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occupants, domestic, The Kom tribeisone of the tribal communities in the Northeastern states that inhabit all the bill
traditional building pattern, | districts of Manipur. This paper mainly aims to find out and interpret the interrelation between
household structure, Kom traditional domestic household patterns (such as shape and size, area, walls, post and post
socio-economic, Koms spacing, and architecture) and the occupant’s socio-economic and affluence in ethnoarchaeological

perspectives. It also seeks to find out the archacological signatures focusing on the reuse and discard
pattern of material remains of household structures and tries to bring out the wealth status of
ancestral Koms. Ethnographic data are used to study the structural pattern of traditional domestic
buildings. It belps to predict the socio-economic and wealth characteristics that reflect the household
structure and thereby reconstruct the wealth status of the past Kom society.

Introduction

Studies in household Archaeology have been conducted since the 1970s and 1980s (Ashmore and
Wilk1988, Robin 2003, Sabloft and Ashmore 2001, Wilk and Rathje 1982)’. It emerged as a research
topic to reconstruct and understand the past, focusing on the settlement and material culture pattern
within the domestic sphere. Specific treatments have also been presented for a number of different
regions, including the Maya area (Robin 2003), western Mesoamerica (Santley and Hirth 1993),
Andean South America (Nash 2009), and the coast of the northwestern United States and western
Canada (Ames, Smith, and Bordeau 2008; Sobel, Gahr, and Ames 2006). In the earlier household
archaeological work, the developmental stage of cultural evolution and structure of society viewed
through the study of domestic architectural forms is cleared (Morgan 1963:5). Difterent scholars on
household archaeology as an analytical unit to understand the economic organization and its relation
to architectural changes of domestic structure, economic heterogeneity encompasses within the
household members has been noted (Redman 1982 and Hunter-Anderson 1977).

Ethnographic and ethnoarchaeological studies have been utilized to analyze the ancient households
(Ashmore and Wilk 1988; Foster and Parker 2012; Wilk 1988; Wilk and Rathje 1982)’. Notable, Sweitz
(2012), in his research worked at Hacienda, Mexico, it was found that the architecture of the built
environment embodied wealth, power, occupation, and ethnicity, following the concept that “the findings
of archacologically inequal pattern denotes the status difference.” Aspects of household status and wealth
are expressed in architecture, material displays, the complexity of structure, cost of building materials, and
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labour both quantitatively and qualitatively (Sweitz, op. cit). So, individual decisions according to the extant
economic condition and cultural values are embodied in the architecture and social spaces that compose
the built environment (Sanders1990:43). Kamp (2000) in his ethnoarchaeological study on “affluence and
image of Syria village”, findings revealed; the spatial and architectural features of the compound seem to
provide equally good indices of household demography and economic status than the compound contents.
So, he further suggested that the task of an archaeologist is to determine which compound features are
more expensive according to the local standards to function as an indication of wealth.

On the other hand, Kramer’s (1979) ethnoarchaeological study on household from a socio-economic
perspective in a Kurdish village in Iraq also signifies a much stronger correlation between wealth and
dwelling area for thelanded than those of landless compounds while there was asignificant weak relationship
between wealth and population density. Pluckhahn’s (2010) review worked on the development
approaches of household study in the southeastern states of the United States could identify six themes:
production and consumption, status differentiation, agency and power, gender, ritual and symbolism,
and identity and ethnicity. These themes help study household in other parts of the world (Robin 2003).
Ultimately, the household architectural pattern can be used as an indicator to decipher the link between
structural variability and social-economic and wealth status. The only broadest and barest pattern (house
type, structure, architecture, wall post size, height and spacing, shape, and area) of household structure
is possible in this study. Because in North Eastern India, studies in the household could be frequently
confounded by generally poor preservation and perishable vernacular house raw material used by the
Indigenous people. This might be the reason there is no extensive regional household study yet. Due to
poor preservation and perishable building raw material used and insubstantial architecture by prehistoric
indigenous peoples and historic colonizers, after a slow start, the Southeast has also been actively engaged
in the household study (Pluckhahn 2010). Archaeology and ethnoarchaeology of household in Manipur
(India) is also facing the same challenges. The present paper is to study the people of Kom traditional
domestic houses of Manipur dealing within ethnoarchaeological perspectives.

The Study Site and Rsearch Strategy

The people of Kom inhabited the south of Imphal valley and some hill areas of the Western part
of Manipur, but today, many are living in the Imphal plains. According to the 2001 Census, the Kom
population stands at 15,467. The people of Kom have inhabited all Districts of Manipur, and mainly
they have resided in Churachanpur, Senapati, and Bisnupur districts. Most of the Koms are cultivators
in occupation; some work in government sectors, and some are associated with entrepreneurial activities.
The present data were collected from Kom inhabited Districts such as Chandel, Churachanpur, and
Kangpokpi, where the traditional Kom houses are found.

