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      Ethnic Inequality in the Northeastern Indian Borderlands

    

    
      Ethnic Inequality in the Northeastern Indian Borderlands analyses the relationship between
      symbolic violence, inequality and ethnicity, and addresses the question of unequal integration of small ethnic
      groups into state structures by using the Limbus of the Northeastern Indian borderlands as a case study.
    


    
      Drawing on Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence, the author argues that the
      ethnicization of the Limbus has been associated with the devaluation of their cultural identity, which was itself
      first constructed and naturalized by the same process of ethnicization. The book is a pioneering work in terms of
      the application of Bourdieu’s sociology to Northeast India and the theoretical interpretation of ethnic
      inequality in Northeast India. In addition, the book contributes to the overall understanding of the constant
      structural identity of symbolic violence and its varying manifestations.
    


    
      Exploring the symbolic dimensions of power relations within state structures, this book will be of interest to a
      wide readership from various disciplines including area studies, global studies, comparative studies, borderland
      studies, inequality studies, sociology, anthropology and political science.
    


    
      Anita Lama received her doctorate in Global and Area Studies from Humboldt University of
      Berlin, Germany. Her research interests include social theory, globalisation and inequality.
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      Foreword

    

    
      
        North-east India is a very interesting but understudied region. Most of the existing literature focuses on one
        state or one ethnic group. Very few studies look at the interaction of groups. Even fewer studies enquire into
        the interaction of groups across national borders. This book does just that. It studies ethnic configurations
        in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal with a focus on the Limbus. Thereby, it is not only an important contribution
        to our understanding of Northeast India but also an addition to the emerging field of cross-border or
        transnational studies. This field is relevant because the main unit of analysis in the social sciences still is
        the nation state, which seems to be challenged by globalization. The local configurations below and beyond the
        nation state are often ignored.
      


      
        This study also contributes to our theoretical understanding and to social theory in general. By drawing on
        Pierre Bourdieu, the author studies inequalities between ethnic groups in terms of symbolic violence. This
        concept has not been sufficiently explored in the framework of Bourdieu’s theory – in spite of its potential.
        The author shows that inequality on a symbolic level is one of the main dimensions of inequality. She develops
        this argument theoretically and empirically. Whoever is interested in inequality, should read the book for this
        reason.
      


      
        Readers from area studies will not be attracted by the theoretical part, while sociologists will not be
        interested in the empirical study. In addition, the author develops her argument in historical terms by looking
        at pre-colonial, colonial and post-colonial configurations of ethnic and symbolic inequality. This history is a
        valuable contribution as well but will not excite sociologists or anthropologists. However, all three
        components – theory, history and anthropology – necessarily complement each other in this book. One should not
        read one section without the other components.
      


      
        This integration of theory and empirical material exemplifies new area studies as opposed to the descriptive
        country or village studies of the twentieth century. Area studies today is informed by high-level theory and
        contributes to theory. This is not sufficiently acknowledged since appreciation would need to involve some
        local knowledge and interest, which is usually absent in theorists. A closer look, however, shows that theory
        also involves local knowledge and empirical facts – but they are usually taken from Europe or North America. We
        have entered a period of theory generation from and in the global South. This book is an example thereof.
      


      


      
        Boike Rehbein
      

    

  


  
    
      Preface

    

    
      
        This book deals with the application of Bourdieu’s sociology to the Northeastern Indian borderlands in order to
        understand and interpret ethnic inequalities persisting in this region. The Limbu ethnic group is a case study
        to this end. Therefore, it should not be compared to study of ethnic politics as the book mainly concerns
        symbolic dimensions of power relations as is also apparent from the use of Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic
        violence.
      


      
        The theory chapter presented in the book is a bit lengthy. This became essential as it forms the core of the
        book, the comprehension of which determines the intelligibility of succeeding chapters. This is chiefly because
        Bourdieu’s theory although innovative is also rather complex involving several interlinked concepts, which need
        to be further explained and elucidated with contextual examples. In addition, this chapter also develops the
        interpretation of symbolic violence in the given context, which is an important precursor for the following
        chapters. By applying Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence in the given context, this book aims to study and
        interpret the transformation of an authentic cultural identity of Limbus in these three settings in order to
        understand the forms and processes of symbolic violence and its link to configurations of ethnic inequality.
      


      
        Next, the book examines three historical phases of unequal integration into the state of Sikkim, which are also
        different configurations of inequality: pre-capitalist, colonial and post-colonial states. However, this
        historical section should not be read as the ethnic history of the Limbus in Sikkim which is a broader and
        deeper topic in itself. The objective of these chapters is not to rewrite their history or historize ethnic
        politics which is another object of study. Rather, these historical chapters aim to explore the link between
        symbolic and structural inequality based on ethnic configurations.
      


      
        Although Limbu sources and oral history find mention in this book, it does not form conclusions upon them
        without critical analysis. The same applies to the relevant oral history of coexisting groups mainly the
        dominant group. Understandably, Limbu sources are rich in their cultural presentation but rarely do they deal
        with their subjugation. Oral history, which characterizes Limbu culture and that of other ethnic groups in this
        region is interesting but it goes beyond the scope of this book and could be the object of study for another
        book.
      


      
        In this book, the Northeastern Indian borderlands mainly refers to Sikkim and its adjoining areas of eastern
        Nepal and Darjeeling but it can be extended to the eastern Himalayan belt which is home to several smaller
        ethnic groups with their own distinct identities until the formation of nation-states led to their
        ethnicization and administrative categorization based on the dominant worldview. State structures in this book
        mean both federal state and nation-state depending on the context. State also refers to the primordial form of
        nation-state as in the case of pre-colonial and to a certain extent colonial Sikkim. Darjeeling is a district
        in the federal state of West Bengal which includes plain areas as well. However, the Darjeeling mentioned in
        this book mainly refers to the Darjeeling hills that come under Gorkhaland Territorial Administration (GTA)
        within the federal state of West Bengal where Nepali is taught as one of the languages in the school
        curriculum. Here, I would also like to mention that Kalimpong hills was carved as a separate district from the
        Darjeeling district following my fieldwork but remains as part of GTA.
      


      
        The spellings of local terminology are varied, all of which I have attempted to mention in the book while
        mostly adhering to widely-used spelling.
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      Introduction

    

    
      

      Background on the issue under study


      
        The initiating idea was to study the persistent issue of legitimacy among the Gorkhas/Nepalis of the Darjeeling
        and Duars region. However, further reading and exploratory fieldwork in 2015 led me to research on the Limbus,
        primarily for a deeper and broader understanding on the issue of legitimacy in the region.
      


      
        My first fieldwork in 2015 was largely conducted in Darjeeling but also in Delhi, Sikkim and Duars and was
        insightful in terms of guiding me closer to the core issue of study. Interviews with local and regional experts
        largely echoed a consistent and generalized worldview linking their marginalization as a Nepali-speaking Gorkha
        community in India to factors such as demographic minority, immigrant background, geopolitics, and even to
        their easy-going relaxed dispositions and lack of meritocracy. It was often emphasized that the Gorkhas or
        Nepali-speaking community were negligible as a minority in the context of India’s population thus making the
        Gorkhas’ votes insignificant for political leaders at the centre in Delhi. While these factors cannot be
        overlooked, they were still relative generalizations that failed to give a clearer understanding on the core
        issue of legitimation.
      


      
        In my retrospective understanding, these factors have been shown to be inconsistent in relation to the broader
        reality in the region. For example, as explored in this book, the dominant group of Sikkim, Nepal and
        Darjeeling have been minorities and of immigrant background in relation to the people already inhabiting the
        place. Geopolitics also seems to be an inconsistent factor with Nepal and Bhutan still existing as independent
        political entities despite being geo-politically strategic countries, while Sikkim has been merged with India.
        As an asymmetrical federal state within the Indian union, West Bengal, which consists of Darjeeling, also
        occupies an equally important geo-political location with international borders and a narrow chicken-neck
        corridor that links mainland India to north-east Indian states. Regardless, Bengalis enjoy symbolic legitimacy
        within the nation-state while many north-east Indians from its neighbouring north-eastern states including
        Sikkim still struggle with the issue of symbolic legitimacy within the nation-state. Further, it is also known
        that meritocracy is a myth1 (Rehbein & Souza 2014: 18) and is
        largely used as a tool to justify structural inequalities in a ‘formally democratic society’.2
      


      
        Experiential issues of the Nepali ethnic group based on their phenotypes
        were also varied with the Aryan-looking Nepalis experiencing very little or no discrimination in mainland India
        in comparison to the Mongoloid-looking Nepali group. Although no ethnic group is homogenous as imagined and
        constructed, the biracial heterogenous composition of the Nepali ethnic group, if not interracially mixed, is
        relatively distinct. Therefore, in the context of Nepalis from this region, Nepali as an ethnic group was an
        ambivalent identity experientially and largely stood in dual opposition to the Bengali ethnic group in
        Darjeeling and to the Bhutia ethnic group in Sikkim; and their legitimacy within the nation-state also remained
        unclear, varied and loosely defined.
      


      
        Therefore, considering the core idea under study, the Limbus as an ethnic group with contentious belonging to
        the state in Sikkim as indigenous, along with their contentious identification as a Nepali ethnic group, was
        chosen for a case study. With a relatively old written history to the region such a choice was intended to give
        a deeper insight into the historical marginalization of the Limbus as an ethnic group since the formation of a
        nation-state. Moreover, Sikkim was interesting with three different historical phases representing different
        configurations of inequality: pre-capitalist, colonial and post-colonial states. However, this case study does
        not differentiate later migrations of the Limbus to Sikkim and should not to be absolutized as with any other
        ethnic groups, considering the pattern of migration to occur in waves and not as a one-time event as usually
        portrayed or internalized. On a broader perspective, the case of the Limbus aims to contribute to the study of
        ethnic inequality in the region based on symbolic order. This is chiefly because the region is home to several
        smaller ethnic groups with distinct cultural identities, many of which later got subsumed into larger
        identities but remain dominated whereby their secondary position largely relates to the core issue of
        legitimacy.
      

    

    
      Limbus/Limboos


      
        The origin of the Limbu term itself is subject to debate due to varying interpretations and therefore cannot be
        established as an endonym or an exonym. However, since it is a Limbu word, which literally means archers in
        Limbu language (Subba 1999: 32), in all likelihood it is an endonym. Arguably, the Limbu term in its origin may
        have originated within a non-state time and space as it literally means archers but increasingly existed in
        relation to their polity called Limbuan/Limbuwan which is known to exist as ten principalities or kingdoms as
        Limbus like to call it, but not as a single polity as conceptualized by them. Yakthumba, an endonym meaning
        ‘yak herders’ derives relatively more consensus from the Limbus in all three settings, possibly because this
        term does not exist in relation to a polity.
      


