the direction of the headman; neccessary
work on the grounds and buildings of the wat is also done
comnmunally. For these tasks each houschold supplies as many
able~bodied men as 1t can.

Although it is gifficult to determine from the literaturve
whother villages act as social units in secular affairs, and individuals
are normatively expected to donate theilr labour and support village
communal activities, because of the ambiguous conceptualisation of
the specialists} the literature does tend to bear out De Young's
contention. There have been reporits from both the Northeast and the
Horth of activities such as the upkeep of wells, temples and ponds
being organised on a communal basis. For insbtance, Hadge (1954:
Chaptler 4 p6) states in reference to the Worthemstern province of
Ubons

All +the villagers are used to Tollowing the lead of their clected
village headman and he can get voluntary labour for work which
needs doing in the common interest.

Whilst Moerman (1969: pl36) points out that in Ban Ping until very
recently, the village was the unit for the exchange of transplanting

labours:

1. Specialists whoen describing village—wide activities often do not
state clearly whether it is a normative rule that all houscholds
or adulte are expected to conmtribute thelr labour to a communal
activity or whether the event they are déscribing is an ad hoc
arrangement between a large number of villagers. Kingshill
(19653 pi0) is an example of such ambiguity.
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HMen in their fifties could still remember the time when the
village was the unit for the exchange of transplanting labour.
Huge work parities that ensured prompt transplanting were compesed
of everyone in Ban Ping and everyonc in the next village. Fach
household head would inform the village headman of the days on
which he wanted to uproot and plant. The Headman would then

send a messenger to announce the dates on the main sireets of
Ban Ping and the neighbouring village. Ideally, every houschold
i both villages sent repregentatives to all the transplantings
eessWith growing population, with an increasing number of farmers,
and. with smaller households, the old system disappecared to be
replaced by a more calculated exchange of labor among separate
households usually within the same village.

Foerman (1969: p53) also refers to other activitieos that are
carried out on a village wide basis in Ban Ping. For example, he
states that during the pericd he stayed in Ban Ping:

On more than twenty occasions the Ban FPing headman organised
road work by the entire village or its subdivisions,

According to him, village meetings are used to organise these public
works, the actual activities being organised and directed by the
headman. Moreover, he (1966: pli2) points out that the Mot {the sections
the village is divided into for fceding the monks) is uscd as the

basis for communal organisaltion:

Although their origin and main task are tp provide offerings

to the temple, the mot are often used as the administrative unit
for communal labour, school contributions and other secular
affairs.

In the Horth the organisation of irrigation systems tends to be
on a village-wide basis too. As Wijewardene (1969: p72) states of the
Worth, irrigation systems are 'much more extensive and water the fields
of a mumber of villages' but as Noerman (1968: p43) says 'irrigation
ig orgenised and maintained locally without the aid of the national
government'. It scems a wide—-spread cusiom (see De Young 1955: p 80)
Moerman 19693 p43, Kingshill 1960: p8l) for each village to elect
an irrigation chief who is in charge of organising the village
contributions of labour to the upkeep of the irrigation systenm.

For instance, Moerman (196f: p43) maintains that in the
Chienkham areas

Prior to 1903 cach village had a "dam chief"; onc of whom
was elected "Great Dam Chief® of Chienkham. These chiefs




decilded how much each farmer was to hring to the dam, direcied
the work of irrigation, and celebrated its completion with a
sacrifice (a pig) to propritiate the "epirit of the dam“....

As irrigation was organized in 1900, sco it was organized in 1960,

Hijowardene (1967: p72), however, argues that it is the farmers
who use the irrigation system who have to contribute their labours:

It seems unlikely that villages as communities are responsible,
(for the upkeep of the irrigation systems) though of course
the farmers in a particuleyr village or group of villages

would be oghnised under a 'section' head.

But thig is an example of intellectual harisplitting that
results in a misleading representation of the relationship between
village communities and the irrigation system. To say that it is the
indivridual alone, not the community that is responsible for
contributing the necessary labour fop the maintainence of the
irrigation system is to understress the significance of community
responsibility in certain types of villages. It is clear from
Hoerman's descripiion of the protestion that the Dam Chiefs in Ban
Ping gave to individuals who shirked their communal irvrigation duties
that members of Ban Ping saw such shirking as reflecting badly not
only on the individual but on the community as a whole. As loerman
(1969: »52) says, in 1958 the:

irrigation chiefs decided to stagger workdeys with the

result that Ban Ping villagers report to the dam, not with

the entirve district, but with the three adjoining Lue villages,
In 1960, despite the presence of even such closely related
villages, sux Ban Ping households were not "too cmbarassed
before the others" to shirk their duties, The village chief -
instead of threatening to tie them to stakes out in the sun for
a full day, as chiefs are sald to have threatened to do in the
past - connived in their shirking. He later boasted to the
village olders that he had protected Ban Ping's interests from
the neighbors, "kinsmen", and fellow lue -~ 2ll of whom,because
of increased population and commercislization, are now often
treated as strangers.

From this quotation it seems reasonable to infer that in Ban Ping
villagers do see the obligation to give their labour for the
maintainence of the irrigation system as a commuhal responsibility,
otherwise why would the headman see protecting the shirkers as
being in Ban Ping's interest? In fact, if Moerman (196@: pp50~53)

is read between the lines this contention is confirmed. Although
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HMoerman's is the only specific example of labour contributions to
the maintainence of the irrigation system being seen as a communal
responsibility, nevertheless quite often the village which tends to
elect a dam chief tends to coincide with natural social communities,
e g Bang Ping (Moerman 1968: p43) and Ku Daeng (1960: p8l) which,
it is becoming apparent in this chapter, are present in certain areas.
Where this happens it seems veasonable to suggest on the basis of
the available cvidence that in these circumstances such villages
will probably see the contribution of labour for the maintainence of
the irrigation system as being a communal responsibility.

Thus +this discussion of community wide activities reveals that
Wijewardene's arguament stated previously (see p74 ), which
mgintains that the obligation to fulfil communal obligations are
derived from the state alone, not from the village community, is a
piece o#—intellectual hairsplitting that is often misleading, For it
leads to understressing the fact that obligations to donate labour
and. support for communal activities may derive not only from the
state but also map derive from and be legitimised by the village
community t00, as the organisation of the irrigation system in Ban
Ping clearly demonstrates,

Horeover, some communal sctivities such as the village wide
harvesting groups in Ban Ping in the past and the village wide organisation
for feeding the monks found in some ﬁorthern'villages, are patently
traditional obligations derived from the community alone and heve
nothing to do with the nation-state. In such situations as this %o
see the headman's authority as being derived from the state alone
ig misleading. For in such situations it is patent that the position
of headman is also beoing used to articulate traditional legitimised
communal activities, Thus in such villages as these where there are
clearly defined communal duties which ave legiitimised and internalised
by the community itself, they will tend to be a primary mcans of
both demarcating and stressing the social unity of the village.

From this discussion of the types of normative vatterns that

serve to define and stress the social unity of the village, it has
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become increasingly apparcnt that they vary in the degree to which
they are present and the degrec to which they are defined.

In Central Thailand this analysis has shown that there are no
normative patterns which serve to demarcate the village's social
unity. In fact, specialists have had great difficulity in attempting
to conceptualise Central Thai 'villages', Somel have attempted to
overcome this lack of normative patterns which serve do define
village social units by conceptualising the wat and/or the local
school as the centre of the village and defining the village in torms
of their clientele. But this is o mislegding conceptualisation for
several recasons. Firstly, as Wijewardene (1967: p7l) statess

The definition of a village,by most writers, as a community
using a particular wat and/or school may tend to create the
wrong imprecesion. Temples are cither state or 'church' owned
(Xaufman 1960297)§ dIn no jural sense are they owned corporately
by a village or any other local community. Many village schools
are bullt through local subscription, the government then
supplying the minimum of equipment and teachers. The land

used i® probablycin most cases either crown land (de Young
1955:166~7) or temple land. Legally the school apparcntly
becomes the property of the Ministry of BEducation.

Morveover the clientele of the wat and school may be drawn from
soveral surrounding villages, as Piker (1969: pb2 ) points out. In
fact, cven within the immediate vicinity, not all individuals will
necessarily attend the wat. Similarly, as Wijewardene says for the
wat and it holds good for the school too, it does not operate as
o cohosive unit in other spheres (1967: p73):s

Local communities will sec that thelr wat is maintained through
labour, alms (including the daily feeding of monks), and
attendance, but therce is no evidonce in the liteorature that
this community operates in any other field. It would be wrong
to think even of village communities each independently
supporting and administering its own temple.

The wat does not ritually symbolise the solidarity of the village

social group nor docs common participation in ritual lead to solidarity

1 Sherp et al (1953), Wilson (1962), Janlekha (1955), Phillips(1965).
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and cohesive action. Thig tends to suggest that neither can the wat
be considered the 'centre' of the village nor can their clicntele
be considered as forming & clear cut integrated multi-stranded
soclial community. In fact it is tentatively suggested that in the
Central Plain where normative patterns which serve to demarcate and
stress the social unity of villages are absent, it is not uscful ‘o
attempt to conceptualise social relations in these areas into social
villages at all. '

In the Worth and Novtheast however, although there is less
substantive evidence avallable as far as the latter area is concerned,
the literaturce tends to suggest that tho came is different for these
arcas, It tends to suggest that ecologically nucleated villages in
those areas do have social identity and do have clearly defined
nermative patterns which serve both to demarcate and stress their
social unity. This is borne out for:the Wortheast by Wijewardene
(1967 p73) who %@tes that in the Northeast there appear to be'more
solidary village communities' and for the North by Moerman (1969: p548)
who maintains that strong communities 'are common in the north'.

Tor instance, he sums up Ban Ping as being (1969% Dp538) 2

In its presumptive perpetulty, distinct identity, unambiguous
membership, clear boundaries, and exclusive common affairs -
toghher with procedures, organization, and avtonomy sufficent

for the regulation of these affairs -~ Ben Ping is, within the

Thai context, a corporate community. Ban Ping's physical isolation,
ethnie insularity, ideological self-sufficency, economic
independence, homogencity, and centripetal kinship underlie

its corprorateness,

'The fact of Ban Ping'scomminality'he suggests (1967 p419)'challonges
accepted netions of ruril Thai society.!

The presence of such compaoy communities in the North and
Northeast tende to suggest that Wilson was innaccurate and overgeneralised
when he stated that 'Patiterns of village allogiance or community
golidarity are weak. The institutions defining a village are quite
likely to be not concerned with the corporate entity of the village
itself, which may be quite incidental.! Moreover, it tends to suggest
thot Embree understressed the significance of clearly defined rights

and. duties in northern and northeastern villages. Although it is true




that in comparison with Japanese villages even these villages normative
patterne and social unity are not so clearly defined,

Yet although the degree to which normative patferns are present
which serve both to define and stress the social unity of the
village vary from area to area, significantly even in those arcas
vhere village normative patterns avce elearly-sreas—where—village
nermative-patberns—are clearly defined individuals do not necessarily
conform to these normative patterns. Moerman's description of
individuals in Ban Ping shirking their obligation to give their
labour to maintain the irrigation system being a clear example of
such non-conformity. Thal peasants do not have to conform primarily
for two reasons. Pirsitly because institutions are not present which
could be used to enforce conformity and secondly because the attitudes
of the Thal mitigate against the use of force.

A clear cut sanction is certainly present in the form of a
modern legal code, based on western principles dating from the 1890's
iégg‘been introduced into Thailand and which has a police force to
implement it and enforce conformity. But from the literature (e.g.
Hoerman 196fs: p4l6, Blanchard 1958: pl9472%%)seems that for various
reasons the law is ineffectively and intermittently enforced. Host
disputes are still seottled within the administrvative village or the
natural soccial communities where they exist, by the headman. Although
Moerman (19662 pl63) reports that in Ban Ping elders form an
advisory council and help adjudicate cases of trouble which involve
the whole village or the aged. But the headman has no normative
sanctioning power or condrol over resources that he could use %o
enforce his decisions and maintain his conformity. Although it is
trve that the headman has the power of the law behind him as a
sanctioning force., But in fact it is rare that he invékes it and few
cases are reporited in the literature. It is trve thalt Kingshill
(1960: P86 } quotes several cases of ‘the headmen invoking the law
against individuals in Ku Daeng, but it must be remembered that

this individual was the kamnan, the chief hecadman who was in charge
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of a number of villages in the area, 2nd was a much more important
and powerful person than the ordinary hamlet headman. But looking

at the Central Thai data neither Keufman (1960) nor Sherp (1953)
refers to the headman personally unsing the law as a sanctioning force.
In fact, Hoerman pointe out ﬁhaﬁ in Ban Ping the villagers expected
the headman to protect them from the government and put pressure

on him %o do so. In fact, as Blanchard states (1958: p194) that the
police are 'the object of general mistrust and fear' and peasants
prefer to settle disputes smongst themselves. According to Moerman
(1969 p545) even ifithe villagers in Ban Ping did not feecl that the
headman was doing his job properly they would not ask the district
officer in charge of thelr district to sack him. As Hoerman says
(1968 p545):

To punish such failings villagers criticize and gossip,

fail to attend meetings, and refuse to provide the labor

and. donations which the headman demands for the govermment.
Their ultimate senction is to complain to the officials and to
have him removed from office, but this would embarass them

and. expose Ban Ping to the very official interference which
it is the headman's main function to avoid.

Certainly villagers abtempt to put pressure onm individuals who
they want to act in a particular way. Kingshill (1960: ;}10@, for
instance, points to the use of public opinion in XKu Daeng to attain
conformity in bis discussion of the normative formalities a priest
hag to undergo on resigning from the wat. He says that after a priest
has handed in his resignations:

TFor the next three days he must come back to the temple

every morning to work for the priests. Public opinion in

the village forces him to do this. The only alternative he

has for leaving the temple is to run away. But this isn't

dones for he would thereby not only lose the chance of getting ah
honorable discharge certificate, but he would lose the

respect of the community.

It is probably true thalt a priest would lose the respect of the
community. But what is significant is that the villagers could not
force the priest to conform to the normative leaving patiteran. For
not only do the villagers have no normative sanctions at their

disposal but they also do not have any effective informal sanctions,
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either volitical, religious or economic, which they could usc to
enforce conformity. ¥or example, the threat of expulsion from the
village is an impotent sanctlon in Thai society since village
menbership rights are determined by residence alone, land is
individually owned, individuals can easily move %o another area if

they don't like their treatment where they are living and moreover,

even for the vorest in Thai socieby, subsisitence is, as yect, no
problem. Ultimately the choice of decision lies with the individual.
But as Hoerman (1966=jp159 says in Ban Pings

When the pricst announces that he wants to returm to
secular life, the village elders try to convince him to
change his mind. They romind him that it is “correcit", and
gocd. for Ban Ping's reputationfrls pleasing to the old men
for there to be more than one priest. The temple committee
may threaten to resign if the priest leasves the orvder.
Respected clders "beg him to stick it out for just one more
Phansaa. But the decision is his and, although he may have
to call meeting after meeting, the colders always give their
consent,

As Woerman (1966: pl55) says of Ban Ping, and it can be inferred from
the literaturce that fthis is applicable to Central Thailand alsos

the child who won't take her medfticine or the bride who
won't sleep with her husband, likeiw priest who won't
serve any longer (in the Sangha), can rarely boe made to do
what he is unwilling to do.

An important factor which must be considered when discussing the
lack of coercion to conform to the norms in Thai society are Thail
attitudes. Bven where sanctions do exist, such as the authority of
the heddman to invoke the law, given Thai attitudes rogarding face—
to-face reclationshipg, it would be difficult to enforce them. The
emphasis on the desirability of kreeﬁhaj (feeling and attitude of
self effaccment and humbleness, involving the desire not to intrude
upon or embarass others, or cause others to extend or trouble
themselves)s choei (feeling strongly about a situation but expressing
nothing, assuming an attitude of indiffercnce and non-involvement)
which Embrce himself points to, and the exceptionally low tolerance
of the Thals for interpersonal conflict and their tendency 1o walk

N&j@f away from potential conflict mitigate against Thais attempiing to
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enforce decisions and carry out sanctions.

As Sharp (1953: p34) says of Bang Chan villagers, and Semex
mo gppecialists have attempted to contradict this point, rather the
literature tends to imply that it is valid as a generalisation for
the whole of Thailand; there arcs

widerpread atiitudes of benevolence and respect for othercpersons
régardless of their situation. There are no formal behaviour
patterns for the oxpression of malevolence, for harming

your neighbor, no wiitches or black magic, no sccret socleties
to harass the too powerful or deviant person, no charitable
organisations to remind the poor of their dependences...

the poor, the nonconformist, even those who wander from the
Buddhist path, are not embarassed by public ridicule as

long as they do no serious harm to others. The system entails
values more positively tolerant than the simple attitude of
live-and—let~life. The ideal is that face—-to~face relationghips
whether between two individuals or one and a group, no

person should he placed in & position of embarassment or
ashamed. This is {éﬁeb&sis for the ofton noted Thai politeness.
Undune pushing or pressure is to be avoided in order that all
relationships, at least on the surface, may be ploasant and
unforced. Vidlence is abhorred; guarrels and physical attacks
are rare, cven among those who drinks....Unless they are an
obvious n@%ﬂanoe or public danger, no one including children
and women should be pushed or forced by word or deed that might
jeopardi%e their self-respect.

Such & view of Thal society as ‘thig quotation conveys is totally
different in comparison with Japan.

Ho far we have exemined village patterns and have shown thet
the degree to which they can be said to be present varics from area
to area and that where they are present, unlike in Japan, individuals
do not have to conform to them if they don't want to. But another
crucial issue is that of groups and institutions. Anthropologisis,
when they are situdying societies no doubt due to the influence of
unilineal societies from which, until recently, most anthropological
theory has been derived, tend to attempt bo look for groups in
Thal socciety and fo conceptualise Thai data into terms of groups
and social institultions and to analyse Thal society from this point
of view. The absence or presence of g?oupglin Thal society has become
a subject of countroversy in the loose structure polemi€ as Phillips

(19692 p 31) himself admits. As he himself says since the article

1 'groupt here being used following Preeman(1961: p212)‘'s well known
usage, as a collection of individuals who all interact socially together.
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wag first publisheds

both advocates and critics of the concept, preoccupled with their
own descripitive and theoretical problems, have awarded the concept
additional meanings....The first has to do with the number and
1on1f1c@nce of social organisations that exist s i 20
Hr-owseblrateeztet elther because they are necessa ry to got
thlngs done in the community or because Tthey provide villagers with
a senss of group membership and affiliation.

Primarily loose structurists, but others tooe.g. Sharp(1953); Piker(1968
a b3;1969) sWilson(1959,1962)5 Phillips(1965) have stressed the absence
of groups and institutions in Thai society. Hmbree himself‘(1&87) statos
the Thais 'do not like to work in orgenisstions'. Whilst Hamburger
(19672 p62) states:

Jggg orlgn P%mﬁ%ﬁ&@f \yﬁ\ﬁh‘o}ﬂﬂlﬂ$P0%%i¥h§g ig a fragmented society.
d88%act botweon LAGLVIOUALS SBE fow and far between, and the
contacts themselves are tenuouns. The Thai form of course ra
groupss 1ndeﬁgstggx Bre |4, moqb hlghky cy;blc people. But the ¥9ﬂ¢m|
Aﬁers R&F 1hPerrel atea a%eﬁETT§ rllatarally and cooperating
casually. It fails Yo consolldate 1nto a collective stable whole.
It does not integrate to assume corporate qualities such es
identityy a life and function distinect from those of its momberss
2 name, rights and duties, assets and liabilitfesof its owny a
structural framework; and majority rule. Hissing from Thal soclety
ave Hontesquieks pouvoirs intermediaires, Glerids autonomous, sclf
governing associations, in fact all the more or less tightly
structured local and functional groupings, products of an age-old,
and seedbeds of high social discipline that make up and function in
the West as the girders and crossboams of the body politic. Thal
goclety is at the opposite extreme of a pluralistic one. State and
socletly are disjointed. The state has a monopely of organised
gsocial action., The subjects of the Siamese king face one another, as
well ag their govermment over the desert of an institutional vacuum.

Anothor blauket statement is made by Bramley (1969s p308), although it
ig put more clearly and simply:
Another distinctive feature of the Thai social system is that
permanent groups appear to be virtuslly absent.
Yhilst Phillips (19695 p 31) says of Bang Chan that it was discovereds

that there were only five social units funciioning in the communitys
1) theo nuclear family; 2) a loosely defined, laterally ovientated
kindred; 3) the nation—s tate, 4) the village monastery; and 5) the
local school. Associated with three of these units were four
functionally specific and limited groups; a) a group of seven
village headmens b) theclergy, several of whoso members came from

outside the community; ¢) a lay commitiee associated with the temples;

and. 8) the village school teachers, some of whom lived outside tho
village. Otherwise to cite the familiar Bang CGhan litany, therc arc
no castes, age grade socleties, occoupational groups (oﬁher than the
family), neighborhood groups, voluntmry associablons or groups
expressive of village solidarity such as councils or governing
boards.

N




86

But how valid are these statemonts? To what exitent are groups absent

from Thal socilety and to what extont is Phillips' discussion of descripiion
of Thai society accuratel and to what extent is it generalisgble for

the whole of Thailand?

In the literature, Phillips' description of Bang Chan seems 1o Dbe
borne out by other members of the Cornell team who studied the village
¢.g. Sharp et al (1953) and Hauck ot al (1958). Worecover, as far as Thai
soclety as a whole is concerned, significantly there is little in the
literature which dwisagrees with what has become known as the fomous Bang
Chan 'litany'. Prom the literature there do not seem to be any casles or
age grades in Thai society. The only occupational group that scems to be
present are co—operatives. This would seem to contradict Embreets view
that 'we do not find the financial credit associations (ko) which extend
over twenty years or so in a Japanese farm community.' (»185). But it must
be rememberedt that the co-operatives are recent modern innovations, mostly
since the last war, and the only avaliable evidence on the subject (Madge
1954: pl3) tends to bear out Embree's view that the Thais Ydo not like
t0 work in organisations' (plB?)for in the area he studied not many
peasants joined the new co-operatives and the setiting up of these
co-operatives didnot prove to be a very successful venture in the aroa.2
Horeover, unlike in Japan where there arc instituitionalised harvesting
groups, in Thal society, with the eoxception of Moerman's statement that
in Ban Ping in the past the labour groups for the transplanting of rice
were organised on a village wide basis, such groups seem to be absent.
Bven the family is not an occcupational group; labour for agricultural
purposes being contributed on an individuwal dyadic basis (as will be
discussed in more detail later). In fact the exchange of labour for
agriculturel purposes wheve it occurs, is, in general, on an individunal
ad hoc basis. Bmbree's contention that 'Exchwage systems are less clear
1. The nation state will not be dealt with in the following analysis for

it is petently not a 'group' or institution in the sense that is
being used in this chapter.

2. Madge states that the reason more co—operabives were not set pp was due
not to lack of interest on the part of farmers but o lack of finance.
However, this does not seem a valid explanation for at the time he
studied the area some of the credit co—operatives had been going for
nearly 15 years and if Thal peasents had been really pre—disposed to
co—operate and had desired to form co—operatives then one would have
thought that they would have ovrganised the necessary finance during
this pericd.




cut' doecs not scem to hold true for agricultural activities for roporis
from various parts of Thailand have asserted thalt the rules governing

} 1
the exchange of agricultural labour are very clear cut e.g. Hoerman

1968: pll7, Kaufman 1960z pb65 , Soontornpasuch 1963: p 46,

1. Moerman (1968: pll7) whon discussing the rules for the return of farm
labour statess:
There are three forms: lo, termkan aw haeng. The first lo, is
co—operative farming. It ccours when two or more households agrec to
work together until all have completed the tasks stipulated in their
agrcement. If households agree to lo, they keep no account of the
number of days spent at cach task and plot. Termkan and aw haong, the
other two forms of what I call exchange, are oficn merged in casual
speech. "But in termkan," says an articulate former headman, “therc 1s
no compulsion to return the same service that one has been given not
need the return be immediate....8w haeng, on the other hang, is like
a formal contract in which (for example) one must return a day of male
reaping labour for a day of male reaping labour." If A comes to term
(literally,"to add to%) B, then B is expocted to go to term A on somo
job fairly soon. This is called termlkan, "adding to one anothort.
Alternatively, B may veturn a “gift" (pan) instead of labor. For such
an exchange the reciprocal "kan" is not used. One is told, instead,
that A did such-and-such to derm B, so B pn'd such an amount to A."
Labor contributions that villagers call term can thus be reciprocated
by any of the rewards,

Pan ig o form of goods, the third roward for labor. Goods may bo
either rice or cash. Vhichever one is given, villagers distinguish
between a gift® (pan) and a "wage" (xha~cang). A distinctive featurc
of a wage is that it is agreed upon through hagglings before it is

paid, while the amount of the gift is determined solely by the gencrosity

of ite donor. The vecipient of a gift must thereforc claim not o
cnow how much he will receive.
In the Central Plains the rules governing the exchange of labour scem
even more clear cut than in Ban Ping. According to Kaufman (1960: pé5)
Jiotheoaxehangs 6f.labour in Bangkhuad takes two Forms (1) "awracng' and
(2} v"khauraocng"s -
Awraeng is used for harvesting, transplanting and pool digging.. A
promises to work 10 raj for B, if B will worlk 10 raj for A when his
ficlde ave ready. If B can only work eight raj, he will send over
another person, ¢, who owes B two raj, to make up B's debt to A, If A
ie hiring on a cash basis, thon B send ¢ and C must give B tho wgges
for the two raj, B, in thisg case must rcturn the money to A, If a
farmer shirks his end of the bargain, word gets about and next year he
will have difficulty getting people to awraeng with him. In such a
case, he will have o promisc to work four raj for three, or af
on a wage basis, for less wages than the others,

Khauraong is used by all families for housebuilding, and
occasionally for pool digging and pond digging. It is oxclusively
used. by the well~to—do for transplanting and harvesting. Here they ask
an indebted relative to round up all other debtors and persons for
whom the wealthy farmer has rendered small’ services during the year.
He thus gets his fields done practically frec, However, he may, if so
inclined allow this work to be deducted from the debt.
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As far as the units and limited groups are concerned which
ﬁhillips states are present in Bang Chan, it .is apparent that they
are either simple in structure or categories. Where thése groups
are present in other areas the Fiterature tends to suggest that this
holds for these areas too. Although the village schoel is a physical
unit, to see it as a social unity except in a very limited sense
is misleading as it is a single interest group; for as has been pointed
out previously, individuals who use ‘the school do not necessarily
interact in any other social sphere. Similarly it would be
misleading to conceive of the school teachers as forming a social
group, for there is no evidence available that they interact socially
in any other sphere.

The yat, tvo, has a simple structure, Wats found in rural areas are

only minimally corporate. Infact even to apply the term corporate
to the wat is to mislead. Although»a small piece of land may. be owned
by the wat, the monks normatively have nothing to do with its
control. because Buddhist Doctrine forbids them to take part in economic
matters., The land is.looked after and rented out by the lay treasurer
j§'the wat committee; a committee which acts as advisers to the monks,
The wat is not a corporate landowning unit like the dozuku or the
feudal monasiteries of Medieval Burope, for the monks normatively
take no part in the control of the land. They have neither shares in
it, or rights over it.

It is true that the structure of the wat remains the same over
time. But it is not the sort of structure ome would associate
with say, the Japanese household or dozulm. It doesw not have a well
developed and defined internal structure. Infact as far as the wat
is concerned, what strikes one from reading the literature is the absence
of structure.fn abbot is in charge of the wat, but né:where in the
liteyature is there any reference to him being a strict authoritarian
figure., Infact Bramley(1969) in her study &f monasteries in Ayutthaya
suggests that abbots tend to be '"dreamy-types'. Monks have clearly
defined fights and duties it is true , in terms of how they ought
to behave towards othe r monks. They live together, eat together,
and pray together, but in actual practise their social relations
are with the laity, especially their most socially meaningful ones.
@eally the wat is a place to eat and sleep and store ones belongings,
it is not a corporate group in the Fortes(1953) Radeliffe Brown( 1950)
and Maine( 1905 ) sense of the wonds.
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This analysis is born out by Bramley's(1969) study of the

monastic order in Ayutfhaya. She to comes to the conclusion that
monagbteries in Ayutthaya lack a complex internal structure and she(p156-7)
argues thatb:

the absence of a more complex system of internal organisation
within the monastery can to some extent be explained by the
Tact that there is a great deal of movement not ohly into and
out of the Sangha but also between nonasteries on the part

of the more permanent monks. I do not want to give the false
impression that all Bkikkhus are in perpetual motion, as many
of them stay in the same monastery for the duration of their
career in the order, nevevtheless, it is true to say, that
movement is easy and frequent, and that although a monk must

at all times be registered with a wat,no importance is attackd
to having permanent residence in any one monastery. The
relative simplicity of the internal authority structure can

bn the third place be attributed partly to the fact that the
majority of monastic oommunitieizare both small in size and
outward looking, the average Ayuthaya monastery housed between
eight and ten permanent monks most of whom were more concerned
with interaction between themselves and members of the lay community
than with relationships within the wat. Indeed in most monastic
communities there is relatively little formal and purposive
intdaction between fellow residents.

If this is the situation in Ayuthaya, a centre of Buddhist learning,
where 1t would therefore seem reasnonable to assume the most
highly organized and formalised monasteries would be found, then it
Seems even more reasonable fto assume that the situation will be. eun more
so in &y the even smaller wats in rural areas. Thus the operative
normative organisation of the wat does not contradict the loose
structurists stress on the lack of defined normative rules in
Thai society.

Mgreovier, as far as the Hat committee is concerned Piker (1969: p63)

88yss
the temple committee— a handful of laymen who assgist the abbot
in managing the temple's affaires. Bven these groups, however,
are often not formally constituted; membership in them at
anytime may be uncertain; and the actual substance of committee
activity may vrevolve more around dyadic ties between the abbot
and. individual members than around anything alse.

Although Pikers enly refers to the Centrel Plain, a reading between the
lines of Hoerman's{1966) and Tambiih's(1968) tends to support this
contenfion{for ‘the whole of %hai society.
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Similarly while councils of elders may be present, from what has
been stated previously, they are essentially inforaml cliques
dyadically orientated around the headman.

As far as the nuclear family is concerned, a number of specialists
support Phillip's contention for Bang Chan(e.g. Sharp et al 1953),
maintaining that it is found there, and others such as Wijewardene
(1967: p65) argue that the nuclear family is a social unit found in
Thai society as a whole. Wijewandene (1967: p65) for instance, states:

The norm for the Thai peasnat househeld in all parts of the
country is that the elemendary family is the residential unit.
The vnit formed by & husband and wife and their children is not
only the expected composition of the household, it is infact the
type which is most frequemtly found. This is confirmed by all
village studies so far available, and indirectly by census

and survey material.

Phillips (1965: $27) even goes so far as to maintain that in Bang
Chan the nuclear family is the primary social unit, But how valid is
it to see the nuclear family as a2 social unit and a primary institution?
What kind of institution and group ig it? Does it have a clearly defined
set of normative patterns which serve to demarcate and emphasise its
gocial unity?

Thal peasants live in auntohomous households. . Although in some
areas of the Ceniral Plains(Hanksl959, Sharp 1953, Wijewmndenel967: p66)
severak households may be grouped together in the same compound.
Although the naticnal average member of inhabitants in a household
is 5.7(Long et al 1963:95), this is no indicator and iy no way
reflects the womposition of households. For instance, according
to Phillips (1965 p23) in ke Bang Chans

In his study of the economy of the village, Janlekha (1955)

found it necessary to distinguish five different kinds of
functioningymutually exclusive household units in Bang Chans

the typical nuclear family (59.4 percent of all households); a
limited extended family, wonsisting of a man, wife, either or both
their =ets of parents, and unmmarried children(8.1 percent); an
extended family, consisting of the limited extended family

plus married children, the latters' children and any collateral
relatives of any generation (26.8 percent); a one person family
(5.4, percent).




Whilst in the Northeast bot%ﬁﬁ%dgo and. Long et al report similar
permubtations. Madge (1954: p1 ) stating that in the village of

Pao~a0, in the province of Ubons
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among the 76 families analyscd therec arc 32 of these “"independent

families™, consisting simply of parents and children, and 18
other familics in which to this nucleus there are added
unmarried blood relatives, such as nephews and neices. Side by

side with the Rindependent families™ there arc 25 families which

include a male roletive by marriage, usually a son-in-law. In
only two cases are deughtors-in-law living in the parental
household. The effect of this ig to produce a two-tier family,
which includes some of the grandchildren as well as the childre

n

of the original parental couple. Many permutations arc possible,

and other relatives may be added.
Whilst Long et al (1963: p95) states that in the Northeastern
Changwad Khonkaens

The nuclear family was the most frequent form of houschold
organisation; 58 percent of familics contained only farmcrs,
their wives, and their children, and 84 poercent of houscholds
had a daughters husband living with them, threc percent a sons
wife, seven percent a grandparent, and 33 percent in addition
to the immediate family some other relative or friend.

Lastly, from the North Moerman (1969: p97) veports that in Ban Ping
in the pasts

Barly villagers lived in long houses accomodating four or
five or sometimes even seven families....No one now lives
in a household larger than three families.

I'rom these few examples it is apparent there are many possible
permubdtions in the composition of Thai rural houscholds, In fact a
houschold may consist of a husband, wife and children, but it may
also include grandparcnts and/or collaterals. Quite often adopied
children and oven non-relatives will make up the composition of the
houschold., Some houscholds may only contain a single individual of
either sex who may or may not have been married. Moreover, if there
is more than onc houschold in the compound very probably it will be

composed of siblings and their families.

But this variation in houschold composition cannoi satisfactorily

be seen as the outcome of th: family development cycle alone i.o. gs
refleoting the stage of development that a family has reached. For,

. . . > . )
unlike in raral Japan wherce a patrilineal ideology jﬁqvades angd.

=
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serves o allocate many peasants into specific ies on ascripiive
principles. in Thal society kinship is reckoned bilaterally outward
from the individuals and doces not serve this purpose. In fact the
jural rules as regards residence tend to be flexible; the principle
of association in houssholds belng @xpe&i@ncy.l In fact the
composition of households may change frequently (Janlekha 1953),

especially amongst the poor.
This flexibility is stressed by Phillips himself when he

discusses the composition of households in Bang Chan. The houschold

1. Actually, as far as the rules of residence are concerned in Thail
society there is some conflict in the literature as to what they are.
Wijewardene (1967: pAT) in an attempt to stress the pragmatic nature
of Thal s=society states that residence patlterns are flexible. ¥ingshill
(19605 p47) in his discussion of residence patterns in Ku Daeng
supports Wijewardenes
Whether residence ig matrilocal or patrilocal seems to depend
largely on the circumstancesin each individunal case. 1f it scenms
more convenient to live with the husband's family then the wife's,
then the bride and groom will live there. In many cases it is
more expedient to establish a separate household immediately.

Radjathon (1954: p3) however states categorically that:
Thal custom in the past; and to some extbtent in the present, was
matrilocal....People would not allow theilr daughters to marry
out, that is make their homes with their husband's family, for it
is considered a "loss of face".

HNoerman's data on Ban Ping corvoborates what Radjathon states:
Until recently, most villagers followed the traditional Lue rule
of residences '"Leave for three years, return for three years."
Upon his marrviage, & man lived and worked for three years with his
wife's pavents, The couple then went for three years to the
husband's parents. Although the rule was modifiled in practice to
takse account of the parents'labor needs and of the young couple's
wealth, new households were normally expected to have a long
period of nascence. Since the introduction of the tractor, weny
young men, landowners when =till single, build houses for their
families almost as soon as they become fathers.

However, in Bangkhuad Kaufman states (19603 29 ) s
Residence is in general maitrilocal for the first year or more and
then becomes patrilocal. Because of the scarcity of available land,
the newly weds must be content to share their parents' land. In the
"old days", when land was still avallable for clesring, the newly
married couple would spend a year with the bride's housshold and
then clearing a plot near the groom's housechold, construet a house
and ralse thelr family. Today, with the ever-~increasing shortage
of available land and the change in cconomy from small subsistuce
farming to large scale marketd farming/ footnote continued on next page.|
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THAT KINSHIP TRRMINOLOGY™
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*Thie kinship terminology is derived from Bramley (1969),




patterns, he (19653 p24) statess
reveal whal appears Ho be almost nonchalent willingness or
aquiesence on the part of the villagers 1o make modifications
and adjustments in their living arrangements whenever neceSsary.
Underlying this seems to be a fundamental assumpltlon that the
question of who lives with whom simply 1s not one of overrviding
importance; as long as the individuals can live together without
discord, act in terms of the householdls established patierns
of suporordination and subordination, contribute labowr or
money to the family larder commensurate with thelr ages, and
not inconvenience each other, they will be welcomed into the
household, if unable or unwilling to fulfill such elementary
obligations, they may take their leave, even if they are infact
full-fledged members of the nuclear family.

These factors tend %o suggest that to conceptualise the nuclear
family as the basic central kinship unit and to anslyse the kinship
systom from the point of view of the nuclear family is to misloead
for several reasons,

Farstly, it is apparent from the discussion of Thal residence

rules (see footnote on previous page) that whilst the nmuclear family

1. /footnote continued from the previous page: the husband, more often
than not, spends two or three yesrs with his wife's family and
works their land....

Residence is permanently matrilocal in those cases where
there is only one daughter, or therce are only daughters in the
family. Residence ig semi-permanently matrilocal if husband and
wife have fields of equal size but there are fewer members in the
girl's Temily. In those cases where the girl's family is much
wealthier than the husband's, the residence is also permanently
matrilocals they may consbtruct a house of thelr own, ut it will
be in or necar the compound of the bride's family. When the husband's
family is much the wealthier, the period of matrilocal resideonce
is shortened or even eliminated.
These diverse statoments as to residence patterns in Thal society
suggoest that Radjathon overgenerslised and that in fact the degree
to which the regidence rules are defined and the form they take
varies from arca to area, from being undefined in Xu Daseng to being
rigourously defined in Ban Ping. But what is very significant is that
even in such villages as Ban Ping where the rules are clearly defined
they are adapbted to the necds of the situation. This is certeinly so in
Banglkkhuad as Kaufman states. Thus it does scem reasonable, given that
expedience is such an important factor, o agree with Wijewardene and
state that in Thal society residence rules are 'flexible’.




may be the ideal bhousehold composition for young couples in some
areas such as in Bang Chen, it is not the idcal for young couples
in villages such as Ban Ping who axpect to go and live with their
in-laws for several years, during which perilcd no doubt the young
couple themselves will have children. Morveover, the maclear family
ig cortainly not the ideal for sged varents who expoct one of thelr
children and their family to romein at home permanently to look
after them in their old age, or for that matter of the child who
does stay at home permanently. Wijowardeno'!s statement thorefore that
the nucleor family is the expectad composition of the houschold is
inaccurate; it is the expectod composition only for individuals in
certain areas, incertain stagee of their life cycle.

Secondly, whilst it mgy be true that the nuclear femily may
be the most frequent statistical norm for Thal society as a whole,
the data on Ban Ping, although not expliciti, ﬁend% to suggest that
in Ban Ping at any rate the nuclear family will nct be the most
frequent statistical norm. Horeover, concentrating on the mmclear
Tamily alone deads to neglecting the frequency of other types of
houschold composition. In fact, in Bang Chan, according to Hvers

(1969¢ pl120), thirty five percent of all households wore oxbtended

family types. In fact, as Evers (1969: pl20) points out if the composition

of Thai houschodds is scen in a comvarative perspective, that is in
comparison with the composition of households in other South Bast
Asinn sociecties, then the frequency of extended family houscholds
tonds to rank high. As hoe soays:

L]
4Lf we see Thai sccial sitructure in comparative porsepoctive.
If we order 23 négentlycstudiedifiouthreast Asian villages

according to the frequoncy of extended femily houscholds, at

laast two Theil villages including the famous Corncll village

of Bang Chan, rank at thce top of the scale.
Thus by neglecting the other forms of houschold composition those
who siress that the nuclear family ig the central basic unit ere
underestimating the importance of these other permutations.

Thirdly, since the Thal normatively accent and expect variation

in household composition and thqnucleaT family is the cxpected
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composition of the household for only certain couples in certain
areas, o see the nuclear household as being more clearly defined
normatively and as being in some sense more socially mignificant
is misleading. Thus sinee the nuclear family is not the empectdd
norm for all Thais and an analysis from the point of view of the
miclear family underemphasises the importance of other types of
household compesition and since the Thais tend to accept anybody into
their houses, it does not seem worthwhile to attempt to
conceptualise Thai kinship relations into the form of the nuclear
family or +to study such relations from the point of view of the
nuclear family for it is misleading and morecver is an inaccurate
description of the situation.

Both Kaufman (1960: p22) and De Young (1955: p2f) avoid this
misleading conceptualisation by orientating their analyses around
the household which Kaufman maintains is a kind of 'femily group'.
Although it hag been shown that it is misleading to siress the
nuclear family as being of more primary importance than other kinship
units, is it any more useful to snalyse Thal kinship from the point
of view of the household and to conceive of it as a family group
as does Keufman? To what extent sre patterns clearly defined and
to what extent do they serve to demarcate and stress the social
unity of the household?

Kaufman himself when using the term household does not
distinguish between the single household and a group of households
situated in one compound but refers to them collectively as
'household'. Wijewardene (1967: p66) however argunes thats

The compound group, however, is clearly made up of
people with very close ties who frequently cultivate a
single farm, and may even work from a common domestic
budget. Despite this, I would prefer to treat the
compound group a8 a transitional group separate from the
household, with a wide variety of arrangements being
possible between the separate households in the compound.

Here again it is obvious that Wijewardene's dichotomy is due to
his desire to differentiate between the family of procreation and

other groups. But since, as has been shown, there are no clear cut
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rules for def%mining who lives with whom, it is no more analytically
worthwhile té\differentiate the household from the compound group
of households than to differentiate the nuclear from the other
types of household composition. The primary household does not
have different rules of membership and, since households may break
up, is no less transitional than the other households in the
compound, They all stay togéther at their convenience. Thus in this
discussion of the soclal ovrganisation of the household, the
compound. group will be studied as a whole although, if necessary
for the issues discussed, it will be differentiated.