Chandel District occupies the southeastern corner of the state and lies between latitude 23°50°6.81”N
to 24° 37754.55”N and longitude 93° 46746”12” E to 94° 26.6”E approximately. The District is
surrounded by the Ukhrul and Senapati districts to the north, Myanmar (Burma) to the south and
east, and Thoubal and Churachandpur districts to the west. The total area is about 3,313 sq. km and
occupies the 4th position in size of the districts of Manipur ‘(Kangjam, 2020)’. Next, Churachandpur
District is located in the Southern part of Manipur between the Imphal river in the east and the Barak
river in the west, covering an area of 4,570 kmgq. It lies within the latitudes of 24°N to 24°40°’N and
the longitudes 93°E to 94°E. This District assumes an isolated entity in its geographical settings and
by virtue of the land ‘(Seiyang, 2018)’.Kangpokpi District was a newly created District in 2016, and it
is situated 45 km far from Imphal. Its latitude is 25°07°60.00”N and the longitude 93°57°59.99”E. Its
main town is well connected with the State capital Imphal through National Highway-39. The area of
the District is approximately 1698 sq. Kms and comprises 534 census villages and hamlets.
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The people of Kom are Christian, having a rich culture and identity. The kinship system is paternal
and practices a patrilocal system of residence. Marriage is monogyny and forbidden between the
lineages; polygyny marriage is highly restricted. The bride price is not very high, but it is regarded as
important and strictly prevalent in Kom society. The people of Koms live in the modern kutcha house,
traditional kutcha house, and modern pucca house. Most of the Kom settlement pattern is clustered,
but a dispersed form of the settlement is also seen in some of the Kom villages.

The present study aims at ethnographic documentation of Kom traditional house patterns such as
shape and size, walls and posts spacing, and area of the building. Then, it focused on ascertaining and
interpreting the interrelation between household structural patterns and socio-economic and wealth
status through ethnoarchaeological investigation. This study also looked at both refuse and discard
disposal patterns and the histories of compound architecture to see which, if any, of their patterns
would still be interpretable in archaeological aspects. Itis mainly confined to traditional domestic houses
available in the Kom inhabited areas, exclusively traditional non-domestic houses. The entire study was
collectively based on ethnographic data and an ethnoarchaeological strategy of research.

Traditional and Modern Building

The concept of traditional house and modern building of the people of Kom is mainly denoted by
variation in structural design, ground space segmentation system rather than building material used.
The Kom traditional house can be defined as a vernacular architecture building shaped and designed
by indigenous knowledge and experiences closely linked to their tradition and cultural ties. There is no
special architect involved, but somehow, a master builder and little specialized labor are required with
the involvement of relatives and friends to make construction costs low.

Since time immemorial, the Koms were lived in the following four types of traditional domestic
Household:

1. Inchei-Che (gable roof without wall structure).

2. Inche (gable roof without verandah)

3. Chesim (gable roof with thatch hanging on the front roof)
4. Inpui (gable roof with sloped roof design of verandah)

Inche houses were a gable roofing structure without a sloped design of roof at the rear side and front
part of the verandah (sumphuk). Instead, the front roof appeared like two segments of an equilateral
triangular joining at a point without the base segment. Chesim house consists of a verandah with a gable
roof hanging some special thatch term as sabukai. Another roofing design is “Turtle tail-like design”, of
thatch (shartangrubmer) fixed in straight leading up to the end of the top roof of Chesim. But there was
no strict rule to attach this design in every Chesim house construction. The youth males would make such
a design, and the owner of the building would offer them a feast by killing one dog on the day of finishing
construction. It was a sign of one’s generosity and capacity. Chesim houses were constructed for the third
time dwelling house construction. Rather than a joint family or nuclear family, it cannot be built for the
first-time domestic building construction. It was a strict ancestral norm of dwelling house construction
among the people of Kom. Chesim house had to be constructed after two times the construction of Inche.
Thus, in some other context, /nche and Chesim house was also considered the same house type and could
be addressed as Inche-Chesim. Inpui is also a gable roofing house with verandah; in this case, the whole
front part is roofed in a somewhat sloped manner, either with corrugated iron sheet or thatch. Similarly,
the rear roof was also seen designed somewhat in a sloped manner. Basically, Inche, Chesim, and Inpui are
similar in structural design except in terms of roofing and wall features. Some informants considered Znpu:
house as a slightly modified form of the old Chesim house. But they have certain different features; the
Inpui type are well plastered with clay and cow dung, whereas, /nnche and Chesim houses were the plaster-

261



262

Kom K. H. / Antrocom Online Journal of Anthropology, vol. 18, n. 2a (2022) 259-277

less wall structure. Jnpui houses are to construct for the fourth time of domestic building construction
when the family affords to build a new domestic building after living in the Chesim house. Another
traditional domestic building /nchei-che was different from these mentioned traditional houses. It was a
tent-like- house without a wall structure; the roof itself served the wall as well as the roof structure. All the
mentioned Kom traditional houses are single units with a traditional gable end roof. It contained a large
interior court devoid of partition, but the internal spaces were identified according to the emic views of the
people. Usually, an open front space/courtyard (7elaz) is provided at the front of every Kom house, meant
for any outdoor activities during social occasions of the family.

Today, Inpui and Inche households are the only traditional domestic building found in the living context
of Kom society, and the remaining domestic structures are no more seen. However, the first two traditional
house models, such as; /nche and Chesim model, are seen constructed as a historical house model preservation
concern in one of the Kom villages Khoirentak Khuman. A traditional /npui house having a thatch roof was
still there in a village of Kangpokpi District. But none of the Inche buildings found are the pure traditional in
raw material concerned, G. I sheet is used in place of thatch. Altogether, there are 17 traditional houses, out
of which two are Inche, and 15 buildings are [npui. Out of the 17 traditional houses, three /npui structures
are double-floor buildings. One might have taken them as present modern houses, but all the architectural
design and materials used are the same as other single-floor traditional houses except for their two-floorings.
Thus they are counted as traditional /npus houses in the present study, and the contemporary people of Kom
also consider them as traditional a building. All the parameters used in the present study were taken from the
available traditional domestic houses.