      
        In Sikkim, documented evidence indicates that the Limbus were referred to as monpas or non-Tibeto-Sikimese
        along with the Lepchas and it becomes clear only from LMT treaty of 1663 that they have been distinctly
        referred to as Gtsong3/Tsong/Chong (Mullard 2011: 86). The LMT
        treaty clearly indicates that both the terms, Limbu and Tsong were not in use as Limbu signatories can only be identified by their clan names. This treaty is the first available
        documented evidence in which the Limbus have been referred to as Tsongs as in Lho-Mon-Tsong (LMT) where Lho
        means Lhopos or Bhutias, Mon means Monpas or Lepchas, and Tsong means Limbus. In this context, the Tsong term
        is an exonym given by the dominant group to Limbus in the newly established polity of Sukyim or Sikkim.
      


      
        From a dominant Bhutia perspective, the term Limbu is associated with Hindu Gorkhas and therefore stands in
        opposition to the Sikkimese Limbus as Tsongs. Referring to the Limbus’ oral history called “mundhum”, a
        typescript history of Sikkim (Namgyal & Dolma 1908: 22) mentions that the Limbus followed their Guru, Katog
        Lama from Tsang in Tibet who was one of the pioneer monks visiting Sikkim from Tibet and settled with him in
        Sikkim thus deriving their name as Tsong for their tribe ‘but the Gorkhas call them Limbus’. However, an
        historical study of Sikkim indicates that the Limbus’ association with the dominant group of Sikkim precedes
        that of the Hindu Gorkhas and even though LMT treaty of 1663 distinguishes the Limbus as Tsongs, the Limbu
        signatories in the treaty can be distinguished only by their clan names and not as Tsongs or Limbus. Therefore,
        it is argued that although the term Tsong was given by the dominant group for Sikkimese Limbus; the
        conceptualization of terms Tsong and Limbu in relation to Sikkim and Nepal respectively was constructed later
        possibly in the late eighteenth century when Limbu territories were subsumed into the nation-state of Nepal. It
        may have become important to emphasize on this distinction even more in the late nineteenth century in order to
        legitimize and maintain their supremacy amidst the colonial processes involving immigration, capitalism and
        introduction to the western concept of nation-state. This possibly explains the narration of this distinction
        in relation to nation-states in the typescript history of Sikkim written during the early twentieth century.
        The emphasis on the Tsong term as distinctly separate from the Limbu term may have been influenced by the
        progressive ethnicization of the Limbus as Kirati/Kirats in Nepal, an exonym given by the Hindu Gorkhas. In
        this respect, the Tsong term exists in relation to Sikkim just as Kirati in relation to Nepal. Therefore, it is
        more convincing to argue that the Limbu term mainly exists in relation to their conceptualized polity of
        Limbuan and their collective identity as Limbu based on their script and not in relation to nation-states of
        Nepal and Sikkim. However, from the colonial period onwards, given the historical particularities, the dominant
        Bhutia group in Sikkim started associating the Limbu term in relation to Nepal, possibly out of political and
        cultural concerns as well.
      


      
        The term Limbus was popularly used in Sikkim and the Darjeeling hills from the nineteenth century onwards
        (Arora 2007: 200). The British administration recognized and recorded the Limbus as a distinct ethnic group in
        Sikkim as early as 1891.4 However, from 1915 onwards, when the land
        revenue rates were finalized, the Limbus were categorized as Nepalis. The Tsong term gained resurgence in 1960s
        as indicated with the reservation of the Tsong seat in the Sikkim legislative assembly (1965) until it was
        abolished in the interim period in 1973 before Sikkim merged with India. Even though this term became
        irrelevant in post-merger Sikkim, it is still used by a section of Sikkimese Limbus and the dominant group in
        local discourses.
      


      
        In post-merger Sikkim, Limbu term is largely associated with the
        progressive recognition of the Limbu language. However, since their recognition as a scheduled tribe in 2003,
        the Limbus increasingly switched to writing their surnames as ‘Limboo’ instead of Limbu thereby drawing a
        distinction from the Darjeeling and Nepalese Limbus. Many Limbus continue to write their surnames as Subba
        which mainly relates to the chieftain or headman position granted by the Gorkha rulers. In this sense, the
        Subba surname can be historically associated with the Hindu Gorkhas. Subba is a popular surname among the
        Limbus in Sikkim and Darjeeling, which is either inherited, adopted or conveniently imposed due to their
        categorization as Nepalis. As the Subba surname is based on a prestigious position, it is highly likely many
        Limbus adopted this term.
      


      
        The Limbus have been one of the last ethnic groups to be subjugated in Nepal due to their geographical location
        to the far-east. The Hindu Gorkha king appeased the Limbus by granting them titles and recognizing their kipat
        system of land administration but the successive rulers gradually disintegrated and dissolved the system that
        is known to result in the alienation of their ancestral lands by immigrant Hindu Nepalis. In Sikkim and
        Darjeeling, Limbus have been historically invisible as immigrant Nepalis since the colonial period particularly
        in relation to coexisting Lepchas and Bhutias.
      

    

    
      Kirats/Kiratis/Kirants


      
        In this context, the focus is on the Limbus and Rais as Kirat as there are several other ethnic groups who
        identify with the Kirat culture and religion in Nepal. According to Schlemmer (2004), Kirant is derived from
        kirata, a term used in the ancient Sanskrit texts to designate, in an apparently generic and disparaging
        manner, the hunter peoples of the mountains. The latter seem to have been grouped together because of their
        common political and geographical situation—the fact of living outside any influence of a state or of the Hindu
        civilization. The Nepalese would thus seem to have used the word ‘Kirant’ to designate the populations living
        on the eastern fringes of their territory. Whereas the populations in the centre and the west of the country
        had been integrated into the Hindu kingdoms for longer, the eastern populations were characterized by their
        considerable autonomy with regard to the royal centres (In Culas & Robinne (ed.) Schlemmer 2010: 53). He
        also writes (in Culas & Robinne (ed.) 2010: 48), ‘the northern part of the Vijaypur kingdom region would
        become, after Nepal had become a kingdom, what would be called the Far Kirat (pallo Kirant); the northern
        region of the kingdom of Chaudandi would become the Middle Kirant (majh kirant), while the region composing the
        former region of Dolakha would be called the Near Kirant (wallo kirant). It should be added that the Middle
        Kirant is principally peopled by the aforementioned Sunuwar, the Near Kirant by the Rai and the Far Kirant by
        the Limbu’. Therefore, the term Kirat in its origin seemingly existed in relation to a non-state space beyond
        the jurisdiction or influence of the Hindu kingdoms. The same understanding of the term was seemingly practiced
        by the Hindu Gorkhas of Indo-Nepalese origin although by then
        distinctions as wallo (near), majh (middle) and pallo (far) has been made based on their centre in Nepal. In Nepal, the Kirati term has been
        largely internalized by the Limbus and Rais of eastern Nepal and stands in relation to their geographical
        location but also in relation to the dominant group as ethnicized Hindu Nepali. In contemporary Nepal, this
        term mainly reflates to political discourses, and is used to refer to their indigenous ethnic culture and
        civilization.
      

    

    
      Bhutias


      
        In all likelihood, the term Bhutia is a modification of the Nepali term Bhotia for people from Tibet as ‘bhot’
        in Nepali refers to Tibet. In this respect, the term Bhutia is an anglicized version of the Nepali word Bhotia
        with the term Bhutia being largely used in the nineteenth century British administrative records. Otherwise, in
        the LMT treaty of 1663, people of Tibeto-Sikkimese origin have been referred to as the Lhopos. In this book,
        the term Bhutia is synonymously used along with term Tibeto-Sikkimese,5 with the Bhutia term distinctly used from the colonial period onwards.
      


      
        In Sikkim, the term Bhutia also draws a distinction from the later immigrant Tibetans and other categories
        practising Buddhism. However, The Scheduled Tribes Order of 1978, which recognized the Bhutias as ST also
        recognized it as a broad generic term to include several other groups.6 Nonetheless, the distinction of a Bhutia from its subcategories is quite distinct in their
        dispositions but also in the policies.7
      

    

    
      Lepchas


      
        The term Lepcha is possibly an anglicized version of the Nepali word Lapche meaning vile speakers. Otherwise,
        in pre-colonial Sikkim they have been referred to as the monpas particularly following the treaty of LMT in
        1663. Lepchas are considered to be the first inhabitants of Sikkim, Darjeeling and eastern Nepal. In Sikkim and
        Darjeeling, their indigeneity remains undisputed. The traditional history of Sikkim establishes the Lepchas as
        indigenous to Sikkim. The colonial history of Darjeeling establishes the Lepchas as indigenous to Darjeeling.
        In 2005, the Lepchas were recognized as ‘Most Primitive Tribe’ by the Government of Sikkim following the
        submission of a memorandum to the Chief Minister of Sikkim in 2003 by the Sikkim Lepcha Youth Association and
        other Lepcha leaders demanding protection of the Lepchas as the Most Primitive Tribe (Arora 2007: 215). In the
        past, the Lepchas are known to be culturally closer to the Limbus with animistic practices and intermarriages.
        They are also known to share a common sub-clan name of ‘Chilikchom’ and ‘Luksom’ whereby marriages between
        these sub-clans of two groups are prohibited (Subba, A.B, 2016: 26). Progressively, the Lepchas in Sikkim have
        been subsumed into the Buddhist Bhutia culture while in Darjeeling they have largely adopted Christianity and
        speak Nepali language as their mother tongue.
      