The Thai household is not a corporatel land owning unit as
is the Japenese ie. Land is owned by individual members of the
household. It belongs to the individuwal who inherited it, cleared
it or bought it, and he can dlspose of it as he chooses. For instance,
according to Soontornqasudh(1963», if a young couple while residing
at their parents' house manage to get together some land it is
considered their own, not communal property. Similarly, according
to Hanks and Hanks (1963: p 438, if a wife inherits land or goods
it is hers and if she separates from her husband she retains her own
property. Morever nowhere in the literature is it mentioned that
land is registered in ‘the name of the household, in fact it is
generally agreed that land is registered individually. Although
occasionally, as Kingshill (196p: p26) remarks, some small plots
may be registered jointly by two or more persons, in most cases
husbands and wives and siblihgs, But this is by arrangement. It is

not the outcome of the jural rules.

1. It is true that Moerman (1968:p100) points out that in the past
in Ban Pings
married siblings remainedctogether in a single longhouse; the
house and its land were administerdd by the o6ldest resident.
The longhouse, then was a corporate groupe...
But these no longer exist and from a close examination of the
literature similar cases have not come to light.
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Not.only is the Thai household not a land owning entity like
the Japanese é but it has none of its social unity either.
Although the Thai family is conceived of by the Thais as the
*group that. eats from a single hearth' (Hanks and Hanks 1963: p434)
and may.have a household Buddha image. at which members may make
offerings, there is no sense of family solidarity of the type
found. in Japan. Moreover. the household is not concelived as a unit
by the Thais or as having continuity over time. In fact it is only
in the last half century that Thai families hiéwve been named. Nor is
the family considered sacredé as it is in Japan. As Phillips (1965:
986) says, and significantly there has been no attempt in the
polemic o contradict hims

there are no institutionalized attempts to sanctify the
solidarity of thé family....That ig, unlike China and the
West, there is nothing in traditional Thai folk belief and
ritual, or in the literature of the indigenous "Great
Tradition", that alludes to the sacreduness of the family
ag a social unit. All moral aphorisms concerning family
relationships are phrased in terms of dyadic relations
between individuals, not in terms of affiliation with the
family unit as such,

This stress on the primary importance of the individual is reflected
in the fact that personal shrines are considered more important than
the household.

 Moreover marriage rules do not symbolise and demarcate the
household boundaries as they do in Japan. Not only are residence
rules flexible, as has been said, but in Thai society a wife on
marriage is not cut off completely from her natal family, nor does
she lose all her rights. She may later inherit lands and goods from
her parents and if she leaves her husband may refturn to her natal
home.

The Thai system of inheritance in fact is a very significant

point in this discussion of the household. For whereas in Japan
the patrilineal ideology provides the means by which property is
handed on intact over the generations, in Thai society the bilateral

system of inheritance whereby property is inherited equally by all




cnildven regardless of sex tends to lead to the fragmentation of
land and the break up of households (see Wijewardene 1965).
According to Janlekha (1953), this seems especially so in Central
Thailand among the poor. Although there is bilateral inheritance,
as has been stated previwusly, the youngest sibling remains at home
and receives the homestead on the death of the parents. The Thais
say this is .a reward for looking after the parents in their old age.
But as Moerman (1968:. p94) points. out, this is very probably the
result of circumstances rather than jural ruless

One formal qualification of the rule of equal inheritsnce conerns
the house compound. It is inherited by the oldest child

among those still living at home after both parents had died.

His share of the remalnder of the estate is diminished
proportionately. Since a couple normally lives to see their

older children established in their own households, not
infrequently it is the youngest child who inherits the

parental home. I suspect that this circumstance, rather than

a formal rule of "ultimogeniture" (cf Blanchard 1958:424;

Kaufman 1960:22; Kingshill 1960:54), conditions the inheritance

system of the parental house and its compound throughout
Thailand.
/’\

The choice of marriage par?éeer in Thai society tende generally
to be a matter of individual choice. Although Kaufman (1960: x>l§§
has pointed to two cases of arranged marriage in Bangkhuad in the
past and Bramley (1969: p 22) has pointed %o the existence of
arranged marriages in the Thal elite where the parents are friends;
both Moerman (1969: pl30) and De Young (1955: pb4) state that
parental approval is needed. But as Hanks and Hanks (1964: p434)
gtate 'the bridgs consent is as necessary for marriage as the groods.
Indeed a woman may prefer to remain single.' The nature of marriage
in Thai society is neatly summed up by Wijewardene (1967s p6§)s

Marriage itself, in rural Thailand, conforms to the
pragmatic nature of Thai rural social structure as a
whole. It is nearly always based on personal choice with
few marriages arranged to cement political alliances or
consolidate property holding.

From the‘literature the only exceptions to the latter seem to be
the two arranged marriages refered to by Kaufman (abOVe). However,
De Young (1955: p 151 states that:
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everywhere. encourage their children to marry into families of
similar economic status, but points out. that there is only one
actual reference.in the literature {made by Sherp 1953) to this
infact happening.

As Wijewardene §1967: p66) wmays:

I% is striking - in vhew of the prevalence in Asia of

marriage alliances of families for political or economic ends

~ that in Thailand individual choice in marriage is everywhere
reported as widespread. A couple who wish 1o be married and
meet opposition from their parents have almost institutionalised
means of forcing their parents to give recognition to a fait
accompli. :

“As Bar as diveorce is cencerned the data_}sfextremely sparse
and vninformative. Offical figures are of little use for only if a
marriage were regislered would the divorce be. registered. The
monographs are not very informative. on the subject, although .
Wijewardenets (1967: p68) figures on divorce in South Village, a
village he studied in. Northern Thailand, tend to 'Indicate a high
incidence of divorce'. But from the limited data\thai’}s/available
it seems reasonable to agree with Wijewardene (1967: p68) thats

Aqrg general statement one may say that divorece is easy, and
if, marriage has not been registered, even mutual consent may not
be.necessary.

Thus. divorce, like residence and marviage patternsin many areas, im
not clearly defined and, like residence and marriage patierns
everywhere, is flexible.

Prom this discussion of household normative patlterns it has
become eﬁggrenﬁ that normative patterns which serve to demarcate and

foster 1
although this may be so, to what extent are the rights and duties

ocial unity.of the household are generally absent. But

of individual members of the household defined, and %o what extent
do they serve to demarcate and siress houschold solidarity?

Unilke in Japan where there is a strict division of labour, in
Thai. society it is continuousty pointed out in. the literature that
there is no clearly defined division of labour. For instance,

Sharp (1953: p86) states:

While certain activities are usually assigned to men and others
to women, the Thal maintain no rigid compartmentalization

and are unembarrassed when a woman does a man's job or a man
doers a woman's.
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This lack of divieion of labour.is correlated with the status of
women in Thailand (although of course it is debatable which way
the lines of causation go). As Bramley (1969: pp20-21) points outs

In Theiland as in other Theravada Buddhist countries women are
believed teo be thé inferior sex, because they epitomise the
sensual pleasures, Thal wonien enjoy a considerable measure of
equality both in law gnd behavioural terms.

De Young {1955: p24) spells out clearly the position of women in Thai
soclietys

The social position of Thal peasant woman is powerfuls she

hag long had a volce in village governmental affalrs; she

often vepresents her household at village meetings when her
husband cannot attend; she almest always does the buying and
sélling in the local markets. (It is so unusual for the Thai male
to do this that it slicits comment i& he doesJ Through their
marketing activitiés Thal women produce a sizable portion of the’
family cash income, and they not only handle the household money, but
usvally act as the family treasumee and hold the purse strings...
money brought into the household by farming is usually disbursed
by the wife and if she does not actually control the expenditure
of the family income, she always has an important veice in

the decision concerning its use. There is one exception: in the
commerciglized delta atea where large amounts of money are brought
in by the sale of rice, the farmer secems to keep control of thés
rice income himself,

So to do Hanks and Hanks {1963: 437):

the relationship between husband and wife is a parinership between
equals, Their authority over household, children or other Matters
of common concern outside the household is equal. Although the
work divides into areas of special interests, consultation is
necessary particularly in the péorer families, in ovder to allocate
funde, arrange worping schedules, share workersfand. render

needed assistance, !

Similarly, the relationship between parents and children shows the
same kind of characteristics: the Father is not the eunthoritarian.
figure he is in Japan, he cannot choose hig children's occupation,
place of residence or their spouses, as has been indicated previously.
Nor does he have any normabtive sanctioning power such as the Japanese
father's power of kando (expulsion from the ie). Thus the.position of
children seems to be strong vis~é~vis their father. In fact

unlike their Japanese counterpartw, Thai children have a
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great deal of say in the more important decisions of life. This
strong position of children is reflected in the fact that teenage
children are allowed to control their own money. As De Young (1955
pp24-5) says:

The strong individualism of Thal life is seen in the handling
of money ¥%rought into thé family by teenage children who

earn shares ér a cafh wage by working for other famers. If
they come from & poor family, miuch of their sarnings, either
in rice or cash, will go ‘o support the family, but even then
they are allowed to keep a certain portion for their own
needs. In families that are moderately well-off,minor children
who work outside may turn their earnings over to mother for
safe keeping but they can spend them as they wish,

In fact, Embree had great insight when he stated (pl84):

In the family the father is putative head, and children are
supposed to obey their parents. But in practice, there is none
of the strong sense of duty and obligationg to parents which
is so characteristic, in diverse ways, of Vietnam, China, and
Japan. Bven the family precepts in this regard are milder,
since the Thai follow the Buddhist rather than the Confucian
rules. Chandruang, for example, quotes the following Buddhist
rules of family obligationss
These are the duties of parents to their children:
giving food, clothing and shelter, forbidding wrong
doing, encouraging right conduct, giving education,
agsglsting them in matrimony and transferring property
to them in good time.

The duties of children toward their parents ares
taking care of them when they are old, helping them
in their work, keeping the good name of the family,
obedience, trustwworthiness, using their proerties
sensibly, and remembering them after death.

It ie notable that these rules includémse duties of parents to
children as well as of children to parents, Also, it is the
mother who transmits these teachings to $hefchildren, not the
father. She transmits them as sage advice rather than as
mandatory obligations.

By contrast the Chinese system of filial piety empbasiges
strongly the masculine side of the family and the duties of
children to parents, especially to the father, and of wife to
husband. There is a strong emphasis on a clear-cut system of
reciprocal rights and duties which all proper people should
follow."In practice...hgiao (filial piety) is demanded of
children toward all the members of the parental generation
and above; and ti (respectful obedience) must be shown by young
people toward any older person in their own generation. "




192

Embree hit a crucial point here in the Thai secial system for,
unlike in Japan where the social obligations are mandatory i.e. it
is demanded that individuals fulfil obligations, in Thai society if
individuals do not want to fulfil obligations.+they do not have toj
it is up to the individual whether he does so. But this lack of
mandatory obligation is not just the outcome of the father's lack
of sanctioning powers, it is a normatively accepted rule.

Nowhere in the literature has Embree's view that the Thais
parent/ohild relationship lacks mandatory obligations been criticised.

In fact, De Young (1955: p24) agrees with Embree almost word for

word: .

v
The Thagnfamily is not a strict, authoritarian one as is the
farm family of Japan or China. Thai farm children are brought
up to show respect and deference to the family head, but his
orders are not obeyed as an absolute command, early in life
children learn to respect and defer to their father, but
without an exa%erated gense of strict duty and obligation.
Within the family it is the mother who inculcates the chiléren
with the proper family precepts, but these are taught as the
proper way for a child to behave rather than as absolutes,
mandatory rules. Breaking of these precepts is not wncommon,
and. characteristically in Thal culture, the child or adult
is forgiven, for early in family life a strong amount of
individualism shows up in the peasant child.

Moreover, within the literature, there are many references to the-non.”
obligatory nature of family rules, Piker (1969: pp64~5) for
instance states:

there is considerable evidence that the villager views
continued association with his families of orientation and
procreatlion at least in part in voluntaristic terms. Our

field notes contain numerous examples of individwals allying
themselves with opponents of their families in disputes or,

in other cases, simply declining to become involved. Similarly,
villagers may sever, temporarily or permanently, their
relationships with their families as when, for example, one
gibling seduces the loyalty of the child of another; or a son
outbids his father in competition for a client—employez; or
when an adolescent goes, completely of his own volition, to
stay indefinitely with the family of one of his parveht's
relatives; or when a child decides to become a wat boy or

live with an urban velative for educational or occupational
advantage. Husbands not uncommonky leave the burden of financial
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support of their families to theilr wives and spend much of
their time elsewhere, while ordination laterin life provides
for some men an escape from family obligations that enjoys

full cultural sanction, The fears, freely verbalised by parents,
that their children will abandon them to an unsupported old age
reflect among other things the conviciion that in fact the
children will Themselves choose in this matter and that there
ig nothing ovér and above the choice itself to bind them to
their parents.

Whilst Phillips (1965: p26) states that in Bang Chans

a family breaks up simply becaunse the husband has an
inelination to work for a particular person whom he likes,
a wife ("she is a touchy woman") runs away every time she
has a minor disagreement with her husband (minor by village
standards).

In fact net only is loose obligation apparent but Embree had
great insight when he pointed out that the adjustment of family
relations to the desires of individuals is not uncommon. He (pl84)
Sayss

The father is head of the family and inheritance is through him.
Tarious members of the family are expected to respect his word.

. If the father dies, thel}éﬂest son is supposed to look after

’ his mother and siblings. bor example, Chandruang writes, "Father,
as the eldest son, was obligated to look after his mother and
his younger brother and sister." He wanted, however, to go to
Bangkok for further education, and so, "he consulted with his
mother on the ideas...She naturally refused, for she needed him
to work on the farm." Nonetheless, he left for the city. Later
he revisited her, and when he begged her forgiveness, she gave
it. This kind of loose obligation and adjustment of family
relations to the desires of individuals in it is not uncommon.
In another family with which first hand contact was had in
Bangkok, the father, a govermmental official, had left his
family $o marry another woman gnd the first wife looked after
the children. One of her sons, also married, left Bangkoek for
political reasons and left his small son with the grandmother.
The man, in his place of exile, married another woman. When
informed of this development the mother and sisters wore
interested bubt not surprised; and one sister remarked, "He
always liked to have a lot of women around him,"

<TT

Although Embree's ethnography is wrong when he states that
inheritance is through the father, nevertheless it is true that
whereas in Japan the individuals life is very much mapped out for

him by the rules of his society, in Thal society socilal relationships
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tend to be adjusted to.the needs of the situation and to the
desires of individuwals. This normatively enables the individual
to have a wide choice of action open to him. In the light of this
factor it is easily understandable why the normative patterns and
gtructure of the household are not clearly defined.

Phillips (1965: p52) has made dstudy of the lack of obligation
and loose structure in the kinship relations in Bang Chan and puts
forward a reasonable argumment that the actual behavioural
crientations of individuals are motivated by economic self interest.
Significantly nowhere in the literature has Phillips' hypothesis
been criticised. In fact, it is corroborated by Kingshill (1960:
p47) who stresses the utility theme as the basis for kinship
relations. In fact, an examination of the literature in general tends
‘o suggest that Phillips' view of kinship relations is applicable
to Thai society as a whole. As he (1965: p32) says:

Over and over again, the informants viewed their relationships
with other people, particularly kin, interms of the other's
economic value to themselves. However this mode of dependence
was not so much an overriding compulsion as a basic postulate
about human relationships: the measure of another person's
love was explicitly the degree in which in material terms he
served the self.

and

People say that they marry for wealth or because of the
productive capacities of thelr spouses, spouses stay together
because of the economic cost of a split would be too greals
most important of all people are keenly aware of their economic
interdependence. Father says that they need children to work
in the fields and care for the buffaloes, that a family needs
a mother so that its members will be fed, that siblings are
useful because it is easy to borrow from them. Many villagers
eXtend this economic itransactional type of thinking te other
aspects of the kinship relationship. Thus they say that the
purpose of marriage is ‘o have a companion who will take care
of you when you are sick or very frequently that "my parents
went to the trouble of bringing me up so that they would have
a person to make merit for them when they die.™(p32)

Lven the relationship between parent and child is not considered
intrineic in the sense that parent and child are not expected to

exchange goods and services because they are parent and child, nor
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is the parent and child relationship considered sacred. Given the
Thai belief in karma, this is understandable because the Thais
believe that a child is a separate soul and potentially of the
game value as. themselves. As Phillips (1965: p85) sayss

The practical consequences of the equalitarian notions are
manifold. For oéne thing, with the child defined as a separate
and equal soul, the relationship between parent and child tekes
on a highly instrumental flavor; that is, rather than expressing
love toward the child as an end in itself or otherwise treating
him in ways that require no further justification (it is
assumed that love is characteristically an absolute sentiment,
not a means to any other satisfaction) villagers explicitly

see ‘the relationship between parent and child in contractual
terms. Thus villagers say that they "are going to the trouble®
of bringing up their children and "doing good things for them"
(just as thelr own parents "went to the trouble" of bringing
them up and "doing good things for them") so that they will
have someome 1o care for them in their old age and make merit
for them when they die. Similarly they may they love their
parents because they are indebted to them for bringing them
into the world. The language of the "“contract" is poignantly
explicity "When I think of my mother, I think of the debt I

owe her for bringing me into the world and feeding me so I
would survive."

Similarly, the Thais view marriage in terms of self interest.
The concept of the sanctity of marriage found in the Christian world
view is not part of the Thail system of belief. Thais enter into
marriage for what they can get out of it "The purpose of marriage
is to have a companion who will take care of you when you are sick."
(see Phillips' quotation on previous page). The Thai view of
marriage throws light on actual marriage relations. The ease of
divorce and the freedom of the individual to choose his or her own
marriage paterner being natural correlatives of such a world view,
This is not to say that sentiment such as love plays no part
in kinship relations but as Phillips (1965% p93 ) points out, love
ie estimated in economic terms:

I love my father because he gives me presentSeee.of all my
daughters, the one who gives me the greatest pleasure iz the
one who sells things. When she gets money she gives it to me.
Friends are very useful because it means that you have people
who will do you favors. And when they need help, you will take
care of them, This ig love.
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From a normative point of view this stress on the pursuit
of individual self interest combined with the lack of mandatory
rules and. the acceptance of non-fulfilinent of obligations may
result in.unstable and unreliable social relations within the
household., This is cleakly reflected in the normative structure of
the household which tends to be amorphous. It has become apparent
from this discussion of the Thai household and the rights and
duties of members in it that the household does not form a corperate
group. as does the Japanese ie. It is only a group in avery limited
sense. The categories of individuals who make up the households
may vary and individuals will only stay in the household as long
as it is in their interests to do so.

Although members of the household live in a physically demarcated.
homestead, it is not a landowning entity and the household does not have
an institutionalised normative structure. There are no normative patterns
which serve to demarcate its boundaries or stress its social unity. Thus
although the father may represent the household at social activities, it
is not as the legitimate khead of an institutionalised corporate group
that he officiates, as does the koshu. Rather this previous discussion
tends o suggest that it is more reasonable to conceive of him as being
the generally accepted delegate of the adult members of +the household.
Thus unlike the Japanese ig, the Thal housebokd dees not transcend the
lives of ite members and has no continuity over time outside the existence

of the members who make wp a household at a pariicular ‘time.l

1., Since the homestead is inhedited by one of the children, it must be
pointed out that the householdrcould be conceived of as having
continuity if the concept '"stem family' were used to categorise ‘this
inheritence pattern. But to do =o would be misleading for the concept
which was evolved by Davenport (1958) to deal with the transfer of
landholdings in non-unilineal societies. He wanted to show that ‘the
concept 'descent group' derived from the study of unilineal societies,
wag applicable ‘o non-unilineal societies. But such asconcept as 'stem
family', to be meaningful, presupposes that the same piece of land will

be handed on over the generations within the same family, albeit on non—

unilineal principles. However in Thai society, it is apparent from this

discussziony that households frequenily break up (Phillips 1965) and land

is frequently bought and sold (Wijewardene 1965). Thus it is possible,
in fact highly probable, in Thai society that the same homestead will
not be handed on over the generations. Given these factors, to conceive
of the Thal household as forming a 'stem family' is misleading as it
gives it greater continuity than it may in fact have.
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But although it is not meaningful to study the individual from
the point of view of the structure of the household and his position
in it, does the Thai peasant belong to any other groups? In the
literature several other kin groups have been pointed to. Kaufman
{19602 p21) maintains that two other family groups can be distinguished
in Bangkhuad, namely the 'spatially extended family' and the
'remotely extended fymily'. Whilst if the reader turne his mind back
to Phillips description of the units to be found in Bang Chan, it
will be remembered that he refers to ego-oriented kindred.

Kaufman's 'spatislly extended family' and 'remoitely extended
family' have become very well known, have been quoted often and have
been used as the basis of conceptunalisation of kinship relations by
several specialists e.g. Blanchard (1958: p422), Wijewardene (1967:
66 ) ) ' ‘ for Thai society as a whole. The
'spatially extendéd family', Kaufman argues, *'includes all members
who grew np together in the same household, plus the affinal
relatives of the members®; whilst the *remotely extended family!
includes 'a wide circle of relatives going beyond the range of
first cousin and including many who serve no immediate funciion
in the community'. From an examination of Kaufman's arguement it
seems that the major difference between the'spatially extended
family'and the *remotely extended family' is essentially one of
origin, range and type of goods and services exchanged within the
groups, for he (1960: p 23) states that the 'spatially extended
family' refers to:

those members of a family who shared a common household
during their youth and who have moved away because of
marriage or employment and are living in widely separate
households, perhaps in different communities.

The members of the 'spatbially extended family', Kaufman argues,
function as a unit during times of difficulty. It may lend mutual
economic aid and it may also support an aged parent or an illegitimate
child., A primary functien of the 'spatially extended family' is
to attend and donate money to life c¢ycle rituals held for individual
members of the family. For instance, he (1960: pp24~5) statess

Interaction and cohesion between households within the
spatially eXtended family can best be seen during two major
cultural functions, the New Year's Festival and thé cremation
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ceremony. It is usually at New Year's that the entire
spatially extended family will come together at the wat.

The same ig true during the pre-cremation ceremonies as well
as at the actual cremation....At the death of a parent, the
spatially extended family is called together in cousultation.
Cremations are extremely expensive and the financial co-operation
of every member of the family is both needed and expected.
Contributions come from uncles and aunts,but the great bulk
of the cost is defrayed by the surviving spouse and children.
However attendance at the services always .includes relatives
and friends of the deceased, who are counted upon to make
small contributions. The spatially extended family will
sometimes.to attend and help defray the cost of a wedding.
Its members are inevitably counted on to supply food to the
young monk after his ordination.

On the other hand, the '"remotely extended family may includé any
relatives and its major. function seems to be Lo aid members when
they go to another area. ~

Neither of these two 'family groups! forﬁApart of the 'conscious!
model of the Thai, nor, from the literature, do the mocial
relationships within these groups seem clearly defined normatively.

They are essentially observor's models., But, as has been stated

previously, the term 'group' is usually used to refer to a set of

people who all interact socially. As De Young (1955: p25) points

out, individuals are guite likely to lose contact with each other
if they move outside the locality:

The looseness of the kinship relation can be seen in the ease
with which a person ld%%es contact with his immediate family
if he marries outside the village or moves %o a new locality.
Within one generation kinship ties among villagers tend to be
broken, and contact is rarely maintained among family members
in neighbouring villages unless they are of the same generation.

Hiven if they do maintain contact this does not mean that either

members of the 'spatially extended family' oz the 'remotely extended

family' will necessarily interact socially; it is up to the
individual whether they do so and what goods and services they
decide to exchange. Moreover, as Wijewardene (1967: p 66) himself
statess '

arriage creates links with non-kin, vhich are not shared
with other households in the compound group. It is highly
probable, therefore, that even in the situation that Kaufman
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is describing, links between Dbrothers and sisters who
are spatially extended are not in practice equal.

Given these factors it seems regsonable to assume that the
‘spatially extended family' is unlikely to act as a unit. Kaufman
states that one of the most important functions of the 'spatially
extended family'.is to participate in.the. life cycle rituals of

its members. But, if. the literature is studied closely, it is
apparent.-that 4o conceptualise those who support life cycle rituals
a8 the "spatially extended family' is to mislead for it is not the
'spatially. extended family' as a unit that functions at these
rituals; it is the bilateral kin of the individual whose life

cycle it is, that play tgf crucial parts. This is e¢learly apparent
in Tambiah's (1968: p96) discussion of mortuary rights in Ban Phran
Muan, for he states:

it is the close kin of the deceased and his or her spouse
who play the orucial roles ~ notably children of both sexes,
sisters and brothers and their spouses and wife's siblings.

By focusing on the individunal rather than the group one gets a
different picture of those who attend life cycle ceremonies. It
seems reasonable to infer from the literature and from the previous
disoussion of the rules governing kinship relations that individuals
will support. these life cycle rituals not because they are part of
a family group but because of thelr dyadic self interested
rélationship with the individual whose life cycle ceremony it is.
Given these factors, to conceive of either the 'spatially
extended family' or the 'remotely éxtended family' as a functional
interacting family group, as a social unity, is misleading as a
~categorisation. In fact, neither the ‘*spatially extended family' nor
the *'remotely extended family' are functional social groups in the
generally accepted sense; they are categories. But even as conceptual
categories they do not make any positive contribution to the
understanding of Thal kinship behaviour which might outweigh these
errors, for they tell us little about social relations between
members of these groups or the principles underlying them. In fact,

they are misleading for they obscure the social significance of the

lMoreover as Tambiah(1968:p117) points out contributions to life cycle
rituals are made on an individual dyadic basis, for when a donor

holds his own ritual the recipient of a life cydbe contribution will
donate a similar amount.
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individual and the individunal's dyadic relationships with others.
Ego's relationships within these categories are based on dyadic
principles; they are.not the result of group membership. Given
these considerations, it does not seem worthwhile to concepiualise
Thai kinship relations into either the 'spatially extended family!
or the 'remotely extended family'..

The other kinship unit, the ego orientated kiuship meniioned
by Phillips as being present in Bang Chan, consists of ego's
relatives reckoned bilaterally outwards from ego. Ascwith other units
discussed so far, the rights and duties of ego's kindred are noi
clearly defined and there are no concomitant sanctions. As Tambiak
(1968s ppil06-7) points out for villagers in Ban Phran Muan, and it
holds for other areas too:

There is no particular complex of behavioural attributes
associated with, say, mother's brother as distinet from
father's brother, father's sister as distinct from mother's
sister. Close kin are naturally more important than distant
kin, but which of the close kin outside of ego's families of
procreation and orientation depends on situational
circumstances and not on jural norms.

The situation as far as kindred is concerned is neatly summed up
by Piker (1969: p6q ) who states, when discussing Central Thai peasantrys:

The kindred is voluntarily constituted within ascriptively
defined limite. Although membership is recruited almost
exclusively from genealogically close kin (usually no more

than a depth of two generations), most villagers do not

consider the majority of kin within this range to be

members of their active kindred. There ave, in short, no

precise genealogical criteria for recruitment to this often
nebulous group. Rather, the villager selects from among those
genealogically clese to him a small number with whom he

happens to have an active kin relationship. The remaining

kin of this degree are for him socially equivalent, for the

most part, to neighborm or casual acquaintances. The composition
of an active kindred, moreover, often changed withnthe

lifetime of the individual - not primarily as the result of
death and hew recruitment but as the result of the atrophy

of once active ties. The kindred, in short, is not a corporate
group whose existence normally transcends the lives of its
members. It much more closely approximates a voluntary association
the persistence of which depends upon continuing, mutually
satisfactory validation by participating parties. One seldom




finds families joined together in this manner for as much
a8 two generations; and it is not uncommon for kindred
members to drift apart, and the association to dissolve,
within a short time of its informal initiation,

Thus. the kinship is open ended and graviitates around ego.
Certainly, as Piker. states, it is not a corporate group, or a
functioning social group of any sort. Bven to see it as a
'voluntary association' is semantically slightly misleading, for
it is a category, the extra genealogical connections which determine
who 'voluntarily associates' with whom being up to the anthropologist
to determine. In fact, such a study would be a fruitful line of
investigation for little has been done on this subject.

So far in this discussion of groups and institutions found
in rural Thailand it has been shown that those that have bheen
mentioned, are either absent or simple in structure or are the
product of misconceptualisation.

However, anti~loose structurists such as Moerman (1969),

Hulder (1969) and Evers (19%g), as was stated in the introduction

to this chapter, have pointed to other institutions which, they
argue, contradict the loose structurists' argumment. They argue that
groups and institutions such as the Sangha (the Buddhist monastic
order) and the bureaucracyl cannot be dismissed as irrelevant or
unimportant for they state that they have clearly defined rules

and. sanctions for enforing conformity and as such these institutions
are not loosely structure& and serve to refute the loose
structurists' hypothesis,

Certainly the bureaucracy and the Sangha are formal organisations
which are found throughout Thailand and they certainly do have
clearly defined rules, with sanctions to enforce them.'The

traditiqnal Thai bureaucracy which governed the country has, since

1 As the police and military are counsidered part of the bureaucracy
by the Thal they will he discussed under the heading 'bureaucracyt.

. As there is no reliable evidence available Buddhist associations
and&insugenﬁg will not be able to be discuszsed.

’
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the 1870%'s, graduallgiggiplanted and a moderm Weberian legal
rational type bureaucracy has been introduced, patterned on British
lines. The rules governing the modern bureaucracy are codifled anl
promulgated bmh Civil Service Commission and include specific sanctions
for offenders who break this code.

Similarly, the Sangha has a bureaucratic organisation parallel
to the bureaucracy. As Evers 1968: p27) sayss

The Thai Sangha is highly organised, it has a clear structure,
lines of authority are clearly defined and centers of decision
making and control well instituionalized. The whole organization
is described and regulated in the Buddhist Boclesiastical Law

of December 1962, which substituted for a previous document

(thé Beclesiastical Act of October 1941).

Woreover the priest's role is clearly defined, as Ingersoll (1966: p68)
states in his discussion of the priestly role in Central Thailands

Conformity to a very elaborate set of norms and proper procedures

ig a central attribute of the priest role. To be a priest is

%o observe the rigors of the discipline of the Sangha. This
discipline is stated mainly in the form of proscriptions against
unacceptable behaviour, the most formalized statement being the

227 Patimokkha rules in the Winai section of the Tripittaka or Pali
Buddghigt Canon.

These rules for instance prescribe relations with women, the handling
of money, they define.his conduct during Phansaa, his relations with
other monks and laity, the clothes he should wear and the type of
bed he should sleep on and the articles he should possess. Moreover
these prﬁsoriptions are accompanied by various penalties for their
infringement. ‘

Certainly, such formalisation and clear cut rules as govern
the bureaucracy and the Sangha secem to bear out the anti- loose
structurist%ﬁ contentions, But high normative formalisation in these
organisations does nolb necessarily contradict the view that Thai
society is loosely structured. As Hvers(1968) argues in an article
he wrote comparing the organisation of the monastic orders in Thailand
and Ceylon, such formal ovganisations are concomitant with a loosely
structured society as the loose structurists depict, one in which

. . . . LT .
rights and duties are not clearly defined and 1ns%1t%eonallsed groups
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are minimal. He maintains that where formal organisations

are present in a loosély structured society then they will need

to be highly formalised, for he says(1968: p32):

Prom

formalisation of ocrganizational structire by explicrt

rules and regulations is only necessary where appropriate
formal principles of organizing individuals for the attainment
of common goals are not abtainable. It then follows that less
formalized and loosely structured societies require a higher
degree of formalization in organization than highly formalized
and structured. societies,

thig deduction, Evers (1968: p32) postulated the hypothesis:

The more formalized and sirict the structure of the society
the less formalized and strict is the structure of formal
organizations whose organizational goals ave compatible with
the norms and values of Thal society.

Thisg seems a very reasonable hypothesis on the surface, and

certainly applicable to the Thai Sangha as he suggests. But i the

gtrveture of the Thai Sangha is exemined it will be realised thadb

hig hypothesis is not relevant for in actuval practice the Sangha

is not highly formalized.
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Pirstly, .as has been pointed out previously in the discussion
of rural wals, wats in both town and country tend to be simple
structures with little internal organisation and an absence of a
strong avthority structure. Moreover as far as the presence of
sanctiong are concerned Bramley (1969: 51) points to:

the reluctance both of members of the lay community and of
the ecclesiastical aunthorities to take the responsibility
of bringing disgrace upon any bhiklku ~ and by extension To
the Sangha as a whole — where it is at all possible to evmmd it.

Furthermore, 1n companison with some other Buddhist countries
Graham (19243 D238 ma#%alns.

The daily life of the Siamese monks, through governed by routine

ig not so minutely ordered as is the case with those of some

other Buddhist countries where a rigid observance of the letter

of the law’is regarded as more meritorious than any action; however
truely in accordance with the spirit thereff, not in the closes
adherence ‘to ritual. Clearly defined actions are demanded of

them, but for the mest they are allowed to dispose of their time

as they like.

This analysis would tend to suggest that the Thai Sangha on the

opevative level does hot have the organisational formal structure

that it would seem to have from ang analysis of the norms( such as the

pattimokkha rulesl out of context. It would also tend to suggest

that the organisation of the Sangha is a simple normative structure

which tends to reflect the values of :hai society as a wholes as such

Evers hypothesis is not applicable to the Thai Sangha or to Thai society.
It is significant that Evers did not apply his theory to the Thail

bureauoracy,(he infact points out that modern bureacucracies that

have been introduced into alien cultures may be exceptions)for

an analysis of the organisation of the hureancracy reveals that the

organisation is not as formal or normatively clear cut as it might

at first appearzeither,

1 Unfortunately for the discussion of Bvers comparative hypothesis
Graham doe® not sitate which countries he ig referring to.

2 Evers (1968: p32] arggues that:
The second part of the provosition excludes cases in which
gtructural formalization is necessary because of the organigationat
goals are in conflict with basic values of the society out of
which the organization recruits its members. This might happen when
the subordinate value system of the organizational sub-value
system is not the immediate social enviromment. This is the case
in many transitional societies where the formal. organizations, like
government buremunuracies, or industrial firms serve as focal points
of a new and foreign value system, which might have to be enforced
by strict and highly formalized regulations.
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_iraditionally the bureavcracy was not a functional and.
occupational orientated system, but was highly personalized. At.the
top was the King, below him was an appointed strata of officals, Telow
the officals were freemen and at the bottom of the social hierachy
were slaves, both redeemable and non-redeemable. This system as _
as several specialists (e.g. Mosel 1957; Riggs 1966,1961; Siffin 19663
Hanks 1963) have pointed out was articulated by a patfon—olient sy=tem.
Traditionally the Thal world view did not orientate the Thals
to conceptualise the bureavcracy in terms of function, goals,
output and occupation. Rather the world view fostered diffuse roles.l
When the goal-orientated legal rational functional modern gburenucracy
was introduced, the Thai bureaucrats as several specialists(e.g. Riggs
(19665 Sutton 1962; Siffin 19663 Shor 1960 Mosel 1957) have remarked,
rather than changing their behaviour to fit in with the new norms
have tended to assimilate these new norms to fit in with the traditionai

normative diffuse system.

1 As Riggs (1961: p62) states:

Siamese administration consisted of the procedures used by +tke

king and officals in ruling and presiding over their society. In
doing this they received tributes or offerings in goods and

labour services from their clients, and in ttrn made redistributions
and governed the affairs of those below them. The redistributive
structure, in other words, was a unitary sysbem which cannot

be divided neatly into discréte "economic® andMadministrative™
structures, It had, certainly, economic and administrative aspects,
but this is like saying a cilon has two sides — yet the ¢céin remains
a unit and the sides cannot be separated from each other. Hence

what ever characterized the redistributive economic system also
characterized the redistributive administrative system. Every

act was totally a whole. The actors could not have thought, "Now

I am performing an economic act, now an administrative." They

must have thought, "Now _ am acting", and only the visitor from a
different kind of society could interpret this act as a synthesis
Lof two kigdg gf action.

And later Riggs’%?aborates on thig themes

This way of viewing the world made no provision for dividing life
into separate categories, for economics, religiong politics,
administration, etc. Everything as a whole, the king and court nobles,
although administrators, were no more specifically administrators
than they were politicans or merchants or priests. We can analytically
split up these—and other aspects— of their total roles, but ig their
minds they were acting parts which could not be partitioned. ‘hat a
patron should differentiate between the "public" and the "private®
aspects of his behaviour could not have been imagined, nor could a
have distinguished in his mind the functions of a court ceremonial
a8 a religlous, or a political, or a personal event.
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Thus as Shor (1968: pe8 ) sayss

While gcvernment ig formally bureauncratized,the contemporary

role structure in its administration is only imperfectly dlfferentl—
ated. In large measure functional relationships are diffuse and
highly personalized. While occupational specialization is far.
advanced specialized assigmments frequently are based om morewn
personal factors than on expertise, Formal status is typically
superseded by social status; an individual's personal stature

rather than offical position determines his influence. The power
structure is only superfically institutionalized, and the exercise
.of power 1s subject to few universalistic limits,

Horeover as he(1962: p78) also points out the explicit sanctions
promulgated by the bureaucratic code to enforce conformity to the
modern bureaucratic rules are rarely enforceds

Thai pfficals are singularly reluctant to invoke disciplinary
action against erring subordinates. Superiors generally avigd such
measures emcept insserious cases, and, where phnitivenaciion is
inescapable, they tend to minimize the charges and impose the
mildest penalties permitted, Minor breaches often are dealt with simply
by threats to withhold annual merit increases. In view of the
generally acknowledged high incidence of misconduct, the toftal
of 2519 cases of disciplinary action recorded in 1957 ~ indicates
considerable disinclination to employ disiplinary POWETrS,

This description by Shor of the present day bureaucracy clearly

reveaks that the actual operative normative vules ave d.i:ﬁ’fuse2 and

reflect the general tendency of the Thai normative rules. Infact

1 Shor(1968: p79) atftempts to explain this leniency as follows:
High level officals have explained such leniency by characterizing
themselves as "softhearted". But this apparent tendernéss may well
reflect more practical rather then sentimen(t\ factors, Superiors
are sometimes inhibited by the difficulties or political risks
that disciplinary action may entail. The disciplined offical may
use informal channels to bring the case to the attention of the
Administrative Inspection “epamtment whose intervention is
dreaded. The justification of punishment imposed for some offence
may require ev1denoe that is Pfrequently difficult to produce. Lhe
prohablity oﬂ political reprisal may similarly deter warranted
disciplinary measures,
T he widespread failure to apply the rules of discipline
is notably consistent with the more general societal tolerance
of relatively mbnor misconduct., he flexibility of Thai moral
standards not only condones, but may elicit sympathy for the under—
paid civilsservant who accepts bribes to supplemént his meager
income.
This seems a reasonabbe interprebation as far as it goes as to why
sanctions are marely invoked in the Thai bureaucracy. His reference
to the political risks involved are of special significance. For it
ig continuously pointed out in the literature that a patron-client system
underlies the normative bureaucratic structure. An offical will certainly
fear to apply sanctions to a client of a volitical superior either Ry
in his own or im hhe clients of opposing factions.
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on the normative level the bureaucracy does not contradict the
loose structurists as the ant-loose structurists seem to think.

Rother it tends to support their hypothesis.

But Punyodyana (1969) maintains that these loose structurisis!
studies are micro—societal in nature, being studies of the
interpersonal level of analysis and essentially specific and concrete.
He argues that if Thai soclety is studied on a more general and
abstract macro-societal level, what he calls the level of the
'institﬁ%%ional norms';.then (1969: p87):

T~

an entirely different conception of Thail society and its
structure is possible.

He analyses the institutional norms in Thai society with reference
to the bureaucracy and peasantry and comes to the conclusion (1969:
pl03) that:

a® a social system Thal society does have its organia@tion
and. structure, which is sufficently established (i.e. well
defined), known, recognized, and accepted by its members and
ig sufficently stable and efficent. If it were not so, Thai
gociety could not possibly exist as a system. In the analysis,
the relationshipe and interacition between the peasants and the
bureauncrats, two essentially important social (status) groups
in Thai society, were given special attention. This was done with
the purpose of demonstrating and elucidating the existence of
social institutions (namely institutional norms) and their
"yorking" which underlie the strucbure as well as process of
Thai society, However, besides these norms (overt or covert)
which provides sanctions for these two social groups in their
interaction with one another, institutional norms can be
investigated from the standpoint of any other department of
Thai social relations.

But let us look at some of these examples of institutional
norms that he says reflect sustem, organisation and process in Thai
society. He maintdans that if Thai soclety is studied in terms of

the institutional norms it is revealed that the peasantry and the

l. He defines institutional norms as (1969: p86):
The institutional-structural analysis considers as social
norms only those soclally significant elements which, according
t0 Williams, are: (1) widely known, accepted, and applied;
(2) widely enforced by strong sanctions continuously applied;
(3) based on reverged sources of authority; (4) internalized in
individual personalities; (5) inculcated and strongly enforced
early in life; and (6) classifiable as objects of consistent
and. prevalent conformity, Williams calls such norms "institutional
norms" and explains (1960: 31) that "insitutional norms differ
from other cultural norms primarily in the intensity of social
sanctions and in the degree of consensus with which they are
supported and applied. In other words, cultural norms are
ingitutional (i.e. social) insofar as they are made obligatory
by effetive social agreement',...
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Ppureaucracy have an ideology which is the result of the social

reality if which both status groups find themselves. They also
interact on very definite ideologies which are causally related to
their social circumstances. Peasants, he maintains, may be conceived
of as either a mass, a clasgsg, or a status group. They share a

common life situation and their mode of existenceiis based &n

common socioccultural and sociceconomic conditions, and they share

the same mode of thought and ideology. They lack regional or
interregional communication, especially among themselves. They lack
national unity or a national political system which binds them together.
Similarly, they share a common life situation and view of social
reality and common fate with respect to their relations with
non-peasants, particularly with govermment officials. By virtue of
their status the bureaucrats occupy the position of masters over

and above the peasants. They share a common situation of svbordination
Yo traditional authority. The bhureaucrats lead and command, peasants
follow and obey. An indicator of the lack of group instituiions and
the continuation of system over the generations, he maintains, is
reflected in the fact that although the bureaucracy has undergone
change, innovation is gtill introduced from the top down.