The modern building refers to the structures embodying segmented rooms with a well-partitioned wall.
Based on the building design, such houses can be classified into three types; I-shaped, L-shaped, U-shaped
houses which are built up of Kutcha or pucca, and semi-pucca having cemented or mud floors and walls.
The mud wall is stabilized with added cement that adds the durability of the plaster, but no more thatch
roof is seen in a modern building. The traditional thatch roof is replaced by corrugated G.I. sheets, thereby
reducing the maintenance of the roof during rainy days. These modern types of houses ensure privacy by
having separate rooms; most of them are attached to the bathroom and Kitchen. No specific traditional
norms related to space used for household member was followed in the sleeping units. Modernized Kom
houses are planned in such a way that they solve the functional problems associated with traditional houses.

Architecture of Kom Traditional house

A traditional vernacular house (/zz) embodies a great example of valuable Kom heritage. It is
characterized by a structure with a thatched gable roof provided with a four-sided bamboo frame and
walls daubed with mud. It consisted of twenty to forty seven peripheral posts and seven to thirteen
interior partition posts based on different building sizes. All three kinds of buildings (/nnche, Chesim
Incheiche) are non-plastered, simply fenced with mareb (a kind of shrubs) except Znpui house wall. The
interior structure is provided with a large inner court, the space of which is categorized into four to five
semi-partitioned rooms and with only one entrance (Kozpuz) and rear or side exit (Chorkot). Provision
for ventilation, such as; windows, are rarely seen. Houses display formal planning, which is identified by
the Kom worldview. Generally, master builders are engaged to construct a house who are to act under the
directions of the owners yet need to follow the culturally identified detailed house plan. The traditional
materials used in Kom houses are wooden poles, bamboo, cane, reed, mud, grass thatch, and natural fibre
in various degrees, which are locally available from the surrounding forests. Cane and bamboo peeled
ropes are also used to fasten the rigid ends of the main frame. Different species of bamboo and timber
of different strengths and sizes are used according to the requirement in construction. The building
material used is determined by local resources that reflect a multitude of variations. Raw materials used
for wall plastering in all types of traditional houses are similar, which comprise straw, cow dung, clay,
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etc. But, wood materials used for the wall posts, partition posts, and beams were different according to
the type of traditional house to be constructed and the house owner’s choice.

The typical plan dimensions are stacked to the desired level raised above the ground level. The ground
floor is a simple earthen floor with mud plaster. The floor foundation provides continuity with the wall.
Timber or bamboo poles of desirable height/length are placed inside the holes dug up initially into the
ground vertically to receive the poles. The poles are then tied to the horizontal members to provide
a continuity matrix of the wall. The walls are made up of bamboo panels which are crisscrossed and
tied together, plastered later with mud and cow dung plasters. Roofing is done with the initial placing
of a central pole at the centre to receive pitched/sloping members, which act as rafters spanning to
outer round perimeter walls. It shapes the gable roof and fixes the pillars; numbers of bamboo rode will
be stretched out side by side in a somewhat slope manner. These sloping members receive horizontal
members acting as purlins placed at the top and bottom and tied by cane or bamboo stripes. Thatching
with grass is done by spreading uniformly and tied categorically over the roof framework made up of split
bamboo. Among the pre-Christian Koms, the erection of the first pillar (Choph:t) to the construction of
a traditional house was centred on categorical religious acts to be performed by a local priest (7hempn).
The first pillar, taken as a symbol of sacredness, signifies the significance of a household -its cardinal
position marks the space for the household head, the household deity (Kasha), and the fireplace.

Single-Floor Traditional house Pattern

All of the Kom traditional domestic structures are rectangular in shape both in external and internal
view. The highest number of traditional houses was found in Churachanpur District and the least
number in Kangpokpi District. The ground plan area of single-floor traditional houses in Kangpokpi
District ranges from 61.76 m? - 85.41m? and its house size ranges from 37.64 m?* - 74.87 m* (Table 1).
The ground plan means the size of single-floor traditional houses in Kangpokpi District was 73.58 m*in
area. And the house structures’ mean size in the area was 56.25 m? (Table 1).

All the traditional domestic houses’ ground plan size in the Churachandpur district ranges from 71.28 m?
- 97.35 m* in area, and the building’s area ranges from 43.15 m” - 65.05 m* (Table: 2). The ground plan area
mean of all the structures there was 80.73 m? and all the house structures’ mean was of 57.14 m?* (Table 2).

The ground plan of single-floor traditional houses in Chandel District was 72.24 m* - 124.51 m?in
area, and the size of the buildings ranges from 50.82 m?*- 95.17 m* (Table 3). The buildings’ ground plan
mean size was 98.196 m?, and the house structures’ mean size in the area was of 70.74 m?* (Table 3).