    

    
      

      Gorkhas/Nepalis


      
        The term Gorkha finds its origin in the Gorkha kingdom, which expanded to form present-day Nepal. This term
        takes different meanings in different places and sometimes also overlaps depending on the context. For example,
        the British colonials are known to refer to them as Hindu Gorkhas thus distinguishing them from the indigenous
        ethnic groups. However, following the Anglo-Gorkha war (1814–1816), the British are known to recruit them as
        mercenaries in the British Gurkha army. In this sense, the term Gurkha is an anglicized version of Gorkhas
        which by then included indigenous groups like the Limbu and Rai, also from Sikkim and Darjeeling. The use of
        this term in India was largely associated with Nepali cultural activities, with literary and cultural
        associations being named with Gorkha terms but little is known of people associating themselves with the Gorkha
        as a political identity. Arguably, in Darjeeling, the term Gorkha, originated as a struggle for distinction in
        the social world, for legitimation out of fear of ethnic cleansing. It became a predominant term during the
        sub-national Gorkhaland movement in 1980s with a statehood demand or a homeland for the Gorkhas or
        Nepali-speaking inhabitants of Darjeeling and Duars. In this context, it is a politicized identity as it
        emerged and strengthened in the backdrop of victimization of Nepali-speaking people largely settled by the
        British colonials. Cases of ethnic cleansing of Nepalis on the basis of their immigrant background have been
        recorded in Assam, other north-east states and Bhutan while unrecorded isolated pockets of violence have also
        taken place in the Duars area of West Bengal through intimidation, pauperization and organized communal
        violence using the Adivasis as opponents who were brought by British colonials for tea plantation work from
        areas like present-day Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh. Otherwise, the term Gorkha has its origins in the Hindu
        Indo-Nepalese culture which increasingly took on the indigenous face of eastern Himalayas through
        militarization as a valiant British Gurkha soldier, epitomized for unfaltering courage in battle and loyalty to
        the British. In post-colonial times, the legacy has passed on as Indian Gurkhas. In the Darjeeling hills and
        Duars, the Gorkha term is used for linguistic Nepalis and connotes both Gurkha soldiers and Gorkha origin even
        though political rhetoric refers to the former case. The origin of the term Gorkha in Darjeeling mainly relates
        to dissociation from Nepali identity as this Nepali term has been politically misused linking Nepali to the
        nation-state Nepal. Sikkimese Nepalis are not known to associate themselves with the Gorkha term possibly to
        maintain their distinction from the politicized identity of the Darjeeling Nepalis. On the other hand, it gives
        evidence that Sikkimese Nepalis are relatively more secure as Nepalis in Sikkim.
      

    

    
      Symbolic violence, social structure and ethnic inequality


      
        The core idea of the book is to explore the concept of symbolic violence and inequality in the context of the
        Limbus as an ethnic group and its relation to the conceptualization of a nation-state. It primarily deals with
        two broad questions. First, how symbolic violence has been historically reproduced over a significant period of
        time since the construction of a nation-state. The answer to this question has been explored and developed in
        historical chapters with particular focus on Sikkim as a nation-state and later as a federal state of India.
        These chapters while providing an insight into the unequal integration of the Limbus within the state
        structures of Sikkim also analyze the symbolic dimensions of power relations embedded within this unequal
        structural integration. This book argues that the inclusion and exclusion of the Limbus is based on their
        ethnicization and to the particular configuration of the state, dominant group and ethnicity. The empirical
        chapters based on fieldwork aims to validate this argument by focusing on the particularities in Sikkim; and
        through varying manifestations of symbolic violence in all three settings. In doing so, these chapters deal
        with the second question on how cultural processes of the Limbus as a dominated ethnic group is shaped
        differently in different configurations and how it is linked with the power structure, ethnicity and
        nation-state.
      


      
        Similarly, Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence is introduced and discussed in the theory chapter where the
        concept of ethnic inequality mainly links to the symbolic dimensions of inequality. Although three historical
        chapters largely discuss the structural inequalities, the objective is to add to the overall understanding of
        symbolic inequality that defines, shapes and legitimizes structural inequalities. This book also refers to the
        concept of social structure particularly in the binary opposing distinction of the dominant and the dominated
        groups which essentially follows Bourdieu’s conceptualization of social structure as a classification of
        society within the framework of state structures mainly nation-state based on the possession of socially
        valuable capital. Social structure is therefore linked to capital within the nation-state and in this study
        largely cultural and symbolic capital, which also gives access to other forms of capital such as the social and
        political capital. As noted by Rehbein (2007: 21), ‘Bourdieu conceives of social structure as the distribution
        of capital. All social actions require some form of capital and whoever has the greatest amount of socially
        most valuable capital, has a leading position in society.’ In this book, I argue that the dominant groups in
        all three settings of Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal are in possession of symbolic capital primarily based on the
        value attributed to their culture in relation to that of the dominated groups which has inter-generationally
        given them access to others forms of capitals conceptualized by Bourdieu.
      

    

    
      Fieldwork


      
        As discussed earlier, my first fieldwork was conducted in 2015, which does not find its way into the book in
        terms of results though it played a crucial role in doing away with layers of narratives that presented a
        somewhat distorted view of reality. In this sense, my first fieldwork, even though it did not produce concrete
        results in terms of visible outcomes in the book, was still very significant in guiding me to the core issue of
        legitimacy that I aimed to study. Therefore, the empirical chapters based on fieldwork mainly relates to my
        second fieldwork conducted between 2016 and 2017 in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal.
      


      
        The first focus of my fieldwork has been Sikkim as it forms the core of
        this book with several chapters based on Sikkim. The contentious belonging of the Limbus as indigenous to
        Sikkim was equally interesting from a legitimacy point of view, which was evident in almost all the interviews
        conducted in Sikkim. In this regard, my respondents were mostly Limbu elites but also a few non-Limbus who have
        established themselves in education, culture, and administrative arenas and who also had some degree of
        influence over shaping the cultural milieu in Sikkim. Formal settings such as the clan meetings, Limbu language
        classes; and informal settings such as lunchtime in canteen, Limbu harvest festival known as dhaan
        naach,8 allowed me to meet them in group settings as well. Other
        scenarios include conversing with layperson Limbus in rural areas or from rural areas of West Sikkim selling
        their produce like oranges near streets or breaking stones on the roadside for road repair or simply layperson
        Limbus striking a conversation in formal and informal settings. It was also not rare to come across poor and
        alcoholic Limbus in West Sikkim. I was also invited to stay with two families in West Sikkim, which was a
        privilege as both these families represent Limbu cultural elites with their contribution towards the
        preservation of the Limbu culture in Sikkim. One of these places was home to a personal library with a personal
        collection of newspapers and books dealing with Limbu topics in Sikkim. I also got the opportunity to visit
        their symbolic spaces such as the two ancient pine trees in Lingbit (Rimbik) believed to be associated with the
        first settlers of their clan. In the other family, apart from access to an old collection of documents related
        to the Limbus in Sikkim, I attended events such as the clan meetings and celebrations in a village school in
        which this Limbu literary figure was invited as the chief guest. In both these places, a typical two-storied
        Limbu traditional house was still preserved. While one of these houses was mainly used as a kitchen, the other
        traditional house was used as a sleeping and resting place for two elderly members of the family. The main
        pillar of the house or hangsitlang,9 which is
        typical of traditional Limbu houses, distinctly stood out in one of these houses that I was shown around.
      


      
        The second focus of my fieldwork has been Darjeeling with its shared history as part of Sikkim, as analyzed in
        my historical chapters. In addition, the Limbus in Darjeeling do not speak the Limbu language and mostly
        identify with the Nepali identity and Nepali language. Since the revival of the Limbu cultural realm is largely
        concentrated within the ambit of cultural associations in this configuration, I interviewed Limbu cultural
        elites from new and old Limbu associations in Darjeeling and Kalimpong who have been associated with the Limbu
        Tribal Boards as well. The cultural elites from new associations appeared relatively outspoken and confident on
        the chances of reviving the Limbu culture and language. Although, with some hurdles, I also met a few cultural
        elites from the All India Limbu Association, which has played a significant role in asserting for ST
        recognition of Limbus. However, they appeared restrained and distant without being impolite; they finally
        opened their shabby dusty office for me but avoided being interviewed. Instead they gave me their record files
        and disappeared for long hours except for occasional interruptions to ask if I needed tea and finally to close
        the office. Further, I conversed with a few layperson, Limbus in a group setting in the village of Bungkulung,
        which is known for its concentrated population of Limbus and construction of a recent Manghim in 2016. For
        another perspective, I also interviewed a Limbu poet and artist from Maneybhanjyang in Darjeeling who is known
        for his contribution to Nepali poetry and literature some of which has been translated in Hindi and English as
        well.
      


      
        The third focus of my fieldwork has been Nepal for reasons mentioned above and to obtain another perspective,
        as Nepali identity that categorizes the Limbus as of yet is symbolically illegitimate in India, due to its
        conceptual identification with immigrant background from Nepal which has historically and politically
        manifested with Limbus in Sikkim publicly denouncing their administrative categorization as Nepali and with the
        linguistic Nepalis in Darjeeling choosing Gorkha as an endonym over Nepali. Therefore, logically, with the
        Limbus as recognized indigenous Nepalis, it should have been otherwise in the context of marginalization,
        symbolic violence and inequality. Instead, the Limbus occupy a subjugated position in Nepal despite the
        adoption of the dominant Hindu Nepali culture, religion and language, with symbolic violence that runs much
        deeper than in India which links symbolic violence to elements beyond immigrant Nepali ethnicity such as race
        and culture. In fact, the domination of Limbus in Nepal runs so deep and yet remains so invisible, subtle and
        ‘misrecognized’ that it requires another separate topic of research following Bourdieu’s sociological enquiry.
        In Nepal, my fieldwork was concentrated in Kathmandu interviewing a few educated Limbu elites who have
        established themselves in education and cultural arenas besides informally meeting layperson Limbus and
        visiting the manghims in Kathmandu.
      


      
        My methods applied are varied with observation, qualitative interviews and voice recordings. Although I had
        developed a questionnaire, it didn’t always make sense to conduct interviews on my terms. Sometimes, they had
        much to say and making abrupt ends to their response would mean being impolite while also losing valuable
        information. At times, they were brief and precise in which case the interviews were semi-structured. Much of
        these lengthy recorded interviews did not find its way in this book but it did contribute to the understanding
        of the cultural realm in these settings and therefore in shaping the book in its present form. My respondents
        also varied from well-educated Limbu cultural elites to less educated layperson Limbus who contributed through
        their own lived realities.
      

    

    
      Structure of the book


      
        Theory, history and anthropology in the given order, are the three main components of this book—with each
        component equally important for the comprehension of the other. As ethnic inequality in itself is a vast topic
        with several dimensions to it, the theoretical framework in this book provides approaches for understanding
        ethnic inequality particularly from the symbolic dimension. For this reason, I chose to apply Bourdieu’s theory
        of symbolic violence and interlinked concepts as a guiding theoretical framework to understand and interpret
        the social reality, which although innovative is also rather complex for scholars new to Bourdieu. Therefore, I
        emphasize the need for in-depth reading of the theory chapter before
        proceeding to the succeeding chapters. Understandably, without the knowledge of theory, the empirical chapters
        are not fully intelligible and may lead to misinterpretation. The history section is a series of three chapters
        focusing on three different phases of the Limbus’ unequal integration into the state structures of Sikkim which
        are also three different configurations of inequality: pre-capitalistic, colonial and post-colonial states.
        These chapters spanning three historical periods relate to the specific question this book asks on the
        reproduction of symbolic violence among the Limbus. This was deemed important for a deeper understanding about
        the symbolic forms and processes and the role of cultural processes, producers and institutions in maintaining
        inequality. Further, these chapters focus on Sikkim for practical reasons. Most importantly, the case of
        smaller ethnic groups like the Limbus in Sikkim remains understudied and invisible in the context of symbolic
        inequality prevalent in Northeast India. Although, these historical chapters are largely based on secondary
        literature, many but not all, derive their literature from primary sources. The final anthropology section
        consists of two chapters mainly based on fieldwork. One of these chapters is a comparative study of visible
        cultural phenomena in all three settings whereas the other focuses on symbolic order in Sikkim.
      