These actual institutépnal norms relating to the peasantry and
bureaucracy which Punyodyana describes are a valid description of
these institutions on a macrdsocietal level (although his determinist
viewpoint that each group's ideology is the result of thelr social
gituation is, of course, open to question). But these institutional
norms that he describes are self-evident druisms. The description
of institutional norms that he gives us is so simplistic that it could
be applied to virtually any peasant soiety. It tells us little
about the actual structure and process of Thai society per se. But
then & study of Thai society based on institutional norms as
defined by Punyodyana could be little else, for his view that the
ingtitutional norm level of analysis is different from the
interpersonal level, as far as Thal soclety is concerned at least,

is based on a false dichotomy. Pirstly becaunse in Thai society most
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of the factors which Punyodyana says define the institutional

level (see footnote two pages back) are also applicable to the
interpersonal level: Thus in Thai society the 'loose norms' which
govern the 'interpersonal level'! are also widely accepted and applied,
are based on revered sources of authority} internalised in individual
personalities, inculcated and enforced in early life and classifiable
as objects of consistent and prevalent conformity?

Basically the fallacy as far as Thai society is concerned lies
in the fact that he asseciates the 'institutional norm level' with
'law norms' which (1969: p87) 'reguire a certain course of conduct'
and the 'interpersonal level! the analysing of which, he states,
concerns itself with 'moral' or 'cultural' norms which'recommend'

a course of action and by their nature do permit variation in
social (interpersonal) behaviour. But in Thai society at any rate,
it is not valid or analytically worthwhile to differentiate between
laws and moral norms. For it is apparent that in Thal society there
are few 'law norms' operative. Bven where they are operative
sanctions, and this is a crucial arguementative factor, are
generally absent. This is so within the peasantry and the bureaucracys
sanctions to enforce conformity are largely absent, as is obvious
from the previous discussion of these groups. Since it is true that
the peasants are the followers and the bureasucrats the leaders, it
seems reasonable to suppose that bureauvcrats will probably act
towards peasants in an arbitrary fashion. However, in general they
rarely come into contact with each other and it practise it seems
reasonable to suppose that the bureaucracy have little influence

on the lives of the peasants. Thus, since so few of the norms are
'"law norms' any study within these terms will necessarily result in

a very basic and simplistic analysis of Thal society, for once these

1. The source is Buddhism, as will be discussed later.

2. 'Loose norms' are inculcated early in life and the Thais do
conform to these norms.

]
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basic structures are studied more intensively then the analyst is confronted

with the fact that the great majority of the norms governing both the

s

peasantry and the bureaucracy are diffuse and lack sanctions. A stress “T
on institutional norms in Thai society therefore can tell us little about -
about the structure and process of Thai sociely. Nor does such a study

make the concept of loose structure 'irrelevant' as Punyodyana seems

to think. Rather because a study of institutional norms can only be
simplistic and very basic in nature, it does tend to emphasise to the
observer how all pervading and socially significant are the 'loose!

moral and cultural norms and lack of sanctions for Thal society as a wholes

In fact, this chapter has c¢learly revealed that as far as the

Znorms"are concerned, the loose structurists heve a point. Although there

are exceptions, such as ¢lear cut rights and duties involved in the

exchange of agriculitural lsbour, in general, rights and. duties in Thai
pociety are not normatively clearly defined and concomitantly sanctions

are absent. Permanent groups algo tend to be absent. But even where thers
are groups and institutions such as the buresucracy and Sangha, they

seem only to minimally regulate the behavicur of their members and cer#ainly‘
very rarely attempt to enforce conformity. As such, individuals do not,
unlike in Japan, have to cenform to the formal patterns of social relations.
Rather the Thai,Avis~§~vis the social structure does normatively seem

to have a wide choice of action open to him.

This is not to suggest that the Thai do not have explicit standards
of conduct: much the opposite as Phillips(1965:p40) points outs

There exists for all Thai, a relatively explicit and unwuestioned
set of standards of what is propéxr, desirable, or appropriate behavior.

But an examination of the literature tends to suggest that these standards
are not particularist like the Japanese, but tend rather more towards
what Parsons(1952) would call universalism ¢ they do

1TPirabutang's discussion of bad behaviour and gratitude in the clasgic work

"My Girlhood in Siam'(1958) is a clear example of the application of

of a universalist standard. The statess
If we did something that did not please them, they would say we had no
gratitude. Anyone who knows Thai people who are Buddhists well, would
know how much that comment hurt their feelings. I remembered when I
wag a child, I used to quarrel with my sister about the giving business.
"Yesterday when I had candy I gave you half but today you have it you
don't give me any. Remember, next +ime you'll get nothing from me."
Grandmother heard that, sho called us both tegedher in to =it in
front of her and said, “Listen, darlings, wheg;'you give ‘things to
people you must not remember it., But you must remember when you have
got things from people and must try hard to return their kindness. !
Buddha saw that the nobleman was happy when he had the chance of giving,
Just rascals or bad persons who were happy to get things from other
people and then forget about it. You don't want to be a bad person
do youiNAlmost every Thal was bred that way.
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not define the particular rights and duties expected of a
specific status holder, but are generalisable categories which are
applicable to and define a whole class of activities.

Thus as in kinship relations, Thais, in general, are orientated
by economic self interest., Social relationships in general too,. are
neither obligatory or reliable. They may be broken at any moment.
Social relationships are unreliable because the maintenance of the
relationship is dependant always on wha?&he individuals involved in
it can get out of it, Infact Phllllosi;olnts out that Bang Chaners
(and from the rest of the literature it seems applicable to Thai
societw@s a whole) do not expect social relationships to be reliables

Bang Chaners faced with thc breakdown in the fulfillment of
comittments can of course point to the individual who direcitly
caused it. But there is no satisfaction to be gained from thim,

The person who broke his obligation must have had his own gooll

reason; and beyond this, there were probably other factors, unknown
to both parties, that caused the breskdown. For most Bang

Chaner's, all hupan relations are forever set within a framework
of cosmic, and particularly moral, unpredictablities. If things

do not work out the way one expects, it is most likely due o

the inauspiciousness of the time, place and persons involved...

WhereaZ®tcidentals would point exclusively to the actions of

the other pe. sons as being both the necessary and sufficent

cause of the interactional breakdown, Bang Chaners, who have

consiflerably less confidence in human capabilities, would really

mot be sure. To them human volition represents only one of

several indeterminate and uncontrollable factors giving rise o

events. Who knows what acoldent, change of heart, sudden windfall -

particularly one occas 1oned by =omething done by one of the
parties several lives sarlier might intervene to alter what lrad

been originally been plaunned and agreed upon.

Infact even where rights and duties and clear cut standards are
present individuals are not forced to conform. There are continuous
refevences in the literature to the “hai tolevance for non-conformity,
Phillips(1965: pé? ) in Bang Chan points to thes

Extraordinary tolerance for non-conformity, personal deviance,
failure, or the 1nal}111tv of individuals to live up tec
standards. In effect, the villagers seem to be saying that if
another person is poor, weak, stupid, or naive, that is
escentially his own business (or problem), not cause for ridicule
or even amelioration. People are publicly accepted for what

they are, d@pplie their shoritcomings.... no matter what an
1nd1v1duals status or personal gualities may be, he can generally
expect to be well treated by others.
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Certainly such an attitude as the Thais have is very different
from. that found in Japan and would certalnly normatively allow the
individual in Thai. society a wider choice of action than his
Japanese counterpart would have in general,

Yet although the formation of social pelationships very
much depends on the inclinations of individmals, nevertheless
it is inevitable that people will co-oeperate and organisations
will be formed for certain activities such as harvesting and
transplanting as several specialists have pointed out e.g.
Phillips (1965)3 Wijewardene (1965, 67)3 Piker (1968, 1969);
Bramley(1969). But such collections of individmals, will, as
these specialists point out tend to be of the non—binding
type of relationship. As Wijewardene (1967: 83) . says:

Organizations arise to fill specific tasks, but

Fhere is no tradition of on-gobng associations which megp
-be called on to £ill any tmek that may arise,

Wijewardene (19652 p2553 1967: p67) coins the phrase
'pragmatic' to describe this type of social organisation which,
from what has been discussed so far seems a very apt
description




But although rights and duties tend predominantly to be
diffuse these '"pragmatic' social relations operate within a clear
framework: that of a patron-client system, i.e. the exchange of
goods and services between individuals (see Mosel 1957: p292,
Wilson 1960, 1959,.Hanks and Hanks 1963: p433, Hanks 1962, Piker:
1968: p780, 19692 p65, Bramley 1969z pl7 and Landon 1939: pl4T).
This patron-client system provides a clear frame of reference for
action.

One of the most continous references made in the literature on
Thai society is to the status system: to the presence of a status
hierarchy, to the Thai sensitivity to gtatus, to its pervasiveness
throughout the system . As Phillips (1969: p30) himself admits:

There is no doubt that the Thai ranking represents one of the
most clearly and tightly sitructupdéd phenomena of Thai life.
This is evidenced by, among other things, Thal speech patterns
(pronouns, titles, homorifics), wearing apparel (including
uniforms), decision making processes, and the fact that almost

the first thing that any Thai learns about another Thal is
the latter's status.

In such associety as the Thai where vights and duties
predominantly are not defined, the individual is faced with the
problem of whom he should have commitments with. The patron-client

system provides ‘the basis for such commitment. As Hanks (1962:p1249“
1250 statess

The coherence of Thal society restr largely on the value of
becoming a client of someone who has greater rescurces than
one alone possesses, a person is ill-advised to try to fight
one's own battles independently. Security grows with

affiliation and the crowning moment of happiness lies in the

knowledge of dependable benefits distributed in turn to
faithful foiflerioms,.

Thig is corroborated by Piker (1969: p6%5) who mainﬂﬁaha thats

patron—client relationships play an important, perhaps
dominant, role in village 3a€tal life. The relstionships

to be sure are no less brititle in individual instances
than other types of relationship. But the astute villager
manages bto cultivate them in sufficent number, and with
sufficent safeguards to make total disaster unlikely., This
poses less of a problem for the rich - who rely mpon poorer
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villagers to perform various services - than for the poor,

for the latter vie for a chance to receive patronage benefits.
BEven the poorer villagers, however, normally inveigle their
way into the good graces of a number of wealthier families -
by helping nominally for free, with ceremonial work, farm
labor, construction, or lesser tasks and, in a few instances,
simply by being good company - 80 that in times of critical
shortage a bucket or two of rice, or a cash loan repayable by
labor in a subsequent farming season, can usually be obtained.
Only the brashest or most inept villagers fail to protect
themselves in this manner,

From an observor's point of view, an individwal may have
several clients and several pa.'trons.1 But to conceive of a patron
and his clients as forming a group, as does Hanks (1962) is
misglegding for nod=u¥d a client's relationship with his patron is
dyadic and thus not all épairon's clients will necessarily know each
other or interact with each other., Moreover, the patron himself will
possibly be a client of a still more powerful patron(s) and they
may nelther know or interact with his clients. Al%@uch individuals
would have in common is their dyadic relation with the cenitral ego.
Given this situation, the concept of *taction set' evolved by Mayer
(1964) seems a more valuable way to conceptualise the individual's

relationships with his patrons and clients. Obviously Hees action sets

l. This patron-client system is part of the conscious model of the
Thais, the patron being called phuw yaay fbig man) the client
phuu nooy (1little man). But it must also be borne in mind it
is essentially an observdr's model foo. Ag such it may be applied
to and has been applied to, the exchange of goods and services
between varying types of individuales. On the one hand it may be
applied to the relationship that coincides with the conscious
model of the Thai i.e. the exchange of goods and services between
a wealthy 'big man' and a poorer 'little man'. But it has also
been possible to construct a gqrgﬁy observort's model of patron-
client relations as Bramleym cehs to do when categorising

relations hetween kinsmen:

Like most dyadic relationships in Thai society, that which exists
between older and younger kinsmen of the same or of different
generations, takes a very generalised patron/client form; the
senior member is expected to provide counsel gad moral guidance,
as well a8 material assistance when the need arises; whilst the
the junior partenershould in turn pay heed to this advice, and

give more tangible evidence of his deference as general factotum
for his superior.

N
\ L
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will overlap and if the patron-client system is looked at from the
point of view of Thai society as a whole it will be seen that these
action sets, based on dyadic social velabtions between individuals

of varying statuses, link up to form a complex network of social v
relations which serve to link up Thai society as a whole. Relatiomships,
which it must be born in mind, however, are essentially ‘pragmatic’

in character.

Conclusion

. This discussion of Thai soclety clearly demonsitrates that if
looked at from the point of view of the norms alone, both Embree and
the loose structurists have a point. Both in comparison with Japan
and from the perspective of Thai soclety aleney although there are,
of course, exceptions (as with every generalisation) such as the exchange
of harvesting and transplanting labour, generally normative patterns
and rights and dvuties tend not to be clearly defined. There are
few groups and institutions present and where they are present, such as
the yat, they tend to be simple structures which minimally rvegunlalk
the lives of individuals, or organisations like the buremucracy which
reflect the central values of Thai society. Moreover, where they ars
present, individuals do not have to conform to the formal patterns of
relations, and sanctions tend either to be absent or not used. In fact, to
apply the term 'sandtion' Ho Thai society tends 1o create the wrong
impression. Social relationships in Thai society tend, therefore, to be
highly flexible and. easily adépted to the desires of individuzals. Thus
if Thai society is viewed from the nypms: alone, it is easily
nnderstandable how Sharp came to the conolusion that social
relations in Bang Chan were amorphous and Phillips that social
relations were unpredictable, as was mentioned in {the introduction

to this chapter.
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2) Explanations of loose structure

How can the type of normative social.structure found in Thai
gsociely be explained? Several specialists, e.g. Embree (1950),
Wilson (1959, 1962) Phillips (1965) and Bramley‘(1969), primarily
loose structurists, have attempted to explain it in various ways.
Ecological, demographic, economic, social structural and world view
factors have been used. But how valid are these explanations?
Unfortunately, owing to the lack of 'hard facts' some of these
explanaltions can only be examined and criticised on a veby general and
superficial level. Asg such it might be argued that such an andlysis
is not very profitable. But such an attempt does have a positive aspect,
in that it will not only enable the reader to see some of the
explanations in perspective but it will also throw further light
onto the structure of Thal society and will also provide some fruitful
lines of analysis for future research. For these reasons an
examination and criticism of these explanations will be attempted.
Embree has his own view as to the reason for loose structure.
He (1950: pl88) maintains thats

At théwggoup level, while ‘the people live by wet rice
agricuﬁture, there seems to be a less closely woven pabttern
of co-operative organization for accomplishing agriculiural
labor as compared with, say, Japanese society. In considering
this, and perhaps the family structure, too, it must be borne
in mind ‘that the number of people per square mile is not
nearly so great in agricultural Thailand as it is in
agricultural Japan or Vietnam. Dense population may enforce
more carefully laid out modes of interpersonal conduct. Group
pressures and set patterns of behaviour become more imporiant
for harmonious life where men live in little space.

But Embree's view that demography determines behaviour patterns
is open to question., For examples can be cited of societies such as
England which have a high population density but have a 'permissive’

gocial structure! This tends to suggest that population density is
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not a decisive cause and there is not a positive correlation between
population density and the 'modes of interpersonal conduct!.

On the other hand, Wilson (1962: p4¥) not only argues iEmbree's
point but also maintains that:

& factor of importance iﬁ/strengthening Thai individualism
has been the very substantial luxury of resources in which
Thai society has developedes... Since their arrival in the
valley of the Chao phraya River in the thirteenth century,
the Thal people have had a surplus of land resources, the
fundamental form of economic wealth. To this day population
density in heavily cultivated areas of Thalland is below
comparable areas in China, Japan, Vietnam or Java. This
surplus had encouraged something of the ploneering spirit
and economic self reliance among the Thai. Land surplus and
low population density are corrvelated with loosely organiszed
villages and geographic mobility....

However, the fact that Thal society has a surplus of land
cannot be considered either a necessary or decisive factor in
causing the aspects of Thail behaviour so far described. For examples
can be cited of societies where there is a land surplus (and low
population) such as Medieval England, under the feudal system, which
have clearly defined normative patterns of behaviour and clear cut
sancitions for attaining conformity. Moreover, if Thai society is
examined, if Wilson's hypothesis were valid one would expect to
find less clearly defined patterns of behaviour in the North and
more clearly defined patterns of behaviour in the centre for the
Central Plain is highly intensively cultivated, unlike the North,
Yet, as the previous déscription of Thai society has shown, it is
in the Central Plain that patterns are less clearly defined than in
the North.

Bramley however, on a more specific issue, that of the
existence of groups in Thai society, suggests that (1969: p313)
there is little presSsure upen individusls in Thai society to form
permanent groups because there is no permanent need, arising from
economic or political need. She states that there has been no need
for permanent groups with political functions because they have
primarily been restricted to the aristocratic families and they have

resided in towns, thus there has been no 10231 land lord system. But,
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a8 with other explanations studied so far, these facltors cannot be
considered decisive factors for examples can be cited of societies
which have a similar situation, e.g. areas of China and Vietnam where
bureauvcrats and..landlerds live in towns and.the peasants are cut

off from national political life, but which, nevertheless, have
political groups and a clearly defined political structure at the
local level in rural areas. Her arguement (1969: p309) as to why
there is no economic need for permanent groups is similar %o that

of Wilson, although rather more sophisticateds

For our purposes Leach's study of the Singhalese village

"Pul Eliya" provideg perhaps the clearest analysis of the
factors which prompt individuals in such a society to enter into
co-operation. In Pul Eliya for example)social groups are formed
to protect individuwal interests in scarce property holdings and)
to ensure the day-to-day co-operation which ig necessary to
maintain the irrigation system. The same factors are however
not operative in village Thailand where neither technological
specialigation, nor economic need, make group formation
necessary to ensure present co—operation and to protect the
interests of the next generation....Thailands natural resources
are very plentiful, a fact of which the Thais themselves are
well aware. As the pressure on land increases, a situation not
unlike that described by Leach (1961) may become operative, but
as yelt one can only speculate.

But Bramley's view that technological specialisation or
economic need determine group formation is open to criticism. Not
only because one can point to the existence of groups in societies
where there is neither technological mpedialisation nor edonomic
need, such as age-grade groups in some African tribal societies.
But also in Thai society Wijewardene (196p) attempted to apply
Leach's model to the land situation and residential community in
Jouth village. He argues that although the channelling of water in
the fields involves a heavy investment of labour and capital, the
basis of association in South village between the residential
community and the village fields was not similar to that formed in
Pul Tliya. It can be inferred that permanent groups did not evolve
to protect common interests. Rather he came to the conclusion that
'the invariant aspects of landed property are matched by equally

invariant aspects of law and morality'. Although this is only one
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example and South village is rather unique in its setting, nevertheless,
this suggests that economic need.or technological specialisation
is not a decisive cause. In fact, even if pressure on land increases,
as Bramley suggests, it is very ccnceivable that permanent groups
will not form if the lack of success of the modern co-operativer
organigations introduced by the government is anything to go by.
Lastly, Phillips referring to Bang Chan argues that (1965:
p81):

Much of the non-conformity is undoubtedly made possible, in

the first instance, by the sociologically simple and relatively
undifferentiated nature of Ban Chan society; that is,the actual
number of functionally specific tasks and roles,-those that
require special competencies.are few, and any number of
different individuwals can perform them. Thus, when a Ban Chan
employee walks out on his boss or when a wife walks out on her
husband, thelr actions do not from a functional point of wview
disable the system. Since the requirements of the role of
house servant or farm hand are characteristically simple and
understood by all, the departing employee can usually be
replaced by another individual. Similarly, since any adult -
aunty grandparents, older siblings -~ can and often does rear
another's children and since there is always sufficent fish

in the canal for an abandoned spouse %o feed himself, the
departure of a wife or husband need not from a functional

point of view and the point of view of most wvillagers, work
any great hardship on the individuals involved. This suggests
that not all social systems are equally demanding in their
functional requirements for people to conform.

But this arguement of Phillips is essentially tautologous. However,
he goes on to say § 1965: p 82):

It is recognised of course, thalt the sociological simplicity
of Bang Chan represents a necessary, but not sufficent,
condition for the conformity found in the village community.
There undoubtedly are many cultures which are functionally
and sociologically less complex than Bang Chan but where
culturally defined requirements for interpersonal conformity
are considerably greater. I would suggest that the loosely
gtructured nature of the relationships in Bang Chan is due
primarily to psychological and philosophical (world viéw)
factors and is permitted expression by the relatively
undifferentiated social system. A more complex, highly
differentiated social system, one whose functioning is
completely dependmant on the technical competencies of its
members and on their meeting each other's expectations fa
factory system) for example, obviously could not afford this
luxury.
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A discussion of the reldionship of psychology to loose
structure is beyond the scope of this thesis, but to what extent
ig the loosely structured natre of relationships in Bang Chan due
$o philoscphical ‘'world view' factors?

Several other avthors support Phillips contention (e.g.
Wilson 1962: p4T, . .y Hanks 1962, and Piker 1963, 1969)
and have attempted to explain loose structure in terms of world
view. Wilson (1962: p4T) seeg the 'characteristic personal
avoidance of regimentation by the Thal' as being supported by the
world view ~ by Hinayana Buddhism, He says:

This conception of the cosmic role of the individual
certainly reinforces the flexibility of permitted behavior
and mitigates feelings of social obligation. The significance
of any relationship between the cosmic outloock and social
behavior is neither easily measured nor demonstrated.
Nevertheless, the persuasive case made by Max Weber for the
interdependance of cosmic view, religious interest and

gocial behavior makes analogues wherever observed worthy

of note.

AN
Mulder (19682 p7), however, considers interpretations of Thai
behaviour in terms of Buddhism spurious. He maintainss

Buddhist cosmic hierarchy or metaphysics have little to
do with empivical social vréality; too often the Buddhist
cloak of charity has been used to cover the most unlikely
phenomena.

The relationship between Buddhism and social behaviour has
been a source of controversy since the time of Weber, if not before.
But Mulder's view reflects an extreme empiricist position. To state,
as he does, that Buddhism has little to do with 'social reality' is
open to criticism on the count of being a false dichotomy for ideas
are as much a part of'social reality' as the individuals who hold
them. Individuals do not exist in an idea~less world. As Weber has
pointed out, the world view or belief system gives meaning to
activity for it acts as a frame of reference to which the individual
orientates his behaviour. Thus it is reasonable to argue that
Buddhism, like all systems of belief, is very much part of 'social

reality‘.l But this is not to say, of course, that individuals act

1. Although of course, whether the anthropologist includes the system of
belief depends on his a priori assumptions.
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according to specific beliefs. As anthropologists have
continuously pointed out in the last itwo decades, the actual
relationship between the idea system and actual social behaviour is
a matter for empirical study.

Bearing these factors in mingd, to what extent can loose structure
be explained in terms of Buddhism?™ Phillips (1965: p88), the chief
and most famous protagonist in this arguement, discusses the
major issues involved in 'Thai Pearsant Personality'. He states:

Without going into a lenghhy discussion of the subtleties

of Buddhist doctrine, it isg imperative to point out that the
principle tenet of Hinayana Buddhiem is the complete psychological
freedom, isolation, and responsibility of everyperson. Thig is
not the Occidental idea of "freewill", but rather the notion
that everyperson is a free agent, responsible only to and for
himself, "and that he inevitably reaps the fruits of his own
conduct. Buddhist canonenical literature is replete with
references stressing the centrality of this doctrine. The last
words of the Lord Buddha before he left this world to achieve
the sublime state of nibphaan (nirvana) are said to have been:
"Mork out your own salvation with diligence." A frecquently
guoted passage of the Dhamapada reads: "By oneself is evil
done; By oneself one suffers; By oneself evil is left undones;
By oneself one is purified", The whole complex cosmology
relating to the accumulation of merit and demerit is phrased
in terms of the individual's lonely journey through cycles of
interminable existences working out his own moral destiny. Who
his progenitors were, what kind of environment he was born and
rearved in, what social advantages or disadvantages he was
exposed to, are considered all secondary, and in some cases
even insignificant, in influencing what he is and what he does.
The life and career of Gautama himself is perfect testament to
the essential irrelevance of these factors., (On the other hand,
the attention given to these considerations in Western ontology
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is a perfect expression of our "sociological bias". In our
system, even our original moral stalte is determined by what
someone else - Adam and Eve — did.) In Theravads Buddhism,
an individual's worldly and cosmological condition - the
former essentially a temporary, special case of the latter -
ig for the most part self generative, although becanse one
never knows when the effects of one's kam may emerge it is
also unpredictable.

These formulations translate and function on the level
of workaday behavior in an extremely subitle manner. Every
time a Bang Chaner is about to do something he does not ask
himself whether it is in his own best moral interest...
However, these formulations do impart a fundamental legitimacy
to the pursuit of individualistic self-concern. More
important, they establish - in a diffuse, unreflective, buit
nonetheless highly meaningful way - a definition of social
reality thalt assumes the ultimate reference of ever person's
act is himself, In those terms, social relationships become
defined as either artifacts of, or media for, the attainment
of one's own ends.

Bramley, however, contradicts Phillips' point of view. She (1969:
p322) argues that: '

Theravads Buddhism in practice, serves to promote social
co~operation between individual actors, and that the Buddhist
emphasis on the primacy of the individual action and individual
responsibility does not, as Phillips would claim, constitute

a "major source of loose relationships' (Phillips 1967p363-4).
It is certainly true that the khammic actions of each actor are
believed to determine his future status, and that no Saviour
can infervene on his behalf. But the contention made by
Phillips that 'The whole complex cosmology relating to the
accumuiiation of merit and demerit is phrased in terms of the
individual's lonely journey through cycles of interminable
existences working out his own moral destiny.' (Phillips 1967
p363) bears no relationship to the situation on the ground....
the emphasis inrmerit making is not upon renouncing ones'

ties and material possessions, but rather upon giving for a
specific return, whether tangible or intangible; the phrase
tham diisdai di (Do good:receive good) is given a very

literal interpretation on a practical level.

‘ Certainly, Barmley shows quite clearly in her thesis that
?uddhist beliefs have a practical implementation and tend to
maintain and strengthen social ties. In her analysis of the role of
the monk, their attributes and functions for the laity and the
Sangha's appeal for different secial strata she certainly shows that
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as far as the social implications of Buddhism are.concerned, it is
very much a 'this worldly' religion. For instance, she (19693 p6a )
points out that the concept of merit samctions reciprocal
exchanges at life crisis rltu%iai

the necessity of holding,life-crisis rituals; of which

ordination is one of the most important, gives rige ‘to

a syetem of reciprocal exchanges between laymen, which

is sanctioned by the ideology of merit-making; that is

Yo say that if individual X contributes 100 baht to the

cost of a cremation ceremony sponsored by individual Y,

who may be a kinsman or merely a friend or business

associate, -~ then Y should reciprocate by bringing an

equivalent amount when X's son enters the Sangha the
following year.

Other specialists have also made similar cbservations as to
the social implications of Buddhism. Tambiah (1968) for instance
gtudies the concept of monk and its relationship to ritual
reciprocity between getératiehs in Ban Phran Muan. Mosel (1987),
in his study of the Thel bureaucracy points out that the view of
the world as being unknowable fosters +the emphasis on 'personal'

relationships prevalent in the bureaucracy and the quid pro quo

as a major basis for exchange. Mulder (1968) has discussed the
relationship between the concept of merit as a motivating factor and
social and economic change and comes t0 the conclusion that the practical
effects of the concept are no bar to such change. Lastly, Moerman (1966)

discusses the social implications of the wat in Ban Ping.

But. although Buddhisfk beliefs have social conseguences and do
serve to promote social co-operation between individuals as Bramley
states, this, therefore, does not mean, as she seems to think,
that Phillips' emphasis on the primacy of the individuwal's
action and the individual's responsibility as a major source of
loose relationships is inaccurate. To view the significance of
Buddhism as a matter of either/or is the product of confused
thinking.
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In the previous discussion it was demonstrated that from a
normative point of view the loose structurists have aﬁoint when
they stress the lack of normative rules and clearly defined rights
and duties and the conseguent stress on the individual. If loose
structure is conceived of as referring. to. the normative level
alone then it is axiomatic that the lack of clearly defined
normative patterns and rights and duties is derived from and the
product of the content of the world view. Since the world view is
a structurally and functionally interrelated mass of Buddhisi,
Brahmanist and animist beliefs, Phillips' view that Buddhism is g
'major source of loose relations' from & normative point of view isg
very relevant. His reference to the importance of Buddhism
attaches fto the individual, to the fundamental legitimacy i+t
imparts to the pursuit of self concern and his view that Buddhism
postulates a definition of social reality that assumes that the
ultimate reference of every person's act is himself, seems a
reasonable explanation, as far as it goes, of the relationship
between the content of ideas and the norms, as to why the normative
rules are not clearly defined.

Obviously, there are no doubt a great many other aspects of the
content of ideas that foster the lack of clearly defined rights and
duties and lack of sanctions., But there is neither the literature
nor the space available to go into them intensively. However, it is
worthwhile to point to a few other aspects of Buddhism which tend
to foster 'loose' norms for this will throw greater light on the
subject and will give greater credence to Phillips' interpretation.

Theravada Buddhism, or the Lesser Vehicle (as it is sometimes
known), provides the basic frameowrk for the Thai belief systenm.
Buddhist beliefs act as standards in assessing the value, propriety
and significance of human actions. Those beliefs provide a corpus
of knowledge for rationalising and sanctioning certain types of
behaviour and disapproving of others.

But such a world view as Buddhism does not favour clearly
defined specific particularist normative rules which either root the

individual permanently into a social category or position and/or
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into carrying out clearly defined rights and duties, or the
presence of sanctions. Concepts such as '"the world ie in flux',

the Buddhist stress on timelessness, the belief that man cannot
control the world and that his position ie the result of his karma,
go not favour -~ in fact, are incompatible with - a clearly defined
mandatory particularist normative rule system. Rather, Buddhism
tends to foster a diffuse universalist achievement prientated
normative system.

Buddhist beliefs only give a general broad outline of
existence and guide to behaviour; they cannot be used o explain all
aspects of everyday affairs that the peasants consider important.
The Thal belief system foes not give answers about specific ends
and choices and it does not solve some of the problems that it
raises. It does not postulate where and to whom one should fix
one's commitment., Buddhism offers no guidelines, accept on the mosi
general universalist level, which individuals could use to evaluate
their behaviour. Unlike in the Japanese world view, there are no
moral rules prescribing how individuals should act towards each
other which could be used as the basis of rights and duties. Bven
the concept of merit, although it provides a standard for judging
behaviour and prescribes acts which are meritorious, stresses the
individual achiewing his own salvatiocn. Such a world view as this
would not favour - indeed, would mitigate against -~ the derivation
cof rules defining how individuals in certain statuses ought to act
towards each other,

The Buddhist emphasis on the individual seeking his own
galvation is also incompatible with the derivation of ascriptive
rules, for, according to Buddhist thought, as Phillips points out,
who a man's ancestors were, what kind of environmment he was born in,
what social advaitages or disadvantages he was exposed to and what
cclour his skin happened to be, were of secondary imporitance to his
karmic status. Such a world view would rather favour emphasis on
status than on role. According to the Buddhist world view an

individual's actions are graded as meritorious (bun) or sinful (bab).
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An individual's position and effectiveness in this world, after
death and.in the next life depend on his balance of 'pluses' and
"minuses', that is his karma. Thus the concept of karma fosters a
status system, for the Thali view of the world ranks men according
$0 what they consider their karmic status to be., In fact, Parsons
(195%: p183) states that:

Universalism favours status determination i.e. the allocation
to personnel of facilities and rewards, and role treatment on
the hasis of generalised rules relating to ‘the classificatory
qualities and performances independantly of relational foci.

Putting the onus on the individual does not favour the
development of collective identification. It makes it dffficult
for a Thai to identify with a group or institution or even a role
in an abstract way. Certainly, this is Mosel's (1967}
contention for the lack of identification with the bureauncracy on
the part of bureaucrats, Moreovery the stress on the individual
seeking his own s@dvation does not favour the presence of group
sanctions or formal normative sanctions of any kind., Since
Buddhism postulates that a man will reap the fruits of his actions
it does not favour concepts of group responsibility. Rather it tends
to foster the idea that it is up to the individual how he ought to
behave and he will reap the rewards of bad actions anyway. Even
where individuals do interact, Buddhism, as Phillips pointed out
when discussing family relationships, tends to foster the assumpiion
that relationships will tend to be unreliable, for Buddhism
postulates that there are two levels of reddity -~ the level of
phenomenal reality, that is the world we live in, and the
underlying reality, the karmically conditioned. The former is
dukikha (sorrow), uncontrollable and in a state of flux. The
kaymically conditioned is the 'vreal' level which 'explains' all
the appearances of the phenonenal reality. Such a view of the world
would be unlikely to foster mandatory obligations. Moreover, this
belief in the unreliability of relationships is strengthened by
the belief that individuals should pursue their own salvation for

it leads others to believe that individuals will pursue their own
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self interest and be exploitative when dealing with them. Thus
Piker (1968: p778), a staunch supporter of the view that Buddhism
is an important factor in explaining Thai 'loose' social relatbions,
argues:

Believing that the infentions of others vis-a-vis himself
are callous, indifferent, or exploitative, the villager

is reluctant 16 involve himself emotionally with others

lest he be rebuffed. As a result, interpersonal relations

of all degrees beyond a minimally extended kin group

exhibit little acknowledged mutual involvement or obligations
and even within the family interpersonal relations often
manifest a structural looseness which reflects the same set
of attitudes.

This description of how Buddhism foslers the lack of clearly
defined normative rules and sanctions in Thai society demonstnates
that Bramley's statement, in seeing Buddhism as a source of loose
relationshipe, at least as a source from which the normative rules
are derived is unfounded. But there is more to the significance of
Buddhism than that of being a major source of loose norms. The

significance of Buddhism and society is not a matter of either/or,
as Bramley seems %o think. Rather, it seems reasonable to argue
that it is the very fact that Buddhism stresses the unknowableness
of the worldj sibresses the individual, the ultimate refernce for every
individual's act being himself; and that it does not state who an
individual should have obligations and commitments to, that pushes
the individuwal into interacting and co-operating with individuals
and results in clearly defined patterns.

Phillips (196532 pp92-3) himself was very aware of the social
implications of Buddhism, unlike Bramley seems to think, and states
that 'what keeps the social system running relatively smoothly',
given the definitien of reality that assumes that the ultimate
reference of every person's act is himself, 'is the assumption that
every person is acting on precisely the same basis, and the
realization that one's own purposes are best served by acts of
reciprocation.! He goes on to says

The emwbtire Thal social system is ultimately dependent on it.
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Individuales become involved with others and do things

for them because they consciously expect others to vespond
in kind. This applies to the relationships existing between
family members who live together because such an arrangement
is mopt advantageous to each; 1o the father who gives his

son as oRdination in order that the latter will make merit for
him and feel obligated to care for him when he becomes old;
to the friends and relatives who make merit for the departed
soul because of the good things he had done for them during
his lifetime; to the adulits who feel obligated to their
childhood teacher because of the knowledge,and thus power,

he imparted to them. It might well be, as Mauss (1954
(originally 1923-1924), translated by Cunnison) and Homans
(1961) have argued, that human relationships everywhere are
based on just such a consideration, usually concealed by
ethically palatable amenities (such as in American culture,
from which most of Homan's empirical materials come).
However, what is so intirguing about the Thali case is that
quid pro quo factors are for ever in mind as justifications
and explanations of why people velate to one another. Although
villagers, because they are such polite people, rarely say

to others, "I am helping you becaunse I know the day will come
when I need your help," or "Do this for me because you owe me
a favour," they do use such arguements to explain the basis
of their ties: "Of all my friends I love Lek the most because
she has done me the most favors (bunkhuns)"; "The purpose of
marriage is to have a companion who will take care of you
when you get sick"s; "Of all my daughters, the one who gives
me the greatest pleasure is the one who sells things....When
she geots money she gives it to me"....

Similarly, Mosel, in his article tFatglism in-Thai Buresucratic Decisio
M@%ﬁ%@&ﬁﬁmf’ (which has just been mentioned previously) bears
out this interpretation for he points to aspects of the world view
which foster loose normative relations as resulting in highly
personalised relationships in the Thal bureaucracy. He argues that
unlike in the West where bureaucrats base their decisions on
anticipated outcomes, for the Thai, given their world view that the
world is in flux, unknowable and the future uncontrolled, the
perceived probabilities which link alternatives to various
outcomes become quite unclear and difficult to determine. Such a
view as this makes planning ahead difficult for Thai bureaucrats.
Ingtead they tend to rely on coping or planning within a very
limited timespan, within the temporal limits of predictability. This
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view results in the Thai bureaucrat operating diffuse norms. He
plays situations by ear. He prefers ‘Yo remain loose and uncommitted
and thus free to take advantage of situations as they occur. But
these loose norms foster a system of reciprocity within the
bureancracy, for, as Mosel (1967: pl97) says:

An essential ingredient in this coping is the use of the
social manipulations as a means of goal accomplishment. And
here one of the most universal of culturally prescribed

- techniques is ‘the quid pro quo. One gains action and support
by virtue of expectations arising out of reciprocity. The
calculus of reciprocity allows a quid o be repaid by a
quo of a very different kind. Thus there can be considerable
uncertainty concerning the nature of the quo that one may
request to provide in return for a previously received quid.
S0 wide spread is this practise in administrative circles,
that virtually any quid, whether solicited or volunteered,
will be seen as validating the donor's request for a quo
at some future date.

Thus the content of ideas which Tosters *loose' rules which
pose problems in terms of goals, commitments and obligations for the
individual, also provides the answer for solving these problems:

The loose normative rules derived from the Buddhist world view result
in co-operation.

Thus too with the concept of merits Certaihly the 'whole
complex cosmology relating to the accumulation of merit and demerit
is phrased in terms of the individual's lonely journey through
cycles of interminable existences working out his own moral destiny!
(Phillips 19672 p363) and it does secem reasonable to assume that
this belief is a major source of loose normative ruless but, although
it might seem a contradictory statement to make, it is only through
interacting socially and doing meritorious acts that the individual
can pursue his lonely journey. Buddhist beliefs are the source of
" both loose norms and social co-operation on the ground level..The
actual significance of Buddhiet beliefs for actual social organisation
on the ground level, however, is a matter for investigation by the
- anthropologist, the studies previously described, it is hoped, are
but the first of many.




3) Coherence in Thai society

From the discussion in this chapter so far a reader used to

viewing social behaviour from the point of view of what might be
called 'the collectivity bound' conception of the social order
might come to the conclusion that coherence as a subjective
category is lacking for the Thail and might also come to the
conclusion, as did Sharp, that Thal society is amorphous and, with
Phillips, that behaviour is unpredictable. For as Piker (1969: P69

says:

The collectivity~bound conception of ‘dxe social order implies
that coherence as a subjective category, depends largely on a
mutuality of expectations among intergeting individuals and
that this in turn depends uponuncognitive mastery of the
definitions of situaitions ~ prescriptions, proscripitions, and
sanctions - that describe formal role and/or group membership
both for ego and its opposite numbers Since individual
behavior in Thal society, however, often is not collectivity
bound in the strict sense, the individuals sense of coherence
as a participating member must derive at 1eastﬁﬁrom other
factors.

But since coherence for the Thal is not derived from clear cut
. particularistic rules and sanctions, whait are these other factors

from which coherence is derived?

There is not the material evidence to study this problem

intensively but it is worth pointing to a few factors that seem to
perform this function and contribute to the subjective colerence

of the Thais, which could be used as the basis for future intensive
study. Hanks (1962: pl247), in a highly influential article, 'Merit
and Power in the Thaid Social Order', postulates thats

Instead of presenting a vista of persons occupying fixed
positions in the social order, I emphasize persons moving in

their fixed setting, like players with their rules and tactics
on a football field,

1406
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This framework, he argues, is the Thai social hierarchy. This
hierarchy, he states (1962: p1253),'and the movement of people in
it have been derived from the single function of merit'. He
maintains that the concept of merit is reflected in ‘the ordering
of the Thal social hierarchy and the hierarchy is articulated by
a patron-client system based on reciprocity. Although Hanks'
hypothesis is open to criticism on the ground of being far too
gimplistic in interpretation alone, and in the next chapter several
fallacies in the crucial assumptions in his hypothesis will be
discussed, nevertheless, as far as the particulars of his arguement
are concerned, he has a point. Por the concept of merit, status,
patron—cléent relationships and reciprocity do seem to contribute
to providing a ccherent frame of reference for the Thais.
Sensitivity to the concept of phayng (eemwimshbe)vhich forms the
basgis of the patron—client system, seems to be all pervading in
Thai society and acts as a clear cut frame of refernce for the Thais,
the concept of merit validating these relationships. For, as Hanks
(19623 pi2g7)points out:

As good Buddhists, the Thal perceive that all living beings
stand in a hierarchy of varying ability to make actions
effective and of varying degrees of freedom from suffering.
As actions become more effective, beingwsuffer less; the two
vary together; such is the nature of existence.

This view certainly legitimises status and the position of the
patron and client. Moreover, it reinforces the coherence of the
patron-client system for it results in individuals who want to
validate their positions as patrons acting 'noblesse oblige', thus
reinforcing the patron-client system. As Bramley (1969: p17)
points outs:

&4 ig incumbent upon a wealthy individual to support
numerons clients and other dependents, some of whom may

be poor relations. Such expenditure not og}xﬂﬁgpves to
validate his social status but also bringsfbenefits in that
charitable actions of any kind are felt to be highly
meritorious in religious terms.

Furthermore, the concept of merit, in pushing individuals
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into actions with others in order to achieve merit, and the concept,,
of reciprocity, dimcussed previously, no doubt serve as a coherent
frame of reference for the Thais. Certainly, reciprocity is repeatedly
referred to in the. literature (e.g. Moerman 19966: pl58, Piker 1968: p778-9,
Hanks 1962: p 1249, Phillips 1965, Tambiah 1968) for all. areas of
Thailand and 1t does seem a major principle of coherence. The
significance of reciprocity for the villagers is clearly summed up
by Moerman and Tambiah, Moerman (1966: pl58), in describing reciprocity
in Ban Ping, statess

The society of Ban Ping operates in terms of something got

for every soemthing given. This is not merely an analytic

device which predicts a predictive, if crass, view of any human
society. It is the way in which the villagers explain and

evaluate their own behavior. Favor for favor, visit for visit, meal
meal for meal, one should refurn what he receives. 'We help our
kinsmen because they help us. If a kinsmen, however close, didn'%
help me, I wouldn't help him'.