The largest Kom traditional domestic building structure was 95.17 m? (Table 3) in area, located in
Chandel District while the smallest Kom traditional domestic building structure was 37.64 m*(Table
1) in area, situated in Kangpokpi District. Out of the two Inche buildings, one of them was found to be
smaller than those of /npui houses concerning ground plan size, building size, the height of poles, wall
post spacing, diameter of partition post, etc. However, there were one to two Jnpui houses which were
quite similar in size to another /nche building, and even some parameters of such Jnpui houses were
smaller than those of Inche.

The building posts and wall post spacing

A particular single-floor traditional house embodied twenty seven to sixty posts inclusively exterior
and interior poles. The mean length of wall posts of traditional single-floor buildings in Kangpokpi
District was 3.12 m, while that of partition posts was 3.16 m (Table 4). length of spacing between the
wall posts is irregular and not significantly different. It ranges from 0.81 m to 1.06 m (Table 4) in a
particular building. In some other houses, wall post spacing ranges in length from 0.93 m t0 0.99 m. The
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mean value of wall post spacing of all traditional domestic building structures in Kangpokpi District
was 0.92 m (Table 4). Then mean circumference of partition posts of such houses was 0.47 m (Table 4).

In Churachanpur District, the length of wall posts of the traditional domestic houses ranges in height
from 2.64 m -2.83 m, and the length of partition posts range from 2.64 m - 3. 79 m (Table 5). Mean
length of wall posts spacing for a particular building structure in Churachandpur District ranges from
0.64 m - 0.87 m (Table S). Mean circumference of the partition posts consist in a particular traditional
structure ranges from 0.43 m - 0.54 m (Fig. 5). Mean length of all the wall posts spacing of the traditional
single-floor houses was 0.69 m, while mean circumference of partition posts was 0.47 m (Fig. 5).

Most of the single-floor Kom traditional houses have different lengths of wall posts and partition
posts where partition posts are higher than the wall posts. Observing the households” internal structural
pattern, both partition and wall posts are found connected to roof rafters. Both types of posts support
the roof, but partition posts were found connected to the roof rafter of the top part near the “ridge
board”. And as the roofing design is gable, form partition posts are higher than the wall posts. Here it is
known that the height difference between partition posts and wall posts seems to be based on the design
of roofing. However, in the case of not of ages traditional single-floor buildings, the height of partition
posts and wall posts are found to be equal. Mainly, this type is found in two building structures in
Churachandpur District and in one building structure in Chandel District.

Length of wall post spacing and size of partition posts in every District was somewhat seen in equal
range. Length of wall posts of single-floor traditional houses in Chandel District range from 2.64 m -
3.05 m (Table 6). Partitioned posts ranges in height from 2.79 m - 3.91 m (Table 6). Mean length of wall
posts spacing for a particular house structure was 0.66 m - 0.92 m (Table: 6). And mean circumference of
the partition posts contain in a particular house structure was 0.34 m - 0.58 m big (Table 6). The mean
length of wall post spacing of all single-floor traditional houses in Chandel District was 0.77 m (Table 6).

The informants in Chandel District asserted that, in those earlier periods of traditional house
constructions, if they couldn’t get sufhicient wood for the building poles in their locality, they used to
buy from other neighbouring tribal villages. So, the smaller size of partition posts of Kom traditional
house in Chandel District seemed to be due to the scale of availability of raw material in their locality.
On the other hand, many of the informants in the Kom inhabited village of Churachanpur Districts
asserted that their own village forest trees were enough for house constructions in the old period. So, in
some of the Kom inhabited areas, the use of good raw materials depends on family wealth is likely to be
implicated since the earlier days.

The concept of Lewis Binford (1995) and Webb (1938), small diameter, closely spaced posts
represent flexed pole houses while structures with larger, more distantly spaced posts probably have
rigid poles, is not applicable in the present study of Kom traditional house. No flexed pole systems were
used in every type of traditional house; all the partitions, and wall poles, are rigid. But their concept of
“close or distant posts depend upon the size of the houses”, was found supported by the findings in the
case of the Kom household study, the number of total pillars embodied depends on the size of the house
structure. The more pillars are found, the bigger the size of the house.

Double-Floor Traditional house Pattern

There are three double-floor traditional /npui houses, two in Chandel District and one in Kangpokpi
District. Double and single-floor traditional houses were similar in structural features, but they consist
of a varied number of pillars. Generally, a double-floor building contains 70 - 74 pillars, while that of a
single floor was 27 - 60. The area of the ground floor and top floor in double-floor Znpui was found to
be different. The area of the ground plan of of double-floor /npui houses ranges in size from 68. 61 m* -
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118.60 m?, and the top floors (open space) area ranges from 50.82 m* - 60.57 m* (Table 7). The house size
of the ground floor ranges from 58.47 m* - 94.45 m? (Table 7). Then, the top floor buildings area ranges
from 18.80 m?- 83. 54 m*(Table 7). Ground plan mean area of the house structures was 88.16 m*(Table 7),
and the top floors (open space) mean area was 54.56 m* (Table 7). Ground floor house structures’ size falls
on a mean area of 78.82 m? and similarly, top floor buildings size falls on a mean area of 44.36 m* (Table 7).

As the ground floor of ceiling structures serves the floor area of the top-floor structure, the length
of wall posts and partition posts are equal in double floor domestic building. It ranges from 3.73 m -
4.80 m (Table 8). The length of wall post spacing within a particular building was found to be irregular
and showed a slight difference. The mean length of wall post spacing of a particular building structure
ranges from 0.76 m - 0.93 m (Table 8). Mean size of partition posts of a particular building structure in
diameter ranges from 0.42 m - 0.58m (Table 8).