      
        Chapter 1 summarizes and elucidates Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of
        symbolic violence with his key concepts relevant for the argument in the book. The interpretation of Bourdieu’s
        theory is very much in the structuralist tradition with emphasis on the binary nature of symbolic violence.
        This chapter interprets symbolic violence as a binary distinction between dominant and dominated with the
        dominant possessing positive and the dominated negative traits. The distinction is incorporated and thereby
        naturalized. The accompanying discourse legitimizes the structural inequality between both groups. The dominant
        receive a position of authority, which includes “world-making power”, legitimacy and sacralization of their
        symbolic products. At the same time, the constructed character of domination becomes invisible and
        misrecognized.
      


      
        Chapter 2 is a historical study of the integration of the Limbu
        into the state of Sikkim before colonialism. The main argument refers to the construction of the Limbu as
        culturally inferior to the dominant Bhutia (and even the Lepcha). The process of integration has been outlined
        with regard to collective identity, state apparatus, law, land-use and labour. The dominant group, after
        immigration to the area of Sikkim, subjugated local groups and classified many of them as Limbu. The Limbu were
        excluded from certain rights, positions and resources while being symbolically devalued. The devaluation was
        legitimized by cultural and religious factors. This chapter, links this development to the increasing
        institutionalization of the state as a nation-state and to the adoption of a seemingly superior religion by the
        dominant group, namely Buddhism which are further linked to broader processes of colonialism and capitalism.
      


      
        Chapter 3 is a brief introduction to colonial rule in Sikkim. The
        core argument posits that British rule added another layer of dominance and changed the terms of domination but
        not the structure of symbolic violence. The argument posits that the British favoured the dominant group,
        ethnicized the dominated and classified the Limbu as Nepali and thereby
        as immigrants. Symbolic violence has been interpreted as opposing binaries of the dominant and the dominated
        whereby the integration of the dominant Buddhist group is legitimized on the basis of indigeneity while the
        subordination of Limbus is legitimized as immigrant Nepalis. This chapter traces the steps of the British
        occupation of Sikkim, the integration of Darjeeling into Bengal and the drawing of borders between the two
        states and Nepal. These processes have been linked to British colonial and political interests. The result was
        the construction of the Limbu as a Hindu and Nepali ethnic group, which was less valuable than the dominant
        Buddhist group in colonial Sikkim.
      


      
        Chapter 4 is a brief introduction to Sikkim’s history after Indian
        independence. It presents the uncertain status of Sikkim until its integration into India in 1975. While the
        dominated favoured integration into India, the dominant supported independence. It mainly examines the unequal
        integration of the Limbus into the state structures of post-colonial Sikkim by examining relevant
        administrative policies in the context of the Sikkimese Limbus. The argument posits that the Limbus were
        classified differently in both configurations but remained dominated anyway. Their classification slowly
        shifted from Nepali to a scheduled tribe. Even though the Indian state is associated with Hinduism, the Limbu
        still remain dominated even within Sikkim, since they are considered underdeveloped.
      


      
        Chapter 5 argues that the dominant discourse of indigeneity as a
        symbolic system, with a binary opposing classification of indigenous and immigrant maintains the symbolic order
        in Sikkim. The first section attempts to deconstruct the historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity, also in
        relation to the Limbu ethnic group in Sikkim to critically examine their secondary position in Sikkim. The
        second section provides ethnographic insights into the symbolic spaces associated with the historical narrative
        of Sikkimese indigeneity particularly that of the dominant Buddhist B-L group and its significance in
        contemporary Sikkim. The final section examines the unequal integration of the Limbus into the state structures
        of Sikkim as a scheduled tribe and the role of historical narrative of indigeneity in legitimizing their
        subordination as scheduled tribe.
      


      
        Chapter 6 compares the configuration in Sikkim with those in Nepal
        and Darjeeling. The comparison is very valuable since it explains that even though symbolic violence is
        structurally identical in all settings, the configurations themselves differ significantly—to the degree of
        even attributing the Limbu different cultural characteristics depending on the relation to the dominant groups.
        This chapter also introduces several symbolic dimensions into the discussion, such as script, appearance and
        icons. The core of the chapter, however, is a discussion of worship, in the three settings, the “manghim”.
        While this type of worship is linked to Hinduism, it is still interpreted as backward within the frameworks of
        Nepal, Sikkim and Darjeeling, since it is associated with the Hinduization of animist peoples. In Sikkim, its
        Hindu Nepali elements devalue it as foreign and inferior. This discussion is followed by brief glances at other
        cultural phenomena and their variation according to the setting of the state.
      

    

    
      Notes


      
        
          1 While the game of competition rules the visible world, privileges are passed on from
          generation to generation invisibly. These privileges include not only all kinds of capital but also the
          symbolic distinctions between classes and their symbolic classification. All classes share the symbolic
          universe of capitalism characterized by meritocracy and the hierarchy of social classification, which makes
          some classes virtuous on the basis of their inherited symbolic characteristics, especially industriousness,
          discipline, dignity, intelligence and aesthetic sensibility. Those who do not inherit a sufficient degree of
          the valued social characteristics are regarded as inferior and will never compete on a level playing field
          (Rehbein & Souza 2014: 18)
        


        
          2 This is due to the democratic idea of equality but also to the economic idea of the
          increase of productivity or the “wealth of nations”. (Rehbein & Souza 2014: 21)
        


        
          3 In the second text of this work (see chapter six), the use of the term mon pa to Limbu groups as well as Lepcha indicates that the term mon had yet to become a distinct
          ethnonym for the Lepcha. Although by 1663 the term was used in a way that specifically related to the Lepcha
          (see chapter 6, pages 140–143) (Mullard 2011: 86)
        


        
          4 However, after 1891, the imperial administration delineated four groups, namely, the
          Lepchas-Bhutias, the Limbus, the Nepalis and the others. In 1915, when the land revenue rates were finalized,
          the imperial regime differentiated between only the Lepcha-Bhutias and the Nepalis (see Anon 1915: 2, Arora
          2007: 202).
        


        
          5 Term coined by Mullard (2011)
        


        
          6 In 1978 Bhutia community has been recognized as one of the Scheduled Tribes of Sikkim.
          The 1978 Order included eight other Bhutias namely Tromopa, Dopthapa, Sherpa, Yolmo, Kagatey, Drukpa,
          Tibetans and Chumbipa within the definition of the term Bhutia. These early settlers from Tibet presently are
          known as Denzongpa or Lhori while those who migrated to Sikkim during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
          are called Khampa or Pu-pa and considered different from the Denzongpa or Lhori. Those who migrated in the
          twentieth century, especially after Chinese occupation of Tibet, are referred to as Tibetans. The
          distinction, however, has been narrowed down due to the use of all embracing generic term “Bhutia” in the
          Scheduled Tribes Order of 1978 (Gurung 2011: 106). During my exploratory fieldwork in 2015, my respondent
          clearly identified herself as a Bhutia although she was born in Darjeeling and her family had been settled in
          Darjeeling since two generations. She also made a clear distinction with Tibetans as refugees after 1950s
          while they came much before and consider Darjeeling as their only home unlike the Tibetan refugees who
          consider Darjeeling as temporary home before immigrating to countries like United States of America.
        


        
          7 Though these groups have been recognized as Bhutias they are not benefited by the
          Revenue Order No.1 which prohibits sale or purchase of Bhutia-Lepcha land by other communities, including the
          Nepalis. However, they can contest elections from the 12 Bhutia-Lepcha seats reserved in the Legislative
          Assembly of Sikkim (Gurung 201: 110).
        


        
          8 Literally means husked rice dance in Nepali language. It can also be termed as harvest
          festival as it is a traditional festive occasion of Limbus marking the harvest season after grains have been
          harvested.
        


        
          9 According to my Limbu respondent, Dr. Buddhi L Khamdhak: In Limbu language ‘hang’
          means king and ‘sitlang’ means pole. In this sense, hangsitlang means king pole or main pillar supporting the
          typical two-storied Limbu traditional houses. He further elaborates that Limbus attribute this one pillar as
          main pillar because they believe that household deity “Akwanama” reside in this main pillar.
        

      
    
  


  
    
      1Theory of symbolic violence

    

    
      
        

        Introduction


        
          The question as to why or to what extent the concept of symbolic violence contributes more to this study in
          comparison to other terms like ethnicization or discrimination is rather forthcoming. While other concepts
          may have been equally relevant for the study of inequality; for this particular study, Bourdieu’s concept of
          symbolic violence designed to study ‘stratified social systems of hierarchy’ and ‘domination through
          legitimation’ has been envisaged as relevant. Subsequently, taking the case of the Limbu ethnic group, this
          study attempts to explore and interpret the distinctiveness of persisting social domination within the state
          structures of Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal. However, Limbus do not appear as an exclusive Limbu ethnic group
          at all times, but within the layers of their imposed overarching identities or that of their subsumed
          identities which predominantly mean ‘Nepali’ in Sikkim and Darjeeling and ‘kirati’ or ‘matwali’ in Nepal.
          Arguably, each of these added layers of classifications also provide an insight into the invariant, which is
          the constant structure of symbolic violence in each of these settings, with the Limbu ethnic group in the
          subordinate position. At the same time, these classifications also shed light on the varying nature of the
          Limbu ethnic identity in each of the state structures.
        


        
          Similarly, Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence has been used as a theoretical framework for its relevance
          and significance. Firstly, Bourdieu’s interlinked concepts as approaches have been considered significant in
          exploring the subtle forms and processes of subordination. For example, his key concepts of ‘symbolic power’,
          ‘symbolic violence’, and ‘symbolic capital’ among others have been known to offer a valuable modus operandi
          to understand and interpret a social reality. In particular, these approaches are known for their usefulness
          in deconstructing the cultural arbitrariness in the least expected arenas or ‘fields’ of everyday social life
          and practices such as in acts of cooperation, alliances and inter-cultural syncretism which have been
          otherwise exclusively legitimized as forms of inclusion and mutuality. From Bourdieu’s perspective, however,
          these practices, particularly symbolic ones, also portray forms and processes of exclusion and subordination
          albeit obscured by its legitimacy.
        