Whilst Tambiah (1968: pll7) sayss

Reciprocity is a consPigpous social norm in thd village. It is
expressed in mutual aidAin economic tasks in which the notion of
equivalence of giving and receiving is explicit. It is also
expressed in household rites and ceremonials at which the grests
make gifts of cash, the amounts given are scrupulously noted

down and the equivalent value (or a little more) is given wlen the
donor stages his own ceremonial.

Infact, as Moermagp (1966: pl59) points out, reciprocity tends to be
artivulated in terms of merit,.

This discusslon, albeit brief and highly generalised, does tend %o
indicate that coherence as a subjective category is peesent in Thal
culture, but it tends to suggest that it will be found not in clear
cut particularistic rules and sanctions but in clear cut universalist
standards such as merit, reciprocity and respect; factors thal were
not taken into account in the original article by Embree.

Moreover, the discussion tends to suggest that it is reasonable
to speculate that if the social implications of merit, reciprocity and
the patron-client system in general are analysed and a study is mle of
the principles underlying them, organisation and system in Thai society

might be revealed.
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Chapter 1V
Loose Structure: Normative and Pragmatic?

In the previous chaplber some of Embree's views as to the
difference between Thai and Japanese socilety and the major ideas
of the loose structurists were examined. But as yet two important,
in fact two crucial, issues in the argument have not been.discussed.
These are Embree's actual definition of 'loose structure', which is
' a culture in which considerable variation of individual behavior
is Sanoﬁioned(plSQ),‘ and also his statement that "While obligations
are recognized, they are not allowed to burden one unduly. Such as
ere sanciloned are ohserved freely by the individual -~ he acts of his
own will, not as the result of socisl pressure.(p184)'1

But to what extent is Embree's definition and latter view valid?
What he means by 'a considerable variation of individual behavior'
is obvious, but the word ‘sanctioned! has a less obviously clear
meaning. According to Murray's Shorter Oxford Dictionary (1933:p1786),
'sanctioned' means 'to ratify o® confirm by sanction or solemn
enactment; to authorize, to countenance (a law etc) by attaching a
penalty to transgression.'! Obviously the Oxford Dictionary.is not infallibly
and cannot always be consideted absolute, but in this case, assuming that
Embree does mean to use the term 'sanction' in the general way, it
can be inferred that he means that in Thai society a considerable
variation of individual behaviour is countenapced or aunthorized. But

countenanced or authorized

1., He makes this statement with reference to family social relationships
but it is reasonable to infer from the way in which he dtates it
that he meant it to be applicable to the whole of Thai socilety.
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countenasneed by whom? From the emphasis Embree places on normative
patterns and normative righis and duties iy his article it seems
justified to assume that he means normatively sanctioned. That is,
Embree expresses his definition of loose structure in normative
terms. When he makes the statement.'a considerable variation of
individual behavior is sanctioned'!, he in fact means that in Thai
society & considerable variation of individual behaviour is
sanctioned by the normative rules. However, although Embree's
definition is in normative terms, his. statement that individuals
act 'according to their own £mes will, not according to social
pregssure' and a clogenstudy of his article as a whole1 reveal

quite clearly that he does not differentiéte between the normative

1, Embree's implicit assumption that Thal society is loosely
gtructured on both these levels can be inferred from some of

the examples he gives to prove that Thai society is loosely structured.

For $nstance, he says (p182-3):
The first characteristic of Thai culture to strike an
observer from the West, or from Japan or Vietnam, is
the individualistic behavior of the people. The longer
one resides in Thailand the more one is struck by the
almost determined lack of regularity, discipline, and
regimentation in Thai life. In contrast to Japan, Thailand
lacks neatness and discipline; in contrast to %ke Americans,
the Thai lack respect for administrative regularity and
have no industrial time sense....When two or three Thai
walk along the road together there is no attempt to keep
in step or to swing the arms in rhythm. On the contrary,
each individual walks along as if he were alone.
Embree alsc refers to the weak military tradition of the Thais,
to their little aptitude for soldierings to their unreliability
and. art for diplomacy; to the complete physical insecurity of
property and the difficuliies Thai students have of adjusting
to Thal life on refurning home from a period abroad. Such
examples as these are not refering to normative rules, the
terms in which he defines his theory, but to what actually
happens, They are examples from an observer's model. In fact,

the great majority of his examples are instances of what actually
happens.
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'consolous' level and the pragmatic: level, the level of what
actually happens}

Similarly the major supporters of Embree's theory such as
Phillips (1965), Sherp effal (1953), Wilson (1959, 1962) and Hanks
(1962), who have been responsible for its diffusion and present
day popularity, in. their own interpretaitions of Embree's theory
do not défferentiate between the normative and pragmatic- levels
either and implicitly seem to assume that he is applying it to
both levels. Their implicit assumption that Embree is applying
*loose structure' to both analytical levels can be inferred from
the fact that in their descriptions of Bmbreé's theory, they all
describe the emphasis he placed on individualism, and at the same
time, in describing the reasons he gives to support his theory, give
examples that refer to the pragmatic level. Piker (1969: p6l), a
supporter of loose structure, albeit a late comer, for instance

gtates:

Pmbree's exemplary materials, moreover, indicate that he
construes "variation ©fi individual behavior" largely with
reference to the patterns of mutuality and obligation one
might suppose to be entailed by formal role or collectivity
memberships in other words, in Thal society such patterns
are wldely abrogated in practice.

Moreover in their own work, Phillips (1965), Sharp (1953), Hanks
(1962) and Wilson (195931962) generally either 8o not differentiate
between the normative and pragmatic levels or, especially in the case
of Hanks, apply it to both levels., Phillips, for instance on=iie
chiewivend,, ﬁfates (1965: péo):
6‘ - B

Slamese, first and foremost, «.v-) free and independent souls.

Much of 'the time they fulfill each others expectations, but

this is only because they want to, not because others expect

it of them, or because the social situation demands it., It is
the individual that is primary not the social relationship.

Hhilst on the other hand in '"Thai Peasant Personality' (1965: p78“7?)'

1, For the sake of clarity and short hand, I am going to use F.G.
Bailey's term 'pragmatic'! for the model of 'whal actually
happens!.
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he explaine "loose structure' in pragmatic terms:

While Embree's formulation is by definition phrased in
social structural terms, it inevitably directs our attention
to an underlying motivational issuej the nature of the
villager's dispositiongto conformity. Conformity to the
expectations of others - whether such expectations are
shared, complementary, of emergent - is o6f course a basic
requisite of all effective social action. It is perfectly
clear, as was demonstrated in the earlier discusgsion, that
Bang Chaners are highly motivated to conform while in the
presence of others. Often there is over-conformity when in
such situations villagers become overtly solicitous do whai
they think are the needs of others. However, the hall-mark
of Thai social relations is that there never is any certainty
that such face-to=fage contacts will take place, or if they
do take place, that the conformity which exists during the
direct encounter will be sustained once the contact has
ended. The overriding inclination of the Bang CGhaner is to
separate the encounter itself from that which precedes or
follows it; psychologically they are independent and
unrelated experiences. The typical Bang Chaner excels at

the art of indicating agreement with people - responsiveness,
co~operabtiveness, and compliance with their verbal requests
and. orders — and then once the situation has been concluded,
doing precisely what he wants, often the exact opposite of
that to which he had agreed.

The fact: that Embree and his supporters in their studies of the
loose structure of Thal society do not meke clear which level they
are Ffeferring to must be considered a major criticiem of the loose
structuriste' school of thought, for it results in ambiguity and,
as will become apparent in the following analysis, conveys a
misleading picture of Thai society on the pragmatic level., Since,
however, they apply 'loose structure' to both analytical levels,
the validity of applying 'loose structure' to both levels will now
be tested.
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1) Normative level

It is apparent from the discussion in the previous chapter that
the loose structurists, from a normative point of view, had great
insight when they pointed to the lack of clearly defined normative
patterns, rights and duties and to the unimportance and absence of
groups. Hven where they are present sanctiong are absent or not used
and the individual generally does not have to conform to +the rules
if he does not want to. This ‘tends to suggest that the individumal
has a wide choice of action open to him vis-a~vis the normative
gocial structure.

But actual face~to~face relationships tend to be the exact
oprosite, being normatively clearly defined and actually conformed
to. When interacting with others, individuals are expected to be
polite, co-operative, flattering and self-effacing, to deal with all
problems in a self controlled manner and to assume an attitude of
indifference and non-involvement in periods of stress and 1o
avoid situations of violence and conflict at all costs. As Phillips
(1965: pT79 ) says of Bang Chaners and, from the literature,it seems
applicable to Thai society in generals

I% is perfectly true that Bang Chaners are highly motivated
to conform and even to over conform in face~to~face
relationships,

But these modes of interaction tend to be highly ritualistic. In fact,
Phillips refers to them as 'social cosmetics'. As such they do not
prevent the individual having a wide choice of action. Rather it
could be argued that in such a society as this where relationships
from a normative point of view are liable to be unreliable and
difficult to determine - "unknowable" - such ritualistic forms of
interaction function to smooth over what would otherwise be difficult

social relationships.
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2)Pragmatic level

But in actual practice does the individual have such a wide
chioce of action open to him as the loose structuristis imply? Ave
the chirdces Thais make based on their own will alonel Do they in
actual peectice act of their'own will, not according to social pressure'?
Are there really no constraints on the Thais behaviour as the loose
structurists would have us believe? Moreover the loose structuristd
convey to us a picture of irvegnlarity, amorphousness and lack of
organisation in Thai society. But is Thai behaviour so random,
chaoctic and unpredictable as Phillips would have us believe; or
as amorphous and unstructured as Sharp suggests?

Certainly from a stabtistical point of view, Thai behaviour
ia anything but random.. It is possible to categorise Thal data
into statistical regularities, Infact Moerman(1966: pl67) coies to
the conclusion that in Thai society:

the regular patterns of social life are... more statistical than
Tl jural,
The fact that behaviour can be categorised into clear statistical
patterns ¥tends to suggest that constrainis and incentives on
individuwals' choice of action tend to(fbétéf;most individuals in
similar situations to choose the same course of action. Certainly
the previous discussion of coherence in Thal society suggests that
the patron-client system, reciprocity and merit which tends to ovrientate
behaviour in certain ways will be reflected statistically im pabidrns
of behaviour. Moreover, loocking at the actual organisation of Ban
Ping it appears that the villagers can be highly organised. Hoerman
(1967¢ p419), in his description of Ban Pingd response to the threat of
guerilla invasgion, commonly known in the literature as the 'Great
Meo Panic', maintains that the villager's response to this threat
was not loosely structured, but highly organised:

Those for whom rural Thailand means only the central plains are
likely to be surprised at Ban Ping's reactions to the attack
announcement. The native organization of a sehiry force, appeals

to village hostory and to village pride, the feeling that the village
should act as a uwnitm the fact that no single household took

solitary refuge, the mutual concern of kinsmen, neighbors - all

this seems foreign to the alleged "loose structure" of Thai society
(Embree 1950).
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Although this does not of couse estabklish that Phai society is
highly organised it does show that the loose structurists theory is
inadequate to expldin social behaviour in all areas of Thailand. ard.
tends to suggest that if organisation is souwght within a different
framework it may be found.

But although these factors tend to suggest that further enquiry
along these lines would rveveal that chiace of action in actual practice
is more limited than the loose structurists imply, it is impossible
to test Bhe loose structurists’ hypothesig positively i.e. determine
how much choice the *hai actually have, for, given the infinite mumber
of desisions the individual makes, it is neither methodologically
sound nor is there enough material available to do so. But although
it is imposeible to determine positively th%bmount of choice of action
the Thais have in acitual practice, it is possible to analyse the
constraints and incentives (if any) that affect the choices individuals
make in a limited number of situations. It is continuoiisly pointed
out in the literature, especially by loose structurists, that the
Thais are geographically and socially mobile. Infact some loose
structurists e.g. Wilson (1959,1962); Hanks (1962) and Embree
(1950) see it as a concomitant of loose structure. Wilson(1962: p48-49)
clearly sums up this view when he sgtates:

The fluidity of social status characteristic of both traditional
and modern Thailand appear to be a natural correlative of the
individualistic type of personality. Both social mobility and
geographic mobility are clear aspects of the society. Mobility

and. its relationship with individualism contribute o the weakness
of group and community institutions... Geographic mobility goes
hand in hand with an idealized tradition.of mobility up and

down the scale of social status.

'Social mobility' in Thal society has become a crucial mssue in

the polemic and as Kirsch (19693 p51) points out some measure of
mobility ies at 1east implicit in the loose structure hypothesis

and infact Embree s supporters seem to have accepited this view. As such
the degree to which the'ﬁhalq are socially and for hhat matter geograph-
ically mobile can be considered a valid test of the loose structure

hypothesis on the pragmatic level. For if in Thai society individuals
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do act 'according to their own will, not according tc social
pressure' then, logically, in such a normatively *open' society
one would expeci® to find both geograpgic and social mobility. If
there is no geographic or social mobility, or it is minimal, then it
is reasonable to infer that there are factors present which restrict
such mobility, and that it is reasonable to conclude that as far as
geographic and social mobility are concerned individual's choice dof
action is constrained and they do not act according to theiy@wn will
but according to social pressure, If theee is limited ch®vce in such
a cruclal area as geographic and social mobility, then it seems reasonable
to assume that. such counstraining factors will also be found in other
social spheres.

In the following pages therefore, in order to test the ap?licability
of the locse structurists'! hypothesis at the pragmatic level, a study
of geographic and social mobility in both the past and the present

will be carried out.
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Geographic Mobility

In the literature, especially amongst the loose sbructurists,

there is a large body of opinion (Embree 1950: pl85, Kundtagter9I96T: p3T72

Wijewardene 1967: p69, Wilson 1962: p48-9, Hanks 1962: pl257, Sharp
1953: p23) holdS{that the Thais are geographically mobile and always
have been. By géographic mobility is. normally meant a movement away
from the original place of residence.

The history of the Thais is obscure and there is little actual
evidence to back up any statement made concerning the geographic
mobility of the Thais prior to the censuses of the last fifdy years.
Any statement made concerning the geographic mobility of the Thais
prior to this period must necessarily be conjecture and therefore
highly tentative. Although this thesis is primarily concerned with
the present and near past it is worth analysing the past geographic
mobility of the Thais as far as it is possible as this will throw
light on, and help to dipell soew of the myths which surround, the
present day geographic mobility of the Thais,

In the literature there is a large body of opinion, including
Embree (pl8l), that argues that the Thai peoples originally migrated
in vast droves from China in response ‘to Han Chinese pressure during
the twelth and thirteenth centuries. This theory as to the origins
of the Thais has become firmly entrenched. In fact it has become
one of the 'sacred cows' of Thal history.

Wherever the ‘hais may have originated from, and this is still &
source of controversy, to what degree were the Thals actually
mobile during this periocd?

It has been suggested by Solheim (1964: p46) that:

The biological ancestry of the present day Thai is probably
found as much in neolithic and later prehistoric populations
"ot Hiafland as in the population of the Thai-speaking peoples
of southwestern China

Solheim's theory is backed up by a seminar, held in 1965, organised
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by the Faculty of Archaeology at Silpakorn University on 'Who are
the ancestors of the Thais'. Dr. Sood Bangvichien, a participent
physical anthropologist, who has studied skeletons dated about
c.1506 B.C. found by the Thai Danish Prehistoric expedition at Ban
Gao in the Kwae Noi River valley, Kanjanburi Province, is willing
to state that the significant physical characteristics of the
neolithic population of Ban Gao can also be found in the present
population of Thailand. Hiram Woodward reﬁkting on the findings of
this seminar in the Social Review (1965: p22) stated:

This suggests but does + prove two things: that some of the
inhabitants of Thaliland,can number the neolithic population
among their lineal ancestors and that after about 1500 B.C.
there was no great ethnically distincet migratory wave that
elther killed off the existing population or set them off in
search of a new homeland.

Solpsiwd , Sangvichiens' and Woodwards' statements tend to
suggest that even in prehistoric times Thal society wag not very
geographically mobile. Instead of mass migration of Thals from
Nan Chao (and it is open to debate that Nan Chao ever had a large
Thai~-speaking population)l during the twelth and thirteenth
centuries Thal migration probably involved, asﬂ%@a&h@l@é@%ﬁbﬁgﬁa ;
says, the infiltration southwards of small Thai-speaking ruling
military elites who graduwally assimilated with the indigenous
population; this assimilation resulting in the Thai-isation of many
aspects of the indigenous people's culture.2

If the assumption that the Thais, as a whole, were not a very
mobile people is possibly inaccurate, is it accurate to say that
in historical times (that is since the time of Ram Kam Heng,
cel276 ~ 1317) and in the present day the Thais have been
geographically mobile?

1. See Credner (1935}

2. This theory would also help to explain why the Thai peoples vary
in physical appearance and why there is a diversity of beliefs
end institutions at the loocagl level. For instance, as Ayabe (1961)
points out, unilineal kinship patterns are predominant from
northern Laos as far as Tonkin whereas to the south and west,

including the Shans of Burma, bilateral characteristics are more
o.omoticeable.
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If Quaritch Wales was right in his assumption that during the
Sukodhaya period Thal socleby was organised on the basis of
territorial and kinship principles along feudal 1inesl it secems
probable that such a form of social organisation would not foster
geographical movement? In such a feudal society rights over land
would be defined by residence factors. Unless an individual
resided in the domain of his lord he would have no rights to
cultivate land. In a subsistence society such a factor would
restrict goegraphic mobility. More importantly, even if an individual
could get rights to cultivate land in another fief of his lord, the
lord would be unlikely to alliow an individuwal to move outside his
fief since the maintainance of his position would depend on
rebtaining as many followers as possible who could fight and cultivate
land for him.

Although this is pure inference and it cannot, of course, be
stated conclusively that the Thais were or were not geograpéically
mobile dvuring thig period, from the available facts it does seem
reasonable to infer +that the mebility of the Thais during this
pericd was limited at least to their natal fief,.

However during the Ayuddhia period,(c.1§$@ - 176?)3 according
to Wales during the veign of King Twiblak (1448 - 1488), Thai
soclety was reorganised, being altered from a territorial basis to
a personal basis. Previously an individual had owed loyalties to
his feudal lord, then he owed them to the state4 on a persconal basis.
Supposedly, from the literature, this re-organised social system
remained with some later modifications until the 1890's when the

bureaucracy hegan to be modernised along western lines.

1. See Wales 1934: pidH for further information.

2. He also agreds with the idea that there was a system of territorial
restrictions on movement during this period.

3. There is a controversy as to when these changes took place, whether
they were the result of the law of the Civil Hierachy of A.D. 1454
(see Wales 1934) or whether they were introduced gradually over a
longer period, prior to this law.

4. 'State' here being defined in its loosest sense, of course.
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In this re-organisation during the Ayuddhia period Thail society
wag still organised hierarchically. At the top was the king and
royal family, below the king was a straté of officials who
administered the coundry in his name. But, unlike previously,
official's positions were not hereditary and based on territorial
rights., They were appointed by the king and retained thelr ofificials!
status, offices and concomitant power at the king's will. If they
retired or were dismissed by the king, they lost both office and power.
Beneath the strata of officlals were freemen and beneath the
freemen were slaves, both redeemable and unredeemable.

In this new system the country was divided into two sections,
civil and military. All Thais were appointed to one of these, a
client being attached to the division of his patron official. As
Quaritch Wales says (1934: p46):

Instead of drawing his men from a well-defined area of land
which was his fief, they were within the limits of the
territories immediately surrounding the capital, widely
scattered and were also permitted to change thelr napidaxce.

In this new system each individual was given a number, his
sakdii naa, which determined the amount of land he could cultivate
and, if he was an official, the number of clients he could control.
A freeman had a sakdii naa of 25 and had the right to cultivate 2%
ral of land, whilst a high official, such as a minister, might have
a sakdii naa of 10,000, Officials were expected to live off their
office (kin muang) and the degree to which they could do this was
determined by their sakdii naa grade since i1t controlled +the
number of clients they could have and from whom they could receive
goods and services. For instance the lowest grade official appointed
directly by the king had a sakdil naa of 400 which gave him the righb
to have eighf freemen who each cultivated 25 rai as his clients.
What was significant about this re-organisgation as far as geographic
mobility is concerned, is that in principle, as Quaritch Wales
(1934: p53) points out, individuals could change their patrons and

places of residence if they so chose.l In such a system a change of

l. As he says:
They probably only sought to change their patrons when they
were belng oppressed, but they had the right of doing so.
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of residence would not necessarily mean a change in a man's patron,
his obligations and his vight to cultivate. Such a social system would
not restrict geographical mobility. Much the opposite since one would
expect that individuals would move to areas that best served their
interests.

Yet to what extent was geographical mobility a frequent pattern
of behaviounr during this period? There are no statistics available
to tell us, but it can be inferred that although the social
system in theory did allow social mobility, there were other factors
present in the social system that tended to restrict such mobility.

TFirstly, for certain sections of the population, the possibility
of a change of residence was highly restricted. As Wales (1934%) - ;
himself points out, in the provinces the clients could not leave
the province of their masters. Thug the possibilities of geographic
mobility of provincial peasants were geverely curtailed. Moreover
the Dbottom s?rat% of the population consisted of slaves. Pallegoix
(185the bottom strat% of theby the nineteenth century one—ihipwdicst least
of the population were slaves of one sort or another. Although
they often had a better way of life than the freemen since unredeemable
slaves were exempt from corvée, never the less it seems reasonable
to infer that their masters would place restrictions on their
movements. Thus the mobility of a very large section of the
population in traditional Thail society was restricted.

Even freemen in areas around Ayuddhia, where Wales states that
individuals could change their place of vesidence, it can be inferred
from the evidence, must have been restricted. Wales points out that
although an individual could Fn theory change his patron he had to
get the king's permission. Since the patron generally would not want
to lose a client, and since in the Thai 'personal' system of social
relations one would need one's patrons help to get such permission,
in practise it would be very unlikely that an individual would very

often get the king's permission to change his patron. Obviously; the

1 Les esclaves font au moins le tiers de la population,
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practical inability to change one's patron would not limit geographical
mobility per se, but it would prevent the individual from moving to
an area where he could ot keep up his contacts with his patron. In
g%ditional Thai society where communications were so difficult,
this would mean in practice that few Thais could move very far, be
they peasant or official.

This conjectural analysing of the mobility of the Thais in
both prehistorical and historical times tends to suggest that prior
to the present day, it is unlikely that geographic mobility was
very frequent, or if it ‘ook place that individuals moved far out of
the local community. Certainly, as Hanks points out (19623 Pl25h!
if one's patron hecame oppressive or the obligations of the corvee
became too harsh, then no doubt some peasants would flee into the
forest (pay paa). But this analysis suggests that this was the
exception, not the rule. Moreover, it is true that during wars whole
populations were captured and moved by force to other areas to be
used as labour, as {(Wales (1934: p108 points out. But the latter
were forced migrations, not the result of individual choice and thus
do not conflict with this conclusion. Much the opposite ag it reinforces
the view that the individual's mobility was restricted, for in these
circumstances individuals were forced H0 move even if they did not
want to. From the avallable evidence therefore, it does seem reasonable
to infer that in historical times the Thai population, as far as
geographic mobility is concerned, was fairly stable.

This is borne out by the demographic structure of the Thais,
at least during the second half of the nineteenth century. If the
Thais present in the Central Plain, especially around Ayuddhia and
Bangkok, had been able to move about the country as they pleased and
this was a frequent and accepted form of behaviour, then one would
seem justified in expecting that very fertile areas around Bangkok
and Ayuddhia would have been populated. But, as Ingram (19559
points out, in the second half of the nineteenth century when rice
came to be grown as a cash crop for export, many fertile areas in the
Central Plain had to be populated! This seems to suggest that

geographical mobility was restricted, for if people had been free
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%o move one would assume that they would move to fertile areas such
as these. But what factors did vestrict movement?

If Quaritch Wales (1958: %%3) is correct when he states that
when the organisation of soclety was changed in the fifteenth century
clients were assigned to the same division as their feudal lords,
and if he is correct when he states that:

Wormally the clients followed the ancient custom of serving
under their parent's patron.(FFD

this seems to suggest that certain factors might have restricted -
actlon. Firsgtly it tends to suggest that very possibly since as
individual was assigned to the same division as his feudal patron,
this would not involve a disruption of ithe relationship with his
lord. It seems very likely that the re-organisation did not affect
the ordinary peasant very much, or the low level bureaucrat for
that matter. He simply continued his former relationship with his
lord under a new guise. Secondly, since patron—client relations
tended to be hereditary, an individual would iunherit a complex
system of social relations which would make i+t difficult for him
to move away from the immediate area.

As far as present day Thal society is concerned, and it is with
this period that this thesis is primarily councerned, there is much
more literature available on which to base a judgement as to the
geographical mobility of the Thals in the present day. This .
abundance of literature, especially in the form of statistics, will
enable me to take this analysis out of the realms of conjecture
and into the realm of 'fact' and so make it possible to arrive at
a more valid counclusion.

The previous description of the Thai werld view and ruvral
social siructure shows quite clearly that, in theory, as Ronald
Ng (1968: p5) points out, there is nothing in Thai socletys:

that stands in the way of spatial and occupationsl mobility
should it be deemed desirable by the individual.

Geographic mobility is not restricted by residence factors as
it is in Japanese villdages. There are no ascriptive rules which
determine an individual's place of residence. Nor are status and
rights based on and determined by residence in a particular piece
of territory. Nor do individuals belong to extended families or

other local groups or organisations which might restrict or prevent

geographical mobility. In fact the world view, with its emphasis




on the individual and self salvation fosters such mobility. A=
Ronald Ng (1968: p6) says:

One would no doubt expect a high degree of internal mobility.
Yet %o what extent are the “hais geographically mobile in the
present day? Has the traditional pattern been radically altered?

In the literature there are various views as to the present
day geographic mobility of the Thais. On the one hand, stress is laid
on the frequency of both migration and emigration amongst the Thais.
For instance, Kirsch (1966: p375) points to the custom of pay thhaw
(going around) as an example of the geographic mohility of the This:

individually or in small groups,(young men) leave their home
villages, often going to urban areas ot to the Central region to
obtain wage labor or some sort, or oceasionally to engage in
intermittent, wandering trade.

Embhasis is lald on the emigration of the Thais from the poor north
and northeast areas to Bangkok. Textor's study (1962) of the

northeasterners who migrate to Bangkok and become pedioab drivers
G\ ig often refered to when this point is postuhlted. It has no doubt
UL

(\SO
helped to foster and perpetuate this view. StreSs isg lald on the

general movement of the peasants away from the countryslde to the
towns, especihally Bangkok. Wilson (1962: p48) for instance states:

Geographic mobility takes two forms, urbanisation and rural
migration. The population of Bangkok, the only genuine metropslitan
center of the country, has increased substantially in the past
thirty yearse The increase is statistically large enough %o’
indicate considerable movement from the country to the city.

This ebidence is supported by the impressions received in

the city. Many people of all social classes who were born and
raised in the prowinces have come to the city flor education and

to seek their foritunes.

Blanchard (l958= 956) on the other hand holds the opposite point of view,
He postulidtess

There has been no tendency among the Thai peoples to transfer
readily from one section to another; to shift radically their
occupational interests, or to seek work beyond the borders o
the country - Bangkok is unique in its growth. The vast
majority of the people prefer life in rural areas, but
occasional drought or economic distress drives some men to
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find temporary work in the cities, ppipedidyly Bangkok. Once
such a man has saved the necessary money to solve his
immediate problems at home, he returns.

This is corroborated by Felthousen (1965: pl6) who points to:

the present lack of disposition by the Thal to move from
one section to another.

Evers (1969: pl25) also points out that as far as migration from
the ‘town to the country is concerned:

migration which anthropologists have.judged to be extremely
high in actual fact has been epkagivblylow in comaprison with
neighbouring countries, Between 1947 and 1960 Thailand's
towns absorbed little more than one-sixth of the total inter
tphertal population increase, while those of Malaysia
absorbed the entire increase.

These two polar points of view sharply contradict each other,
Who's view, if any, is vright? The opposite points of view are
primarily the vesult of differdnt frames of reference: Wilson,
Kirsch, Phillips and Piker's conclusions being predominantly based
on personal observations and the study of particular areas
whereas Felthousen, Blanchard and Bvers' are based on the literature
of the subject of geographic mobility and is a study of the
general data.

Obviously, cases of special long and short distance emigration
and migration can be pointed to but this does not mean that this
is a general pattern. It is true that pay thiaw is a relatively
frequent young man's custom, although theré are no statistics to
support this conclusion, but as Kirsch himself points out, most are
likely to return. As such it is misleading to consider it an
indicator of @%&E@%T&Bbili%y, rather it should be seen as a rite
de passage prior to accepting the responsibilities of adulthood.

If Thai social mobility ie looked at from the point of view of
statistices a totally different picture emerges of Thal geographical
mobility.

Sternstein (1965: p22-27) has attempted to reconstruct the
pattern of population distribution for the last forty years and
has shown that during this period the population was Tairly stable.
For purposes of analysis he divided the country into eight reasonably

homogeneous regions and was able to show that during this period

Ay
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the percentages of population in +this region changed very little.
The outer central plain increased its share of the population from
12 to 14 percent, the inner central plain from 15 to 16 percent,
the northern ranges fell slightly from 19 to 17 percent and the
southern coastal plain from 9 to & percent, whilst the eastern
plateau up bto 1940 actually increased its share slightly from

33 to 34 percent. Thig as Sternstein says of this periods

\ e
(Ther& have been nc mass migrations or seepages of population

to or from any particular region. (1965: p20)

oternstein's conclusions are also borne out for the period
1955 —~ 1960 by Chapman and Allen (1965). They point out that although
11 percent of the population moved during this period:

a\l
three cquarters of ‘ses=e who chose to move o a new changwad
and were still resident there in 1960 had chosen to stay
within the limits of their native regionl$€5

Moreover Chapman and Allen have shown that statements like
Wilson's which suggest that there is a great deal of movement
from all parts of the country to Bangkok, including movements over
long distances, is inaccuarate and misleading, for they show that
intraregional movement is as yet much more important than
interegional movement and is at its greatest in the Cemiral region
where there is considerable movement to Bangkok. Thus movements to
Bangkok are usually short distance movements not long distance
movements. Furthermore, they have been convinced that the
northeast and the Central regions have been the largest exporters
of population to other regions and the central regions and and the
north regions the largest imporiters. Only the northeast has shown
a net loss,

But not only do% the data show that the majority of movements
are within the region, but more importantly, as Ronald Ng points out:

®he census data shows that less than four percent of

population five yearsAﬁﬁa over changed their changwad. (district)
of residence between 1955 and 1960. Indeed, not a single
changwad experienced a population gain or lossg through internal
interchange by an amount greater than the natural increase

over the period. (1968: p6).
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These statistics reveal reveal as Caldwell(1967: p49) =sayss

Internal migration has as yet been on rather a small scale
in Thailand.,

Where movement has taken place, it has primarily been within the
local area am Ng's figures demonstrate. If Punyodyana's (1969: pg0)
interpretation of Kickert (1961) is accurate, then Kickert's personal
observation in ‘the northeast tends to support this, for he states
that Tgai peasants in a northeastern village in which he resided for
over & year:

Lived and died within the radius of not more than fifty miles
of where they were born.

But if the Thalis can normatively chose their own place of
residence and there is no obvious impediment to movement in the
social system: much the opposite i# encourages it. As Ng (1969: p5)
says:

One would no doubt expeot a high degree of intermal mobility.
Why are the Thais not more geographically mobile and why don't they
move to more distant areas? If certain aspects of the social structure,
ecology, enviromment and world view are studied, it can be seen
that there are certain factors present in them which inhibit and

congtrain the individual's movements.
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Pirstly, as has been pointed out, in Thal soclety an
individual's social relations may be concelved of as forming a
complex network of dyad&dic relations. A basic principle of dyagdic
exchange is reciprocity; both explicit and implicit. This system of
reciprocity involves the individual in a complex system of defexrizd
obligations and expectations which inhibits the individual's movements,
Not only will an individual probably owe services to his patron(s)
and possibly labour $o other farmers, but also he will be owed
obligations such as contributions to expensive life-cycle
celebrations, for example funerals, which he might hold and which
he alone could not afford to pay for. Consequentily, even if an
individuwal is willing to break his obligations he is unlikely to
want to relinquish the goods and services that are owed to himg If
however, the individual moves to a distant place it will be very
difficult for him to continue to operate his former complex system
of reciprocal relations and it will be very difficult for him to
collect his dues. This factor will either constrain an individual
from moving at all or limit him to moving to an area in the immediate
viginty where he can continue to carry on his previous sysbtem of
social relations. As Bramley (1968: pl0) points outs

The system of deferred obligations suggests that the
traditional type of kin based community has always been
fairly stable. In a very mobile community such a system
would be impossible.

Secondly, in societies where rights and duties are clearly
defined and where kin groups such as lineages, castes, age grades,
or local opganisations and groups which are found throughout the
social system, exist, it is falrly simple for an individual to move
from area to area, to towns, and even to move to foreign countiies.
In such a system it is fairly easy for an individual to slot out
of one community and into another one, for in an¥f community the
individual goes to he will have a vecognised place in it, a clearly
defined role and recognised rights and duties. He will know what is
expected of him and what he can expect from others and vice versa.

Thus, for instance, if an Indian wants to go and live in a city he
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can utilise.his local subcaste ties to help him sgetile into his new
environment. He can look up his local subcaste fellows in the town
and, whether they know him.or not personally, they will.help him
find a job and settle down, be the town Bombay or Delhi, because
of his rights as a member of fhe local subcaste. :

In Thai society however, with its absence of defined dights
and. duties and groups, there are no such possibilities. With the
emphasis on.personal relationships, the patron-client system and
reciprocity, if an individual wants to move fo another area it is
unlikely. that he would move. to that area unless he had contacts there
and a personal ilntroduction.

As jana Richardson Hanks (1963: p97) says, refering to individuals
in Bang Chan who want to0 go to Bangkok and it can be inferred from
the literature that her statement iz applicable to Thal society in
generals

There was the problem of finding an experienced esmort, 1.e.,
someone who ‘'knew the way'. More was involved than just
inconvenience. In all walks of Bang Chan's life, no one ever
presented himself to a school, to a household, anywhere, without
a ng;sonal introduction from someone who had been there before,
anﬁhwas ‘acocustomed to it',

For a Thai to move to annther area without. first having established
contacts in that area is to court disaster. If a Thal is to survive
both economically and sccially in a new area, he must find himself

a new patron(s) and establish a network there. As Sharp (1953: p3)
says of Bang Chan:

In order that the new resident and members of his family may
become really integrated inlbo the Bang Chan community social
system it is necessary that he establish mutual reppect
relationships (4) nab (5) thyy) (1) kan). Without these he will
remain an isolate, without any social leverage without means

of obdhining help in the ordinary crises of life or in unexmected
disasters (except of dpharitable sort which will jeopardize

hig self - respect as free and independent person).

ke . .
But to get entree into a new environment and to form a new netwerk
is gifficult., This is not only because, the world view fosters
suspilcion. of othersand unco~operativeness and peasnats will not help

e
Y -
strangers, but akoagbecause patrons, whom it would be assumed would




164

want to attract as many clients as possible, will not set up
reciprocal pgtron-client rebations with strangers. As L, Hanks
(1962: pl255) says:

Because of unseen dangers, a leader ordinarily avoids giving
benefits to strangers, and a potenthal member of a group
must be introduced by a known person,

Thus if an individnal is going to be able to 1live successfuhly
in a distant community and selt up a new network, he must have contacts they
there who can give him entree and vouch for him. This fact therefore
narrowly restricts the choice of movement open to the individual.
Hig choice of movement will be determined by where he has contacts
and since it is generally unlikely that he will have many contacts outside
his home vicinity it is equally unlikely that he will be able to
move outeide his immediate locality.

Without overemphasiging the importance of the world view,
nevertheless, there are gspects of it that might act as constraints
on movement. Despite apparent similarities of language and social
structure, there is a variety of eultural background in Thal society.
Kunstadter (1967: Vol i: p372) observes thats

even within regions that give the outward appearance of
uniformity, there may be... differences which are important
in the minds of the people involved.

As Ng (1968:p6) says:

It is very conceivable that owing to culitural factors some
economically attractive areas may prove to be rather uvnappealing
to many intending migrants from ather parts.

HMoreover there are ecological reasons such as the fact that
different types of crops are grown in different regions which may
inhibit geographical movement of Thai peasants. As Ng (1968:p6) says:

Specialisation in particualr cash cro ps as supplementary sources
of income has given rise to marked regional variations in the
land use patltern. The lack of experience in certain iypes
off supplementary crops may often be sufficient for disuvading

a farmer from hiking up residence in another padt of the country.

Tven though the previou#pages have shown that there are factors
in the social system, world view, and ecokogy which constrain movement,

nevertheless on e would think with the three percent

——
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natural increase per annum (the highest in the world) that the Thais
would be forced to move their place of residence to distant parts,
especlally in highly populated areas such as the Central Plain,

Yet, as the statistics show, the Thais have not done thiss they have
prefered to absorb the population increase locally. Ng (1968: p6)
holds that Thai peasants may have been able to do this by means of
greater intensification of land utilisation and as he says: |

“he overall and even the physiological density of Thailand

is gtill much lower than most rice cultivating countries,
There is more than a mere poseibility that the farm acreage

in most parts of the country can still be increased by
clearing new plots in the virgin forestSeven in the relatively
densely populated areas. The crop y&ild of existing land can
still be raised through improved farming techniques...lt is
therefore likely that the present population growth has

been acco@gdated locally without generating mass migration
even from the hard-pressed aream,

The fact that Thals prefer to ahsevbsithe increase of population
locally rather than move to less congested areas, gives further
support o my thesis that factors exist which restrict geographic
movement. Rather than break up their networks and complex systems
of reciprocal relations and venture into the unknown, they prefer

to manipulate the system locally.

Copclusion

This study of the geographic mobility of the Thais has shown
fairly conclusively that the Thai peasant‘g\free choice' of
movement is restricted by various factors - structure, world view,
ecology and enviromment. It has shown that Bmbree and his supporters
have exag%rated the geographiw mobility of the Thais in the pﬁfﬁ,
and, as far as present day mobility is concerned, have both\overv
ex%gerated and been misleading. Geographical mobility has beéﬁ
limited and where it has taken place it has been limited to the
local area or has been for a shori period of tim%?h%hus it seems

reasonable to suggest that the Thai population is fairly stable.
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Obviously, since the rate of mobility is a qualitative
concept, it could be argued that, depending on how 'high' and 'low!
are defined)even this limited amount of mobility is high. But as
Evers points out, in comparison with Malaysia;mobility into the town
is fTar less. This tends to suggest that although there is no
generally amsepitad mobility scale that could be applied to
Thailand, the frequency of mobility in Thal society should be
considered low. But even so what is important is that this
analysis has shown that the Thaisg, far from exercising freewill as
far as geographical mobility is concerned in the past and present,
have been restricted in their choice of movement.l

In the future, however, as Sternstein polnts out, if the
population trends continue as they have been doing, then no doubt
there will be mass migration of the Thais off the land. But such
migration will not be the result of *freewill' alones; it will be

the result of population pressure.

l. It is interesting to speculate as to the origins of the
assumption of the geographic mobility by many specialists. It
can be accounted for partly by personal observations of actual
people moving. But one wonders to what extent its roots were in
the 'sacred cow' of Thal history, the belief that Thais
moved in large droves to Thailand. It is very probable that this
belief, which has been very popular and influential, coloured
speclalist's views of the later mobility of the Thais.
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Social Mebilitwy

Within the literature there are many references to the social
mobility of the Thais. In ffact a polemic has evolved around the
issue recently, some specialists arguing that the Thais gre
socially mobile whilst others have stated that they are not.

As has been stated previously, the Ylooesely structured?
hypothesis implicitly assumes some degree of social mobility.
Although Embree himself did not explicitly or categorically state
that Thai society is socially mobile, nevertheless sucl an hypothesis
as his assumes it. Certainly Embree's supporters accept such an assumption
and see social mobility as a concomitant of 'loose siructure' as
Kirsch€1969: p51) points out:

Imbree cites a number of features e.g. geographic mobility,
declining descent for royalty, power of the king to confer

rank, etc., which might be taken az evidence for a high degree
of mobility in Thailand. But he did not flatly claim that
loogely structured systems are chavacterized by an unmisually
high degree of mobility as contrasted to tightly structured
systems. However, if the underlying pattern revealed by Embree's
evidence is correct, i.e. that individuals in loosely structured
systeme are not necessarily bound to particular rodes and
collectivities in which they are involved, then some measure

of mobility is at least implicit., Infact Embree's supporters
seem to have accepted this view (e.g. Hanks 1962, Phillips 1965).

The protagonists for "social mobility' generally argue that Thai
society, both normatively and pragmatically, is basically socially
mobile and always hams been {e.g. Graham and Graham 1958: pil,

Blanchard 1958: p50, Embree 1950: pl85) Hanks 1962: pl252,

Hanks and Hanks 1963: 431-2, Phillips 1969 p38,»Mosel 1957s p291,

Wilson 1959s p35, 1962:p47, Kirsch 1969: p51;“Pikér‘l968= p780, 1969: »T71
Ladd 1962: p9, Punyodyana 1969: p99, Young 19C0: p125).1 It is

1 Although not all of them would consider themselves supporters of
the loose structure concept.
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usually argued by them that Thal society is a fixed system of
ranks and within this system movement up and down this hiervachy iws
not restricted by birth or other factors. For inl%%amce Hanks
(1962¢ p1252) in what is probably the most often’&uoted and

(until recently) the most influenthal article on Thai social
mobility, says:

Like an ammy, Thai society has a Hisrdchy of fixed wmanks-
ranks which determine occupationp but one moves freely
from occupation to occupation up and down the hierachy. The
king might grant titles to commoners as easily as a master
courld free his slaves. On suffering defeat, kings counld
become slaves with little to comfort them for having

once held powers.