The total mean height of wall posts was 4.34 m (Table 8), and the entire partition posts’ mean
circumference was 0.50 m (Table 8). Mean length of wall post spacing of all the structures was 0.81 m

(Table 8).

Indication of Household Economic and Wealth Status

In most contemporary societies, the main visible possession of humankind is the household structure,
and the dwelling indicates the image of the occupants. The present paper tries to reveal the traditional
past socio-economic and wealth status among the Kom society base on the traditional household
structural pattern. As an agrarian society, none of the different Kom traditional house types was very
expensive compared to modern houses. The traditional house such as Inche, Chesim, Inpui and Incheiche
were mostly built up of the local dwelling raw material. But they have a slight difference in architecture
which may indicate family wealth status. Household architecture was a more useful indicator of family
affluence than that material possession. The suggestion of Blanton (1994) to emphasize variation in
housing as a key indicator of wealth variation and the relation of wealth and material possession found
to be weakly in peasant villages seems to be true among the Koms of Manipur too. For example, a newly
married couple would live in a7 Inche type of traditional house for a short period.

After years of progressive earning, the family had to build Chesim house which was considered more
expensive than the previous type of building, this system of construction was strictly prevalent among
the people of Kom. Both are gable roofing structures and non-plastered wall structures using bamboo,
thatch, and shrubs. But, Chesim structure usually consists of a veranda by hanging special thatch termed
as “shabukai” , at the peripheral front side with a special design “turtle- like design”, (shartangrubmer)
on the roof, while these are absent in Jnche structure. So, Chesim house’s structural pattern seems to
be more complex and expensive than Izche building. Chesim and Inche buildings were non-plastered
building structures in the old ancestral period; however, the present living traditional domestic building
Innche are found to have well-plastered wall structures. The architectural variability in their roofing
pattern is the most distinguished recognizable feature based on the constructed model of extinct building
type (Chesim) as well as the present living nche and Inpui houses. Inpui house consists of a veranda at
the front side, and its slope pattern of roofing at the rear and front side looks more complex than those
of Innche and Chesim. Not only is a large number of roof rafters and wood used, the art of aesthetic
designs on different roof rafters, webbing posts, bottom chords, etc. are seen in Inpui house veranda
structure. Thus, it seems that the construction techniques of veranda roofing structures and the special
wood material used in Inpui structures might be a good indication of affluence in the olden period.
Additionally, Incheiche house type (a tent-like structure without walls, doors, and posts) also emphasizes
a significant relationship between its structure and extant condition of wealth. The occupants of such
houses were considered poor families in which widows are lived. This kind of domestic structure is no
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more seen in the contemporary Kom community, but, based on the ethnographic information, it would
seem to reflect a low status having simple construction techniques, minimal labour, and least cost of
construction. The informants learn from the forefathers that none of the parents were happy to let their
daughters get married with the man of such households.

Elsewhere in the Near East, wall construction materials (Armstrong and Hirabayashi 1956:426;
Lutfiyya 1966:19), wall finishes (Watson 1979:292) as well as the quality of floor maintenance (Kramer
1979:148) are all said to vary in proportion to affluence. But among the Koms this did not prove a
relation between household structure and wealth. In contrast, affluence in the earlier days of the people
of Kom was characterized by the ability to construct different stages of the traditional house through
earning by hunting more animals and cultivating more wetlands and fields in order to store bountiful
harvests for future use. Such personalities could build the expensive traditional /npui house. There was
also an assertion that the relationship between the number of living room and the number of co-residing
nuclear family units is quite strong (Kamp1993; Kramer, 1979). This situation was not found among the
Kom households; there was a more significant relationship between household size and affluence than
with family size. The least number of conjugal units living in a household structure also build four or
five segmented traditional houses if they afford it. On the other hand, changes in building material used,
housing style, and techniques (e. g, thatch roofing to G.I. sheet roofing, non-plaster wall to plastered
wall structure) among the Koms residents may also be an indicator of socio-economic and wealth status.
Because construction also entails an increasing variety of wood and other raw material according to the
complexity and design of the building structure, therefore, a large number of labours might be required,
and its expenditure might be higher according to the house types. Archaeologists are suggested to look
for architectural indices of relative wealth that are expensive enough so that they cannot be indulged in
by all households in order to know the wealth variability of households (Kamp 2000). But this situation
is not suitable for every community as there are societies that might tend to spend less on luxury. In some
other societies, they might tend to focus on livelihood, and some communities might tend to augment
their status in the community and attempt to expose their image at the level of affluence people.

Effect of Reuse and Discard Behavior

Generally, artifact remains are get deposited in the garbage or discarded outside the household or
within the household compound, which may be due to human activities or when the settlement area
becomes a deserted place. Likewise, even the architecture of house undergoes discard processes when
the structure ages. The architectural remains seem to reflect their social context much more accurately
than artifacts and, thus, be better indicators of household socio-economic characteristics (Kamp
2000). However, in the case of Kom traditional house, as the construction raw material used are easily
perishable materials, its potentiality of preservation was very low. Many more traditional houses are
unable to preserve before reaching the final durable period and are endangered in existence. Good and
conditional preservation and maintenance were important. Repairing methods can be taken for long-life
preservation of the house, but it would not be able to restore the original old raw material. For example,
a “Ridge board”, of the central point of the roof may be replaced by a new one when it deteriorates.
And some of the good parts of the old “Ridge board”, may be reused as household compound fencing
poles. Later, after years it would be decayed and reach a trend of discard by burning practice. However,
good maintenance and well preservation serve ultimate archaeological preservation to some extent as the
whole house’s raw material used will not be vanished.