        
          Second, Bourdieu’s concepts as approaches are known to emphasize on the increasing shift in forms of power:
          from ‘brute’, ‘coercive’ to ‘tacit’, ‘invisible’. This has been
          deemed as relevant as it contributes to our understanding of the persistent, crucial role tacit forms of
          power play in organizing and reorganizing societies. These covert, subtle forms of power are said to include
          ‘influence, consent, choice, negotiation and persuasion’ (Swartz 2013: 42) which, from Bourdieu’s relational
          mode of thought, is understood to involve a two-way relationship between the cognitive and objective
          structures. In this respect, his conceptual language of symbolic power, symbolic violence and symbolic
          capital, while emphasizing on the importance of power in social and political life, also draw our attention
          to its shift whereby ‘even in the advanced societies the principal mode of domination has shifted from overt
          coercion and the threat of physical violence to forms of symbolic manipulation’ (Bourdieu 1989: 555, 1990h:
          122–34; Swartz 1997: 82). Although Bourdieu mainly refers to ‘advanced’ or modern societies while explaining
          these approaches, it has been argued that these approaches are applicable to the given context chiefly
          because the cognitive and objective structures of the given settings have been largely shaped by the ideas
          and concepts brought about by the rulers such as the Tibeto-Sikkimese Bhutias, Hindu Gorkhas, British
          colonials and mainland Indians. Taking these factors into consideration and their impact on the social,
          political, economic and religious domains, it can be said that the given settings represent an overlap of
          highly differentiated modern and less-differentiated pre-modern societies.
        


        
          Furthermore, while Bourdieu’s theories and concepts draw upon a wide variety of intellectual influences, they
          have also been founded upon deference to these schools of thought particularly ‘as correctives to opposing
          viewpoints’ (Swartz 1997: 5). For his theory of symbolic violence, Bourdieu primarily draws from traditions
          of Marx, Weber and Durkheim. For example, like Marx he also proposes the concept of resources as capital but
          by proposing the concept of symbolic capital he stands to defer with a non-reductive account of cultural
          life. As explained by Swartz (1997: 82), for Bourdieu, the traditional Marxist emphasis on economic and class
          structures underestimates the importance of the symbolic dimension of power relations in both the
          undifferentiated pre-capitalist and highly differentiated post-industrial societies. Referring to this
          symbolic dimension of power relations, Swartz (1997: 82) writes, ‘This belief justifies his focus on the role
          that cultural processes, producers and institutions play in maintaining inequality in contemporary societies.
          This is symbolic power as well as economic power’. Therefore, as noted by Swartz (1997: 73), it is understood
          that Bourdieu (1989c: 375) conceptualizes resources as capital when they function as a ‘social relation of
          power’ and that individuals and groups draw upon a wide variety of cultural, social and
          symbolic resources in order to maintain and enhance their positions in the social order. Secondly, Weber’s
          intellectual influence on Bourdieu has been conceptualized in his theory of symbolic power, the effect of
          which, according to Swartz (2013: 83), is intended to be captured in the language of symbolic violence. Thus,
          in his theory of symbolic power, ‘Bourdieu draws from Weber’s notions of charisma and legitimacy’ and
          ‘stresses the active role played by taken-for-granted assumptions in the constitution and maintenance of
          power relations’ and ‘like Weber, Bourdieu contends that the exercise of power requires legitimation’ (Swartz
          1997: 43). However, while Weber’s idea of legitimation recognizes false beliefs as a justification for social domination, Bourdieu’s concept of legitimation
          also includes dispositions and objective structures. To this point of symbolic power and symbolic violence,
          it has been posited that ‘legitimate understandings of the social world are imposed by dominant groups’ (as
          expressed in objective structures) and ‘deeply internalized by subordinate groups in the form of practical
          taken-for-granted understandings’ (as expressed in dispositions or incorporated structures of the
          dominated). Therefore, according to Bourdieu, it is this two-way relationship between
          dispositions and objective structures that results in legitimation. Finally, Durkheim’s intellectual
          influence on Bourdieu largely manifests as correctives on the notion of social order. As stated by Swartz
          (1997: 48), ‘Bourdieu’s theoretical approach to combine the issue of social reproduction with that of social
          classification amounts to a “revisionist approach to the Durkheimian problem of order” (DiMaggio 1979)’. For
          example, if social order mostly represented ‘logical integration’ or ‘unity’ for Durkheim; for Bourdieu, it
          largely represented domination as reflected in the symbolic classifications of groups in the social order. As
          noted by Swartz (1997: 48), while Bourdieu shared Durkheim’s understanding of the social order with ‘symbolic
          systems as classification systems that provide both logical and social integration’, he also differed such
          that ‘if for Durkheim this integrative force operates to produce a desired consensual unity for the social
          order, for Bourdieu it produces domination’. Thus, according to Swartz (1997: 48), ‘Bourdieu is concerned
          with the function of differentiation as well as with that of integration’. Clearly, for Bourdieu social order
          with its hierarchies, distinctions and struggle for resources and legitimation reproduces domination.
          Therefore, considering the intellectual influence of Marx, Weber and Durkheim, his theory of symbolic
          violence by emphasizing on the importance of the symbolic dimension of power relations in societies as
          opposed to only class and economic structures, is understood to offer a relatively non-reductive approach to
          interpret a social reality. At the same time, it provides a rather unconventional and innovative approach
          with his emphasis on the important role played by culture, legitimacy and
          differentiation in social domination; and in the reproduction of unequal social order.
        


        
          Next, Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence and capital with emphasis on ‘the active role symbolic forms
          play as resources that both constitute and maintain power structures’ (Swartz 1997: 8) has been envisaged as
          important as it gives us an insight into the self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination and subordination in
          symbolic forms ‘without the conscious recognition’ of its members due to ‘legitimation’. This further links
          with Bourdieu’s argument that ‘the answer can be found by exploring how cultural resources, processes and
          institutions hold individuals and groups in competitive and self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination’
          (Swartz 1997: 6). However, Swartz (1997: 8) also notes that ‘these are not tidy, well-delimited theoretical
          arguments but orienting themes that overlap and interpenetrate’.
        


        
          Most importantly, Bourdieu’s theory as ‘a relational philosophy of science’ that ‘accords primacy to
          relations’, by focusing on the ‘objective relations’ that form the generative matrix of social life, aims to
          present the social reality as it is, with its intricacies and complexities. As substantiated by Bourdieu
          (1998:vii), his philosophy of science (relational) is ‘directly
          opposed to the conventions of ordinary (or semi-scholarly) thought about the social world, which is more
          readily devoted to substantial “realities” such as individuals and groups than to the objective relations which one cannot show, but which must be captured, constructed and validated
          through scientific work’. Along this line of argument, it is understood that his theory of symbolic violence
          draws a distance from the familiar and common pattern of substantial thinking and convenience of absolutism,
          to instead present a relational mode of thought to interpret the social world.
        


        
          Finally, it has been conceived that Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence along with his interwoven concepts
          besides providing a valuable theoretical framework to approach the core question to the problem of social
          domination; and in the interpretation of the social phenomena, also raises several important contextual
          questions alongside, deemed as interesting for further research.
        


        
          This chapter has been divided into several sections dealing with each of his key concepts while exploring his
          theory of symbolic violence. However, as his concepts interweave and intertwine with one another, these
          sections also tend to overlap with one another, which arguably offers a realistic blueprint of the given
          social world through their inter-relatedness and inter-connectedness.
        

      

    

    
      
        Introduction to Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence


        
          As discussed earlier, Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence has been primarily founded on his interlinked
          concepts of symbolic capital, symbolic power; and on his conceptualization of social order for
          differentiation—all of which together contribute to our understanding of social domination. This section,
          however, aims to present and elucidate his key concept of symbolic violence that is understood to directly
          capture the effect of symbolic power. As such, the general and basic understanding of symbolic violence has
          been the acceptance of domination as a natural order by both the dominant and the dominated and hence
          ‘without the conscious recognition of its members’, largely based on the internalization
          and incorporation of dominant worldviews and therefore, functions to establish and maintain the supremacy of
          the dominant group. It is based on the concepts of truth and linked with race, class, gender, culture,
          religion, language, ethnicity, and ideology among others.
        


        
          The acceptance of persisting social domination as a natural order by the dominated, leads us to the impending
          question of why and in what ways do the dominated accept such dominance ‘without powerful
          resistance’? The answer, according to Bourdieu, is found in ‘legitimation’, which is required for the
          exercise of power. As mentioned by Swartz (1997: 89), “in using the term ‘symbolic violence’, Bourdieu
          stresses how the dominated accept as legitimate their own condition of domination (Bourdieu and Wacquant
          1992: 167)”. For example, the Limbus in Sikkim and Darjeeling, by accepting their categorization as ‘Nepali’
          and later as ‘ST of Nepali origin’, have arguably accepted domination through legitimation. Similar argument
          could also be made for the Limbus as ‘Kirati’ in Nepal. Following Bourdieu, this can be referred to as
          symbolic violence, as the Limbus by accepting these categorizations of themselves, have legitimized and incorporated the dominant worldviews
          which establishes and maintains the dominant group’s supremacy while invariably devaluing their authentic
          identity. Much of this relates to ‘misrecognition’ or ‘misperception’ on the part of the Limbus as a
          collective while for the dominant group, such a categorization is directly linked to symbolic power.
          Therefore, while the Limbus in Sikkim and Darjeeling may ‘misperceive’ the ST categorization with indigeneity
          and legitimacy, the dominant group may relate the same with Hinduization of tribal groups as ethnicized
          Nepalis. Similarly, Limbus in Nepal may associate their ‘kirati’ identity to indigeneity and legitimacy while
          for the dominant it could relate to Hinduization and ethnicization of inferior indigenous groups as Nepalis.
          Therefore, as posited by Bourdieu, ‘legitimation’ is understood to conceal and naturalize social domination
          and hence points towards the invisible dimension of symbolic violence. Here, Bourdieu links Weber’s idea of
          legitimation with his key concepts of ‘misrecognition’, ‘symbolic power’, ‘symbolic capital’, and attempts to
          address the question by looking into the symbolic dimension of power relations in societies, as portrayed
          through symbolic forms and processes which as ‘resources’ play ‘active role’ in the reproduction of social
          inequality. In the case of the Limbus in Sikkim and Darjeeling, it is rather evident that their domination is
          linked to their legitimation as ‘Nepali’ and as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ as it symbolically devalues them, while
          the discourse of immigrants from Nepal or of immigrant background prevails to further legitimize their
          subordinate position in the social order.
        