This is corroborated by Ladd (1962: p9) who states the case for
mobility clearlys

This society is marked by its openness, by the considerable
mobility of movement within and between classes, Anyone

can aspire to higher class status; there is no social bar

to a peasant's son rising to become a powerful and well—to-de
government offical and, as a matter of fact, many of the present
higher officaldom came from extremely humble social circumstances.
This was true as well in ancient +times.

Moreover it is often argued that social mobility is sanctioned and h
fostered by the Buddhist value system. Buddhism pestudates that a
person's status is the product of religious merit dervived from his
actions in this and previous lives.(e.g., Hanks 1962: p1248) Texta
1961: p44d), Wilson 1962: p46-8, Piker 1969: pT7l). Since ewerybody
is able %o achieve merit by doing good actions so they may rise

in karmia‘statns and this will be reflected in
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thely social position in the phenomenologicgl worid and conversely
if they do bad acts they will lose status in the karmic world and
nhtimately in the phenominological world toco. Thus it is argued
that Buddhism fosters the assumpiion among the Thai that social
position is not fixed by birth, but that social mobility both

is possible and takes place.

This point of view which relates the world view to social

mobility is neatly summed. up by Han&%ggﬁéﬁlgésgayss

As with cosmic hierachy, the Thai social order roots individusls
in no permanent rank. To be sure, depending on merits ancumglated
from pgst experiences, one is born to the advantages or disad~
vantages of a given social pomition, but one need not remain

a peasant until the end of his': days. Peamants have become
ministers of state, just as powerful kings have become slaves.
Social life is a continuous process of changing siation by earning
and validating a highew one, or falling to a lower one., At eny

moment the lowest man may catapult himself to a position effectiwvely

superior to the king, he need only take the vowsbf a priest. As
long as he submits to the discipline of selflessness required
by the rules of the ovrder, he may remain in this lofty position.

However, in recent years, scepticism has arisen in some quarters asg
to the valiflity of the idea that the Thais are socially mobile. Tvers
(1966,1967,1969) has attempted to show that the Thaifelite in recent
decades have consolidatdd and that the rate of mobilitv intc them
has infact declined over this period. Mulder (1969: pl9) poinis outs

Ten relevant field studies (Boesch 1962; Evers 1966; Hanks 19583
Keufman 1960; Kingshill 1960; Moerman 1966, Pfanner and Ingersoll
1962; Sharp 19533 Skinner 19583 and Textor 1961) do not

indicate any exceptional rate of vertical mobility. Studies by
Boesch (1962), Hanks (1958), and Phillips(1965) have chown

that motivation to m»ige is low and weakened by Thai education
and that selfwrestraint, and self-limitation are emphasized in
literature and verbal statements,

These findings of Bvers and Hulder seem to indicate that fhe
'loose structurists' assumptions are open to question, for they imply

that social mobility in Thai =ociety is both difficult
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and infrequent. Who is vight - the'loose structurists' or anti-
loose structurists such as Bvers and Mulder? How much mobility
has there in fact been in both draditional and modern Thai
soclety? In fact, is it valid, both methodologically and
empirically, to say that social mobility in Thail society is'high'?

In the following pages an attempt will be made to determine
the degree of social mobility in Thail society and the factors
which restrict social mobility. However, before beginning, while
not wishing to become involved in the heated controversy
surrounding the concept of 'social stratification', nevertheless
it must be clear as to what is meant by the concept of social
mobility and to what dimensions of social behaviour the concept is
being applied. For, as will be seen, the definition of social
mobility and the dimensions of social Dbehaviour to which the concept
is applied, is crucial to the whole issue since it very much
determines the resulting conclusions. As will be seen, the way in
which some specialists analytically conceptualise their data is
partially to blame for some of the loose structurists conclusions
as to the mobility of the Thail.

The meaning of the term 'social mobility' is clear and
unambiguous and has a generally accepted meaning amongst
anthropologists and sociologists. As Barber (1968: p295) says:

Social mobility consists of 3ggkgp$gments of individuals
up and down along any one of the dimensions of social
stratification. A

Obviously it is possible to determine whether there is social
mobllity in a soclety. But difficulty arises in attempting to
determine whether the rate of social mobility in a society is
"high' or 'low'. To be able to determine whether sccial mobility
in Thai society is high, as Punyodyana for instance says it is
(see Punyodyana 1969: p99%), it would be necessary to coustruct

a scale of social mobility, a continuum ranging from high %o low,
But to construct a scale of social mobility it would be necessary
to postulate criteria that could be used to evaluate whether

the rate of social mobility in Thai sociebty was high or low.
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Moreover as Kirsch (1969: p52) states: ' wn

Bven the same objectively determined rate of mobility might
be open to dissimilar interpretations on the ghbasgis of the
different valuer and normative standards of the societies
under consideration. For example, a mobility rate of ten
percent in traditional India might be deemed very high,
while the same rate might be deemed very low in*modern
industrial society.

However, no generally accepted standard for evaluating the rate
of social mobilify exists. Thus, as Kirsch sgys:

In the absence of some generally accepted objective
cetandarighich can be applied cross culturally, it

is not clear how one would determine what ié&high‘

or "low' rater of mobility.

Since 'social mobility' is therefore a relative term, given the
absence of a generglly accepted standard for eveldvating it, it
does not seem meaningful or methodologically sound, given the
present situation, to categorise social mobility in terms of
'high' or 'low'. Kirsch, however, suggests (1969s p52)#

In the absence of some generally accepted objective

standards, comparative studies of social mobility are likely

to lean heavily on impression, however well founded that impression
may be. On such a basis, there is considerable evidence

which suggests Thailand has been characterized by a high

measure of mobility.

Mogt of the studies of Thal society so far have been
'impressionistic', including Embree's, and as is being shown, they
have not got the study of Thai society very far, rather they
have given a misleading impression of Thal society. Moreover,
given the fact that a polemic has arisen around the issue of
gsocial mobility in Thai society, an 'impressionistic' account
will no longer suffice, What is needed is an intensive 'hard fact!
study. If only an'impression' of the rate of social mobility is
posgible, given the present situation, then it is better not to
attempt such a study of the rate of mobility.

Even &f a scale of mobility did exist from which the rate of
mobility in Thai society could be evaluated there is not, as Kirsch

seems to thinky 'considerable evidence available' at all, As
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Evers (1966: p48l) sayss

Wo special study on this subject (social mobility) has
been published so far, and relevant field studies do noi
indicate an exceptionally high rate of status mobility.

There is neither the factual nor statistical evidence availablel
on which a comprehensive and conclusive study of the rate of social
mobility could be hased.

Nevertheless, although it is not possible to study social
mobility in a'positive'manner, it is possible to sbudy it in a
'negative! manner l.e. it is possible to study the factors which
inhibit social mobility. Not only is there enough evidence
available on which to base such a study but also it is possible
to logically infer such factors, even though relevant statistics
are not avallable.

Since the aim of this chapter, primarily, is to determine the
accuracy of Embree's statement that (p185):

e s .. .. . 1. o
The individuals ache actsi of his ownewill, "not. as.
& pesulds of social pressure,

i.e. in this case, to determine what factors, if any, restrict an
individual's choices as far as social mobility is concerned,

This negative method of studying social mobility seems a fruitful
way of studying such mobility since it is an approach which is
not based on impression. '

A second crucial issue that must be made clear is the
dimension of stratification to which the concept of social mobility
ig applied. Tor the way in which the analysts categorise the
dimension of stratification will,. to a certain extent, determine
his conclusions as to the social mobility of the Thais.

Firstly, one must be clear as to which model of social

stratification is being used i.e., whether it is the 'conscious!'

va

1. Piker,ﬁggggver, disagrees with this. He states that 'abundant
historical and instituational evidence....however, is readily
available.' I beg to disagree with this. I would be very
pleased to know what these sources are for he does not quote
them in his bibliography.

2, This is surely improbable as which people act entirely
according to their own fHmwe will?
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model of the Thals or an'observaérs'! model. Obviously it is m=t
possible to construct a model of the social stratification of
Thai society based on either model. But such models should not be
confused with each other, for a model based on the conscious
model of the Thals may not co-incide ﬁéthdﬁhat of an observor's
model. FBach model may give a totally £= impression of the
system of stratification and the concomitant social mobility of
the Thais,

It is certainly true that the Thais have a model of the i
stratification of the Thai social system: they see their society
as being highly stratified and see social mobility as being
legitimate. As Evers (1969: pl24) says:

)
Thais tend to believe that ==l mobility 1% high
in Thal society.

But this is not the same as saying that an obsevrvor will see Thai
society as actually being stratified in this way and will
conceptualise it in this manner, or that in practise the Thais
are actually socially mobile.

Both Bvers and Mulder accuse Hanks of confusing this world
view with social reality. Evers, for instance, says that Hanks
argues along the lines:

Mobility is sanctioned in the Thail Buddhist value system,
according to which a person's status derives from the

religious merit acquired in previous lives. Since

everybody may be good, acquire merit, and rise to a higher social
position, social status is not fixed by birth, social

mobility is thought to be quite natural. Hanks therefore

speaks of "a built in social mobility of Siamese society™

but this confuses ideology with social reality. (19663 p481)

Whilst Nulder (1969: p20) states; as was mentioned previously:

Buddhist cosmic hierarchy or metaphysics have little to
do with empirical social reality; too often the Buiddhist
cloak of charity has been used to cover the most
unlikely phenomena.(Mulder 19674, 1968)

From a close study of Hanks' article 'Merit and Power in
the Thai Social Order' (1962) in which he states his case, it

seems more logical to agree with Evers and Mulder. No where does
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Hanks state which model he is using and it can be inferred that
he does confuse the observor's model of social reality with the
conscious model, Hanks states that Thal soclety is a'fimed

system of ranks which determine occupation' but né:hhere does he
state from where he derived this model. However, it can be
inferred that it is an observor's model roote§ in The traditional
gakdii naa system. Yet at the same time héﬁgiggﬁéig to explain
stratification and social mobility in Buddhist termss

e . .
Such is the nature of,coemic hierarchy where effectiveness

in action and freedom from suffering vary with the degree

of merit, yet no being is fixed to any special position.

Only the stations are fixed, while the metamorphosing individual
belngs rise andbggll in the hierarchy. In accordance with

past merit, one,may be born a snake to crawl helplessly

in darkness while another may be born an angel free to move
unhampered by matter. After death their positions might

be reversed....The same laws apply in the human social

order which is bub a segment of the cosmic hierarchy.

This quotation clearly reveals his confusion. He is abtempting to
explain what aciwally happens in terms of the ideal model. Yet, as
has been consistently stressed, the world view and social reality
may be very different. Thus it mrgt be made clear which model is being
uged, and the same model shounld be followed consistently in any
analysis. _

As this chapter's primary aim is to study social mobility
in actual practice, what is needed here is an observor's model
of social stratification and social mobility. In an observor's
model the anthropologist conceptualises the stratification
system of scociety. It is up To the anthropologist to determine
the system of stratification. He usuvally conceptualises the
system of stratification according to cebtain criteria that he
thinks relevant, such criteria usually being generally accepted
social sclence concepts such as class, stabtus, position, rank,
ete, Difficulty arises in determining what criteria should Dbe used
to rank the hierarchy. How should it be determined whether one

particular class or status is higher or lower than another? As
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Kirsch (1969: p52) sayss

Presumably such(normative)contexts play some role in

détermining when and if a change in status is, in fact, "mobility’
and whether it is to be seen as 'upward'! or 'downward!'

(for example, does '"mobility' from a merchants role to =
ureaucrats role represent an upward or downward move).

But in the last resort it is up to the anthropologist how he

constructs the system of sitratification. Such a model of

stratification will necessarily be based on several preconcepitions

and a8 such will be more than usually open 1o conceptual error.l
Certainly if Hank's model of stratification is studied it can

be seen that the way in which he . conceptualises the system of
o (1965 prasa)

stratification is misleading. Hejstates thats

Bfforts to depict social classes in Thal society founder because
of misconstruing the nature of this social or@ggﬂfwgich
regembles a military organisation more than anglass type of
society . Like an army, Thai scciety has a hierarchy of

fixed ranks which determine occupation, but one moves

freely from occcupatbtion to occupation up and down ‘the
hierarchy.

But is i1t 'misconstruing the nature of the social order' to
categorize Thal society into classes? Hapg's statement is an
overgeneralisation, for Skinner (19§8: 519) points to the
existence of social classes in Bangkok and this is further
supported by Fver's theory (1966% 1967, 1969) that a class based
bureaucratic elite is forming. Moreover, Hanks seems to be
implyipB that concepts such as 'class' actually exist 'out there!
in society. But to hold this point of view is to confuse a concept
with the data. Any concept may be used as an 'analytic tool' to
aid analysiss; it is not a matter of *misconstruing the nature of
the social order'. In fact twe totally different concepts such as

gtatus and class may be used to categorize the same data. Thus as

1. Obviously all hypotheses are based on preconceptions but some
are based on more, less well based empirical preconceptions

than others. Also others by thelr very structural nature, like
Hanks'!, are open to error.
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Punyodyana (1969: p96) points out is possible to conceptualize the
Thal peasantry, who make up 85 percent of the population, as a
class in Marxist terms. But to do so would not be useful and
would give the wrong impression for the Thal peasantry, although
they mostly have a common occupation i.e. rice growing, do not
have a common organisation, political structure or identity of
interest; rice growing does not induce in them unionism and cross
regional interaction. Rather I would agree with Punyodyana (1969:
p97) that as

conception of Thal peasants in terms of a status group

seems most relevant and useful,
(167" p- 97)
As heAsay :

It is clearly evident that Thai peasants, net only in
Chienkham but all over the country, find themselves

sharing a common status situation. It is a situation
of subordination to traditional authority.

Not only is Hanks' attitude towards class in Thai society an
overgeneralisation and the result of analytic confusion but also
the way in which he ranks the 'fixed system of ranks' gives a
false impression of the system of stratification in Thail
society and this leads to an exageration of the degree of
social mohility in Thai sodiety.

(162 p (22 = 50) .
Hanksasees the "fixed system of ranks' as determining

occupation and sees the social process of vising and falling in
the hierarchy as being bhased on a system of patron—client relations,

The coherence of Thal society rests largely on the value

of becoming a client of someone who has grealer resources
than one alone possesSseS....A% the top stands the gracious
king meeting with his courtly officials. Below them, with
mounting uncertainties and smaller benefits to distribute,
follow the ranks of deputies and assistants down to the
clerks and sweepers. Some of the merchants and artisans may
surpass the lower govermmental positions in wealth and
power, but in the paddy fidlds, existence hecomes more
isolated and precarious. At the bottom isg the forest where some
lone; uncouth hunter, deserted by his wife and children,
stalks his prey.

Hanks' equation of the paltron-client system with his fixed hieramchy
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of ranks which determine occupation is invalid for two reasons,
Firstly, the patron-client system is not a correlate of the fixed
hierarchy of ranks which determine occupation, for some patrons
may have lower occupations than their clients. For instance, as le
himself says, some low level artisans and merchants may surpass low
level government officals in power and wealth, even though they
may ramk liower in the traditional ranking system. Secondly, and
most important, the paitroh-client system does not form a fixed
hieramchy. Status in the patron-client system is relative, it
is not fixed.

decondly, the actual way in which Hanks constructs the
hierarchy leads Yo an e%%aggevation of the degree of social
stratification found in rural areas and this conceptualisation
gives the impression that Thai society is more socially mobile than
it im fact is. Hank's statement that Thai society is a system
of fixed ranks which determine occupation is a conceptual
mis-statement of whalt he actually in fact has done. What he in fact
has done is to rank the occupations in Thai society! For instance,
he ranks a 'lone uncouth hunter) as at the bottom of the hierarchy
and it can be inferredl that he considerd a headman as having
higher vank than an ordinary peasant., But such ranking of occupations
ig a confusion of occupation with statuss term which nowadays is
generally defined, following, Linton (1936), as a ranked position
in society.

As Wijewardene (1967: p74) in his meat summing up of internal
stratification in Thal soclety says:

Clearly this is universally low in Thai villages. Hespect
and status accrue to individuals on the babis of wealth, age;
education, piety ané occupation, but there is no report of
anything like the stratification of Indian

1 Hanks (1962: pl250) when discussing patron-client relations
statess .
A village headman can, perhaps through his own resources, hold
his kinsmen, but to hold the entire village may require his
rendering services to the circle headman(kamnan) and perhaps

also to the district officer (naaj amphoe). The additional benefits

received from these higher officers, for instance as work
opportunities for his villagers, can be distributed by the
headman to secure his position.




178

villages, nor even China's former differentiation between
landowning gentry and peasantry. The traditional ranking

gystem does not appear to have created status differences

within e villages, and though there are now signs af the
emergence of a wealth-based elite, particularly on the Central
Plain, Thai villages musi be characterised as egalitarian. Though
Thais look for status indicators in their personal relations -

a0 that every relationship has a dominant and a subordinate
component,

Thus to rank occupations in rural areas is to mislead when it is done
in terms of a hierachy for it implies that the Thais are more highly
stratified in rural areas that they infact are. Infact they are an
egalitarian status category. It is certainly true that some people
have more prestige than others. Presiige being based on such categories
as wealth, occupations sucha a&s headman ovr shama%@iety etc., but to
see this prestige as forming a fixed system of r;nks is to give e
wrong impression for the individuals all have the same egalitarian
'fixed position'. Secondly, such prestige would not form a fixed
system of ranks for such prestige is relative not fixed. Bven so, it
is true that rank, in the sense of being a peasant, does determine
occupation to some extent, but these occupations do not form a ranked
hierachy.

Moreover, by emphasising the system of stratification in rural
areas Hanks has given the impression that the Thais are more =ocially
mobile than they in fact are. It is true that ideally individuals
can move from ococupation to occupation with ease and there is no
ascription. Thus by structuring these occupations in the form of a
hierarchy, sicne the Thais can move from occupation to ocuupation,
gives the impression that they are scocially mobile.

This discussion of the meaning of social mobility and the dimensions
to which it is applied and especially Hanks' theory have shown hoi easy it
is to construct a misleading picture of social mobility in Thai rociety )

and. how open an observerfs model is to error. However, instead of
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imposing a model onto Thai society as Hanksldoes, and fitting

the facts to suit the model, in the following pages an attempt
will be made 1o discover what dimemsions of sitratification it ie
possible to conceptualise Thai society into and the factors that
restrict movement up and down the hierapthy. The analysis will be
in two parts. Firstly, social mobhility in traditional Thai society

will be analysed, then secondly, social mobility in Modern Thail society.

Traditional Thai Social Mobility

praditionally, as has been stated, Thal society was divided
into broad strata. At the top of the hierarchy was the king and
réyal family. Beneath the king and royal family in descending crder
were the burcaucracy, freemen and slaves, both redeemable and
non-redeemable, Nach shraté was clearly defined in terms of rightts o

cultivate land (sakdii naa) and the number of clients the individual

could contro 1 (kin muang) and by symbols,
Certainly,as Quaritch Wales and cthers have pointed out,

an individual held his position at the king's will and could move up
and. down the hierarchy from one stratd to another. But in actual
practice, to what extent was there social mobility? What factors

if any restricted such mobility? Xirsch states that evens

1 Hanks (1967: p2-3) has recently put forward another analogy as 1o
the structure of Thal society. But, as yet, I have beeun unable to
see the article. However Bunuingham! s(1969= pll2) has quoted him
as saying:
The Thai social order is like a bundle of fine gold chains o
varying lengths., Pulled taut from the end, the chain redbsts
or moves ag one, but a finger passes easily between the strands..s
The Thai social order, aw Embree claimed, is {loosely structured’,
but its looseness is in lateral directions, not from top to bottom.
But, as Cunningham sayss
This is an ingenious metaphor but, when it is afain applied at ‘
such a breed level of generalization, I wonder what we can do with &
In fadd analyses such as Hanks' are stultifying. They inhibit the
gtudy of Thai society rather than encourage it for they do not
generate hyptheses that can be tested {surely the criteria for
determining a good mocdel from a bad), rather they organise the &ata
so that the analyst is restricted to his own conceptual framework.
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earle;q§stern observors of the Thal sceneMho, seem to have
beenmlﬂfessed with the possibilities for and occurence of
social mobility, both upward and downward (see CGervaise
1685: p35, de la Loubere 1693s 178).

Although ecarly western travellers to Thailand such as Gervalse
and de la Loubdre may have been impréssed with'the possibilities for
and occurence of social mobility', in fact fle la Loubere only refers
to the elite and actually states that the official class is
hereditaryf‘an argusment that aims to show that social mobility has
always existed in Thal socieby cannot base its argusment on the
impressions of seventeenth cehtury travellers, as does Kirsch (1969).
However, another loose structurist, Piker, states more
specifically that:

Until recently, frontier conditions were prominent in many
areas of Thailand and provided abundant eppourtunities for
both individual and family mobility. (Piker 1968) The
historical souﬁﬁggﬁi_push of the Thail Qﬁg@%e into Thailand
as well as the recent populatian of the fentral Plain by
ethnic Thai attest to the regdiness of the Thai peasants
to respond to just such oppo\rtunity. Bgqually important,
the patron client relationships - as institutionalized
historically in slavery, the traditional government
bureaucracy, and the relatiouship of peasant freeman to
his local lord - has provided ample legal justification
and pedcticall encouragement for clients to ghift from

one patron to another and to alter their social circumstances
accordingly (Mosel 1957, Wales 1924).

Pirstly,'frontier conditions®’ in Thailand did not exist in many
areas and lack of communication, far from fostering social
mobility, vprevented it for several rdasons. Frontier conditions
were partly due to difficulty of communication. This difficulty
of communication2 meant that Thais in outlying regions had very
little contact with the central bureauvcracy. Therefore it would be
difficult for them to achieve social mobility through the

centbral bureaucratic system. Also difficulty of communication

tended to foster a hereditary system of rule in the outlying

1. Although it is true that he states that herediteary inheritance
of office does not last many generations.

2. For instance; even as late as 1892 it took Prince Damvﬁng
nearly three months to travel 4o Chiengmai in the north!




provinces which prevented the ordinary peasants and low level
bureancrats from attaining the highest office.

Secondly, Piker's view that'patron-client relationships
as institutionalised historically in slavery, the traditional
bureavcracy and the relationship of peasant freeman to his lord’
are open to question.

As far as slavery is concerned, as Quaritch Wales points

out (1934 p59—60)1certain categories of slaves were unredeemable

and thelr children were slaves, also, although in certain

circumstances they were able to buy thelr freedom. Thus for

the unrvedeemable slaves there was little ohgnoe of social mobility,

Social mobility was more likely to take place into slavery,
rather than out of it for the lot of the unredeemable slave was

much easier than the freeman for the unredeemable slave did not

- 60
1. According to Wales (1934: p59) redeemable slaves:
were the debt slaves, who had sold themselves or been sold

for a portion of their full value, which was fixed according
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to their age and sex by the law of Compensation, and who could

at any time regain their freedom by repaying to their
masters the sum that the latter had given for them. On the
other hand the non-redeemable slaves were those that had

been nought outright for their full value and over whom their

masters had absolute power except to kill them, and
could sell them or bequeath them as they could their other
goods and chatiels, Thair lot was not always so easy as

that of the former group, since it depended entirely on the
goodwill of their masters whom they had no means of changing
as had the weredeemable slaves, though public opinion acted to

some extent as a check %Rmopression. Children whose

mothers were redeemable slaves were free, but those of
mothers who were nen-redeemable slaves were also slaves
(1ukdesa or birth slaves) though they could b free on

payment of their value. Prisoners of war were also unredeemable

and their children slaves in perpetuity. Although in 1865
Rama 1 gave them the right to buy their freedom.
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to perform corvee. As Wales (1934: p68) says:

The slaves possessed extbtensive rights and in general it may
be said that the condition of the slaves was often better
than the freemen, more especially if they were non-redeemable
and at the same time happened to belong to mild masters; for
they were then completely released from the onerous royal
corvees and had only to serve their masters who gave them
protection and provided them with the necessities of life,
Noyr was there any shame attachésy to the social status of a
private slave. The joint result of the exactions of
goverument officials and the inability of the central power
to protect the poorer freemen, especially in the provinces,
wag thelr readiness to sell themselves to those who could
protect them, even when they were not harassed by creditors.

is corroborated by Young {1900: pl27) who states:

Away in the country the majority of?%eople prefer to live
as the bond servants of some powerful person,who in return
for theilr labour provides hoth them and their families with
protectlion and support.

if an individual did belong to a category of slave that

could buy his freedom and desired to do so, as Young (1900: p128)

points out:

it is rarely possible for the serf to obtain the necessary
funds, (for buying his freedom) as he is daily employed in
the service of his master and so prevented from earning wages
elsewhere.

Moreover the cholce of master for a potential slave was restricted.
As Wales (1934: p62) says:

he law gave the patron, before others, the pﬁ@ﬂ e of lending
money to his clients and in the case of their insolveuncy,
making them his slaves. Only if he were not rich enough
could his clients borrow money from, or sell themselves to,
others. And even when that was the case the patron was
obliged to enguire into the exact circumstances and
satisfy himself that his client was really forced into
slavery through dire poverty. Thus attempts were made o
brevent collusion, but only by infringing the right of the
freeman to sell himself as he chose, just as the original
right of the freeman to exercise his free choilce of patron
was in fact infringed by administrative necessities.

These few points show that the movements of slaves and their

relations with their masters, far from allowing them to be

socially mobile, put great restrictions on their movements. To

state as Young (1900: pl25) does thats
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The serf in Siam today maybe a noblemgk gﬁ;pigh rank in the
futnre,Ashould he possess ability and 16finction eneweh to
warrant so great a promotion. ~

is obviously misleading and a gross exaggeration. Certainly
occasionally an individual may have achleved a high position, but,
given the existence of these factors just described, it must have
been the exception rather than the rule.

As Tar as the patron-client system and the individual's
relationship to the local lowrd is concerned, it is true that
from the fifteenth century onwards individuals, as Quarditch Wales
(1934¢ p53 ) points out, could in theory change their patron if
they so chose, Obviously prior to the fifteenth century there could
have been little social mobility on the lower rungs of the
hierarchy; it would have been very difficult for the ordinary
peasant to become socially mobile for his patron would be ascribed.
But from the fifteenth century onwards, since individuals could change
their patrons, then, as FPiker says, 'they could change theilr
circumstances'. But as was poilnted out in the previous section on
geographic mobility, in actual practice it would have been very
difficult for an individual peasant to move his place of residence
or change his patron. lMoreover a peasant was prevented from
becoming powerful as a patron because he was allowed to cultivatle
only 25 rail of land which prevented him from attaching a large
following (for sakdii naa, as was stated previously, determined the
number of followers a patron could control). Only if a peasant
moved into the bureaucratic strata could he increase his
normative following.

Certainly, a peasant could move into the bureavcracy in theory.
According to Punyodyana (1969: p99):

It can be assumed that historically soclal mobility in
Thalland has been great and the upward movement from

the peasantry into the bureaucracy has been possible

and relatively sasy (cf. Bmbree 19503 Hanksg 19625 Hosel 1957;
Blanchard et al 1958; 50, 411; Wilson 1962:52).

The fact that officials (low grade) up to 400 sakdii naa were
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appointed locally (see Wales 1934) seems to suggest that those
peagants who wanted %o enter the lower rungs of the bureamcracy
would have stood a chance of doing so. But in fact, the requirements
of the role and the personal emphasis placed on selectionl

favoured the selection of the sons of officials for these roles,

in fact all roles in the bureaucracy. In practice it would have been
very difficult for a peasant to become a bureaucrat for, as Wales
(1934: »39) points outs

In practice however, children born inthe families of officials
were naturally given more opportunity of learning the art

of govermment and fitting themselves to recelive officilal
appointments than those born in families devoted Ho
agriculiure, and thus fubly occupilied in seeking the
necessities of life. Moreover the families of officials

had more leisure to learn, since, like the officials
themselves, they were absolved from the necessity of rendering
the personal service to the king which demanded so much of

the time of the commoners. They were also used to expecting
and receiving respect on account of thelr parent's position and
though as yet without rank, were often addressed as khun,

used as a purely courtesy title.

No doubt some individuals did surmount these difficulties and

become bureaucrats., But, although there is no evidence to determine
what percentage were able to surmount these obstacles,

neverthelews it secems reasonable to infer that, given the difficulties
involved, such mobility in the lower levels of bureaucracy must

have been infrequent: the exception rather than the norm.

Within the higher rungs of the bureaucracy too, social
mobility must have been restricted. It is certainly true that the
king could appoint individuals, regardless of their social
background, to any rank he chose, but in practice, it can be
inferred, that the vise of an individual from a humble origin
to high office was the exception rather than the rule. Rather the

elite tended to form a self perpetuating strata in practice, for

several reasons.

1, See next vage for a more detailed analysis.
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Firstly, vecruitment to high office was on a particularist

rersonal basis, Thus the children of high officals, since they were
accustomed to the buréaucratic life style and would be more likely
to know high officals, stood more chance of getting a high offical
post,l Horeover this personalised recruiiment, especially in areas
where the central government had little control, tended to foster
hereditary offical positions. For instance, as Wales (1934: p39) =ayss

In the provinces there was the special tamhnen of phu

ivay rajakars, or general assistant to the governor, the duties
connected with which office were not definitely deligited anti
the holders of which were directly responsible to the governor.
The office was usually occupied by the son of the governor, who
was thus trained to occupy a high position later (Prince Damrong
(2) pl25). In this way offices were frequently held by the same
family for several generations,

Secondly, for the very highest positions in the buresucracy,
!
such as the Ministry for the Noth or South, especially during the
Bangkok period, as Evers (1966: p486) stetess

The highest officals had to have a further gualification,
Namely royal blood,

This was no doubt partly due to the fact that to get such a high
position an individual had to have the kings' or the 'power behind
the throne's! ear and rpyalty were the only indivi@?ls able to do this,
Thus as Lvers (1966: p486) says, as only royalty hecame the highest
officals 'the higher ranks were virtually closed to other officals?®,
But it has been argued by Embree (pl85) himself, that the royal syster
of descent is iteelf loosely structured and open to social mobility.
According to the Thal royal descent rules, commonly known as the
'declining cdescent rulesof rank' (ree Haas (1951)), the rank of Thai
rvoyalty declines by one step every generatlon, until after +the
fifth generation no nobility title is

1 The chief training grgound of the young scions of the more prominent
offical families wasethe Mahatlek, or corps of Rogpal Pages; access
to which was much easier for the song of officals who were presented
when young to the king. For the ordinary peasant, scince entry was
on an ordinary basis, it would have been virtually impossible for
him to gain entrance to the WMahatlek on his =son's behalf.
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recognised and members of the sixth generation are regarded as
commoners. The openness of the upper levels of Thal society

is further emphasized by Benedict (19%d: p5) who argues that
institutionalised Teudal ‘great families'! did not exist in Thail
society because of bilateral inheritance, whereby both sons and

daughters inherited, which led to the continuous fragmentation of

estates. Benedict sayss

This inheritance law holds good for all classes but its effects
were the more extreme among princes and officials because
plural wives were almost always the rule among them and
children very numerous., Though the sons and daughters of

lesser wives did not have claims to their father's holdings
equal to those of the first wife they always shared in property
division. The result was very considerable mobility up

and down the social scale and the absence of permanent,
entrenched "feudal' families,

As Evers however says (1969: plel):

This rule (declining descent), part of the 'Folk Model! of
Thal society, is taken again as proof of the high degree of
social mobility and the loose structure of Thai society.

No scholarly study is, however, so far available to provide
data on the actual ralbe of social mobility into and out

of the Thai nobility. A cursory appraisal of historical
studies warrants the contrary hypothests that alter a good
deal of socilal mobility during the consolidation of Chakleri
power kxxxxxx the Thai nobility became a fairly closed
group maintaining its power and social position through
constant intermarriage. In fact the closure of the Thai
nobility appears to have been one major contridbuting

factor to the revolution of 1932,

Benedict looked only at the normative rules. She did not take
into account the fact that the Thal nobility might manipulate the
system. Evers hypothesis is in fact supported by Wyattl, at least
for the nineteenth century, who maintains that certain great
families, by judicious parallel cousin marriage managed to mainlain
thelr rank and political status. Until the 1932 coup the highest
positions were monopoldzed by royalty and great families.

Not only do loose structurisls suggest that the system of
declining descent suggests social mobility,; but one supporter, Kirsch
(1969: p52) even states:

It is generally agreed that the Thai throne itself has been

1. This information was obtained as a result of personal
communication with Dr. David Wyatt in 1967.
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open to achievement, thus implying some mobility, and this
was not restricted to highly born individuals but was
possible for those of more humble background. Some of the
more nobtable of Thai kings who 'achieved' the throne
include Prasat Thgong (1629-1656), Petcharaja (1688-1703),
Taksin (1767-1782), and Rama 1 (1782-18069); the founder of
the presently reigning dynasty .

The fact that some ambitious Thais have achieved the throne
certainly implies that a few Thais have been socially mobile.
But dees the fact that some of the Thai kings achieved their
positions imply that there is some mobility in the society at
large, as Kirsch seems to suggest?

Firstly, competition for the throne is inbuilt, by their

| very nature, in monarchies. In all societies rule# by monarchies,

be they "loosely' or'closely woven' societies, one would usually
expect to find cases of individuals who 'achieved' the throne.
Moreover if the number of Thail kings from the thirteenth to the
nineteenth century on a percentage basis whos acleved the throne,
is compared with the percentage of British monarchs who achieved
their thrones during the same period, it will be seen that the
percentage rate of achievement is about the same, i.e. about

10 percent.l Yet Britaein during this period would, according io
Embree's definition, be considered a 'closely woven social
structure'. In fact in Britain the period in which the throne was
most often ‘achieved' co-incided with fewudalism, a time when,
most people would generally agree, British society was most
closely woven!

Thus the very fact that a number of ambitious individuals
'achieved' the Thai throne is no indicator of the degree of
mobility to be found in Thai society for in all monarchies one
expects a certain number of individuals to 'achieve! the throne.
Moreover it is no indicator of the 'loose structure' of Thai
soclety for 'achieved! kiﬁ%hip is just as likely to be found in
societies that might be termed 'closely woven'! as in 'loosely

structured' social systems.

1. The Thai figure is the result of personal communication with
Dy, Nigel Brailey.
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Conclusion

The previous discussion of factors which restricted social
mohility in Twmditional Thai society suggest that mobility for
all strataf of Thal society below the royal family was restricted
by various factors and was difficult to achieve. From this study
it seems reasonable to infer that no doubt occasionally some
slaves and peasants did achieve high status, even become king,
but this was the exception not the norm. In practice social
mobility in the three lowest strata must have been difficult and
infrequent. In fact these factors which restricted social mobility
between stratas, led to each traditional social level becoming

a self perpetuating social strata.




Modern Phai Stcial Mobility

Since the 1870's Thai society has undergone westernisation
and modernisation to some degree. Ylavery and the corvee have been
aﬁ}ished. A modern legal rational type bureuvacracy has been introduced
in which theoretically, promotion is based on merit. Thailand has
entered the world market and become one of the major producers of
rice., The population has also increased enormously and urbanisation
has begun. One would assume, in such times of change, that there
woutld be changes in the system of stratification and sccial mobility.
Certainly Lipset and Bendix (1959) argue that with urbanisation
gocial mobilidy increases. But to what extent in practice have there
been changes in the dimensione of stratification and how was socid
mobility affected?

Although as has been previously stated, the Thai peasants are
an egalitarian status category, it is ftrue that in some areas,
primarily the Central Plain, there is land differentiation and a
wealthy elite based on land is evddving. In the Central Plain
according to Janlekha (1955) landlords, tenants,landless peasants
angd. owner—operators are present. In Bangkhuad for instance as
Kaufman (1960: p50) states there ise

a substantial variation in the wealth controlled by different
households -~ a variation that is represented by the fact that
some households have no land to cultivate while others have
200 rai or more, 27 percent of households plough no land while
18.5 plough over 50 rai.
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Given these large differentiations of land holdings and
weglih, it is reasonable to concepitualise this economic differentiation
as a dimension of stratification., It already has the seeds of an i
incipient class structure and will no doubt form a class in the
future, Within this system of economic stratification, however,
to what extent is there social mobility? The major means by which
a peasant could achieve land and thus wealth is either by means
of economic effort, by marriage or adopltion. But, as will be seen
in the following pages, mobility by economic effort is becoming
virtually impossible and mobility by means of adoption and marriage
unlikely.

Pirstly, how easy is it for an individual to become rich as
s landowner? Sharp (1953: p3l) sayss

In these distinctions between the "big man" and the "little man®
there is aw clear indication of a,: tende cy, towards social
stratification along class lines, hhlclg gradltlonally was
rather undifferentiated and 1mmoblle. Particularly since the
war, the small farm operator in Bang Chan, whether owning
or renting all or some of his land, may seek to improve

his economic pdeition so that he moves upward in the social
scales or, if more successful, outward and still further
upwards towards an urban center. In a period of good
agricultural prices and general productive activity, this
may be accomplished with little capital and some initiative
if the farmer can acquire more land through purchase or
rent. If he can lend money to his neighbours or if he can
provide at o profit e goods and services desired b@ his
village community.

This quotation of Sharp's, as is so unfortunately common
among Thail specialists, is a stalement made on a complete absence
of fact. If the available statistical data, however, %s/studied
a totally different picture of the possibilities for economie mobility
is revealed: it reveals that ecomnomic mobility is nigh on
impossible for the 'small peasant'! i,e. for the landless, thqse
who only rent land, and small size owner operators. This is borne
out by the statistical survey of rice production in five provinces
in the Central Plain by the Land Devolopment Department of the
Ministry of the Interior who concluded thate

When the operating and consumption expenditures were
deducted from gross income figures only landowners who
operated 60 rais of land and partowners on 80 plus rais
of land got some surplus.

. Q958D .
According o Jamlekhaughe maln reasons why the'small peasant!'
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was unable to make a profit was dune to factors such as the low
selling price of rice, paddy prices, credit syetem, cuality of land,
size of business, marketing and marketing differentiale, rates of
interest and rent. Thus, given the fact that the 'ssmall peasant!
could not hope to make s profit which he could use to invest in land
and so obtain the farm sizZe he desired, it would be impossible, given
the present situation, for a poor peasant to become a rich landowner.
The present situation favours the already wealthy landowners, Far
from being economically mobile in terms of poor peasants becoming large
landowners, the system is tending to produce a self perpetuating
landowning strata in areas such as the Central Plain.

Secondly, as far as marriage is concerned, although there are
no statistics available yet, several field studies point to a
tendency for individuals to marry into their own economic and social
category. As De Young (1955: p64) says:

Thai parents, like parents everywhere, encourage their children
to marry into femilies of similar economic status, and a prosperous
family rarely approves of their child's marrying into a poor one.

This view is also supported by Kaufman (1960 gmwm who states that:

Rigid selection of mates based upon the criterion of comparable
wealth exists only to alimited extent in Bnagkhuad and cases

of economic endogamy seem to be declining in frewuency. It im still
felt however, that there should not be too great a discrepancy
between the wealth of the bride's Tamily and that of the grooms'.

This is not to say that marriages do not take place between rich
and poor peasants, but cases cited in the literature tend to cuggest
that where a poor peasant marries a rivh peasant there are special
circumstances and he or she eilther does not achieve full status orp
there are other social drawbacks to the arrangement. For instance
Kaufman (1960: p28) states thats

Several men who had married into well-to~do families said they
were always made to feel humble, asserting that their wives
ruled their households, When an argument arose, the husband
was always remined by his wife and in-laws that he came into
the family with Very little, and that if he were to leave,
there would be no loss.

Similarly Kingshill (1960: p50) cays:

Occasionally congenience marriages or marriages for money take
place in Ku Daneg. In one case a seventeen year old girl from a
large Tamily married a fifty-Tfive year old man who had

never been married before and who had once been a
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patient in a mental hoespital in Chiengmai. The girl

had come from a poor family vhere everybody was crowdidg into

a emall hut. This was her chance to leave a poor home. The

man owned three vail (%54) of land and had a house of his own, all
of which he gave to his bride in return for her marrying him.

In fact several cases are cited in the literature of poor girls

who became the second wives of rich farmers as a means of alleviating
their economic posi“bion.1 Thus although it cannot be stated
conclusively (in fact what is needed is an intensive study of marriage
patterns) the literature does tend to suggest that mobility by means
of marriage is likely to be infrequent, and when it does occur it
involves special circumstances which would ordinarily be constdered
drawbacks.

Thirdly, although adoption is supposed to be common in Thal
society, it is not a means of social mobility. As Soontornpasuch(1963:
p109) states for the Central Plains and it seems reasonable to infer
from the literature that it is applicable to Thal society as a wholes

Some wealthy farmers often adopt an orphan or farmer's child

as an additional member of the farm labourers group... a fee

is paid when the child is taken. The adopted child in this
category is not highly regarded in the family, as Janlekha (1955¢:
61) has observed the practices in Bang Chan, it can be seen as a
"nom de grace" for household free labour. The relationship

bedtlieen the adopted and adopterm in this case are largely temporvary

and. little better than that of an employer employee nature.
There are cases where the adopted runs away with some cash or
property from the parents' home, and the parents take police
action against the child.

1 Thie ehse seems true of second wives in the elite group. For as
Graham§8raham (1958: p39) in what amountt %o a study of the Bangkok
urban elite system, say:

The woman who becomes a =econd wife rather than a first is strongly
motivated by economic considerations and the status which
accompanies it. Usually she hag youth and beauty but little
formal education or wealsh, She becomes a second wife to satisfy
a paselon to improve her lolt and achieve the finer things in life
by trading her youth and beauty.
Such a poor glrl has very little chance of attaining great socid
mobility and the concomitant prestige and the concomitant prestige
for her chance of becoming a first wife of a member of the urban
elite (@specially the nobility or rog@lty) is extremely remoie. As
Bramley (1969 pl9) says: Amongst a few high-ranking Thai families
however there is, as might be expected, a grealter emphasis
on pedigree. Although political power has, since the revolution,
passed out of the hands of both royalty and aristocracy individuals
from these ranks still form a privileged elite with a baclground
and style of life in common. Within this group many marriages
are arranged with a view of coneolidating the property interests
of the families concerneds, The high incidence of intermarrimage
can be seen both to reflect and to reinforce the internal
cohesiveness of this privileged minocrity,
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Thie brief description of the possibilities of a peasant
gaining more land or entering into a rich marriage or being
adopted demonstrates guite clearly that mobility within the peasantry
is inhibited by several fTactors and that it seems reasonable to
infer from the evidence that such mobility within the peasantry
is very iunfrequent. However, ir there social mobility upwards
and outwards from the peacantry? There are several possible means
of social mobility out of the peasantry, by economic endeavour
other than by the cultivation of land, through the education system,
through the bureaucracy and through the Sangha. But before discussing
the posgsibilities for social mobility along these lines the actual
motivation of the Thais towards social mobility must be taken into
gecoount for it will influence the social mobility of the Thais.