The only living traditional /zpui house with thatch roofing is still found preserved and used as an
“Anganwadi center”, of the village in Kangpokpi District. Mainly the roof parts of it undergo multiple
rounds of repairing by mending the damaged part, and its last room segment was also found removed. An
informant (Guru Achon Kom; who is an initiative worker in “Ethnological Museum of Khoirentak” in
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collaboration with Kom cultural Dance and Research center and IGRMS, Bhopal) asserted that as far as
possible, they are making an effort to preserve the present /npui houses located in different Kom villages.
As in many areas around the world (Horne 1994; Hayden and Cannon 1983; Chang 1988; Sutro 1991),
the Koms of Manipur find many secondary uses for many of their discards. Housing architecture refuse
is used in compound fencing, and electronic objects refused are kept for sale to the garbage man. Most
of the abandoned households or soon-to-be decayed non-domestic structures are used as a storehouse
in which outdated family possessions are stored. So even some old small domestic structures are found
reused as a kitchen when constructing a new building. Sometimes an opened traditional room segment
is remodeled and used as a common room. Changes in room function and changes in architectural
features of a room due to remodeling are archaeologically discernable. So, the present study would
reflecta great archaeological implication about the people who are living within and the past. Household
studies remain the integration of this “...view of domestic life as lived by knowledgeable agents...with
models of (long-term) structural change”, (Gerritsen 2004:151).

Discussion and Conclusion

Based on the ethnographic study of the living Kom traditional house, mainly /npui and Inche, the
socio-economic characteristics of households seem to be directly reflected in size, architecture, and
different raw materials used and construction techniques. Most of the living traditional houses are roofed
with G.L sheet roofs; however, some buildings are found consisting of old traditional local products
poles and associated with a thatch roof. According to the informants, sloped roof design both on the
front and rear side of Jnpui house was a great indicator of household status. This kind of sloping roof
found absent in Znche, and Chesim houses revealed that /npui house was seemingly more expensive than
Inche house. Observing the framing structure of verandah roofing in Jnpui house, we could imagine
somewhat equilateral triangular shapes associated with different roof rafters. Numbers of roof rafters,
webbing, posts, and bottom chords embodied in these structures were also found engraved with some
aesthetic figures. As the traditional living houses are constructed by the descendants who have been
passed down from their ancestors, the design pattern and construction techniques might be similar to
the original traditional domestic structure of the past. From this, we could postulate an ethnographic
analogy of the verandah roofing structural design of /npui house of the past. Then, we could expect to
reconstruct the interrelation of traditional house structural patterns and household economic status of
the olden period, which could reflect the affluence of its occupants.

Occupants of Inche houses were considered as moderately low economic status households than
those of /npui house occupants. It seems to be proved by the absence of a complex interior structure
without the verandah portion. Such a simpler structure of Jnzche house seems to be revealed a signature
of the lower affluence status of the household. Though friends and relatives were helpful by making
construction costs low, many of the construction patterns might have made a requirement for labor and
expenditure and may be varied according to the house type, like in the contemporary Kom society. On
the other hand, /zput buildings used to be built only after three times the construction of a domestic
building (after two times the construction of /nche and once the construction of Chesim) owing to
the traditional custom. This indicates a great impact of the interrelation of architectural variability of
different traditional houses and their wealth. One could postulate the social status difference between
Inche and Inpuihouse occupants of those earlier ancestral times based on the contemporary architectural
variability of living /nche and Inpui houses.

In correspond to household size, /npui houses are likely to be wealthier households than those of Inche.
It seems to be proved by the contemporary, traditional house; /npui structures are found bigger in size
than the Inche houses. Inpui houses area ranges from 43.15 m* - 95.17 m?, while, Jnche house structures’
size ranges from 37.64 m* - 50.82 m? in size. There could be an implication of economic constraints
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in planning household size in the past. As with the increase in the area of the building, the number of
raw materials and labor requirements would be increased. For example, it is recorded that, generally,
Kom traditional house consisted of 20 - 47 peripheral wall posts and 7 - 13 interior partition posts based
on different building sizes. Variability in the number of poles embodied based on the building size was
noted. Therefore, the household structural size would also seem to be reflected the economic status of the
family. A householder who couldn’t afford Jnpui house construction expenditure might have preferred
Inche houses which are less expensive and smaller in size rather than /npui houses. Large households are
economically advantageous in the Kom society, and it corresponded to the occupant’s ability to cultivate
more fields, hunt various animals, plants various kinds of cereal and pulses, harvests bountiful crops,
and store plenty of foods for future use. As a household age grows, shrinks, and passes through various
stages, term as the domestic cycle (Goody 1958), the reason for the interrelation between household size
and wealth may also be due to demographic changes in the household. However, in the Kom society size
of a traditional house in relation to the size of the family is rarely found. In a peasant society, planning
house size was a highly economic concern. A small conjugate family could also construct a large four or
five-segmented /npui traditional house if they are well affordable for it.