        
          Clearly, for Bourdieu, legitimation is closely linked with ‘misrecognition’ particularly in the cultural
          domain. As echoed by Swartz (1997: 43), ‘symbolic practices, Bourdieu thus argues, deflect attention from the
          interested character of practices and thereby contribute to their enactment as disinterested pursuits.
          Activities and resources gain in symbolic power, or legitimacy, to the extent that they become inseparable
          from underlying material interests and hence go misrecognized as representing disinterested forms of
          activities and resources’. In this respect, Bourdieu’s concept of ‘misrecognition’ is understood to be quite
          similar to the idea of ‘false consciousness’ found in the Marxist tradition, which denotes ‘denial’ of the
          economic and political interests present in a set of practices. However, according to Swartz (1997: 43),
          Bourdieu goes further with his conceptual language by arguing that individuals and groups who are able to
          benefit from the transformation of self-interest into disinterest obtain ‘symbolic capital’. Understandably,
          Bourdieu, through his concept of ‘symbolic capital’ is presenting a non-reductive account of cultural life
          but at the same time by linking it with his concept of ‘misrecognition’, is presenting a social reality in
          which the material interests are very much intertwined with the cultural domain. Seemingly, this is
          paradoxical but by suggesting the concept of symbolic capital, he does not rule out the material interests,
          but rather indicates its transformation as from ‘self-interest to disinterest’ that gives a false impression
          or ‘misperception’ or ‘misrecognition’ of the material interests in a cultural activity. In truth, the
          cultural life is fundamentally linked with material interests such as economic and political interests but
          gives a false impression because of the ‘denial’ of the economic and political interests as found in the
          Marxist idea of ‘false consciousness’ or appears otherwise due to the transformation of self-interest into
          disinterest as explained by Bourdieu through his concept of ‘misrecognition’. In other words, the economic
          and cultural domain are intertwined to the extent that agents use the cultural domain to further their
          economic and political ends. The key concept that defines the transformation of ‘self-interest’ to
          ‘disinterest’ is legitimation.
        


        
          Next, it is understood that Bourdieu’s conceptualization of symbolic power is directly linked with the
          concept of legitimation whereby ‘legitimation’ creates ‘misrecognition’ which elicits complicity from the
          dominated while the dominant and their activities simultaneously attain symbolic power. Practices that have
          become normal and integral to people’s lives are perhaps more relatable, to explain the process of eliciting
          complicity through ‘legitimation’ and ‘misrecognition’. For example, in the dominant cultural milieu of
          Nepal, it is a norm for many high-caste Hindu priests to make material demands, in the form of money,
          furniture or other material benefits while performing symbolic cultural practices such as marriage and death
          rituals. Despite adverse economic conditions, many families are known to comply with these demands, sometimes
          even at the cost of debts. The practice in its origins is known to involve acceptance of gifts given to them
          willingly, in return for their service of performing the rituals based on the priests’ symbolic and cultural
          value. However, with time, this practice has become materialistic and inseparable from the cultural practice.
          Even if the demands are not verbalized, this practice still elicits the complicity of the dominated for the
          expected donation due to their shared internalized cognitive beliefs. The inseparability of the material from
          the cultural is attached to the common risk-reward belief that giving away money and things to the high-caste
          Hindu priests takes away bad luck and brings in good fortune to the newly-weds as much as the rituals
          performed by the priests is believed to bring salvation to the dead soul. To add on, as marriage and death
          are considered three crucial life events after birth, all of which being linked to the concept of destiny,
          complicity to associated rituals, and practices that come with it are considered rather natural and
          essential. As a result, the underlying materialistic interest is deflected and goes unrecognized, as it gets
          overshadowed by the symbolic value of the cultural practice. Here, it is noteworthy that death ritual is
          usually not a one-time practice, due to the belief that it benefits the dead if the ritual is conducted in
          following years as well. The compliant fails to see that the ritual actually benefits the priest and that the
          priest in the ritual exemplifies power relations in the caste hierarchy. Subsequently, the practice and
          resources obtain legitimacy obscuring the constructed character of social domination. This, according to
          Bourdieu is symbolic violence. However, this is an example of symbolic violence that takes place within the
          same cultural group, if a cultural group in this case is to be determined by the use of common language,
          religion, and high-caste Brahmin priests. In all likelihood, similar examples can be drawn from other
          cultural traditions as well although they may differ in degree, rigidity, and belief of self-righteousness to
          the materialistic and symbolic interests by virtue of being born into a certain caste.
        


        
          According to Bourdieu, misrecognition occurs to the dominant as well, as explained in his description of
          symbolic power, as ‘that invisible power which can be exercised only with the complicity of those who do not
          want to know that they are subject to it or even that they themselves exercise it’ (Bourdieu 1991g: 164; Swartz 2013: 96). As understood, such a description of symbolic
          power suggesting some kind of unconscious behaviour among the participants is comprehensible with the
          comprehension of his other interrelated concepts such as ‘naturalization’ and ‘misrecognition’. Bourdieu also
          draws distinctions by suggesting unequal sharing of ‘misrecognition’ by both groups. As explained by Swartz
          (2013: 96), misrecognition ‘is more insidious for the dominated because as a misrecognized power symbolic
          power leads the dominated to participate in their own domination’. Bourdieu’s concept of ‘doxa’ also
          elucidates this element of ‘misrecognition’ experienced by both the dominant and the dominated although like
          misrecognition, doxa is also unequally shared. According to Bourdieu, ‘doxa’ is a ‘primordial political
          belief’ ‘an orthodoxy, a right, correct, dominant vision which has more often than not been imposed through
          struggles against competing visions’ (Bourdieu 1994b: 15 as quoted in Swartz 2013: 96; Bourdieu 1998: 56).
          Explaining further, Bourdieu (1998: 56) writes, ‘This means that the “natural attitude” mentioned by the
          phenomenologists, that is, the primary experience of the world of common sense, is a politically produced
          relation, as are the categories of perception that sustain it’. Simply, ‘Doxa is a particular point of view,
          the point of view of the dominant, which presents and imposes itself as a universal point of view’ (Bourdieu
          1998: 57, Bourdieu 1994b: 15 as quoted in Swartz 2013: 96). Thus, from doxa perspective, symbolic violence
          can be interpreted as the acceptance of the existing unequal social order as a ‘correct’, ‘right’, and
          natural order based on the imposed dominant worldviews. As summarized by Swartz (2013: 89), Bourdieu uses the
          language of naturalization to characterize the process of symbolic violence which
          ‘universalizes’ the ‘arbitrary’. What is noteworthy is that this core characteristic of symbolic violence
          involving ‘complicity’ whereby the dominated participate in their own domination by adopting the dominant
          view of themselves find expression in the way the dominated conceptualize themselves and their place as
          individuals and collectives in their social universe. To this point, Swartz (2013: 96–98) reiterates
          Bourdieu, ‘The dominated participate in their own domination when they “apply categories constructed from the
          point of view of the dominant to the relations of domination, thus making them appear as natural. This can
          lead to a kind of systemic self-depreciation, even self-denigration… (Bourdieu 2001c: 139)’.
        


        
          From another perspective, Swartz (2013: 83–84) explains that ‘symbolic violence is misrecognized obedience in
          that symbolic power is accepted as legitimate rather than as an arbitrary imposition’. Arguably, in the
          previous example of symbolic practice, the material interests of the priests are perhaps quite discernible by
          the compliant but are considered normal as opposed to arbitrary due to the legitimacy of the priests,
          practice, and resources, and hence goes ‘misrecognized’, thereby naturalizing the materialistic and economic
          interests while the priests and their practices obtain symbolic power. Much of the legitimacy accounts to the
          symbolic value of priests in the ritual by virtue of being born into the high-caste as Brahmins and the
          acceptance of dominant worldviews by both the dominant and the dominated. Therefore, all of these layers of
          ‘legitimacy’, ‘misrecognition’, ‘obedience’, and ‘naturalization’ virtually obscure the constructed nature of
          social domination that the practice actually represents, thus correlating with Bourdieu’s interpretation of
          symbolic violence ‘as the capacity to impose the means for comprehending and adapting to the social world by
          representing economic and political power in disguised, taken-for-granted forms’ (Swartz 1997: 89).
        


        
          Therefore, from Bourdieu’s perspective, legitimation creates ‘misrecognition’ of the fundamentally arbitrary
          character of ‘symbolic power’, thus shaping our acceptance for the belief or dominant worldview while
          ‘symbolic power’ as legitimate activities and resources legitimizes the existing social hierarchy of
          domination, thus shaping our acceptance of unequal social systems as a natural order. This reiterates
          Bourdieu’s argument that emphasizes the specific contribution that ‘representations of legitimacy make to the
          exercise and perpetuation of power’ (Bourdieu and Passerson 1977: 5; Swartz 1997: 88). As noted by Swartz
          (1997: 43), Bourdieu argues that the logic of self-interest underlying all practices—particularly those in
          the cultural domain –goes ‘misrecognized’ as a logic of ‘disinterest’. Seemingly, these examples of symbolic
          practices, largely drawn from the dominant cultural milieu of Nepal, links legitimation to the symbolic
          practices in the cultural domain, concealing and naturalizing social domination. And since the dominated
          including the Limbu ethnic group comply to the internalized belief system of the dominant as ethnicized
          Nepalis, the domination continues to be reproduced inter-generationally with ‘legitimation’, thereby
          maintaining the existing social hierarchy which also translates as structural inequalities in the political
          domain. In all likelihood, from Bourdieu’s perspective, this explains the continuous and effective dominance
          of high-caste Hindu Brahmins’ over the indigenous majority of Nepal including the Limbus through relatively
          less-documented overt violence. Similarly, it may be argued that the categorization of Limbus as ‘ST of
          Nepali origin’ and ‘Nepali’ in Sikkim and Darjeeling is very much in the interests of the symbolic power
          holders as it helps legitimize their secondary position as immigrants or of immigrant background. In
          addition, if the ethnicization of the group takes place, this categorization also serves the political and
          cultural interests of the symbolic powers. In a way, such a scenario relates to symbolic violence as ‘the
          gentle, disguised form which violence takes when overt violence is impossible’ (Bourdieu 1990c: 133; Swartz
          2013: 89).
        