Bvers (1969: pl2d) sayss

Az studies of the Unesco Institute of Child Research in Bangkok

show, achievement motivation tends to be very low with Thai
children (Boesch 1962: 31%48)., Among adults there seems to ke
no strong feeling that one ought to go ahead and rise in status,
position or wealith.

Thie lack of motivation seems to suggest therefore that social
mobility will tend to be low amongst Thal peasants. But doer the
evidence supvort this view?

Firstly, the possibility of achiweing social mobility by economic
means is slight for the ordinary peacant and it can be infered that
it would be unlikely for several reasons. For the first half of Fhe
century the “hal economy was in the hands of the Chinese.l Although
since 1948 a policy of Thai-isation of the economy has been in practice
and. the Chinere restricted fto certain economic spheres, even as late
ar 1961 Ayal (1961: p 158) was able to states

Practically all occupations other than rice~farming and govermment
service are dominated by Chinese reridents of Thailand.

1 Kirsch (1969: 52-53) argues that social mobility within the Chinese
community and movements by individuals from the Chinese community into
Thal scciety chould be considered indicators of social mobility
per se of Thailand in general. Whilst it is true that Skinner (1957)
has pointed out spechacular rises not only within the Chinese community
but substantial movements of Chinese at all levels into all lewls of
Thai society, to include a discussion of Chinese mobility in a
study of Thal soclzal mobility not only obscures the issues but is
misleading. Firdtky because the Chinese community nowadays is
according to Skinner a very much enclosed and self perpetuating system
and vary different from the Thai and as such a discussion of mobility
within the Chinese social sy&tem would tell ue nothing about tle Thai
social mobility, which is the issue at hand. Secondly while the Chinese
until the first world war may have become Thai-ised and their sons
Thais; once they had entered the Thal social arena, then their social
mopility potential was open to tne same vestrictions as the Thais. Yy
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Where Thai-isation has been effective is in large scale enterprises.
Generally it has not affected the ordinary peasants. Moreover

as Ayal points out, there are several factors which have made 1t
Aifficult for anentreprencurial class to fTorm who could become
mobile by economic means. As Ayal (1961: plél) says:

The developemnt of a Thai entrepreneurial class has been

been rather slow in coming, however. Lack of tradition,
experience and proper attitudes have been major causes for this
slowness, and to this should be added the still embryonic

gtage of development of the financial institutions. Without
adequate facilities it is difficult to channel savings

into investments even when there are entrepreneurs willing

to invest.

Secondly, even if the Thai peasant (or urban dweller for that
matter) were motivated to achieve and could enter the economic sector
nevertheless the Thai world view, as Kirsch (19679 points . -
out, motivates individuals away from achieving in economic spheres
and towards achieving in the govermment hierarchy. As Kirsch says,
a job in the govermment is the most valued role for & Thai male.
As the king is head of the buresucracy and the king is considered
to have ongness, so too does the bureaucracy and thus, given the
chance, a Thal wounld prefer ‘to join the civil service, rather
than enter business because of this association with ongness. This
is reflected in the competition for jobs in the civil service and
the fact that many individuals with the right gqualifications for
high level administrative roles prefer to work not at all rather
than accept an inferior role in business.

Even if the roles in the bureaucracy are the most valued
occupations, to what extent are individuals of peasant background
able to enter it, and to what extent is their mobility up the
ranks of the bureaucratic hierarchy possible?

The introduction of a modern legal rational western type
adminigtration led to the formation of two types of bureaucracys

. .1 . R .
local government administration™ and a national 'Civil Service'.

L. It is controlled by the Minister of Interior in the National
Civil Service of Local Government Administrators.
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As far as local government administration is concerned it is
pogsible for peasants with minimal secoddary education to get low
grade positions such as clerks, But to attain the higher rungs
of the local govermment service an individual needs the same
qualifications and suffers the same restrictions on mobility as
in the national civil service;lwhich, since there is no evidence
The fovaer, The kifer
available on&,will be dealt with in greater depth here.
According to Ridenour ($965: pl7):

The easily noted uniqueness of the Thal civil service
has been the openness of the system to entry by aspiring
men from all strata of Thai society. It has been possible
for a capable male peasant from the countryside %o
initiate and maintain the successful escalation of a
civil service career through the route of education and
astute manoeuvering of personal relationships.

This view point is supported by several specialists who point o
actnal cases of such mobility, such as Goldsen and Ralis (1957
p5) who states:

Two or three times in past generations young men have
moved from thatched houses in Bang Chan to high government
positions in Bangkok through fortunate connections that
enabled them %o attend leading schoolg, as well as through
their own industry.

Although it is possible in theory for an ambitious young
peasant To reach the highest ranks in the bureauncracy, especially
as in principal promotion is mupposed to be based on merit alone,
and no doubt cases can be found of peasanbts actually reaching the
highest rungs of the bureaucracy, theSe%actors of themselves cannot
be taken as indicators of a high rate of mobility within the
bureaucracy. Ratherk as will be seen, mobility up the bureaucratic
ladder is highly restricted. Horeover the system does not favour
peasant advancement, rather it favours the children of officials.

As Tharamathej (1963 p56) points outs

Fhe civil service appears to have grown from about 81,000
“in 1920 (BE2463) to almost 122,000 in 1957 (BE2500) — an
increase of slightly more than 50 percent, during a period

1. As Karnjanaprakon (1962:pl88) says of local government administrators:
The provision for recruitment, appointment, rank classification,
promotion, transfer?gﬁﬁ punishment are identical with those
of the Civil Service system of the central government.




of 37 years, during which the total population grew from
about 9200,000 to about 23,800,000, or about 150 percent....
over a long period of years the size of the civil service
has not increased nearly as much as the size of the total
population.

These statistics reveal that competition for promction in terms
of numbers has increased over the years, and that less people,
percentage of population have the chance of promotion than formerly.
Secondly, if a study of the structure of the bureaucrvacy
is made it will reveal that the structure restricts mobility
especially in the lower grades to a limited few.
The bureaucracy is divided into five regnlar grades. As
Tharamsthaj (1962: p22) says:

Looking only at the regular positions we find a broad base

of regular 4th class officlals, compromising somewhat

more than 60 percent of the total sample, a smaller 3rd class,
made up of about one fifth of the total, a 2nd class of little
more than ten percent of the total, a very small first

class, and an even smaller special class,

This structural pyramid means that since the higher class positions
are small in number compared to lower class positions only a

small percentage of the bottom rungs could possibly veach the top.
As Tharvamathaj (1962: p64) states:

The special class is one tThird of one percent of the total
civil service, and the first class is two and one-half

times as large. If the annual turnover into the special
clase is about five percent, then in twenty years the

special class vacancies would equal only about 40 percent of
the present size of the first class., Chances for promotion
from first to special class are, on the averags, not very
good, The second class is more than four times as large

a8 the first class. With the low annual turnover, chances

for promotion are again not very good. The third class,
however, is only about twice as large as the second class, so
chances for promotion from third to second class, are velatively
better. But the fourth class is more than ten times as large
as the third class, scaverage promotion chances are not

very good, for the fourth class official.

¥oreover as Ridenour (19652 pl7) points outs

As the civil service has grown is size, newly created positions
of entry have almost always been at the third and fourth

class levels, Thus, there has not been expansion of the

civil service at the higher echelons commensurate with the
sizable growlth experiences at the lower two levels of the

196
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gservice. Civil servants tend to stay at their class level

of entry into the service, and gradually proceed up the ladder
of salary steps within the clags level. In all classes of the
system, the rate of turnover and change is very low with few
civil servants experiencing dismissal, and an equally small
number who choese to resign before they reach the age of
retirement. : ;

Given these factors, there is but slight chance of civil servants,
especially those in the fourth grade, pf!being socially mobiles;
especlally in achieving the highest offgoes.

It is very difficult for an individual to enter the third
from the fourth grade, as the third grade is the collegé intake level
as Siffin (1962: p211) points out. To enter this grade nowadays it
is increasingly necessary to have a college degree, preferablj a
western one. The latter enables the individual to attain the
western acculturation considered increasingly necessary for high
administrative office. Thus, the chances of a peasant or poor urban
dweller with only primary five education, who by dint of cgreful
manipulation of local contacts has achieved a job of clerk or some
similar occupation in the fourth grade, achieving promotion into the
third grade are remote, not only because of the structural factors
just discussed but also becaunse of lack of educational qualifications,
This is not to say that fourth graders (who usually only have primary
five or a few years of secondary education) without college degrees
cannot enter the third grade, but as Siffin (1962: p211) states:

Fovrth class personnel can move into the third class to a
limited extent on the basis of seniority and acceptibility;
but practically all of the second, first and special class
positions which make up the top five or six percent of the
system are filled by seniority-based advancement from the
third class.

This lack of movement betwesen adminisirative and non~administrative
levels ie clearly illustrated in the recruitment of polig¢e officers,
as Blanchard (1958: pl96) describes:

Police officers are rarely taken from the ranks; they are
transferred from military duty, as were approximately 400
officers in 1952-53, or recruited specifically as officer
candidates.

Although it is often stressed in the literature, for example
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Grahem and Graham (1958: p 11) and Kirsch (1966"’: P 379, that
education is a means and channel of social mobility, the chances

of a peasant actually attaining the necessary academic ualifications,
i.e. a university degree, to jump the barrier between third and fourth
clasy and.enter the third class are limited owing to the Thai

world view, peor educational standards in rural areas, the cost of
secondary and further education and lack of the right contacts.

Firstly, as Hanks (1959) in his article 'Indifference to
modern education in a Thai farming community' states, the Thai
world view lays emphasis on practicality and substantiality.

Inowledge for its own sake, which has no immediate practical benefits,
makes little sense to the Thai farmer. The consequence of these
attitudes is the fostering of indifference to *modern' education.

Bven those individmals who are interested in education (and
surprisingly in Bang Chan, according to Hanks, it was the poor
landless section of the population who desired it, for they saw
it as a means of getting out of their situation) the chances of them
getting a degree or even secondary educglion were remote owing ‘o
the type of schooling in rural areas. The standard of schooling in
these areas, especially remote areas, is low, often differing little
from the traditional education taught by the traditional temple
schools, Such an education does not equip the recipient with the
type of kunowledge necessary for a secondary ‘modern' education. As
Blanchard (1958: pa4f) statess

Owing to poor teaching, crowded classrooms, and insufficent
funds to overcome these obstacles Thal school statistics show
a very high attrition rate.

Thus he says (1958: pa6l) 'few complete their. primary education
st1ill fewer wish to continue their schooling'.

Bven if individuals did wish to continue their schooling, they
have to surmmount)massiVe obstacles, not only because secondary
schoods are limited in number but also because in many arveas they
are not free. As Blanchard (1958: pys) lsays:

Secondary school facilities were intentionally limited so
ags to prevent the development of an over supply of eduacted
persons and the attendant problems of a discontented white
collar group.

1 Graham and Graham(1958: pll) states for instance:
The current potentials for upward jobh mobility through education
and one's own efforts is quite impressive.
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This has resulted in great competition for secondary places and,
since secondary schooling is rarely free, this has tended to favour
the children of the richer and more successful Thais for they have
both the.money and the right contacts to secure their children places
in the secondary schools. As Brémley (1969: pl2) says:

It should be noted that Thai society is still highly
gstratified in terms of oppéﬁbtunities for education.

The state provides for four, or in some areas, for seven,

years of free education only., Consequently only those individuals
in the upper levels of the socio—~economic hierarchy can afford

to give their children the secondary education which is a
necessary pre-requiesite for the most senior civil service

posts. These people are also the most likely to have influential
contacts who will lend their support to any application.

Bven if a peasant does adtain the necessary pre-university
qualifications, the chances are that he will have to settle for a
job in the fourth grade. Lven if he does have a chance of further
education, ,he will most likely go to a teacher's training college
rather. than a university, owing to the few available university
places, cost and limited number of scholarships, and on leaving
enter the fourth grade of the civil service. As Kirsch (1966: p375)
himself, in an alttempt to show that education amongst the Phu Thai
is a channel of social mobility, admits, the role of teacher (fourth
grade mostly) was popular because 'it was simply more feasible for
Phu Thai villagers to get into a teachers' college than to get into
one of the Bangkok Universities®,

As Evers and Silcock (1967: p9l) point ount, the selection
system favours the officials and sons of officials:

A foreign education, howevel#, is very expensive. The costs
fncurred for two years study in the United States to receive

a master's degree will be close to U,.S, Sl0,000, a sum even the
upper class Thai finds extremely high. Scholarships, the main
avenue to foreign degrees, are, however, mostly controlled by
the Civil Service Gommission. Those best placed $o0 receive a
scholarship are either government employees themselves — one
third of Thai students studying abroad in 1963 were in fact
government officials taking leave of absence....or sons or
davghters of civil servants., This is not necessarily connected
with nepotism or any kind of irregular administrative procedure,
but the importance in the competetive examination of knowing

a western language (usuvally Bnglish) gives a far better chance
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to members of the Westernlized bureasucratic elite socialised
into families where a knowledge of Bnglish and Western
behavior patterns is common.

Evers (1967: p88) concludes from a study of the background of a
number of civil servants that:

Though the highest and politically moet important positions
were held by royal nobility before 1932, recruitment for the
lower ranks of the civil service provided opportunities for
many ambitious young men from Bangkok and. from the provinces
to move up the social ladder. Interviews with higher Thai
civil servants and the examination of their life histories
showed, however, that after the revolution competition for
civil service positions became more intense and people from
rural areas and low family backgrounds found it extremely
difficult to get a civil service appointment.

This decline in social mobility and the difficulty of peasante
attaining high posistions Bvers and Silcock (1967: p91) put down %o
an incipient class structure in the top levels of the bureauvcracy:

the growing importance of foreign academic degrees on the

one hand, and the tendency towards monopolization of the ways
to attain them on the other, are converting the bureaucratic
elite into a relatively closed group with class characteristics.

This bureaucratic elite, Evers and Silcock argue, is a self
perpetuating group which draws itse recruits from within its own
members, Although Evers! sample, as he himself admits, is open to
criticism on the ground of being too small, nevertheless logically
it seems a very credible arguament. Thus, since the elite seems to
be forming inlo a self perpetuating group, the chances of a peasant
now and in the future entering this group are very limited. Thus
the bureaucracy and its conocomitant education, although in theory
open to merit, is rarely a channel of mobility for the peasant in
practice nowadays.

Paraodoxically however, the national formal institution,the
sangha, does seem to be a channel of mobility. Bramley (1969: pp71-T77)
puts forward a persui&ve arguement that, for peasants and members
of the lower ranks og\urhan society, becoming a 'permanent' monk opens
up a channel of mobility for it enables them to attain access to

educational facilities that would otherwise have been unavailable
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%o themr As she (1969: p76) says:

A period of service in the monkhood may enable a man to
re—enter seewdbhr life dir a higher position in the socio-
economic ladder than that which he originally renounced.
Thie is to say that those bhikkus from farming families
who belong to urban monastic communities rarely return
to the rice fields should they decide to de-robe but
tend to stay on in town, typically éntering the lower
clerical ranks of the civil service.

Kirsch also argues that (1969: p53) the movement of men into and out
of the gangha should be considered an indicator of social mobilitys

Field studies generally agree that the status of the monk in
Thailand is very high compared, say, to that of the ordinary
village farmer, and the high status of monks is véflected in
numerous symbolic and practical ways. One might well argue that
the monks role is not simply one among others that invelves
high status but that it is the highest status in Thal society,
since even the king and the highest government officials
formally acknowledge the monk's "“superior" position. Since
monks are celibate, no one can be born into the status of a
monk. This role must be "achieved",. Under these circumstances,
the persistence of the Buddhist monkhood since the early
historical foundation of Thai society has been predicated on
a degree of "social mobility" <from some “"lower" ranking
position into the "higher" ranking position....viewed from
Thai notions of social status, Thailand has been characterized

by an unusually high degree of "social mobility" both upward
and downward.

1. Bramley (1969: p74) supports her arguement with a questionnaire
survey she ran on 187 bhikkus living in 20 monasteries in the
municipality of Ayutthaya. She states thats

The complete& questionnaires showed that of the....bhikkus

who can reasonably be regarded as permanent, over 68% came
from farming famillies outside Ayutthays or irnanother Distrioct
or Provincial area§ whilst the rest came from the lower ranks
of urban society ocoupied by vendors, labourers and some
junior civil servants and so on.




202

Certainly, the Thals' conecious model views the monkhood as the
highest status but to see the attainment of monkhood as expressive
of social mobility is misleading for several reasons. Firstly,
although Hanke confuced the Thai conscious model with his own
observers model when he discussed the Lhai ranking system,; nevertheless
the polemic surrounding social mobility has primarily been argued
within the terms of a western obrervers model. Thu$‘to include a
Thai conscious model of mobility into the arguement will confuse
the issues, and also it will obscure the aims of this anslysis,
namely, to determine the restrictions on the individual's chdice
in actuality.

But even if Thai mobility into, and out of, the Sangha were
to be incluédd in the argument it would still be misleading to =ee
such movements as indicabtors of Thai social mobility, for it does
not fit in with the Thais' concscious model of rank or secular mobility.
Although as has been pointed out it seems that the Thais are particularly
semgitive to status, 1t seems reasonable to speculate from the literature
in general, that although the Thais atitribute high status to the monk
they do not conceive of the monk as part ofp or in terms of,
the secular ranking system i.,e. as part of the peasant/ bureauorat/
royalty hierachhy. For the Thai, the monk has high status because
he is not part of the secular world. He is conceived of in other
worldly terms as having ggg( a mana filled substance) and it is
because he is the receptacle for ong that he has high status. As euch
it is unlikely thet the Thais themselves would conceive of becoming
a monk as a change in =ocial vank, or as indicating social mobilivty.

Thus to see the attainment of monkhood as an indicator of social
mobility in Thal society would be a misvepresentation of the Thai
workd view.

Moreover, in Thai society, although in theory all adult males are
expected to become monks at some point in their lives, the great majority
who do become monks only do so for the Lenten Season, a period of a
Tew months. To see such a period of temporary monkhood as indicating
social mobility in The accepted sense wonld be highly misleading.

Infect this discussion of social mobility in Thai society has
clearly shown that although it is no doubt possible to point to individuals
who have achieved high rank from humble origins, in general the possibilitie
for most individuals in both the past and the present forachieving higher

status are very limited, for social mobility is constrained by many factors.|
Even in spheres such a“ the Sangha where mobitity is possible it seems

reasonable to assume that in terms of Thai qoclety as a whole it provides
mekllity for only o lumcbed mu\dae"of- perple
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Conclusion

This study of geographic and. scoizl mobility reveals. clearly
that as far as these areas are concerned an individual's choice of
action is highly.constrained, generally most individuale.have.little
choice of. action. Obviously a study such as this involves .only a
fraction of the total Thai social. behaviour but, =¥ was argued
previously, if factors act as constraints on choice of action in such
crucial areas as social and geographic mobility, ‘then it is very
reasonable Lo assume that such.factors will act as constraints
in other social situations too. Thus the implications.of the loose
structurists' hypothesis that the individual is autonomous, hie
choice of behaviour unvestricted and his behaviour random and
unpredictable, does not seem to. be born oub by.this evidence. Thus
loose structurists' statements such as Embree's (pl84) that an individunal
'Yacts of his own will, not as a result of social pressure', and Phillips
(1965: p23) statement that *Bang Chaners really are not obliged to be

behalden to anyone but. themselves' are misleading and an overgeneralisation.

It ig . the resvlt of confusing the normative with. the pragmatic lewd of
analysis.. It is this confusion of the normative with.the pragmatic level
level that has led loose structurists to imply. that. the Thais in. actaal
practice have more choice.than they do infact reallylhave. Moreover,

it has resulted in them giving a misleading and false impression of .

the nature of Thal society: an impression of social chaog and behavioural
unpredictability. ‘

But as can be inferred from this and previous chapters, it is
posgible for the anthrepologist to superimpose order, rvegularity and
coherence onto Thai data. It does not, as Hanks (see page 56) seems to
think [ *flaunt conventional western requirements for organisation'.

Thai society can be orderedlin terms‘Sf“generally accepted present day

concepts, albeit in different conceptual terms to that of 'loosé structure'.

Tor example, this:analysis has pointed to statistical pé%terns

of behaviour, to the significance of dyadie relations and
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action sets, and to the importance of reciprocity, alliance and
the patron~client system in Thal society. All of which give order
and coherence to Thai society and all of which could b#used ag a
basis for analysing Thai society in terms of regularity end
pattern. As Mulder (1969: p22) sayss

At the village, or peasant level, Thal society obviously
misses the ascripitive and formal structural principles

that are so evident in Indisn caste society or African
unilateral societies, But there may be a multitude of
non~ascriptive and informal structural principles

operating at the same level. In the literature about Thail
peasant seolety there is repeated emphasis on the reciprocal
character of social reationships, and such dyadic relationships
are open to observation, tabulation and statistical analysis.

Such approaches as these would certainly fit in with present day
generally accepted concepiuwal requiremenis. Morever, such ordering
would not, asPhiglligsee p 56) seems to think, do 'violence in the
very process of ordering, to the realiiyléof what is being described!'.

Tyurthermore, despite what the leose structurists seem to think,
in principal, Thai social behaviour is predictable. It is possible
to predict Thai social behaviour patterne, as can be inferred from
the study of geographic and social mobility, if behaviour is
studied from the point of view of the Ffactors that act as
constraints and incentives.on action, e.g. ecological,
envirommental, demographic, structural, economic, political and
social factors. Certainly the Bergen Transactional School of Thought
which has attempied this has had some success in this fiald.

Thus, given the conceptual confusion in the definition of
loose structure and the false impression of Thai society it tends
to create, if the concept of loose structure is to be used to
characterise Thai, or any, sociebty, it muet be made clear as to
which coneptual level it is belng applieds either to the normative
or the pragmatic. For the normative system of a society may be
quite different from the concrete situation and the relationship

between the normative and pragmatic levels may vary from society

%o society.




205

Certainly Bvers (1969: pl23) comes to the same conclusion in
the recent Yale symposium. Although I disagree with his division of
the 'folk model' into 'normative'.and 'perceptive’ models} for the
'perceptive' model, by definition, is part of the normative model,
nevertheless he makes (1969: pl24) this crucial point very
concisely and clearly:

The normative structure might be strict whereas the statistical-
behavioryal structure remain loose or vice versa. Precise
statements of informants on how one normally acts or ought to
act do not necessarily warrant the conclusion that behavior
takes place accordingly and the statistical structure is also
strict, nor does the lack of clear prescriptions for action

in some areas show that the structure of the total system

in behavioral terms is loose.

As far as Thai society is concerned, it is obviously invalid
therefore to apply 'loose siructure' (as defined and used by its
supporters) to Thai mociety on the 'pragmatic' level, for the
individual isﬁot gocially autonomous, his behaviour is circumscribed
by factors in his enviromment.

Moreover ag far as Thal soeciety is concerned, it is open to
question whether it is of value to apply the term 'loose structure!
to the 'normative' level for several reasons. Firstly, because, as
with all blanket terms, exceptions can be pointed to = in the Thail
cage to certain aspects of the gangha., Secondly, as has been
mentioned (see p20 ), it is beyond the methodological competence
of the anthropologist to describe the structure of society in toto.

Thirdly, as Tambiah (19653 p424) sayss

A total characterigadtion of Thal society aw loosely sitructured
suffers from the weakness of all blanket terms. It obstructs
any kind of structural analysis of the difference and
convergence in the behavior of segmenis or categories of
persons reacting to similar or dissimilar circumstances.

It also disallows the weighing of institutional complexes

and the exemination of their ordering in relationships of

1. He defines the 'normative' model (1965F p 115) as 'based on how
members of a 8ystem feel their social structure ought to be' and
the 'perceptive' model he defines as '"the structure of a social
system a8 perceived by members of the system'.
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correspondence and contrast, opposition and complementarity.

fnother reason why it is debatable whether it is a useful
analytic tool. ie describe the normative level of Thal society, as
'loose structured', is that it orientates the analyst away from looking
at the system of belief as a factor that constrains social behaviour.
By stressing 'looseness' of the normative rules the importance of
the content of ideas as a frame of refervence and thus as a constraint
on behaviour, is obscured.

Lastly, the loose structure concept is only minimally
explanatory and it is not generative of hypotheses, as such sgh
it has only limited utility as an analytic tool. Thus, given these
reasons, it seems reasonable to suggest that even on ‘the normative
level there is little utility in applying the concept of loose
structure. It obscures crucial factors in analysiss the concept is
of little aid to the understanding of Thal society.

In fact, it is debatable whether it is meaningful or useful
Yo attempt to compare societies in terms of loose versus closely
woven social structures at all. Certainly, having shewn in this
thesis that the Japanese generally have more choice of action and
the Thais less choice of action than the definition 'tight' and
'laosely structured' would suggest, it is obvious to compare the amount
of choice open to the individual using Embree's assumptions
would be meaningless, Bven if societier were compared in terms of
loosgely versus tightly woven social structure using a differsnt
definition of loosely and tightly woven, then a scale of comparison
would be needed to determine whether a society was loosely or
tightly structured. But although Embree himself states that 'there
is considerable variation in the rigidity of the structures of
different societies', he constructs his hypothesis in terms of only
two polarities. Such a bi-polar scale of comparison is far too
simplistic, for it does not take into account the fact that
socleties may vary in the degree to which they are 'loose' or 'close'.

If societies are to be compared in terms of loose versus
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closely woven soclal sitrueture, then it would be necessary to set

up a scale of comparison ranging from extremely loosely woven at one
end to extremely tightly woven at the other. However, if such a scale
is attempied, one is automatically faced with the problem of selectivigy
i.e. of deciding which.factors are to be taken as indicators of
'looseness'! and vhich of 'tightnesa' and then of ranking them along
a continuum and Embree's attempt hascshown the pitfalls in doing
this — of not taking into account all the relevant factors. Moreover,
one is also faced with the problem that the selected criteria may
have different significance in differeni societies. Cunningham
(1969), in his analysis of the literature on loose structure
comparison in South Bast Asia, pointed the latter difficulty out.
For, as he says, the factors Cornell loose structurists' take as
indicators of loose structure in Thal society if applied to

Balinese society could be possibly taken as indicators of tight
structure. As he says (1969: pl09):

I do not believe that we could call Balinese society "loosely
structured" in Embree's sense, though Geeltz does stress the
noncongruence of the various groupings in village organization
and their wvariablity in composition. I am confused about which
cultural facts can be observed to form the basis for a

general characterization of loose structure in seccial or
personality terms. Lucian Hanks said, for example (1967:p3):
"We of the Cornell team entered Bang Chan expecting to find
an 'organised village' and hunted many a month to find iis
center, some integrating structure, all without succeeding."
Had the team entered a Balinese village, with its plethora

of social groupings and complex integrating structure, would
they have reached similar generaliszations about loose structure
and loosely structured interpersonal relationships? Does the
"integrating structure® which Geetz presents qualify the
Balinese for the "tightly structured" class of sccieties.

Since there is no general agreement as yet in the literature on
comparabtive studies of South Hast Asia as to which criteria should
be used as indicators of !logBeness' and 'tighitness'. I agree with
Cunningham's (1969:p110) conclusion that:

I do not feel that we are ready to place the societies of
_the region on a continuum of "loose structure" because 1 do
not believe that we are agreed upon the elements to be
included in the characterization and the weighting to be
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given,

In fact, of course, a comparison of societies in terms of loose
as agalnst closely woven socilal. siructure, like all comparisgons of
societies, is open.to the criticism of being mere classification
and as such tantologous. T4¢uote Leach's (196f§ pi-¥) now famous
statements {

Comparison is a matter of butterfly collecting ~ of
claseification, of the arrangément of things according

to their types and subtypes....arranging butterflies according
to thelr types and subtypes is tautologous. It merely asserts
something you know already in a slightly different form.

He (1961% p67) argues thats

Ours task is to understand and explain what goes on in a
society, how societies work. Ifi:an engineer tries o
explain to you how a digital computer works, he doesn't
spend his time classifying different kinds of nuts and
bolts. He concerns himself with principles not with things.

Of course it is often argued, especially by methodological
individualists that the anthropologist, either for philosophical

or methodological reasons, is unable to explain the principles
underlying behaviour and that anthropdlogy is essentlally impressionistic,
But nowadays Leach's view has wide support and it does seem reasonable
that, rather than being satisfied with mere classification, the
anthropologist shoudd at least attempt Yo explain the principles
underlying behaviour. Thus for such an analytic enterprise,

comparing societies in terms of loose as against closely woven

social structures has only limited utility, for it is only minimally
explanatory and does not generate hypothesés.

Moreover, like all comparisons of societies in terms of social
behaviour, the loose structure hypothesis is ethnocentrically biased.
Loose structurisis have attempted torexplain Thai behaviour in terms
of such value loaded concepts as 'individualism!'! and 'freewill', But
these emotive concepts do not form part of the Thali consclious
model. It can be inferred from Hanks (1965), in his comparison of
the Thai and American views of freedom, that the Thai view of

freedom and freewill differs from the western concept., Moreover, it
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is very improbable that the Thais see themselves as being individualistic
in the sense that they believe that the individual is an end in
himself, and as such ought to realise his 'self' and cultivate his
own judgement, not whthstanding the weight of pervasive social
pressures in. the direction of.conformity.l Much the opposite; ae to
say that they are individualistic or act according to their own
freewill ig misleading. Bven if these terms are used as part of an
fobservor's model' they tend to mislead. For the westerner the terms
'individualism! and 'freewill! have philosophical and political
connotations which, if applied in the Thai situation, tend to
create the wrong impression - an ethnocentric impression that is
irrelevant to the Thal situation.

To conclude, although loose structure is a reasonable descripilion
of the normative rules in Thai society and it makes us sensitive
to the need to take them into account in any social analysis,
given the drawbacks, ambiguities, fallacles, inconsistencies and
confusion in the hypothesis, it secems reasonable to suggest that
these drawbacks outnumber the looze structure éoncept's utility
as a description of the normative rules. As such it does not seem a
very useful analytic tool and it is suggested that an alternative
model, that is descriptive, explanatory and generative, be found for

studying Thai society.

1. Individualism, according to Gottrell (1964: p327) also denotes:
a political theory which, by emphazing property rights as a necessary
condition of liberty, seceks to set definite and circumscribed limits
to the regulatory powers vested in the Government over social and
economic processesS....
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Chapter 5

Individual, culture and society: Empirical or coneptunal? - an

alternative model suggested,

The analysis of Embree's actual statements and some of the
views of his supporters, in previous chapters, has shown some
of the invalidities, fallacies, confusions and ambiguities in the
loose structurists! argusments. But the root cause of these
misconceptions and ambiguities lies in the loose structurists
fundamental conceptual and methodological gessunpilions as to the
nature of, and the relationship between the individual, cultures
and society (social structure)nl

In this chapter, which will be in four sections, an analysis
will be made of the loose: structurbsts' assumptions as to the
nature of and relationship between the individual, culture and
society in ovrder to show how their assumptions have led them %o
depict Thal society in the manner that they do, and to show the
fallacies in such assumplions. In conclusion an alternative model
for the study of Thail society, which will attempt to avoid these

I

pitfalls, will be suggested.

1. 'A society' being defined as the bounded entity which is
considered to have a social structure.
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1) Individual and Social Structure

.Althpugh Embree entitles his article '"Thailands a loosely
gtructured. social system', . states his hypothesis in struciural
terms. and uses the terms 'siructure' and 'social structure!
throughout his article, no where does he state what he meens by
social structure.. This lack of definition of .this basic and
crucial.concept must be considered a major omission.in Embree's. ..
article, for there are many diverse definitions..of social structurs.

. For instance Malinowski (1931l: p62]), basing his definition on. .
Tylor.(lSTl),hstates that social. structure ﬁﬂpannot really be understood
except as part of. culture® and oculture he (1931:.p621) defines as
!inherited artefacts, goods,. technical processes, ideas, habits amd
values' . of a. people, Sitructural functionalists define. social. structure
in.various ways. For example, Radcliffe.Brown (1952: pl90) defines.
social siructure as a 'complex network...of actually existing.relations.
Bveans Pritchard.(1940: p4) in his structural.functional days,. defined
it as (consistent constant groups in society); Firth (1953) sees
social structure.as 'those major patterns of relationship. which.form
systematic. arrangement and. which serve to regulabte further action. .
Other anthropologiste however, have defined social structure in totally
different terms from that of the traditional structural. funchtionalist's
approach, Legeh (L964: pl6~1T), for. instance, defines social structure
as a set of ideal rules, LevEiStrauss (19%3: 524 -550) as.a model. of
society, Talcott Parsons(1952) as a system of expectations. Kroeber

(1948: p325) even goes so far as to says

"Structure" appears to be just yielding to a word that has a
perfectly good meaning but suddenly becomes fashionable and
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attractive for a decade or so - like 'streamlining' - and
during 1ts vogue tends to be applied indiscriminately
because of the pleasing counotation of itsusound.

Given the indiscriminate use of 'social structure' and the
diverse definitions of it in existence, it is necessary that the
anthropdlogist should state quite clearly what he means by it when
he uses it,; otherwise his argé%%ent will be open to miginterpretation.
In fact it has given rise to a variety of interpretations.
Certainly Embree's followers, many of whom do not define social
structure either (e.g. Hanks 1962, Wilson 1962, Phillips 1965,
Piker 1968; 1969, Mosel 19573 1965), put their own interpretation
on what Embree is trying to say, and, as will be seeni are apt to
misinterpret him. Moreover it has allowed his detractors such as
Hulder (196Y; 19684 to impute to him things which, if Embree's
article is read closely,; it can be seen he did not say or intend
o imply.

Although Tmbree does not &tate precisely what he means by
social structure, nevertheless, the meaning he gltributes to it
can be inferred from a close reading of the way he uses it in his
article. An analysis of Embree's usage of the term 'social
structure’ reveals that the premises underlying his usage play a
large part in creating the false impression of exitreme individualism
in Thai society.

It is often argued (e.g. Wijewardene 19653 p255, Mulder 196%%
p3) (no doubt because Tmbree at the end of his article alludes 1o
the relationship Dbetween personality and social structure), that he
was arguing within the terms of the concepinal framewernk of the
American 'Culture and Personality' schooldof thought. But it is
apparent; if bolth Embree's article and academic background,
training and previous work am studied, that Embree's concepiual
Tramework was primarily that of a structural functionaligt of the
Radcliffe Brown variety. As Kirsch points out (1969: pd4):

Embree recieved his graduate training at the University
of Chicago, which in the 30's and 40's was the leading
U.S. center of couvenitional social structural studies.
Not only that, but Embree was actually a student of
Radeliffe Brown, and it seems likely that the teacher's
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interests in things social structural wotlld be reflected

in the interests and work of the student. In fact Embree's

interest and training in social structural studies is re¥lected

in his work. For ekample, he devotes twice as much space to soclal
structural phenomenon as to “religion" and the "individuwal" combined:
in“his (1939) study of a Japanese village. It is also worth noting
that Embree’s monograph on Japanh was publiched with an introduction
by Radcliffe Brown which clearly identifies Embree with social
andhropolgy and a social sdructural approath.( it might further
more be of some relevance that Bmbree was a member of the’
gociology rather than the anthropology department ai,Yale.)

These factors tend to suggest therefore, that when Embree uses
'social structure' he uses the term in the classical Radeliffe Brown
manner (see two pages previously). This assumption is also borne i
out by his article 'Thailand: a loosely structured social system' (1950).
In this. article Embree»defines,'tightly.woven social sitruciure' in
the classical Radclifee Brown manner, in ferms of rights and duties,
conformity, deviance and social sanctions.

He statess

More tightly woven cultures ~ that is, cultures whose patterns
aré cleéearly marked and which emphasgize the impe®®iance of observ—
ing reciprocal tights and duties in various situations to a
greater degPee than is found among the Thei (pl82).s... Where
soclal structure is 'close' that is, where the behavier of the
" people conforms closely to the formal social patiterns of
human relations,as in Japan - it is difficult for an individual
to déviate, ahd reciprocal rilkhts and duties are clearly marked
and carried out. (p185) . .. .

However, .although he attempte to explain Thai behavior. in.
terms. of the norms and rights and.duties, as can be seen from.his
discussion. of the institution of the family and. the communiity, .
(185-186) at the. mame time he also orientates part of his article .
around the individual and. emphasisew the individualism of. the Thai,.
This cen be seen from such>s%aﬁements a8 have already been mentioned
such ass B

The first characteristic of Thai culturé to strike shcebserver
from the West, or from Japan or Viétnam, is the individualistic
behaviomrof the people(pl82)e..dsin Thai culture a considérable
variation of individuwal behavior is sanctioned(pl82)......an
individual acts’ according to his own will, not as a result of
social pressure.{(pl84).
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Moreover, some of his examples are derived from the motivational
and personality spproach to the individual and from the value
system. None of which are usually included in a definition of
social structure. Embree's definition of loose structure and the
fact that his suppvorters ( see Sharp 1953, Hanks 1962, Phillips
19655 1967, Piker 1968, HWilson 1962, 1960) tend to stress these
factore and the essentially anarchic and unpredictable nature
of Thai soclety, has led some of the anti~loose struchurists
(for example Wijewardene 1965, Amyot 1965: plé3, Mulder 1967s
pl3, 1968: p 23k Keyes 1966: p934, Tambiah 1966z p 424), to
postulate such argusments as that Thai society has never been
defined in structural terms, that loose structure says nothing
about the structure of Thal society, that it tends to ignore
structural considerations and to orientate the anthropologist
away from looking for structural regularities,

Mulder (19687: pl3, 196§: p23) for instance statess

The concept of loose struciure has been derived from
ill-defined cultural and individual pf&?fses and

refers only to those cultural and behavioral categories.
The concept has never been defined in structural terms.

The anti-loose structurists, and Hulder in particular, have
overstated their case, alt least as far as Embree is concerned.
Firstly, since he presumably was a structural functiomalist, it
seems 1 reasonable to assume that like all structural functionalists
at that time he thought it was possible to discern social
structure in all societies., It is unreasonable to suggest
therefore that he does assume that Thal society isg unstructured
and does not attempt to explain Thal behaviour in structural terms.
This is borne out by the fact that Embree states his hypothesis
in terms of social structure l.e. "Thailand: a loosely sitruciured
social system.!

Kirsch (1969: p48) thinke that the reason Embree explained
his case and defined loose structure in the peculiar manner that

he did was because:

Japanese data did not pose any theoretical or methodological
challenge to the conveniional social science theory of his
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day with which Bmbree was familiar. But apparently Embree
felt that his reperitoire of social scienee:concepts, which was
adequate for dealing with his Japanese data, was not
adequate to deal with the Thal data he offered in his
article. For this reason, Tmbree proposed a new set of
digtinctions to come to grips with the problems posed by
these Thai observations i.e. the distinctions between
tightly structured and loosely structured systems. In
essence, BEmbree divided the relevant figld of social
science theory into two domains. One domain, consisting
of tightly structured social systems, could be handled

by conventional theory and wgs non~problematic. The other
domain, consisting of loosely structured systems, could
not be handled by Embree's convenbtional theory and was
therefore problematic and required special investigation.

I'rom an examination of Embree's article it seems Ho me that
Kirsch's view as to Embree’s thought processes is the result of
reading far too much into it. The article is riddled throughout
with ambiguities, confusions and lack of clear thought, as has
been pointed out, It is obviously not a well thought out article.
Thus it seems very doubtful that Bmbree ever reflected on the
loose structure concept with the precision and clavity that Kirsch
suggests. There does not seem any evidence to suggest that Embree
thought the vepertoire of sccial science concepts inadequate for
dealing with Thai data or that Thal society was problematic and
required spécial investigation or that Japanese socieby was
normal and Thal moclebty abnormal.

Rather I would suggest an allernative, less complicated,
hypothesis as to Embree's implicit assumptions. Namely that Embree
assumed Thal society could be handled by conventional theory, that
all societies were structured, and that his aim in the article was
only to show that the structural form varied from society to
society. There does not seem to be any reason to assume, as does
Kirsch, that Embree saw Thal sociedy as being in any sense abnormal
and problematic. But although Embree tries to explain Thai society
in structural terms, he perceived that the individual vis:awvis the
normative social structure has a degree of autonomy and this leads
him ‘o stress the individualistic nature of the Thais.

If this hypothesis is accepted it seems unreasonable to
suggest that Embree says nothing about the social structure of the

Thais or that the concept has never been defined in structural terms,
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Fiibree. certainly attempts to state something about the structuore -
its 'looseness! - and he has attempted to define it structurally but
his normative viewpoint led him to stress the individualism of the Thais.
However, the-anti-loese structurists point out that loose siructure
says.nothing about regularities in Thai society, it does not take into
account. structural considerations and orientates the anthropologist .
uwway from looking for such regularities and patferns in Thal society.
This does ned seem a reasonable criticism. By definition, the study
of . structure, whatever phenomena it is applied to, is the study of
regularities and patterns. As.is apparent from Seattie (1964: p60)
if one wanis to study the structure of an entity one looks for the
orderly arrangement of parts in. whatever it is that is being studial.
But do loose structurists look at Thai soclety. in termsiﬁf regularities
and. patterns? Anti-loose structurists, including myself, often argue
“that it does not explain Phai behaviour in terms.of regularities but
becaunse of its emphasis on the indivigual's automomy it tends.to create
the impression that Thei society is unorganised and Thail behaviour
randoms e | e
ﬁulﬂer«(1968:.p2)! for instance, holds thats

Of course ‘there is nothihg wrong in observing individuval

behavior or individualistic bellavior and 10 conclude that

within Thal culture a considerable variation of individual behavior
18 sanctioned. But it is strange at lepsthdo observe that *he -
Toger one resides in Thailand the moéore one is struck by the

almost determined lack of regularity, discipline, and regimentation in

Thai life" (182) if one wants to stabe something about the
structure of a social system. As long as one does not perceiwe
recurrent, regular, institutionaliseéd behaviey, it is better to
remain silenl about ¥évse structure.