Another useful indicator of household affluence among the Kom tribes of Manipur was “posts and
post size”. Variation in partition post size was also noted; the mean circumference of partition posts
ranges from 0.34 m to 0.58 m. It might depend on the sufficient availability of big trees in the locality
as most of the construction wood materials used were local products. But to some extent, it was seen
somehow correlate to extant household wealth, with the informants asserting; that those who afford to
buy raw materials were used to buy in the neighbouring villages where there was maximum availability
of forest trees of high durability. It is also supported by one of the present ethnographic parameters,
that is, the circumference of partition posts of Izche house is found to be smaller than those of Inpu:
houses. Inche houses partition post mean circumference ranges from 0.34 m - 0.43 m whereas, Inpui
houses partition posts mean circumference ranges from 0.34 m - 0.58 m in diameter. In another context,
Incheiche, a kind of extinct wall-less Kom traditional house in which roof structure serves both the four
walls domestic structure function also implies an economic factor related to household status. Pillar-less
feature and reduction used of raw material cause its less expensive building structure. Such traditional
houses were known as widow’s houses, indicating a very low economic status in the ancestral period.
Though the said structure is no more seen in the contemporary Kom community, this ethno-history
remarkably emphasized a relationship between household wealth and traditional house raw materials.

Unlikely the architectural building techniques, size, and pillar circumference, the height of poles
and wall post spacing may not be a significant indicator of household wealth; the longer the height
of the poles; the greater the labour requirement and expensive scale. However, as the building’s
height corresponds to its settled land environment, its correlation with household affluence seems less
noticeable. Similarly, the average spacing between the posts depends upon the number of poles to be
used in a particular domestic structure, in accordance with the structure size. The builders used to fix
the poles in appropriate positions following the probable system of house construction. And so, the wall
post spacing scale was found not very significantly interrelated with the level of household affluence.

Various Scholars have studied households to find out the interrelation between household structures
and wealth status based on domestic structure size, architecture and household possessions (Kamp 1987),
household possession and personal adornment (Smith 1993, 1987 and Hirth 1993b), and possession
and structure size, (Kramer 1979, 1982; Watson 1979). In the present study sites, the relation between
traditional house structural size, architecture, raw material used, and economic wealth was found more
highly significant. As an agrarian society, it seems that they might have tended to spend less on material
possession since the ancestral period.
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Studying the reuse and discard pattern of age-old traditional houses, the interrelation between
household structural variability and the wealth status of its occupants was determined. The people
of Kom find many secondary uses for their discards. From the destroyed old traditional house, some
durable poles and rafters were found used for compound fencing, which is archaeologically discernable.
And in some cases, outmoded or soon-to-be-decayed domestic structures are used as a kitchen or cow
barn. Though the Kom traditional house raw materials are perishable and not immune, if we could
preserve with good maintenance and repair method, one could find out the changes in the function of
rooms or domestic structure and thereby could be postulated some possible relation between household
structure and family affluence status. Once buildings are in archaeological rather than systemic context,
architecture appears to be a much better indicator of the images of its occupants and socio-economic
variables than portable objects (Kamp 2000).
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Tables
Table 1: Mean table of Kom single-floor traditional houses found in Kangpokpi District showing the ground plan and building
size.
House type Ground plan size (m - m?) Building Size (m - m?)
Length Breadth Length Breadth
Inn-pui 11.93 7.16 11.43 6.55
Area (m?) 85.41m? 74.87 m?
Inn-che 11.48 5.38 9.88 3.81
Area (m?) 61.76m? 37.64 m?
Area Mean 73.58 m? 56.25 m?

Table 2: Mean table of Kom traditional single floor traditional houses of Churachandpur District showing ground plan size

and building size.
House type Ground plan size (m - m?) Building Size (m - m?)
Length Breadth Length Breadth
Inn-pui 14.38 6.07 13.01 5.00
Area(m?) 97.35 m? 65.05 m?
Inn-pui 10.44 6.86 9.57 5.79
Area (m?) 71.62 m? 55.41m?
Inn-pui 12.04 5.92 10.92 5.05
Area (m?) 71.28m?> 55.15m?
Inn-pui 13.28 5.87 12.42 4.98
Area (m?) 77.95 m? 61.85 m?
Inn-pui 13.82 5.89 12.75 5.03
Area(m?) 81.40 m? 64.13 m?
Inn-pui 14.91 6.20 8.86 4.87
Area (m?) 92.44 m? 43.15 m?
Inn-pui 12.18 6.00 10.83 5.10
Area (m?) 73.08 m? 55.23 m?
Area Mean 80.73 m? 57.14 m?
Table 3: Mean table of Kom traditional single floor buildings found in Chandel District showing ground plan size and building size.
House type Ground plan size (m -m?) Building size (m - m?)
Length Breadth Length Breadth
Inn-pui 15.77 6.58 13.94 5.08
Area (m?) 103.77 m2 70.81m2
Inn-pui 14.58 8.54 12.49 7.62
Area (m?) 124.51 m2 95.17 m2
Inn-pui 12.37 5.84 11.09 4.72
Area (m?) 72.24m2 52.34 m2
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Inn-pui 16.53 7.01 15.29 5.53
Area (m2) 115.87 m? 84.55 m?
Inn-che 13.11 5.69 11.63 4.37
Area (m2) 74.59 m? 50.82 m?
Area Mean 98.196 m? 70.74 m?