        
          To put it briefly, Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence is understood to be the key to persisting social
          domination, operating through cognitive and objective structures. As explained in his definition of symbolic
          violence: ‘a gentle violence, imperceptible and invisible even to its victims, exerted for the most part
          through the purely symbolic channels of communication and cognition (more precisely, misrecognition),
          recognition, or even feeling’ (2001c: 1–2; Swartz 2013: 83–84). This translates into this study that
          interprets symbolic violence from a structuralist tradition and therefore focuses on the ‘communication’
          function of symbolic systems, yet remains invariably interconnected with ‘constructionist’ and ‘power’
          traditions. This is chiefly because ‘Bourdieu (1999b: 336) sees his work as a synthesis of these three
          traditions’ and ‘his conceptualization of symbolic power informed by three different theoretical traditions
          that point to three distinct functions performed by culture’. Thus, ‘Bourdieu (1991g) stresses that these
          interconnected functions of culture—cognition, communication and domination—are present in most all cultural expressions’ and that ‘Bourdieu considers it rare that symbolic
          expressions reduce to just one of these three functions’ (Swartz 2013: 82).
        

      

    

    
      
        Introduction to Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic systems


        
          This section largely deals with Bourdieu’s conceptualization of symbolic systems particularly in relation to
          social differentiation and political function. This is particularly relevant as predominant symbolic systems
          in the given social world such as religion, myth, language et al. are known to generate
          meaning of the given social world through distinctions and differentiations of opposing binaries maintaining
          the unequal social order. This is also exemplified through dominant discourses as symbolic systems that
          function to legitimize the existing structural inequalities in the given settings.
        


        
          In general, symbolic systems such as language, religion, and science are known to perform functions of
          cognition by shaping our views and understandings of the world and reality around us while also helping us
          connect and communicate as individuals and groups. However, for Bourdieu, symbolic systems also generate and
          maintain social domination through social differentiation. According to Swartz (1997: 82–83), Bourdieu
          (1977d) draws upon several theoretical traditions, to argue that ‘all symbolic systems simultaneously perform
          three interrelated but distinct functions: cognition, communication and social differentiation’. As all of
          these three functions are interlinked, it is also important to briefly discuss Bourdieu’s key thoughts on
          these main functions of symbolic systems. In this respect, according to Swartz (1997: 83), ‘Bourdieu sees
          symbolic systems as “structuring structures”: as a means for ordering and understanding the social world’.
          Swartz (1997: 83) further elaborates, ‘In this sense, different modes of knowledge, such as language, myth,
          art, religion, and science, represent different ways of apprehending the world. They therefore exercise a
          cognitive function’. In other words, drawing upon Bourdieu, Swartz suggests that there is no single but
          rather multiple ‘structuring structures’ to apprehend the reality. This is particularly significant if we
          also consider the third interlinked function of symbolic systems as it implies that some sort of hierarchy is
          likely to exist within each of these ‘structuring structures’. Secondly, according to Swartz (1997: 83),
          Bourdieu also agrees upon the communication and social integration function of symbolic systems and therefore
          views ‘symbolic systems as “structured structures” whose internal logic can be grasped by structural analysis
          as developed by Saussure for language and Lévi-Strauss for myth’. However, it is the third function of social
          differentiation that draws the attention of Bourdieu the most as this contributes to the analysis of social
          domination. In this regard, Swartz (1997: 83) while referring to symbolic systems as ‘instruments of
          domination’, quotes Bourdieu (1977d), ‘Dominant symbolic systems provide integration for dominant groups,
          distinctions and hierarchies for ranking groups, and legitimation of social ranking by encouraging the
          dominated to accept the existing hierarchies of social domination’. Arguably, in the context of Limbus in
          Sikkim and Darjeeling, their classification as ‘STs of Nepali origin’ is a legitimation of social ranking
          which encourages them as dominated, to accept the hierarchies of social domination. Similar argument can be drawn for the Limbus in Nepal with ‘Kirati’ identity as legitimation
          of their social ranking.
        


        
          It is also through functions of social differentiation that we develop better understanding of symbolic
          systems as classification systems. Also referred to as ‘primitive classifications’ and ‘collective
          representations’, symbolic systems are known to generate a meaning of reality through cognition,
          communication and social differentiation. From a structural perspective, symbolic systems have been
          particularly understood as classification systems that generate meaning of the social world through
          distinctions and differentiations of opposing binaries such as superior-inferior, indigenous-immigrant,
          barbaric-civilized. According to Bourdieu, ‘the fundamental logic of symbolic processes and systems,
          beginning with language itself, is one of establishing differences and distinctions in the form of binary
          oppositions’. It is the ‘logic of difference, of differential deviation’ (Bourdieu 1991c: 237; Swartz 1997:
          84). As explained by Swartz (1997: 84–85), ‘these dichotomous distinctions operate as “primitive
          classifications” undergirding all our mental activities, are shared by all, are social in origin, and are
          used to enhance power relations in social life. They are the building blocks of the everyday classifications
          of social life. This array of ‘semi-codified oppositions contained in ordinary language’ ultimately connects,
          however, to a more fundamental bipolarity: the dominant-dominated paired opposition. This is the ultimate
          source of all paired oppositions.’ This means that the dominant-dominated binary is considered as the
          fundamental opposing binary for various orders of dominance and subordination in several domains such as
          cultural supremacy correlating with political supremacy within the state structures.
        


        
          Referring to Bourdieu’s structuralist method, Swartz (1997: 85) explains that Bourdieu ‘aims to reveal this
          “deep structure” of domination and subordination in social life’ through this method and ‘to demonstrate that
          various permutations of this fundamental bipolarity can be found in a great diversity of areas’. Swartz
          (1997: 85) further elaborates, ‘This, and similar paired oppositions, can take on quite different meanings in
          different social universes. They nonetheless function as logical homologies from one domain to the next, and
          all point, if only tacitly, to the most fundamental “invariant opposition” between dominant and dominated’.
          For example, in a poverty-stricken place, a thin body normally carries a meaning of poverty while a fat body
          that of wealth. Whereas in an affluent place, a thin body implies a wealthy person while a fat body as poor
          linked to the logic that includes consumption of cheap, unhealthy junk food as opposed to organic expensive
          healthy food. While this example largely reflects the economic domain, in all likelihood, it also portrays on
          the culture of junk food and fast food that has cropped up in consumer societies of developed, modernized
          places whereby organic produce becomes affordable only to the wealthy.
        


        
          Furthermore, symbolic systems as classification systems also become expressions of social hierarchy in
          different social universes. At the same time, it provides us with a broader perspective to interpret social
          reality, with an understanding that the paired oppositions could take on different meanings in differing
          social universes but they inherently point to the fundamental opposing bipolarity of dominant-dominated. For
          example, in the social universe of Nepal, dominant group implies
          immigrants in relation to Limbus as indigenous. Contrarily, in Sikkim and Darjeeling, Limbus carry a meaning
          of immigrants in relation to the dominant group. While the former example represents the historical truth,
          the latter is subject to contestation particularly in relation to the ambivalent position of Limbus in the
          history of Sikkim and Darjeeling; and in relation to the history of Sikkim and Darjeeling including the
          arbitrary merger of Darjeeling into Bengal. Invariably, the variation in the symbolic value of the similarly
          classified collective group in different social universes is consistent with Bourdieu’s philosophy of science
          which posits that ‘The real is relational’, thus standing in sharp opposition to substantialist thinking that
          derive meaning from intrinsic properties.
        


        
          In the context of all three settings and particularly in relation to the Limbu ethnic group, the distinction
          is arguably embedded in the belief of superior and inferior culture which has been internalized, naturalized
          and reproduced as a social order. This, over a period of time and particularly with the emergence of
          nation-states has manifested as a discourse of indigeneity in Sikkim, as a discourse of immigrants in
          Darjeeling and as a discourse of superior Hindu Nepali culture in Nepal, all of which serve political
          function as is reflected through the structural inequalities in each of these state structures. For example,
          the dominance of high-caste Hindu Nepalis particularly the high-caste Hindu Brahmins in the state structures
          of Nepal as opposed to Limbus as the indigenous ‘matwalis’ and ‘kiratis’ thereby linking the hierarchical
          social structure to state structures. Similarly, this is also evident from the integration of dominant
          Bhutia-Lepcha group in the state structures of Sikkim as opposed to the Limbus as a subgroup of Nepali group
          and in Darjeeling that of the subordinate position of Limbus as Nepalis/Gorkhas as opposed to the dominant
          Bengalis.
        


        
          In Sikkim, the discourse of indigeneity rooted in the historical state narratives legitimizes the supremacy
          of dominant Buddhist group as indigenous to Sikkim while excluding the Limbus as immigrant Nepalis. This
          discourse, with the inclusion of the Lepcha ethnic group historicizes the immigration of the dominant
          Buddhist Bhutia group as ancient in relation to other coexisting ethnic groups. Undoubtedly, this narrative
          establishes the dominant ethnic group’s belonging to the state of Sikkim to nearly 200 years preceding the
          state formation of Sikkim in circa 1642 as a legitimate migration to the region following the meeting between
          native Lepcha chief Tekong Tek and Tibetan prince Khye Bhumsa. It is also believed that the existing
          Lepcha-Bhutia political alliance originated in this historical alliance of brotherhood. While such a
          narrative in its origin, possibly served to naturalize and legitimize the dominant group’s immigrant
          background to the place that was to later become the state of Sikkim; over a period of time, it also
          naturalizes the subordination of the Limbu ethnic group as a subgroup of the immigrant Nepali group in the
          social structure of Sikkim. This study with its focus on the Limbu ethnic group argues that the discourse is
          a ‘cultural arbitrary’ and does not reflect the complete social reality pertaining to the indigenous realm of
          Sikkim. Instead, it legitimizes the structural inequalities and functions to maintain the supremacy of the
          dominant group. Based on the description of Limbus as uncivilized in relation to the coexisting Bhutia and
          Lepcha group in the typescript royal history of Sikkim, it can be argued that the exclusion of Limbus within
          the state structures of Sikkim is inherently linked to the
          devaluation of their culture as inferior. Arguably, much of this is also linked to the progressive
          ethnicization of Limbus to Hindu Nepali culture.
        