In his review of a book written by Phillips, probably the most influential
of the present day loose struoturists,,with reference to *Thai Peasant
Personalitys The Patterning of Interpersonal Relations in the ¥illage
of Bang Chan' Mulder (1969: p20) remarkss
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Pattern of Interpersonal Behavior in the Village of Bang
Chahn, "is deceptive bedause ho pattern emergés. The almost
complete absence 6f any structural considerations whatsoever™
ig for the sociologist the most striking feature of the study.
Little Wonder that a picture 6f 1771 'loosely sitructured!
extremeXy individualists arises, and oné can only guess

what keeps them together asg a community.

Keyes (l966§ P934) in his reﬂ@ﬂw of Thai Peasant Personality
also shares this view. He says:

Phillips essential thesis is that Thai pessant socieiy...
is composed of a group of individualists who relate to one
another in more or leds ritualistic ways involving little
emotional committment. This characterigtic of Thal peasant'
personality, he claims "lies at {the root of what has sc often
been called Thailand's loosely struotured social sygtem." Such a
position seems both deterministic and redbttionigtic, to ignore
stru¢tural considerations, at whatever level one may stidy it,
~tends to becloud certaim major aspects of social cohesiam, .
In an attempt to rebutt the anti-loose.structurists' arguments and
criticisms of Thai Peasant Personality, Phillips (1969: p34), in the
recent Yale Symposium, argues thats

it does not ignore or deny patterns: it dées not describe a
"patternleza" or " structureless" society, if tlése phréses can
be imagined as not being contradictions in terms. On" the contiary,,
it recognizes patterns, describes them, and concentratés on how they
are expressed dynamically in behavior, It is absoliutely true that
in focusing on hew they are expressed and, in the vétry process

of expression, changed — and if reality demonstrates, "loosened"

— the concept goes beyond merely citihg their exisitence. But T -
cannot imagine anyone objecting to such additional ingquiry. Thus
by way of example, in the discussien of Bang Chan kinghip
avrangenents I carefully enumerate the nature afid function of

five diffevent types of household units that are found in the”
oommunlty plus the nature and function of five different types

of kindred units, These various units represent the struchure
wiklin which kinship relations are patterned in Bang Chan...

How this descripltion of the dynamics ¢f kinship behavior could

be percelved as absence of pattern or structure is beyond my
understandlng. The description indicates looseness, guddén change
in circumstances, social flexibility and perml*seness, but it does
not describe a situation of structurelessness. Tt the latter
were infact the case it would not only preclude analysis but mean
that the inhabitants of Bang Chan did not live in a society.
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But. a close reading of 'T,al Poasant Personality' and his article

in. the Yale Symposium does tend to.suggest that Phillips does imply
that Thal soclety is structureless. It is true that he points to

five units in Bang Chan, but his decription of these units - his

stress on the autonomy of.the individual, and to individual chﬁ&oe

does tend to suggest this. The stress on the lack of structure in

Bang Chan seems very apparent from some.remarks he makes. As has

been mentioned he stated 'any abttempt to bring descriptive order.to
Bang Chan kinship does vielence, in the very process of ordering,

to the reality of what is being described! which suggests to me at least
that he is implying that Bang Chan is unstructured. But more importantly
on page 94 he states that: '

the realities of Bang Chan social behaviour are so welghted ,in
the direction of atomistic and essentiglly non-relgtional
congiderations that any cohérent discussion of them should be
organized in aprroximabely equivalent terms..

This latbter quotation with its stress on the non-relational aspect

of Thai bhehaviocur clearly demonstrateq that however much Phillips
might wish nowadays o dls%/foclate himself from this viewpeoini, in
his dlscus&on of Bang Chan he has been implying that Thai social
behaviour is unstructured.
(1969} D
However Phillips also attempts to dlsajggoclate himself from this
position by arguing thet in '"Thai Peasant Personality!

Twenty-two pages (pp54-76) are devoted to a detailed description
of the highly predictable and carefully patterned nature of
village face-to~face interaction, a situation which is summarized
in the following geheralization(p.79):
It is perfectly clear, as was demonstrated in the
earlier discussion, that Bang™haners are highly motivated to
conform while in the direct presence of others. O0ften there
is over conformity when in such situations villagers become
overly solicitous to what they think are the needs of others.

But as was pointed out in Chépter 3, where this point was discussed,
such patferns are essentially superfical behavioural regularities, they
are nolt structural patiterns that underly behaviour, Infact as has been

mentioned Phillips(1965:p66) himself refers to them as'social cosmetics!

and a concomitant of the individualistic personality. Thus such regularities

cannot be considered indicators of a structural approach. To even see

such regularities as structural patterns igs to mizlead.

This brief analysis of Phillisp work suggests that he has not succeeded

in proving his point that he does deéﬁﬁé structural patterns in Th

i g .
al OCle

ty
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But, as has been pointed out, it is possible to ilmpose
order onto Thai social behaviour and study behaviour in terms of
regularity and pattern, if Thal soclety i1s studied in other
than normative terms, For instance, it is obvious from previous
chapters that it is possible to pattern Thai behaviour
statistically, in terms of dyadic relations and action sets,
in terms of reciprocity, alliance or patron-client relationships.

A major cause of the amorphous and random imression of
Thal society that the loose structurists give, is that they
orientate their analysis around the individual alone.

Mwlder (196F: p2) argues:

If considerable variation of individuwal behaviour
culturally sanctioned or more accurately tolerated (184)
individual behaviour is to be the criterion of "loose
structure" then one may be suspected of committing the
sociological fallacy of deriving a structural definition
from individual behaviour and vaguely defined cultural
NoTMs,

Arthough it is a misstatement to say that '"Embree derives
a structural definition from individual behaviour! for, as was
pointed out, he does o attempt to define Thal society in
structural terms, nevertheless, Mulder has a point for Embree
and the loose structure school in general stress the significance
of the individual will and orientate their analyses around the individual,
without attempting to relate the individual's behaviour to others
behaviour in context. The loose structurists' analytical
orientation around the individual alone possiblﬂ stems from the
importance they attribute to the individual will in Thal society.
Also, at least as Tar as Piker (1965, 1968) and Phillips (1965, 1967)
are concerned; 1% is no doubt due to the Tact that they are interested
in describing the personality and character of the Thai peasant.
Such an interest would predispose them to orientate their analyses
around the individual and his moiivaitions and beliefs rather
than on social relationships between individuals.

Obviously, by definition, the basis of all anthropological

and sociological studies is the individuwal. But an analysis of
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of social structure which orientates.itself around the individual

alone are different in kind. As Kirsch (1969: pl3) sayss

Since characterisation of a social structure is based, at least in
in part, on observation of individuals acting and interacting, one
must recognize that the disbtinction bebween 'social' and'individualt

ig analytic.
The study of the individual differs from the study of social.structure,
for the latter, it is generally agreed among anthropologists, involves
the study of the relationship beiweon individuals, not just the study
of the isclated individuwal. As Beattie(1964: p60) says anything that

can be comprehended at all be it a concrete object or a set of ideas

can be said to have a structure. But in analysing the structure, that is,

the orderly arrangement of parts one is. not interested in the parts
themselVes, but in the relatienships bebween the pamits. Thus the
study of the structure of a society can never be reduced 1@ the
study. of the individual and his personality chavacteristics, rather
as Bealtie.(1964: p56) says the relationshipe between the parts must
be studied, be they institutions groups or heliefs.

Certainly in Thai society for example, if the individual is
gtudied in isolation from the point of view of. cholce of action open
to him nermatively, it would seem.that he would have a wide choice
of actlion open toc him normatively, Bat if relationships are looked
at dyadically then it is apparent that reciprocity is a fundamental
principle, implicit and explicit, in Thail society and structures
relatibons into clearly defined pabtterns.

Moreover the structural study of social behaviour presupposes
individuels and their social relations with others will be studied
in context. As Mannheim {1956k p53) sayss

To recegnize that the individual is the focus of reality is
not the same as to construe the self as an isolated entity: to
understand his behavior one has to know the constellations in
which he acts.

Thus if social Dbehaviour is seen in context, it becomes apparent that
although in wide areas.of social relations the individual is

normatively autonomous, in aciual practice the




individral's choice of action is constrained by factors in the
enviromment which result in clearly defined patterns of behaviour
{as is obvious from the previous study of geographic mobility).

Thus the study of the individuwal in isolation and the study
of the relationships between individuals in context leads to
the emergence of totally different picturss of Thai society. The
former orvientation leading to an amorphous picture, the latter to
a picture of structured and ordered behaviouvr. Thus Bmbree and
the lcoose structurists' view of the randomness and
unpredictability of Thal social behaviour is the product of their
methodology.

Moerman's article 'Ban Ping: The Center of a Loosely
Structured Social System' (1966), a study of the loose structure
of a northern Thal village, demonsitrates clearly how these two
different analytic orientations lead to two totally different
pictures of Thal society being portrayed.

At the beginning of the ariticle Moerman states that he
believes with "perfect faith" in the concept of loose structure.
In the first half of the chapter he proceeds to study the
individual in isolation and proceeds to the conclusion, typically
loose structurist, that in Ban Ping "the individual cannot he
made to do what he does not want to do". In the second half of the

article he attempts to analyse Ban Ping in structural terms
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and looks at social relationships from the point of view of the local

wat. He concludes thats

In Ban Ping, and probably elsewhere in Northern Thailand,
the temple performs few social services and its clergy
has low prestige. Nevertheless sccial age is expressged and
complimentarity of age groups vitualized by temple
attendance., The temple acts to equalize private wealth,

to structure voluntary kinship, and to provide an enduring
corporate organisation which 4rains and certifies village
leaders and holds village proverty. The temple, although
- & focus of village loyalty and a repository of Lue
traditions, also binds the local community to the nation.

In its ritual and rationsle, the temple dramatizes reciprocity

the basic principle of Ban Ping's social life. (1966s pl67)
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This study of the relationship between component parts in Ban
Ping from the point of view of the watl gives a totally different
impression of Thai society: an impression of regularity,
coherence and order. An impression of a sociely for which a siress
on ‘'individualism' seens irrekevant. Thus if Thai behaviour is
t0 be understood adecuately, Thai society must be studied in terms
of the relationghip between comvonent parts in context.

But Kirsch (1969: p43) criticisges the kind of arguementd
pult forward in this section. He statess

Embree's councept loose structure seems 1o have evoked
the specter of ‘absence of order', ‘randomness', or
fanomie' in some of his critics despife Tmbree's explicit
protestations to the contrary (191).” By construing
looss structure In this way, the critics have subtly
redefined the contrast between tightly sitructmred and
loosely structured systems. They have identified the
former with the presence of order and regularity and

the latter with the absence of order and regularity. Thus
they take the demonsiration of any kind of order to be
contra—-indicative of loose structure, implicitly
identifying Thailand as & tightly structured system.

If by Bmbree's ‘explicit protestations to the contrary'l Kirsch
means that Bmbree held that all socielies were structured then
this is a valid point.,2 Feverthelesw identifying loose structure
with rardomness and absence of order is not a subtle redefinition
of the loose structure hypothesis for, as can be clearly seen
from the loose structurists’ statements quoted in this thesis
(see pages 54-56 ), these are both implicit and explicit
assumptions in the hypothesis and it is the impression their
works convey of Thai society. Thus a demonstration of regularity
in Thai society is contra~indicative of loose structure and is

a valid criticism of the loose structure hypothesis,

1. From a study of the article it seems the poifit of Bumbree's
article to which Kirsch is rveferring is:
There is considerable variation in the rigidity of the
gtructures of different societies.

2. For, as has been mentioned, the whole Radcliffe Brownian school
was based on the assumption that all societies were structured
and it was the anthropologists job to study this structure.
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But although some antiloose structurists may implicitly identify

Thailand as a tightly structured system, (although this point is

a matter for debate) it has certainly not been the intention of

the author to do so. For the author considers that the whole
tight/loose theory ig not analytically useful for characterizing
Thai society. Thus the author has not attempted to rank Thailand
along a loose/tight continuum, The aim has been a negative one,
namely to show that the loose structurists' theory is not valid

or analytically useful. This aim, it is tentatively suggested, has

been fairly successful.
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2) Social Structure or Relative Integration of Culture?

In the previouws section it was assumed that Embree was
primarily interested. in characterizing Thai social structure. But
in the recent Yale symposium, Kirsch has put forward an alternative
hypothesis as to Embree's aims, He argues that Embree was not
primarily interested in characterising social siructure but in
the 'relative integration of culture!. He also points out that
if <+the hotch-potch of examples and anecdotes that Embree gives to
support his hypothesis are seen from this point of view, they
do form a relatively consistent pattern of psychological and
cultural traits. B

Kirsch (1969: pMT holds thats

2
The discussion of(Emb;ee'é)article has tended ‘to assume
that Embree was primarily concerned with characterizing
Thai '"social structure'. In some measure, this assumption
may stem from the theoretical interests of the subsequent
students themselves, but it may also arise from some
ambiguities in Embree's article. The widely quoted sentence
in which Embree introduces his discussion of loose structure
in contrast to tight structure does mention social structure,
and this seems to have been taken o indicate Embreets
major peroccupation in the article., But let me quote that
sentence. Tmbree states his article is to be concerned with
Mthe question of the relative integration of %%e culture
in terme of loosely as against a tightly woven social
structures loosely integrated here signifying a culture
in which considerable variation in individual behavior
is sanctioned." (182). Embree contrasts such a situation
with "more tightly woven cultures - that is, cultures whose

patterns are clearly marked and which emphasise the
importance of observing reciprocal rights and duties in
various situations to a greater degree than is to be found"
in more loosely integrated (or structured) systems such as
Thailandsse..sAlthough subsequent discussion of Embree's
article has tended to assume that his principle focus was
on "social structure", and clearly this is an important
element, it seems ‘to me that Embree may have been concerned
with the more nebulous notions M“relative integration of a
oculture". This latter does not seem to be simply equivalent
to "soclial structure". My suspicion that Embree is actually
concerned with "relative integration" is reinforced by the
fact that it is to this notion that he returns at the
conclusion of his article (191).
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In support of this hypothesis that Embree is interested in
"the relative integration of culture' ndt in 'social structure',
Kirsch (1969: p48) goes on to argue that:

Most of Embree's illustrative material is not social structural
as such but is more “cultural" and "psychological¥ssaees
Clagsifying Embree's illustrative material in terms of
today's distinctions, we might say that his evidence

involves general observations about personality and
characterological traits, pervasive orientations to the

social and non-social world, certain features of the normative
order and role expectations, and the patterning of Thail

and Japanese committments. That is, Embree's illustrations
fgll broadly into the analytic domainsg of "cultural

systems" and "psychological systems", not direcily into

the domain of '"social systems", Since Embree stresséd this
kind of evidence and failed to stress evidence directly
relevant to the social sphere, perhaps Embree was not simply
trying to characterize or describe Thal or Japanese:

social structure alone. Apparently he was concerned with a
different sort of problem, that which Embree labeled the
"relative integrations of culture.....Despite the initial

im ﬁ%&f%?n that Imbree's examples are a disorderly compilation
of yiraits, if we view them as drawn principally from the
"cultural" and “psychological" domains, they do combine to
form a reasonably consistent patiern of iraits for bothw
loosely structured and tightly structured situations.

But how valid is Kirsch's hypothesis? First of all let us
look at Bmbree's examples to smee whether it is valid 4o see them
as being 'drawn principally from the "cultural" and "psychologicalM
domains." If Embree’'s examples are scrutinised, it is difficult
to imagine how Kirsch came to such a conclusion, for virtually all
Embree's examples which refer to Japan and many of his Thail
examples fall directly into the realm of the social. For instance,
in Thai society BEmbree refers to normative behaviour patiterns,
femily and community rights and duties, including lack of long term
obligations and village co-operation. All of which fall into
what is: generally considered the realm of the social. In factk
Kirsch himself refers to these features in his descriptions of
the types of examples that Embree gives (see quotation above,
lines 7—8). Moregver he also alludes to the existence of
organisationgffﬁf%ﬁ;i society which would usually be<Fpnsidere@

a structural funciional interpretation. But even so ke St111
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considers that Embree is essentially not interested in
characterising Thal society structurally for her argues:

While Bmbree does note the presence of certain kinds of

organisation, e.g. credit associations, in Japan and theinw

absence in Thailand, he does not try to describe role

systems nor papticular social structural units and collectivities.

Nor does he discuss the relationships bebtween such units,

e. g+ showing how kinship and marriage are articulated with

ecamomic, political, or religious roles etc. He does spend _

some time considering the loosely structured;fémilyysHw#@kﬂgﬂwdwmdfm“g
buthe does not itry to describe the internal struciture of these
et families nor does he even relate the Thai family to

"pilateral kinship" (as some supporiters have done). Perhaps

such descriptions were beyond his empirical competence,

given his short acquaintance with Thailand. (1969: p48)

But the fact that Embree does not deo as Kirsch suggests
does not therefore mean that he is not attempting a structural
study or that some of his examples are not dealing with the vealm
of the social.l In fact Embree did discuss the internal structure
of the Thai family. For instance he des;ribes the relationship
between children and parents, F(%E)H/élﬂan& H/W, although
admnittedly superficially and rather briefly. But it must be
remembered that it was a short impressionistic article. Thus to
see Embree's examples as being drawn principally from
psychological and culfural spheres is inaccurate and gives a
misleading impression of Embree's aims in his article. FPor it ie
apparent that he gives many social examples both for Japanese
and Thai society and that these types of examples, which
usually form the core of any structural analysis are of
crucial significance to his hypothesis.

Secondly, Kirsch's attempt to divide Embree's examples
into two categories,"psychological® and "ocultural", is open to

criticism. To call either a "category" in the generally accepted

1. Different minds of course follow different paths of reasoning
and consider some things more important than others.
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sensem‘of the term is meaningless. Firstly because the
"paychological® category contains so few examples and secondly
because the phenomena in the Meultural" category are so diverse
in type, that neither of them formAa bounded number of
phenomenon with a clearly defined specific characteristic in
common. For instance the only examples that could be called
remotely psychological are the Thais' ‘cool temperament', their
'unreliability' and 'diplomatic crafitiness' and their 'litiéle
aptitude for the life of a soldier'. It is true that Bmbree
contimially vefers to the 'individunalism® of the Thais, but

the 'individualism! %hat he is refe %ng to is behavioural
individualism not to the psychological aspects of individualism.
Only once does he specifically refer to the personality
aspects of individualism when he points to the fact that the
Thais do no¥ like to work in organisations ( see p.187).

In fact these psychological examples hardly deserve the name
'psychological' applied to them for they are very superficial
aspects of the Thai personality.

If Tculture' is defined, as is still common, following
Pylor (18?@), cultural examples cover a wide range from betel
chewing to poetic form, from neatness to Thai walking patterns.
In fact, to state as Kirsch does that Embree's examples 'form a
relatively consistent pattern of traits' is to make a mockery
of the social scientific study of regularities.

Rather than seeing Embree's examples as a relatively consistent
pattern of cultural and psychological traits, it would be just
as reasonable to accept a more simple explanation and see Embree!s
examples as a hotch-potch of examples, the product of his
superficial knowledge of Thal society and of the lack of
factual data available at the time.

l. A category is a conceptual means of classification. I% is a class
or group of phenomena that have some attribute in common.
Usually a group of phenomenon have to consist of a reasonable
mumber before they are considered to be a category. Moreover
the attribute which characterises the class or group is usazlly
expected to be very specific.
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In attempting 4o understand why DBmbree gave the type of examples
that he did, it seems to me that Kirsch hit the nail on the head
when he said two pages previously 'perhaps such descriptions (of
social structure) were beyond his empirical competence, given
his short acquaintance with Thailand.' (p257).

Embree was only in Thailand a short time, and at the time
he wrote his article there was little concrete literature available
that he could use to support his hypothesis., It seems just as
reasonable therefore to assumne that the number of possible facts
he could use as examples was limited. Thus he had to draw his
examples from wherever he:-could get them, regardless of the
analytic sphere, be it cultural or psychological, to which they
belonged. The superficisl, anecdotal and essentially impressionistic
nature of the examples should tend to bear out this explanation of
Embree's examples. The type and varied nature of Embree's examples
are the result of necessity, not the product of a clearly
thought out piece of analytic construction.

Moreover it ie possible to speculate that a contributory
reagon for drawing examples from diverse spheres was because he
felt the greater the number and the more diverse the types, the
more welght they would lend to his arguement. Minally, as will
appear in more detail later, Embree did not differentiate
clearly between culture and 'society' thus it would probably have
Seemed léﬁtimate to him to use examples from what nowadays would
be consgidered the cultural sphere alone.

This analysis in the last few pages has revealed quite clearly
that Kirsch's hypothesis that Embree's examples are drawn from
the 'psychological' and 'cultural' spheres and form a *relatively
consistent pattern of traits' is untenable. For his examples are
also drawn from the social sphere and they do not form a pattern
but are essentially irregular in natbure.

Furthermore, Kirsch's primary assumpiion that Embree was
most concerned with the 'relative integration of culture' is
also open to question. Kirsch argues that Embree is interested in

this seen in terms of the relationship between the 'social
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gtructure' and the 'culitural' and 'psychological' systems.
He (1969: p 49) argues thats

The illustrative material which Embree cites for the
tightly structured situation emphasizes a consistent
pattern of expectations with respect to role behavior

and a consistent patterning of commititments of the

actor to the system of roles and collectivities in which
he is involved. As Embree presents his evidence, it is
clear that he views the situation to involve more than
"expectations', that is the expectations are reflected in
action. Thus a Japanese is not only expected to identify
with and subordinate his “personal interests" to those
particular roles and collectivities in which he is
involved and which form Japanese sccial stmucture,e.g.
family, kin group, neighbourhood group, residential

group (hamlet or villageg, political roles and nation,
Japanese do conform to these expectations. Indeed, the
themes of duty and of loyaliy, of commitfment to worlk, : i
to discipline, and to collectivities of various sorts, are
pervasive elements which Embree emphasizes are displayed by
individual Japanese., These factors activate internal and
external senctions which encourage conformity to the
expectations and discourage or punish nonconformity.

Thus Embree sees a basic asomorphism between what we might
distinguish as the analytical domains of the Japanese
"culture system" and "psuchological system" and Japanese
"soclal structure". Embree offers this situation as the
paradigmatic model of a tightly structred system. In such
a system, the inferests of the individual actors are identified
with the particular roles and collectivities in which they
are involvede....But the Thai examples which Embree cites
gtress that the individual actor is not necessarily
expected to subordinate his "individual interests" fo his
participatiol in specific roles or collectivities,e.g.
family and kinship groups; nor is his loyalty to a leader
or even, according to Embres, to his nations expected
necessarily fto take precedence over hig "interests" as the
individual himself defines them. These expectations and
committments ( or lack of them) are paralelled by Thai
orientations and characterological traits., Of course, it is
this element which Bmbree is seeking to underscore by his
frequent comments on Thai "individualism® and the "individualistic
behavior" of the Thai. (19693 p49-50).

Kirsch's alternative hypothesis as to Embree's aims is a
highly sophisticated argusment. But it is the product of a vivid

imagination, of reading too much into what is essentially a
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confused article. It is in fact a misconception.

Kirsch's misconception of Embree's theory is no4 doubt due
to Embree's ambiguous use of the terms 'culture' and 'social
structure's On the one hand he uses ‘ouliure! and 'soclal
structure' as being synonymous whilst at the end of the article
he clearly differentiates between the two (pl91). Kirsch,
himself, in an attempt to whitewash Embree's lack of clarity
in his article, points to this ambiguous usage. He states:

Embree's usagesin his article reflects the fuzziness
which was widespread at the time about the distinction
between ‘culture' and 'society' or social systemssees
From this article it is not always clear if Embree used
these terms interchangably or saw some asséntial analytic
distinction between them. (1969: p43)

Yet, although Kirsch acknowledges that Bmbree: nsed these
Yerms interchangsbly, he interpreis BEmbree as differentiating between
the two. For his whole arguement, that Embree is primarily
interested in the 'integration of culture' is based on the implicit
assumption that Embree does differentiate between these two terms.

While it is true to say that Embree is primarily interested
in the 'intbegration of culiture' a close scrutiny of the article
tendm to suggest that for him 'integration of culture! and
'integpation of social structure! are synonymouns. Thus when
Embree states that he is interested 'inthe relative integration
of culture!in terms of a loosely as against a tightly woven
soclal structure' it seems just as reasonable to suppose that
the integration of culiure to which Embree is referring is
synonymous with integration of social structure i.e. he is
interested in how different societies are socially integrated.

A study of social integration in a society was commonm
amongst structural functionalists of the Radcliffe Brown-ian
School in the 1940s and early 50s and was the product of their
basic assumptions. They argued that a society was like a
biological organism. It was made up of a collection of fanctionally
related parts so that a change in one would involve a change in

the others. Their model presupposed that a 'healthy' society
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tended towards equilibrium and that any change would be
dysfunctional. Since Embree, as has been pointed oui, had =&
structural functionalist background, the assumption that he was
interested in the integration off society tends to be given
further weight, for such a study wounld be what one would expect
from someone of Embree's theoretical orientations,

But the fact that the integration of culture 1o which
Embree refers is a structural functional integration can be
clearly inferred from the following quotation which, in its
emphasis on social integration and dysfunction, is a classic
structural functional statement.

Embree states at the end of his article:

Such evidence as has been given from Thailand,

when contrasted with that of Japan wmyl Vietnam, would

indicate that there is consgiderable variation in the

rigidity of the siructures of different societies even

when these structures at dldertain points bear surface

similarities as, for instance, in family organisation oxr

the school system. The permissiveness of individual behavioral

variation in the culture does not meen that the society

is. poorly integrated. On the contrary, the loose integration

is a functional one allowing not only variation in

individual behavior but also in national behavior. It

has a survival value which may well go back to the early

days of extensive Thai migrations and which has served

the nation well to this day. In such a society the

processes of acculturation may produce fewer dysfunctional
10 goeialspitustions than those which have oceured in, say,

Vietnam society —~ that is, a loosely integrated structure

such as the Thai may adjust to external cultural influences

with less drastic overall changes than a more rigid

structure such as the Japanese or Vietnamese., (1950: pl9l)

This quotation of Embree's ag the underlined phrases

clearly indicate, shows that the integration of culture: that he
is interested in is a structural functional integration. It is
true as Xirsch points out in his argugment quoted on page

that Embree is interested in conformity, but he is not interested
in psychological and cultural aspects of conformity as Xirsch
seems to think., Rather Bmbree ig interested in the relalionship

between conformity and socilal integration. It is apparent from
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his. article. that he is attempiing o peint out that while in

Japan the.individual conforms an€l subsumes his. interests to the

community,.in Thai society the individual has.considerable variation

of behavieour.open to him and does not conform. But Embree comes. to.

the coenclusion. that even though a wide variety of action is sanctioned

in Thai. society neveﬁgﬁpless Thai sociebty is no less integrated

than Japanese. scclety. . . . S .
... It is true that at he end of the article, in the last paragraph

Embree deos. refer to the relationship between pevsonality and

social. structure:

it should be vemarked that there seems to be little if any relation
between closeness or loosendss of social integration and any
immediate social ob psychological "needs" of a people, Whethek
or not this iz %rue, studies 2f the differences of béhavier in
different cultures with similar social structures should be madé
"t6 test a numbeér of current asssumptions in the sdécial sciences ~
€.8ey that social structures are neatly adjusted to individual
and” social "needs," and that similar social systems create similar
.culturally determined types of behavior..
But as Embree himself says it is. a '‘rvemark' and it seems obviousl
to the author that this statement is not the basis of Eiibree’s argument
but was intended. to stress and further highlight the differences between
social structures. If BEmbree had been interested in the relationship.
between personality and.social structure ag Xirsch suggests,. then one
would have thought he would have spelt it out more clearly in his article,
even though his article does not show clarity of thought.
. This analysis &l previous pages of Kirsch's alternative
hypothesis that Bmbree was interested in the relative integration of
culture in terms of ‘the relationship between personality and social
structure and culture has been clearly shown t¢0 be unfounded. Kirsch's
-
misinterpreﬁﬁonAdemonsttntes just hew ambiguous and confusing and

- + 3 » L )
open to misinterpretation Bmbree's artice is.
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But although.it has been clearly shown that Bmbree was

Primarily interested in describing social structure in terms

of integration nevertheless, such a study itself is open to

criticism . The belief that a 'healthy' society is 'integrated!

and in eqiilibrium and that change may be dysfunciional is the

product of a priori reasoning and is the superimposition of

a conceptual framgwork onto Thad society. In fact the Radeliffe-—

Brown organic analogy theory has been discredited in the last

decade or so and is no longer considered a useful analytic 1;001.l
Since the conceptual framework within which Embree argued

out his theory is no longer generally accepted and the issues

involved are dealt with extensively elsewhere, the author feels

that it is not necessary to cite once again the fallacies

inherent in the organic analogy theory. No@, for the same

reasons, is it felt necessary to discuss Embree's own attempt:

at applying the theory to Thai society, although in so doing he is

open to criticism on several counts.zfﬁaiher the .anthor will

go on to discuss some of the basic confusions in the loose

structure concept in terms of different levels of analysis.

1. For precise and clear critiques of structural functionalism
see Nagel 'The Structure of Science! (1961 ) and Rex 'Key
Problems of Sociological Theory' (1961).

2. Not the least being that his definition of integration is
tantologous.
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3) 'Concrete Behaviour' or 'Social Structure!:

EUmpirical or CGonceptual

It has been suggested several times in this thesis that the
loose structurists' analyses of Thai society tend to give the
impression that behaviour in Thai society i& random and
unpredictable. But it has been pointed out that Thal data can
be ordered in terms of regularities and patterns if Thai
gociety is analysed in other than normative terms, for instance
statistical terms.

Phillips, possibly the most influential of modern day loose
gtructurists, in the recent Yale symposium, in what seems to be
an atbtempt to whitewash the inadequacies of the loose structurist
hypothesis, argues it these irregularities and not structural
principles that are the loose structurists! ultimate concern.
Primarily they are concerned with the variety and fluidity of
actual concrete behaviour.

Phillips (1969: p26) states thats

I must argue that ultimately our concern is not and should
not be structural analysis but rather the study of the
behavioy of the Thal peasants: how they aot; how they deal
with and feel toward one another, and what they give and
derive from such dealings. To me, social structural
principles are merely cops ﬁ%ucts hﬁﬁﬁxzn%$A£¥°mm§P%ewmnmr
medn stream of behaviorA B behav1or itself s always

more complex, fluid, interesting and contradictory than

any ebstraction that is derived from it, and too rigid
adherence to any structural principle is just as likely

to impede as abet undersbanding of the behavior to which

it ultimately refers.

This elementary argumment is familiar to all of us.
However, it is most germane to the issue at hand. To cite
an obvious example:s we all know about the central role
played by the Buddhist temple and clergy in almost all

Thai villages. Certainly these institutions loom large

in the social structure chapiers of almost every village
study that has been written on the kingdom. The commitiment
that Hee villagers have to e temple and clergy is seen
both by villagers (as an abstract native category) and by
visiting anthropologists (as an abstract structural principle)
as one of the most compelling elements in the ordering¢f rwwad
of Thal society. In my work on Bang Chan I have been

N
\
\
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chided for ignoring this compelling, if abstract
institutional consideration. Thus,to demonstraté he
limitations of the “loose structure" formulation Kirsch
(1966B:183) and Keyes (1966B:794) have independently
taken me to task for ignoring "the institutional pressure
on Thai men to spend at least a brief period as a monk"
(Kirsch) and for suggesting that the Thai committment to
the Sangha is not"nconditional® (Kirsch)., However, what
Kirsth's and Keyes® criticisms fail to account for, or
even note, is that in Bang Chan 59 percent of the adult
men are as willing as I am to ignore the institutional
pressure to become monks; in Moerman's Thai~Lue
community of Ban Ping where child monks are the norm,

T0 percent of the men over the age of fifteen have

never been ordained. I cite these behavioural considerations
not because I think they represent a particularly
powerful demonstration of the "loose structure" concepts
frankly, I continue to be impressed by the fact that as
many as 41 percent of adult men in Bang Chan do manage
to be ordained sometime during their lives. My point is
simply that mere existence of an institution says little
about the behavior of people in it, toward it, or away
from it. The fact that 59 percent of the adult village
men have never become monks is not merely epiphenomen
nor an artifact that can be explained by such social
science cant as Ypatterned deviation from the noxrmW.

Certainly Phillips point that variation in individual
behaviour cannot be explained in terms of 'patterned deviation
from the norm' ig a valid point for such variation of behaviour
in Thai society is normatively socially eanctioned. Sio also is
his view thate

Obviously it is just as important, perhaps even more important
to know why willage men do not become monks as to know

why they do. Similarly, it is important to know how they

are treated by monks, women and their own kind: whether
failure to be ordained has affected their careers ip any
significant wayj; how they feel about not having been

ordained; how the fact of their never having been monks
affects or does hot affect other aspects of their religious
behavior. (1969: p 27)

Although it is necessary to take into account the
culturally sanctioned variation in individual behaviour, if an
adequate understanding of Thai society is to be achieved, this
does not therefore mean that a structural study of Thai

society is precluded, if by a structural study is meant the study
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of the relationship between forms.

It is certainly true, as Phillips says, that a structural
analysis based on the assumptions of a RadcliffeﬁBrbwn type of
conceptual framework is inadequate for it cannot explain the
hormatively sanctioned variation in individual behaviour. But this
ig not the only analytic possibility. For instance it could be
studied statistically. In fact a model such as Barth's
transactional theory counld adequately deal with explaining such
variation. Barth's transactional theory looks at the way factors
act as constraints. and incentives on individual choice. Such a
conceptual framewpdk would be perfectly adequate to explain
irregular, complex and fluid behaviour.

Thus the absence of obligatiry norms and the existence of
normatively sanciioned variation in individual behaviouw does
not mean that per se Thai social behaviour cannot be studied
from a structural point of view. It merely rules out the
Radeliffe™Brown approach.

Phillips' belief that structural analysis is not able to
explain and take inte account the complexity, fluidity and
variation of individual behaviour ig paritly due %o his equation
of structural analysis with the conventional Radcliffe Brown
theory and partly to his bagic assumption as to the philosophic
nature of 'social structure' and 'actual behaviour'.

Phillips view as to the nature of 'social structure' and
'actual behaviour'! is clearly expressed in his statement as to
the utility of the loose structure hypothesis. He states that:

Frankly, I do not think that by itself the concept of
"looge strueture! helps us very much in dealing with these
specific issues (i.e. to non-participation in cultural

fovm or abdication of institutional responsibility).
However, by sensitizing us to the fact that in some areas
congiderable variation in individual behavioar is
sanctioned in Thailand, it does lead us to recognize the
relevance of these questions and begin to answer them.

In Thai Peasant Personality I have tried to answer (pp23-32)
precisely those kinds of guestions with regard to loose
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kinship arrangements and unfulfilled family obligations.
An overweening or exclusive concern with structural
considerations, structural analysis, or institutionalised
fegme without consideration, as is typically the ease, of
the magnitude and meaning of variation is simply to deny
the behavioral reality of Thai Peasant society.

It is clear from this quotation of Phillips that he seee 'actual
concrete behavior in a1l its fluidity, complexity and variation'

as being different in kind from 'social structure'. For him, actual
‘behaviour is 'out there' in Thai society, and is somehow more
'real' than social structure, whilst structural principles ares

merely constructs abstracted from the main stream of
behavior which may aid in understanding such behavior. (p26)

Certainly, social structure is different from the 'facts',
from ‘reality' as both Lévi~-Strauss and Beatbtie point out.
Levi-Strauss (1953: 1279) for instance holds that:

The term !'social structure' has nothing to do with
empirical reality but with the models which are built up
after it....sSocial relations consist of raw materials out
of which, the models making up the social structure are
built, while social structure can by no means be reduced
to the ensemble of the social relations to be described
in a given society.

Whilst (Beattiec (1964: p%8) statess

"society" is not something given in experiencesj..it is an
intellectual construct or model, built?%n the bagis of ..
experience, but not itﬂelfidatum. Society isﬁ%ﬁ?%ﬁgispensable
hypothesis, Ef we impute reality to it, we seddle

ourselves with an entity which is more embarassing than
useful.

But, similarly, using 'behavioral reality' as a frame of reference

and looking at Thai society in terms of this variation, fluidity
or flexibility of behaviour, is no more 'real' and just as much
an analytic 'model' as is'social structure's. It is a
conceptualisation which abstracts from empirical data, from the
tmain stream of behavior', data which it organises in terms of
irregularities rather ‘than regularities.

I+ is this belief that variation in behaviour actually

texigts' and is more 'real' in some sense that leads Phillips
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to argue that structural analysis cannot deal with Thai behaviour
adequately because of it inability to deal with the variation of
behaviour which is essential 40 a clear understanding of Thail
soclety. But Phillips' argusment is obviously fallecious, for

the study of Thai society from the point of view of randomness and
fluidity of behaviour is just the superimposition onto Thai data
of a different type off conceptual framework from that of 'social
structure'. As such 'variation of actual bahaviour'! does not
a_priori have to be taken into account if an analysise is to

be meaningful.

Bven so, as has been pointed out, random behaviour, if it is
realized that it is an analytic concepinalization, can de
explained in siructural terms, by organising these irregularities
into megularities i.ev indo statistical patterns and attempting
towexphaim the principles underlying statistical patterns of
behaviour,

This confusion of a conceptual model which orientates
analysis around variation in 'actual behaviour! is found no¥d:
only in Phillips' work but in the majority of the loose structurists
(Mosel 1957; 1965, Wilson 1962, Hanks 1962, Embree 1950) and
has been a major cause of the false impression of rendom
behaviour in Thai society that the loose structurist concept.
tends to convey. The randomness in Thai soclety is the product
of the basic assumptions of the loose strueturists' model, not;
of 'reality'.

Moreover, the fact that the loose structurists consider
that they are dealing with actually existing concrete hehavioumr
has led them to see the loose structure concept as being an
accurate description of actually existing social relations in
Thai society. This fact, as Kirsch points out, has led them to
see Thal society as being in some sense 'peculiar' in comparison
with tightly woven social structures such as Japah, and to root
the discussion of loose structure 'oul there' in Thal society.
Thus as Kirsch (1969: p40 ) points out, the polemic surrounding:

the loose structure concept has evolved to a certain extent
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around the question of whether loose structure actually exists
in Thai society.l

But the issues involved in the loose structure polemic are
not empirical. Thais society is not a '"freak' society because the
norms allow a considerable variation in individual behaviour.
Rather 'loose structure' is a concepitual problem. The so called
"freak' features of Thali society i.e¢. the randomness and
unpredictability of Thal social behaviour is not innate or 'real!
but is the result of the basic assumptions of the Radcliffe —
Brownian conceptual framework on which the loose/tight model is
based. Because the loose structurists study behaviour from the
point of view of norms and the lack of sanctions alone they are not
able to take into account the ecological and demographic, social
and economic factors that act as constraints on behaviour. Thus
the loose structure is not an empirical problem, although it is
necessary to determine the validity of the hypothesis empiricallys
it &8 2 conmceptual problem of deciding whether the loose struciture
model is adequate or usecful for accounting for Thal behaviour.
Both empirically and conceptually it has been found wanting.

This view that the issues involved in the loose strueture
hypothesis are not empirical but conceptual is also shared by Kirsch
in the recent Yale symposium., He (1969: p4l) argues thats

Despite the cumulation of data and the persistence of the
discussion, the debate over Embree's article does not

appear to be close to any general resolution. As the

discussion has developed, it almost seems as if the

supportbers of one side or the other simply confirm their

prior faith or scepticism concerning Embree's view. Each

side offers evidence to support ite view, yet neither side

in the dispute has questioned or impeached the evidence —

1. The loose structurists arguing that it does and pointing to
features of Thal society that support this view and the anti-
loose structurists, including myself, maintaining that it is not
and if Thal society is studied from another point of view it will
be seen that social behaviour is ordered and regular.
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brought forward hy its oponents, although this evidence
should presumably undermine the alternative view. In

essence, the discussants have been talking "past" one another.
Indeed, there has been little,disagreement among t#8 Thal
scholars concerning raw observations and descriptions of
Thailand. This situation suggests to me that there may be
more at stake in the controversy than appears on the

surface. It may be that Embree's article is more ambiguous
than has been commonly assumed; that his construction of the
problem and issues involved may not only be misleading but :
actually mask the significant problemss and that the issues
raised by Embree's article are really broad theoretical
igsues which have been left largely implicit in the discussion.
That is, the controversy does not turn on the facts of Thail
society and culiture but around what these facts mean in terms
of more general theoretical concerns, The problem then may
not lie out there in some special Tfeatures of Thal society
(or the absence of special features) but in the unstated
theoretical assumptions with which Embree (and subsequent
discussants) approaches any society. Thus the resolution of
the dispute may depend more on recognizing what these
unstated agsumptions are and on theoretical discussion than
on empirical investigation and demonstration. If this is the
case, the resclution of the dispute may reveal more about the
state of social science theory in general than about the special
characteristics of loose sgtructure or the peculiar features
of Thai society in particular.

However Kirsch overstated his case for although it is
reasonable to shate that there is 'little disagreement among Thai
scholars concerning the raw observations and descriptions of
Thailand', it is unirue that'neither side has questioned or
impeached the evidence brought forward by its oponents'. Nor is it
acocurate to state as does Punyodyana (1969: » 83) that:

Embree's characterization of Thai social wvelations can be
simultanecusly accepted and rejected even on the basis of
the same body of facts or empirical data (Bmbree's ouwn not
excluded)y depending upon how they are interpreted.

Certainly, the validity of the loose structurists particular
hypothesis does turn on the facts., Por the anti-loose structurists,
myself included, both 'question and impeach' the validity of the

loose structurists' hypothesis on empirical grounds, on both
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normative and pragmatic levels.,  Fevertheless, Kirsch hit the
nail on the head when he said that the issues raised by Embree's
article are really 'broad theoretical issues' and it is what these
'facts' are taken to mean in Thail society and how they are
interpreted that is crucial. For it is the specialista' conceptual
framework that determines how he organises his data and the
impression that he gives.