Table 4: Mean table of Kom traditional single floor buildings found in Kangpokpi District showing the length of wall posts,

length of partition post, length of wall post spacing, and circumference of partition post.

House type Length of p;;;?it: [(:(f;st Length of wall post spacing Circumference of partition
wall post (m) (m) (m) post (m)
0.93 0.48
0.96 0.48
Inn-pui 3.15 3.22 Mean 0.99 Mean
0.98
0.97 0.48
1.06 0.43
0.83 0.43
Inn-che 3.09 3.09 Mean 0.81 Mean
0.81 0.43
0.88
Total Mean 3.12 3.16 0.92 0.47

Table 5: Mean table of Kom traditional single floor buildings of Churachandpur District showing the length of wall posts,
length of partition post, wall post spacing, and circumference of partition post.

House type Length of wall .L.ength of Length 9f wall post Circumference of partition
post (m) partition post (m) spacing (m) post (m)
0.63 0.43
0.71 0.46
Inn-pui 2.83 2.83 Mean 0.66 Mean
0.65 0.43
0.66
0.62 0.42
0.70 0.45
Inn-pui 2.64 2.64 Mean 0.65 Mean
0.66 0.43
0.67
0.66 0.46
0.68 0.47
Inn-pui 2.79 3.70 Mean 0.61 Mean
0.6 0.46
0.64
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0.68 0.46
0.66 0.45
Inn-pui 2.67 3.20 Mean 0.61 Mean
0.65 0.45
0.65
0.68 0.53
0.76 0.48
Inn-pui 2.69 3.40 Mean 0.81 Mean
0.81 0.51
0.77
0.84 0.55
0.81 0.53
Inn-pui 2.81 3.56 Mean 0.91 Mean
0.90 0.54
0.87
0.66 0.46
0.67 0.47
Inn-pui 2.80 3.79 Mean 0.61 Mean
0.60
0.64 0.46
Total Mean 2.74 3.30 0.69 0.47

Table 6: Mean table of Kom traditional single-floor buildings of Chandel district showing the length of wall posts, length of
partition post, length of wall post spacing, and circumference of partition post.

Length of Length of . Circumference of
. Length of wall post spacing .
House type wall post partition posts partition post
(m)
(m) (m) (m)

0.66 0.43
0.73 0.74

Inn-pui 3.05 3.91 Mean 0.76 Mean
0.89 0.58
0.76
0.71 0.43
0.66 0.38

Inn-pui 2.74 3.40 Mean 0.61 Mean
0.66 0.41
0.66




Kom K. H. / Antrocom Online Journal of Anthropology, vol. 18, n. 2a (2022) 259-277

1.02 0.33
0.99 0.38
Inn-pui 2.64 2.79 Mean 0.68 Mean
1.01 0.35
0.92
0.71 0.45
0.84 0.48
Inn-pui 2.87 3.60 Mean 0.86 Mean
0.76 0.47
0.79
0.66 0.36
0.71 0.33
Inn-che 2.84 2.84 Mean 0.74 Mean
0.66 0.34
0.69
Total Mean 2.86 2.58 0.77 0.27
Table 7: Mean table of Kom double-floor traditional houses showing floor size and building size
House Floor Size Building Size
ope Gruond Plan Top floor Ground floor Top floor
(m - m?) (m - m?) (m - m?) (m-m?)
Length Breadth Length Breadth Length Breadth Length Breadth
Inn-pui 13.64 5.03 12.19 4.29 12.52 4.67 6.86 2.74
Area (m2) 68.61 m? 52.29 m? 58.47 m? 18.80 m?
Inn-pui 16.00 4.83 13.46 4.50 13.87 6.81 9.04 3.40
Area (m?) 77.28m? 60.57 m? 94.45 m? 30.74 m?
Inn-pui 16.45 7.21 12.1 4.20 14.76 5.66 14.76 3.66
Area (m?) 118.60 m? 50.82 m? 83.54 m? 83.54 m?
Meazj;rea 88.16 m? 54.56 m? 78.82 m? 44.36 m?

Table 8: Mean table of Kom double-floor traditional houses showing length of wall post, length of wall post spacing and

circumference of partition posts.

House type

Length of
wall posts(m)

Length of partition
posts(cm)

Ground
floor+ top
floor

Ground floor+ top
floor

Length of wall post
spacing (m)

Circumference
of partition post
(m)
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4.55 0.76 0.43
0.76 0.74
0.76
Inn-pui 4.50 0.76
Mean 0.76 0.58
4.55 0.53 0.43
0.66 0.41
0.89
Inn-pui 4.80 0.93
Mean 07 0.42
4.77 1.143 0.50
0.91 0.46
0.81
Inn-pui 3.73 0.84
Mean 0.93 0.48
Mean 4.34 4.62 0.81 0.50

Pictures

Photos of Kom traditional domestic houses
Fig. 1: An outmoded room of Inpui Fig. 2: A roofed pattern of Innche
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Fig. 3: A thatch roof of Inpui veranda Fig. 4: G.1 sheet roof of Inpui veranda
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