With this in mind, it is possible to consider why the loose
structure hypothesis is inadequate for explaining Thai behaviocur.
The loose structure model is inadeguate to explain Thai
social behaviour because of certain fallacies and/or questionable
assumptions in Embree's Radcliffe.-Brownian conceptual framework,

assumptions which ave accepted uncritically by the majority of
his supporters.

The basic premises of the Radcliffe-Brownian school is that
behaviour is the owtcome of the normative rules and that these
rules are enforced by sanctions. Any individual's behaviour that
doesn't conform to the normative rules is considered to be
deviant. Radcliffe-Brownians also assume that the normative rules
in a society are relatively clearly defined and can be categorised
in terms of rights and duties and classified into roles. These
assumptions lead the Radeliffe-Brownians to focus their attention
onto the study of the normative rules alone and on social control

and deviance,




242

Prom his ardticle it.is clear.that fmbree is. following in the ..
Radcliffe-Brownian tradition, for.he toe focuses his atbtention on

the normative rules and sancitions. .Bub if attention is focused on.

the. .normative rules in Thai society it is apparent as Kirsch (1969: p56)
sayss. .. .. .. o o ‘ . L

the individual actor could not nhambigucusly be seen simply -
af 3 celléction of his role and collectivity memberghips. The’
actors significant social action and secial identity could not
be exhausted simply by isolatién and identifying hig involvement
in particular roles and collectivities. As in the convenbional
schema with which Embree was familiar, there was a "residual®
elemént, But unlike the tightly structured situation for which
the conevational theohy was adequate, the redidual element 1n
the Thal case could not convenlently be explained away as
idiosyncratic individual variation, a& "psychological," and thus
of no relevance to the social analyst. It could not be treated
in this way precisely because it was instititionalised, socially’
sanctioned and culturally defined, and because it very cled@Fly had
social relevance. , - : : : L

Thusg. if Thai society is studied from the point of view of the normative
rules alone, the analyst is confronted with this residual element, and
focusing attention on this residual element is liasble. to lead omne 1o
the. conclusion as. it didnﬂmbree,ithat'considerable variation of
dndividual behaviour is. sanctioned' and it logically leads to &
stress on individualism.

Similarly if atitention is focused on social centrol, as. Embree .
does in his article, then such a study is liable to reinforce the . impression
that the Thais are individualistic. For as Kirsch (1969: p56) points
~out in his own analysis on this points

(Embree's) Thai evidence indicated that the individual Thai actor
did not simply link himself to and identify himself with the
parbicular set of roles and collectivities in which he was involved.
The individual Thal actor might remain tied %6 these roles aill
collectivities, but then again he might notl...But in Japan when

an actor chose not'to identify himself with these parﬁicular roles
or enforcée ¢onformity or punlah hig non—conformity.’ IR Thailand
when an actor chose not to identify himself with his

particular roles and collectivities, no sanctions
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were mobilized. Hence in Thailand this could not simply
be seen as deviance as it could in Japan.

Thus a study of Social Sanctions in Thai wzociety, because
they are of minimal sodial significance, would logically lesad
the analyst, as it did Embree, to stress the autonomy of the
individual will,

Given the hasic assumption of the autonomy of the individual,
it was but a small logical step for HEmbree and the loose str@cturists
to assume as they do that, since the normative rules are not clearly
defined and sanctions are minimal, behaviour would therefore be
random and unpredictable, This model, as has bheen empirically
established, gives a false impression, Cbviously therefore, it is
inadequate to study Thai soclety from the point of view of the norms
and social sanctions for they cannot take into account other factors
which may afifect the choice of action.

It is open to debate whether it ie analytically useful +to
categorise Thai behaviour into roles at all, Mulder (1969: p20)
arguess

In all social interaction, in Thailand as in any place else,
beople meet as occupantﬁmggmﬁooial positions or roles, that can
N

be defined in structura sterms: there is nothing “"loose"

about that. If it were otherwise in Thailand, sociologists
and social anthropologists might better avoid Thai soclety
as an object of study.

A 'vole analysis' is based on the a priori assumption that it
is possible o categorise behaviour in a particular society, in
terms of rights and duties. In Thai sootety such a supposition is
oren to question.

It seems to me that Mulder, in the above quotation, confusea
status i.e. rank, with role i.e. the normative rights and duties
expected of an incumbent of g status., But in Thai society it is
very necessary to clearly differentiate them for although status
is very clear cut in Thai society, roles are not. From knowledge
of an individual's status it would be possible only to determine
the resources that the individual had control over. It would not

be possible to determine, except in the most general terms, how the
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individual status ipncumbent will act. for it would be up to
‘him to. determine his pattern. of bhehaviour. : .

. Mogel (1965) has attempted to deal with this problem by trying
to analyse Thei society in terms of generalized reles. For
instance he (19652 pp4~5) statess

In a éeﬁse we might say thet in Thal society there are two

- highly Zeneralized roles: superior and subordinate. Given these

two statuses or clusters of social characteristics the average

Thai. can easily make paired judgements. -

But such a concpetualisation as this is not analytically useful. It
is of such a hghh level of generality that it tells us little about
the content of the role-holders behaviour which is the aim of role
analysis in the first place.

Moreover classification of normative rules into Radeliffe. Srown
and Nadel type roles in a society such as the Thai, gives the impression
that behaviour is more normatively particularisfioally formalised
than it in fact isy, and d¢his ocan mislead the analyst. Certainly
the ease with which Thais move from role to role, often between .
disparate roles such as themovement.from peasant farmer tp bureaucrat,
has been remarked upon.(Hanks 1962)..But this ease.of movement can
easlily be undersiood if the diffusenesns of roles is.born in mind,
rather than the status aspect. Since in Thai society it is sbatus that
is. emphasized not role, neither. the status. incumbent or alber will
operate with a clear image of hew. the status. incumbent should act..
Providing the. individunal keeps within universalist limits any behaviour
is sanctioned. Given this factor neither the status incumbent or alter
will. see any contradiction in the role behaviour expected from the

indivildual who moves between disparate roles.
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Since in Thai society normative rules can be classified into
roles in only the most general terms, and sinme vrole analysis
presupposes Ffocusing attention on the norms, which it has been shown
in some societies such as the Thail tends to mislead, it is suggested
that structural functional role analysis of the Radcliffe-Brown o
Nadel type, should not be used as a conceptual framewerk for
studying Thai society. Infact the author tentatively suggests
that structural functionalism which was evolved to tackle the
problems confronting the anthropologists in unilineal societies
should no¥ be used as a model for the study of wnon-unilineal societies,
such as those found in Southeast Asia which are totally different,

But this does not mean that a defeatist attitude should be
taken by the anthropologist as Mulder suggests, that is, that the
anthropologist should 'avoid Thai society as an object of study.
Rather what is needed is a conceptual framework that can deal with
the problems confronting the anthropologist in the study of Thail
soclety.

4) An Alternative Model

If the loose structure concept is inadequate to explain Thai
social behaviour what sort of model should be used to analyse
Thai society? as Udy(1968: p490) says:

Everyone presumably agrees that the twentieth—century scientist,
as opposed. to his nineteenth—century counterpart, is no longer
trying to "discover reality" but, rathery is seeking to
understand observations by imposing different kinds of order

on them in the form of various mOdEﬁ$ exploring the implications

of each, and accepting one model as opposed to another on pragmiatic
grounds.,

Given Udy's criteria for the significance and validity of a model
which model would be the most useful for understanding Thal behaviour?
Various models have been suggested in the literature recently,
including Foster's 'dyadic contract' model, Redfield's 'Great and
Little Tradition', and Leach@s 'economics before kinship' model,
But there are various drawbacks to these modbRe.
Given the emphasis in Thai society on dyadic relations, the
informal dyadic reciprocal exchange of goods and services in Thai society,
it might seem that Foster's'dyadic contract' model which is orientated

around lhe study of the informal exchange of goods and services would
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be an ideal conceptual framework with which to analyse Thai socicty,
but Foster's 'dyadic contract' presupposes a clearly defined normative
system as can be seen from Foster's (1961: pll76) statements

The contractual principle enables the individual to disentangle
himself from the weight of ideal role behaviour implicit in the
totality of ascribed and achieved statuses he occupies in a
soclety and to make functional those relationships as he deems
necessary in every day life.

Thus unlike the dyadic exchange which is a formal principle in Thai
society, Foster's model is an informal structure underlying the
normative system and articulated in terms of and through it. Given
it's normative orientation the 'dyadic contract' model falls foul
to the same fallacies and inherent methodological difficulties as
Radcliffe Brownian role theory described previously.

lMoreover, as far as theories of 'peasant society' are concerned,
such as 'dyadic contract' and the 'Theory of Limited Good" (Foster~3965)
I agree with Kirsch's(1969: p. 58 ) view:

Within the context of the discussion of Embree's article, it
seems to me that several objeftions might be raised about applying
"peasant society theory" to Thailand., For one thing, this would
imply that the problems involved are eimply those of social
"oomplexit,” which is by no means clear... More importantmﬁ

the “theory of peasant society is little more than a collection
of dubious empirical generalizations fraught with as many
internal inconsistencies as Embree's article is with ambiguities
(see the incisive comments of Kennedy and Piker 1966). Turning
to the theory of peasant society is unlikely to solve the kind
of problems involved in the discussions of loose structure.

Even Redfield's hypothesis that peasant socicty is a 'part' society,

a Little ¥radition, incapsulated in a Great Tradition — a High Culture,
has 1ts drawbacks. Not only does Kirsch's criticism above apply to it
too but his argument that the system of belief in peasant society

is a refraction of and a dilute version of the high culture, a
hotch-potch of unrelated ideas and customs is open to criticism., For
as girsch (1967) has clearly shown, peasant systems of belief are

a structurally and functionally inter-related mass and form a

cbherent whole. Since Redfield's (1968) basic premisﬁgs fallacious it
doee not seem worhtwhile to use it as a model for the study of Thai

soclety.
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Leach's ‘thesis that the 'constraints of cconomics are
prior to the constraints of morality and law has i{i} points, in
that it would emnable the analyst to deal with the flerible and
diffuse universalist norms. Leach's argument, which he spells out
in a discussion of the social organisation of Pul Eliya is concisely
put by Wijewardene (1966: p95) in his study of South Village in
which he attempts to assess the validity of Leach's hypothesis in
Thai society. Leach's argument Wijewardene says runs more ar less
as follows:

The natural enviromment amts as a constraint chiefly through
the scarcity of water. Within the limits imposed by the
environment, the tank, the house sites and the fields have

- been laild out in a particular way., It is easier for 2ll the
community to adapt social relations to the velatively invariant
layout of the fields, than to change the latier to conform te
an ideal pattern of social relations. The socisl structure of
the community, which here means such things as the pattern &
marital choice, co-operative groups and political alliances,
is dictated by the invariant structure of the fields. Through
a detalled analysis of factionalism, land transactions and
marriages over a period of sevenbty-five years, Leach concludes
that'Pul Eliya is a society in which locality and not descent
forms the basis of corporate grouping.!

Although Leach's argument seems to hold up well for Pul Eliya
cociety, in his hypothesis he is postulating a priowxi that 'the
ceonstraints of economics are prior to the constraints of morality and
law,' But this theoretival and philosophical assumption cannot be

g priori considered valid for all societies, certainly not for
Thai society. For as has been pointed out previously in chapter
3, Wijewardene (1966: p10l1) comes to the conclusion in his article
thats

the invariant aspects of landed property are matched by
egually iunvariant aspects of law and morality - of the system
of values.

Thus Leach's thesis that ' the constraints of morddity are prior
to the constraintes of morality and law! is not a matter that
can be apriori assumed, but is a matter for empirical investigation

in a society.
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Even so, although leach's philosophical assumptions are open %o
question, his model does sensitize us to the importance of taking
into account ecological, demographic, environmental and economic
factérs, if Thai social behaviour is to be understood adequately.
Factors that have also been shown to be imporitent throughout this
thesis to the understadding of social action.

Thus as has been pointed out, not only should norms be
clearly differentiated from actual behaviour and the relationship
between the two be a primary concern of the anthropologist.But =o
too should the reelationship between the norms, actual behaviour
and these ecological, environmmental, demographic factors be
taken into account if a satisfactory understadding of the
medhanism of social behaviour are to be achieved.

But attempts at studying society so far have generally
concentrated on either one or the other of these variables. The
Socioclogy of Kwowledge school, for instance, emphasizing the importance
of ideas. They see ideas az a fFfame of reference for action and thus
prior o action and are enclined to orientate their analyses around
the siudy of iﬁeas; Whilet specialiste with Marxist leanings
stress the importance of economic variableg as being prior to
ideas. Ideas for them are the expression of group economic interest and
Tthus of little sodbological significance. Thus in their analymes
they tend not to take ideas into account, or define them away or
understress their importance. But as Udy (1968: p490) says:

the question of the importance of the folk modles, relative

to other patterns of social phenomena, as sources of theoretical
explanation., The probleme# of the#® relationship, under various
conditions, of folk modles on the cultural level to other
patterns manifest on the morphological, syetematiw, group, and
individual levels of social structure is a matter Bf empirical
investigation, ®he answer to which can hardly be assumed away

or defined out of existence

Whus gince this critique of loose structure has shown that such factors
as ecology, world view, social structure, demography, environ@ﬁyt

and so forth hawe to be taken into account if actual Thail behaviour

is to be understood ailsfactorlly, dheiauthor intends to fit these

factors in to the hé%%%%e@&s that is about to be described.
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Given the fact that as far as anthropology is concerned,; Thai
studies have hardly got off the ground, in fact even now there is
very little reliable data of a sociological nature available, whab
is needed is not an all embracing blanket term like 'loose structure!
which obscures the issues, but a general orientation, a basic
conceptual framewcrk which can be used as the basis for more "low
level? hypotheses. Since in Thal society as Moerman states patiterns
are more statistical than jural, it is tentatively suggested that
these statistical vatterns be studied. The factors e.g. social
structure, world view, ecology, demography etc that act as constraints
and. incentives on individual behaviour and which channel behaviour
into statistical patterns to be the fdcus of study. Such a model as
this would of course be able to deal with the so-called amorphous
and unpredictable nature of Thai society, for the loose structurist's
‘random' behaviour would be able to be studied and classified
statistically.

This model owes much to the'Bergen Transactional School'. But
unlike the Bergen model, which is orientated around the study of the
individual and is based on the erroneous nineteenth century assumpiion
of rational man i.e. that an individual's de%&isions are the result
of the rational weighing up of alternatives, and is a model based on
a dubious definition of values. This model because it focuses attention
on the study of factors that act as constraints and incentives and on
statictical patterns of behaviour omits these errors.

Such a model ar this will not juct be 'butiterfly collecting'! like
the loose etructure model. It will attempt to explain why the
statistical patterns evolve in the way that they do. As Barth (1966: p2)

Bxplanation is not achieved hy a derscription of the patterns

of regularity, no matter how meticulous and adequatep nor by
replacing this description by other abstractions congruent with it,
but by exhibiting what makes the patternsi.e. certain processes.

To stndy mocial forms, it is certainly necessary but hardly
cufficient to be able to describe them, to give an explanation of
coclal forms, it is sufficient to describe the processer that
generate the forma,

1 Barth relates values to the individual alone. He does not take into
account the significance of the world view as a system, that is the
gignificance of the content and interconnectedness of ideas as
factors which channel and constrain behaviour. Yet as the previous
study of Japan has shown it is very necessary to take them into
account if behaviour is to be fully understood.
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Moreover this will be a processual model. It will be able to
account for change. Phillips stated that a point in favour of the
loose structure! model was that it could account for change
whereas the conevntional structural studies could not. It is
certainly true as has been continually pointed out in the
theoretical literature in the last decade or so that conhﬁﬁtﬁonal
Radcliffe“Browﬁadn 'equilibrium® type models have gifficulty
taking into account social change. But this criticism also holds
true of the 'loose structure! moded too, for the loose structure
emphasis on random and unpredictable behaviour can result in only
very superfical descriptive accounts of change, it cannot take into
account the principles that underly change. Bub as Barth €1966:p2)
arguess

If a concept of process ig Lo be analytically usefal, it must
refer to something that governs and effects activity, something
that restricts and canalizes the possible course of evenbs.
These restrictions should go beyond what can be contained in
static or general kinds of limitations., Just as the description
of dbscket is more than a description of the binding rules, =o

a description of process of interaction should conatain more
than a listing of reciprocal obligations. The study of process
must be a study of necessary of probable interdependencies which
govern the course of events.exhibit what makes the pattern.

The loosge structurists, of course, have argued that because of the
individualiam® of the Thai, social behaviour in Thai society is
very difficult to predict. But if the proposed model were used to
study Thai social behaviour, it should in principle, if the piingigkff
underlying the statistical patterns of behaviour are analysed,ato
predict social action. Of course, it is accepted that it is
philosorhically debatable as to whether it is possible to predict
individual or trends of behaviour. Some specialists such as
ha,yek (19%4 ) argue that it is philosophically and for methods logically
impossible for social hehaviour to be predictable i.e. the situdy
of man is essentially impressionistic.

But although 'prediotabiéty' in the social sciences is still
very much an oven question,lheverhheless the Bergen School
has had some success in this pursuit. Horowitz(1967)'s recent
gtudy of the principles underlying conjugale patterns in the
Hest Indies is a good example of such an approach. Therefore on
pragmatic grounds it seems analytically worthwhile for the

anthropologist to structure his model so that it is capable of prediction.




The aim of the seocial anthropologist should be the suggestion
of hypotheses which can be tested empirically. Unlike the blanket
term 'loose siructure' which hags not generated any significant
hypotheses and which has led anthropolegists to ask the wrong
questions for almost twenty years, this model, because it is of a
high level of generality should lead to a plethoma of hypotheses,,
both empirical and conceptual, as te the relationship between the
variables that act as constraints and incentives on action.

It is hoped that this is but the first of many models to
be offered as aids for understanding the Thal, be they behavioural
or ideological in orientation, For what is needed in Thal studies,
given the present stage of development, is not a hypothesis
that purports to be an accurate empirical description of Thai
scoiety as does 'loose structure', thus being an intelleciunal
straimetjacket that inhibits further analysis, but a model that will
aid the analyst in furthering the understanding of the Thais, which
after all should be the aim of the Thal specialist.




252

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

AMYOT, J. 1965. Provisional Paper on Changing Patterns of Social
Structure in Thailand 1957-1965, India, Delhi. T:
Uneeco Rerearch Gentre.
ANDREUWS, J. 1935fﬁ§iam: Second. Rural BEconomic Survey 1934-35, Bangkok.
AYABE T, 1961, The Village of Ban Pha Xhao, Vientiane Province.
EDT, Halpern. J, Los Angeles: University of California

Press.
AYAL, B. 196I. Thailand's Bconomic Development, Pacific Affairs,Vol34,nc2.
BAILEY, T.G. 1957. Caste and the Jconomic Frontier, Manchester:

Manchester University Press.

BANTON, M, 1965. Roles: An introduction to the study of social relations,

London.,
BARBER, B. 1968, Social Stratification, Intemmational Encyclopedia of

the Social Bciences, Vol 15, U.S.A. T%e Macmillan
Company & The Free Press.
BARTH, P, 1966, Models of Social Organisation, Occasional Paper no 23,
London: R.A.L,
BEARDSLEY R. et al. 1962, Community and Kinship Organizations, in

Japanese Character and Culture, EDT,
2ilberman, B. Apizona, Tuscon: Universiiy
of Arizana Press.

BEATTIE J. 1964. Other Cultures: Aims, methods and achievements in

social anthropology,London,

BELLAH, R. 1957. Tokugawa Religion, Illinoidis, (Glencoe: The Free Press.
BENEDICT, R. 1967. The Chrysanthemum and the Sword, London.

1952. Thai Culture and Behavioy, Data Paper no 4, New York

Ithacas Cornell University, Dept. of Far Baggern

Studies, Southeast Asia Program.

1958
BLANCHARD, H}SEE al Thailand: Its people, its society, ids culture,

Connecticut, New Haveng HRAT Prese.

BRAMLEY, J. 1969. The relationship between the monastic and lay

communities in Ayutthaya, central Thailand,

London, The University of London, Ph, D. Thesis,




253

CALDWELL, J. 1967. The Demographic Structure,.in Thailands Social

and Heonemic. Studies in Development, EDT. Bilcock,, T.

Ganberra: . Australian University FPress.. . .
CHAPMAN, E., & ALLEN, A, 1965, Internal Wigration in Thailand, New Zealand, °
Hobarts Paper presented to ANZAAS

Conference, Section P,

CORNELL, J. 1962. Buralu Social Organisation and Community Life,.in.
Japanese Charaoter,and Culture, EDT,. Silberman, B.

. . Arizona, Tuscon: University of Arizona Press.
CoTTRELL, 1964. Individualism, in A Dictionary of the Secial Sciences,
- .EDT, Gould J. & Kolbh, W. o :
CREDNER, W. 1935. Culitural and Geographic Observations made in_the Tali
(Y#tnnan) Region with Special Regard to the. Nan.Chao
Problem, translated.from German by Seidenfegden,H.
. Bangkok: Siam Society. : : -
DE YOUNY, J. 1955. Village Life in Modern Thailand, Berkeley and
.Losx Angeless University of California.Press.
EMEREE, J. 1950, Thailand -~ A Loesely Structured.Bocial Syetem,
. American Anthropdlogish, Vel 52. L
EVANS PRITCHARD, B. 1940. The Nuer, Oxfords Oxford University Press.
EVERS, H. 1966. The Formation.of. a.Social Class Structure: Urbanization,

Bureaucratization and\Sooial.Mobility in Thailand, in

. American. Sociological Review,. 31, .. . .
1967. Elites ond Selection with Silcock, T in Thailand:

Social and.Beonemic Studies in Development, BDT.

Silcock, T. Canberras Australian National University
‘ Press. :
1968. The Buddhigt Sangha in Ceylon and Theilands A
Comparative Study of Pormal Organizationsg in two.

. Non- Indusirial Societies, Sociologus N.S. 18, 1.

1969. Iniroduction in Loosely Structured Social Systems:

Thailaend in Comparative Perspective, Connecticut,
New Haven: Yale University, Southeast Asia Studies,
. Cultural Report Series no 17.
1969, Nodels of Social Systems: Loosely and Tightly Structured,
in Loosely Structured Social' Systems: Thailand in




254

Comparativa.Perspéctive:"Gonnecticut, New Haven:
Yale University, Southeast Asia Studies, Cultural
Report Series.no 17.

FELTHOUSEN, N. 1965. A Demographic fnalysis of Thailand, New York,

Ithaca, Cornell University, Asian Studies Seminar

on Thailand.
FIRTH, R. 1951 Blements of Social Organization, London..
.1964. Essays.on Social Organization and Values, London...

BOSTER, G. 1961, The Dyadic. Contract: A Model .mfor the .Social.Structure
of a Mexican Peasant Village, American Anthropologist,

. Vol 63.. S N .
1963. The Dyadic Contract in Tzin®zun tzan Il Paﬁron/ﬁllent

. Relations, . American Anthropologist, Vol 65....

1965. Peasant. Sociedy. and. the. Image of Limited Good,

.American Anthropologist, Vol 67.
FREEMAN, J. 1961, On.the Concept of the Kindred, Journal of the
Royal Anthropological Ingtitute,. Vol 91,
GOLDSEN, R & RALIS, M. 1957. Faotors velating to acceptance of innovations 7
in Bang Chan, Thailand, Ithacas Gornell 3

University, Dept of Far Bast Asian Studies,
.Southeast Asia Program.

GORER, G. 1962. Themes in J_panese Culture, in Japanese Character and

Culture, EDT. Silberman,. B..Arizona, Tuscons
University of Arizona Press.
GRAHAM, H. & GRAHAM, J. 1958. Some EBhanges in Thai .Family Life, Bangkok:

Thammasat University, Institute of Public

Administration.
GRAHAM, W. 1924, Siam, London: 2 Vols.
HAAS, M. 1951. The Yeclining Descent Rule for Rank in Thailands A

Correction, American Anthropologist, Vol 53.
HAMBURGER, L. 1967. Fragmented Society: The. Structure of Thai Nusic
Sociologus Vol 17, no l.
HANKS, J. 1963. Maternity and its Rituals in Bang Chan, New York,
Ithacat Cornell University, Dept. of Asian Studies,

Southeast Asia Program, Dada Paper no 5.




255

HANKS, L & HANKS, J. 1963. Thailand: Equality between the Sexes, in

HANKS, L. 1958

. Women in New Asia, BDT. Ward, B. Parisj Unesco.

Indifference. to.Modern Tducation.in a Thai Farming

Community, Himan Orgenization, 1T..

1962,

1963.

HARING, D 1962,

Hanck, H. 1958,

Merit and Power in the.Thal Social Order, American
Anthropologist, Vol 64.

Two Visions of Freedoms Thai and American, in
Felicitations Volumes of. Sountheast Asian. Studies
presented te His Highneses Prince Dhaninivat, Bangkoks
Siam Society, Voll.

Japanese National Gharacter, in Japanese Character and

Gulture, EDT. Silberman, B..Arizona, Tuscons

. University of Arizona Press.

Food Habits and Nutrient Intakes. in a Siamese Villages
Studies in.Bang Chan 1952-54, New York, .Ithaca:. Cornell

University, Dept. pf Far Bastern Studies, Southeast

. Asian Program.

HAYEK, F. 1964.

The Counter-Revolubion of Sciencek Studies in the Abuse

_of Reasons London.

HOROWITZ} M., 1967. A Deedsion Model of Conjugal Patterns in Martinique,

. Man, N.3. Vobi.2, no3.

HORRIGANY P. 1962, Brovincial Govermment and Administration, in Problems

HULSE, F. 1948.

of Politics and Administration. in Thalland, EDT.
Suttén, .J. Indiana, . Bloominghon:. Uﬁlverslty of . ...
Indiana, Institute.of Training for Public Service,
Dept. of Government.

Conventiéen ang, Reality in Jepanese Culiure, Southwestern

..dJournal of Anthropology, Vol 4, nod.

INGRAM, J. 1955& Beonomic Ghange in Thailand since 1850, Stanfords

Stanford University Press.

INGERSOLL, J, 1966. The Priest.Role in Central Thailand, in

Anthropological Studies in Theravad Buddhism, EDT
Nash, M. Connecticut, New Havens Yale University, .

Southeast Asia Studies, Gultural Report Seriesnol3.

JANLEKHA, K. 1955. A Study of the Fconomy of a Rice Growing Village

in Central Thailand, Ithaca, Cornell University, Ph.D.
Thesi Se




256

KARNJ ANAPRARKORN, C, 1962, Municipal Government in Thailand as. an

Institution and Process of SBelf- Government,

Bangkok, Institute of Public Administration,

Thammasat University.

KAUFMAN, H. B960. Bangkhuad: A community study in Thailand, New Yorkj

Association for Asian Studies, Monographs of the

Association for Asien Studies.

XEYES, C. 1965. Isan in a Thai State: a brief survey of the Thai

"Northeastern Problem", Ithaca, Cornell University,

Asian Studies 502 Heminar on Thailand, Draft Version,

~mimeographed.

1966, Bthnic Identity and Loyalty of Villagers in Northeastern

Bhailand, Asian Survey, T.

1966b. Review of Thai Peasant Personality by Herhert P,

Phillips, American Anthropologist, Vol 68,

1967, Isan: Regionalism in Northeastern Thalland, New York,

Ithaca; Cornell University, Dept. of Asian Studies.
KICKERT, R.lgg%g Terng, Bangkok: unpublished ms.
KINGSHILL, K. 1960, Xu Daeng — the red tomb, a village study in

Northern Thailand, Thailand, Chiengmai: The

Prince Royal's College.

KIRSCH, A. Thomas, 1966a., Review of Thai Peasant Personality by Herbert

P, Phillips, Annals of the American Academy

of political and Social Science, 336.

1966b. Development and Mobility among the Phu Thai

1967.

1969,

of Northeast Thailand, Asian Survey T.

Phu Thai Religious Syncretism, Massachussetts,
Cambridges Harvard University, Unpublished
Ph.d. Thesis.

Loose structure: Theory or description, in

Loosely giructured social systems: Thailand

in comparative perspective, EDT. Bvers, H.
Connecticut, New Haven: Yale University,
Southeast Asian Studies, Cultural Report Peries
no 17.

B
R




257

KROEBER, A. 1948, Anthropology, New York, Harcourt and Brace &.Co,
KUNSTADTER, P. 1967, Tribes, Minorities. and Nations.of Southeast Asia,

- .Princeton: Princeton University Press.. . .
LADD THGMAS, A, 1962. The. Thal. Bureaucracy,.New Zealand Journal of

. Public Administratian.
LBACH, E. 196la. Rethinking Anthropology, London.
1961b. Pul Bliya: 4 Village in Ceydon, Cambridges Cambridge

UaneT“lty Press. .
1964. Political Systems of Highland Burma,.London.
LEBAR, P. et al, 1964. Ethnic Groups of Mainland Southeast Asia?
Comnecticut, New Havens Human Relations Area Files.
LE 1MAY, R. 1935. An Asian Arvcady: The Land and People of Northern Siam,
. Cambridge,
LEVI STRAUSS, CG. 1953. Social Structure in. Anthropology..Todgy,,. EDT.
. Kroeller, A. Illimois, Chicago: Uéiversity o .Chicago
1963. Structural Anbhropologv, New York/London, Basic
. ) .Books. .
LINTON, R 1936. The Study of Men, London.
LIPBET, S & BENDIX, R. 1959. Social Nobility in. Industrial Society,.
Berkeleys University..of California Press.
LONG, J. 1965 A Social amd. Beonomic. Survey.of Changwad Xhonkaen,
.Bangkoks Karsetsart University.. .
HMADGE, C. 1954. Report on the Survey of Villages in Northeasterh
Thailand, Previsional Draft., UNTAA.
MAINE, H, Sir. 1905. Ancient Law, London.
MALINOWSKI, B. 1931l. Culture,.in IEncyclopedia of the Social Sciences,,
New York, Macmillan and Co.
MANNHEIM, X, 1956. Bssays in the Sociology of Culture, London
MAYER, A, 1966. The significance of Quasi~ Groups in the Study of
. Gompléx Societies,, in The Social Anthropology of Complex

Societies, EDT. Banton, M. London.




258

MINISTRY OF NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT., 1964. Relationship between Land

- Penure and Rice Production in 5 Gentral Provinces.

L - Land Development Dept, Land Policy Division.
MOBRNMAN, M. 1965 Eithnic. Idenflcatlon in a Complex. lemllzatlon: Who
_ Ape BHE LUB? American Anthropologist,.Vol.67..
1966,Ban Ping's Temples The Center of a 'loosely Structured®

Society in Anthropoloegical Studies in Theravada Buddhism,
EDT, Nash, M, Connecticut, New Haven: Yale University,
.Southeast. Asia Studies, Cultural Report Series no 13,
1967. A Minority and its Eovernment‘ THe. Thai-Lue. of.
Nopthern Thailand, in Trlbes, Minorities. and.Nations
of Southeast Asia, BDT. Kunstadter, P. Vol 1.

. Princetons Princeton University Press.

1968, Agricultural Change and Peasant Choice. in a Thai Village,

~ Berkeley, University of California Press.
1969a. The Thai Village Headman.as a S¥noptic leader,,
- Journal of. Asian Studies, Vol 33 no 3.
1969b. The Study of Thai Society:. Summary Comments,

in Loosely Strucitured Social. Systems: Theiland in

Comparative Perspective, EDT. Bvers, H. Connecticut,
New Haven: Yale University, Gultural»Report Series no 17.
MOLONEY, J. 1962 Child Trainigg and Japanese Conformity, in Japanese

Character and Culture, EDT., Silberman, B. Arizona,
Tuscons University of Arizona Press..
MOSEL, J, 1957 Thai Administrative Behavior, in Toward a Comparative
Study of Public Administration, BDT. 8iffin, W. Indiana,
Bladomington: Indiana University, Yept. of Governmenit.
1965. Some“Notes.on.Selﬁ, Role and Role Behavior &f Thail

Administrators, Ithacas Cornell University, Asian

Studies Seminar 502 on Thailand, mimeographed.
1967, Fatalism in Thai Buresucratic Decision Making,

. Human Organization. -
WULDER, J. 1968a. Origin,=Rdvelopment and Use of the Concept of 'Loose

Structure' in the Literature about Thailand: An

Bvaluation, Philadelphia: Paper for presentation at

the Annval Meeting of the Association for Asian Studies.
1968b, Merit, Monks and Motiva$ion: An Investigation of the

Motivational @Qualities of Buddhism in Thailand, Illinois,

&
,ekalbs Northern Illinois University, Centre for Asian

&hdia;




259

MULDER, J. 1969. Origin, Development, and Uce of the Concept of

"Loogse Structure” in the literabture about Thallands

An Fvaluation,in Loosely Structured Social SyStems:

Thailand in comparadive perspective, EDT. livers, H.
Connecticut, New Haven: Yale University, Southeast
Asia Btudies, Cultural Report Series no 17.

NADEL, 8§ 1957. The Theory of Social Structure, London.

NAGEL, B, 1961. The Structure of Science: Problems in the Logic of

Scientific Bxplanation? London.

NAKANE, C, 1967. Kinship and Beonomic Organization in Rural Japan, London.
NG, R. 1968. A Study of Recent Internal Migration in Thailand,Salford,
Paper presented at the Salford Conference of the Study

Group in Population Geography, Institute of British
Geographers, Section C. Mimeographed.

PALLEGOIX, J. Mgr. 1854. Description du royaume Thai ou Siam, Paris.

PARSONS, T. 1946. Population and Social Structure, in Japan's Prospect,

EDT. Haring, D. Massachussetts, Canmbridge: Harvard
University Press.
PHILLIPSY H. 1965, The Social System, London

PHILLIPS,H, 1965, Thal Peasant Personality: The Patterning of Interpersonal

Behavior in the Village of Bang Chan , Berkeley &

Los Angelkes: University of California Press.

1969. The Scope and Limits of the 'Loose Structure' Concept,

in Loosely Structured Seccial Systems: Thailand in
Comparative Perspeciive, BDT. Hvers, H. Connecticut,
New Haven; Yale University, Southeast Asian Studies,
Cultural Report Series, no 17.
PIKER, S. 1968a, Friendship to the Death, Human Organization, 1968.
19681y Sources of Stability and Instability in Rural Thai

society, Journal of Asian Studies, 27.

1969, "Looge Structure" and the fnalysis of Thai Social

Organization, in Loosely Struvtured Social Systems:

Thailend in Comparative Perspective, EDT, Bvers, H.
Connecticut, New Haveni Yale University, Southeast

Asia Btudies, Cultural Report Series no 17.




260

PUNYODYANA, B. 1969, Social Sitructure, Social.System, and two Levels

of Analysis: A Thal view, In Loosely Structured

Social Systems: Thailand in Comparative Perspective,

EDT, Evers, H. Connecticut, New ﬁaven: Yale University

Southeast Asia Studies, Gultural Report Series no
17.. .

RADCLIEFE BROWN, A. 1949. Social Structure EDT, Fortes, M. London.

1950, African Systems of Kinship and Marriage,EDT.

London.

1952, Stpucture and Function in Primitive Socimty,

.. London. : : .

RADJADHON, A, Phya, 1954. The Story of Thai Marriage Custom,. Bangkoks

National Cultural Institute, Thailand
Culture Series,.no 13. .
REDFIELD, R. 1960. The Little Community and Peasant Society and Calture,
. . Chicago, Chicago.University Press.

REX, J. 1961 Key ﬁroblems of Sccioclogical Thedry,.London.

RIDENQUR, G. 1965. The Structure and Internal Processes of the Givil,.
Bureaucracy in the Kingdom of Thailand and its Role
in Naiiogglﬁgevelopment,NNewwyork,.Ithaoa:

Cornell University, Asian Studies 502 Seminar on
o Thailand. : o . : : Co-
RIGGS, F., 1961. The Ecology of Public Administration, London/Bombay:

A

, The Asia Publishing House, e .
1962, Interest and Clientele Groups,.in Pridbléms of Politics

and. Administration in.Thailand, Indiana, Bloomingtons
- University of Indiana, Dept. of Govermment.
1966, Thaildnd: The Modernization of a.Bemeaucratic Poliity,
Honolulu: Bast-West Center Press.
RUDOLPH, L & S. 1967. The Modernity of Tradition: Political Development
in India, Chicago, University of Chicago Press..
SHOR, B. 1960. The Thai Bureanwcracy, Administrative Soience. Quarterly.
SITFIN, W. 1962. Personnel Processes of the Thai Bureaucracy, in

Papers in Comparative Public Administration, . EDT
Heady, F & Stokes, 8. University of Michigan.
1966. The Thai Bureaucracy: Institutional Change and Dev—

elopment, Honolulus Bast-West Center.




261

SHARP, L et al, 1953, Siamese Rice Village: A Preliminary Study of

Bang Chan 1946-49, Bangkok: Cornell Research Center,
SKINNER, G. 1957. Chinese Society in Thailand, New York '

1958. Leadership and Power in the Chinese Community in

Thailand, New York,

SMITH, R. 1961. The Japanese Rural Community: Norms, Sanctions o

Ostracism, American Anthropologist, Vol 63.

SOLHEIM, W. 1964. Thailand and Prehistory, Silpakorn(Social Science

Review).
SOONTORNPASUCH, S, 1963. The Thai Femily: A Study of kinship and

marrigge among the Gentral Thai PeaBantyy,
London, M.A. Thesis,
STERVSTRIN, L. 1965. A Critigue of Thai Population Data, Pacific

Viewpoint. 6.
TAMBLAH, S. 1966, Review of Thai Peasant Perconality by Herbert H,
Phillipg, Han 1.
1968, The Ideology of Merit and the Social Correlates of

Buddhism in a Thai village, in Dialectiv in Practical

Religion, EDT. Leach, B. Cembridge:s Cambridge University
Press., Cambridge Papers in Social Anthropology no 5.
TEXTOR; R. 1961, From Peasant to Pedicab Driver, Connecticut, New

Havens Yale University, Southeast Asia Studies,
Gultural Beport Series no 9.
1967. Problems of Thai Peasant Personality Research: Review

OF Herbert P. Phillips® "Thal Peasant Personslity:

The Patternine of Interperszonal Behavior in the

Village of Bang Chan, Journal of Asian Studies, 26.
THARA MATHAJ, €. 1961. A Study of the Composition of the Thai Civil

Service, Bangljok: Thammasat University, Institute
of Public Administration.
TIRABUTANA, P. 1958. A Simple one: The Story of a Siamese Girlhood,

New York, Ithaca: Dept. of Far Fastern Studies,

doutheast Asia Program, Data Paper no 30,




R62

TYLOR, .. Sir 1871, Primitive Culiure, London.

UDY, S. 1968. Social Structural Analysis, in International Bncyclopedia
of the Social Sciences, U.S.A. The Maomillan Co & the
Free Press.

WALES, H.G. Quaritch, 1934. Ancient Siamesé Government and Administration,.

London. . .
WHEWELL, W, 1860, On the Philosophy of Discovery, London.
WIJEYGHARDENE, G. 1965, A Note on Irrigetion and Asrioulbure in a
North Thei Village, in Felicitations Volumes

of Southeast Asian Studies presented to.Hig
. Highness Prince Dhaninivat, Siam Society, Vol 2.
1966, A Comparative Note on Bcology and Social Structuee,,
Man, Vol 1 no 2 W.S.

1967. Some aspects of rural life in Thailand,. in

Thailands Social and Boonomic Situdies in
Development, BDt. Silcock, T. Canberra,
_ o Australian National University Press. .
WILEON, D. 1959a. Thailand.in Governmment and Politics &af Southeast Asia,
- New York, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
19590, Thailand snd Marxism, in MHarxiem in Southeast Asla,. .
_ - BEDT. Trageer, F. Stanford: Stanford University Press.
WOODWARD, H. 1965: Who mre the Ancestors of the Thail, Silpakon (Social
o Science review). .
YOUNG, B, 1900, The Kingdom of the Yellow Robe, London . .
YOSHIDA, T. 1963. Culiural Integration and Change.in Japanese Uillmges,

American Anthropologist, Vol 65.
ZIMMERMAN, G. 1931, Siams Rural Economic Survey 1930-31, Bangkoks

Bangkok Times Press.

* Wijeyeq?dene has been mig-spelt throughout this thesis as Wijewardene.




Amphoe

Aw haeng
Awraeng
Ayutthaya
Bab
Bhikkhus
Bun
Buklkha
Choey

Jap jawng

Kamnan
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274 112
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' TallZ L
04 #41

vl

341
41, f

&‘U?M

n14f4d

Kathin Ceremony 'ﬂﬁ‘

Kha~cang
Ihammic
Xhauraeng
Kreengcal
Muuban
Nibphaen
Pan

Pay thiaw

Phansaa
Phujaiban
Phuuv nooy
Phuu yaay
Phyyng
Rai
Sakdii naa
Sanvg
Tambon
Tham diie
Wat

dai

n1ats

n¢rv
107,

msre
'afAsd
Bwwiv

Ju
R 7
'frﬂma

w”fmv

Ty

ﬂmﬁm

rn"x’d' M'ﬂ/

dii ﬂ'ﬂ-h?

fo

District

Type of exchange labour in Ban Ping
Type of exchange labour in Central Phaiss
014 capital in Central Thailand.

8in

Monks

Herit

Sorrow K
Calmness in the face off difficulties
Squatter's rights.

Commune headman

Ceremony at which robes are given 1o
priests.

Wage

Karma,

Type of labour in Gentral Plains

To be reluctant bo impose upon.
Village

Nirvana

Gift, receiving

'going around' form of journey generally
undertaken by young men.

Lenten Season

Headman of village

'ittle man' —client

'Big man' -patron

Respect, to depend on for help
Measurement: two fifths of an acre
Traditional Ranking Bystem.

Plearure

Connmune

Do goods receive good

Honastery

*This glossary does not include all the Thai words used by this
thesig, for it has proved impossible to discover the Standard Thai
equivalents for some of the words used, especially the dialect
words. The author has retained the Romanised version used by the
authors cited in this thesis. Where the author has introduced Thai

words, 'Mary Haas!

orthography has been followed where possible,