        
          In Darjeeling, the discourse of immigrants legitimizes the social domination of Limbus as Nepali immigrants
          by the dominant Bengali group. The colonial history of immigration from Nepal nearly 200 years ago is still
          used to accentuate and sustain the immigration background of linguistic Nepalis to Darjeeling thereby
          naturalizing and legitimizing their supremacy over Darjeeling validated by virtue of Darjeeling as part of
          West Bengal and by virtue of supremacy over people of immigrant background. Advertently or inadvertently,
          this discourse apart from setting aside the history of rather arbitrary merger of Darjeeling into Bengal also
          functions to make the dominant Bengali group’s own history of immigration to this region invisible. Second,
          the dominant group through their widespread, established and numerous cultural capital holders continue to
          emphasize on the immigrant background of the linguistic Nepalis by progressively linking it with 1950
          Indo-Nepal treaty. As per this discourse, Nepali-speaking people in Darjeeling and Dooars are post-colonial
          immigrants having immigrated after the 1950 treaty between India and Nepal in which context the discourse
          essentially aims to delegitimize linguistic Nepalis as one of the older inhabiting groups of this region.
          Undoubtedly, one cannot rule out in-migration and out-migration for any ethnic group at different time
          periods from within the country and from the neighbouring countries of Nepal and Bangladesh as people are
          known to move, in search of better life opportunities or to escape adverse life situations. Such a discourse,
          therefore, is a ‘cultural arbitrary’ and largely functions to naturalize the subordination of linguistic
          Nepalis of this region as recent immigrants. These discourses are known to function in paired dichotomy of
          Nepal-Nepali and Bengal-Bengali symbolizing immigrant-indigenous subsequently while the fact remains that
          Bengalis are not indigenous to Darjeeling and many (with the exception of ethnicized Bengalis) are not
          indigenous to North Bengal as well. In the same manner, neither are all linguistic Nepalis from Nepal. Even
          if many linguistic Nepalis are descendants of immigrants from Nepal to British India, the transformative
          political history of the region makes it irrelevant unless in opposition to the Lepchas and possibly the
          Limbus. Therefore, it is evident that the indigenous and immigrant realm as propagated in the discourse does
          not represent the social reality. Instead, it legitimizes the supremacy of the dominant group by concealing
          and naturalizing social domination, which according to Bourdieu, is symbolic violence. In addition, it can be
          argued that as Nepali/Gorkha identity is inherently linked to Nepali language and culture, it is perceived as
          a cultural threat by the dominant Bengali group particularly in relation to the maintenance of their
          supremacy over Darjeeling and therefore these discourses serve a political function.
        


        
          Arguably, in Nepal, much of the devaluation of Limbus is linked to the dominant worldview that associates the
          indigenous culture with inferiority. In this regard, the discourse of superior Nepali culture rooted in the
          Nepali Hindu religion legitimizes the subordination of Limbus as inferior indigenous by the dominant group.
          This discourse has been founded on upper-caste Hindus and ‘matwalis’
          that symbolizes superior-inferior validated on religious grounds whereby the upper-caste immigrant Hindus
          were born or destined to rule over the supposedly inferior indigenous. Such a discourse not only makes the
          ruling group’s immigrant background invisible but also normalizes and legitimizes their supremacy, which
          according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence. In addition, this discourse is relatively more layered and
          subtler particularly because the low-caste Hindus in the caste hierarchy of Nepal visibly take the inferior
          position while the indigenous ‘matwalis’ occupy a somewhat middle position thus creating a ‘misperception’
          among the dominated ‘matwalis’. Second, it can be argued that the discourse of superior-inferior culture has
          been invisibilized by the propagation of Nepaliness as a common culture mainly brought about by the influence
          of common Nepali language and Hindu religion. Furthermore, the history of the high-caste dominant group’s
          supremacy is also much older in comparison to Bengali domination in Darjeeling; and more continuous and
          stable in comparison to Sikkim. While in a day to day life such an argument might be labelled as divisive, a
          glimpse of social life says otherwise with the dominated group having accepted the dominant group’s culture,
          religion and language while the dominant group continues to exclude them as inferior as symbolized in the
          temple practice where all the priestly positions are held by the dominant groups. In all likelihood, this
          also accounts for the origin of ‘manghim worship’ in Nepal, as a struggle for legitimation in the social
          universe of Nepal.
        


        
          Thus, from a domination-subordination perspective, discourse as a symbolic system is known to establish
          conceptual, opposing, binary distinctions between the dominant and the dominated, which becomes a cognitive
          and social distinction involving the participation of the dominant and the dominated. At the same time, it
          also functions to legitimize the existing structural inequalities within state structures. Although the focus
          has been on the dominant discourse in each of these settings, it has been understood that several other
          permutations of the domination-subordination binary exists. For example, as Nepali language and culture in
          Darjeeling that translates into immigrants thereby making a distinction between the subordinated
          Nepalis/Gorkhas and the dominant Bengalis; or as language and religion in Sikkim that translates into
          immigrants making a distinction between the Hindu Nepalis and Buddhist Bhutias; or as caste distinction in
          Nepal that translates into cultural inferiority in relation to supreme high-caste Hindu Nepali Brahmins.
          Nonetheless, they all point to the fundamental opposing binary of dominant-dominated which inherently
          symbolize superior-inferior culture and characteristics.
        


        
          Similarly, several other permutations of the fundamental dominant-dominated opposing binary are known to
          exist such as the hill-plain dichotomy and the majority-minority dichotomy. In Sikkim, the dominant
          Bhutia-Lepcha Buddhist group are considered a minority in terms of population as opposed to the Nepali group
          and other plainsmen considered as the majority whereby the discourse of being outnumbered and taken over
          prevails. This is the truth if the Nepali group is taken as a collective but it can also be interpreted as
          only part of the truth if ethnic groups are differentiated. Regardless, it is possible that the establishment
          of several Hindu religious institutions such as temples or temple complexes in post-colonial Sikkim has a part to play in this discourse. It could also relate to
          administrative changes made in post-merger Sikkim with the formation of 17 general seats in the legislative
          assembly that could be contested by plainsmen residing in Sikkim. In Darjeeling, a similar discourse prevails
          where the minority Gorkhas fear being engulfed and outnumbered by the influx of illegal Bengali immigrants
          from Bangladesh particularly in the context of Siliguri as a sub-division of Darjeeling district that has
          witnessed rapid demographic change. This is noteworthy, as business establishments, even in the towns of
          Darjeeling and Kurseong are mostly owned by non-Bengali plainsmen such as the Marwaris and Biharis.
          Similarly, the dominant Bengalis propagate the discourse of Nepalis turning the Bengalis into a minority.
          This is rather noteworthy too as Bengalis are not indigenous to Darjeeling albeit few older inhabitants
          cannot be ruled out. Even in the rapidly expanding city of Siliguri, in Darjeeling district of West Bengal,
          business communities such as Marwaris are known to thrive while migrants from neighbouring states and
          immigrants from neighbouring countries (mainly Bangladesh) are known to have settled in. What is also
          noteworthy is that no discourse of Limbus being outnumbered by Nepalis is known to exist in Darjeeling while
          the discourse of Lepchas being outnumbered by Nepalis has been well established. There is little doubt that
          the Lepchas have been outnumbered in the Darjeeling hills but to point out only the linguistic Nepalis would
          be absolutism. In a way, such a discourse also reflects on symbolic systems as ‘collective representations’
          that includes the ethnicized Limbus as Nepalis but excludes the Lepchas who also speak Nepali as their mother
          tongue but have largely adopted Christianity. In this regard, how this sense of collective Nepali identity
          plays out for Lepchas of eastern Nepal is an interesting area of research.
        


        
          In particular, Bourdieu emphasizes the arbitrary dimension of the symbolic system such that ‘meanings obtain
          not from the intrinsic features of signs themselves but from their contrastive relations’ which ‘provides the
          cognitive basis for Bourdieu’s claim that the dominant cultural standards of any social order are
          fundamentally arbitrary’. This means that ‘binary distinctions established through cognitive processes are
          fundamentally arbitrary in that they do not directly reflect social reality; instead, meanings obtain through
          the contrastive features between signs, though the connection between any particular symbol or sign and a
          given social phenomenon is arbitrary’ (Swartz 1997: 86) which apparently relates to examples of dominant
          discourses discussed earlier. Swartz (1997: 86) further explains that ‘this provides the cognitive basis for
          Bourdieu’s claim that the dominant cultural standards of any social order are fundamentally arbitrary’ and
          that ‘Bourdieu refers to such standards of any society as the “cultural arbitrary”, to signal that all
          cultural systems are fundamentally human constructions that are historical, that stem from the activities and
          interests of particular groups, and that legitimate unequal power relations among groups (Bourdieu and
          Passeron 1977, book I: Foundation of a Theory of Symbolic Violence)’. To this end, ‘Bourdieu rejects all
          claims to universal knowledge, values, and beliefs that would stand beyond any social influence’ (Swartz
          1997: 86). Seemingly, Bourdieu’s argument on the arbitrary dimension of the symbolic system is applicable in
          all three settings where the dominant worldview has been imposed upon the dominated brought about by symbolic systems such as religion, language, and discourses.
        


        
          From a structural perspective, the fundamental opposing bipolarity of dominant-dominated can be further
          analyzed using Bourdieu’s concept of ‘habitus’ which provides an insight into the deeply internalized
          cognitive distinctions that leads to the reproduction of these distinctions in the individuals and
          collectives within the objective structures of institutions. Elaborating on this, Swartz (1997: 85–86)
          mentions that ‘social structures become internalized into the cognitive structures of individuals and groups
          who then unwittingly reproduce the social order by classifying the social world with the same categories with
          which it classifies them’. Bourdieu calls this internalized set of dispositions the habitus. As explained by
          Swartz (2013: 38–39), ‘the dispositions of habitus incorporate a sense of place in a stratified social order,
          an understanding of inclusion and exclusion in various social hierarchies’. For example, in Nepal, it is
          common for high-caste Hindu Brahmins to be considered as sharp, intelligent and clever both by themselves and
          the outgroups, while the inferior intrinsic attributes are often associated with the ‘matwalis’. From
          ‘habitus’ perspective, their dispositions are linked to their place within social structure as a result of a
          two-way relationship between the cognitive and objective structures. As Swartz (2013: 83–84) would put it,
          referring to the embodiment of symbolic power, ‘an internalized or incorporated power, one that resides in
          both cognitive schemes and bodily expression’ and ‘orients individual and collective dispositions that
          generate practices’.
        


        
          To put it briefly, in all three settings, Limbus are known to occupy subordinate position in relation to the
          dominant ethnic group. They are known to have internalized their culture, language et al as inferior in
          relation to the dominant. Much of this account to their history of different culture as manifested in their
          way of worship, oral history among others but the belief that these practices are inferior exists in relation
          to the institutionalized and highly differentiated social structures of the dominant, legitimated through
          their dominant worldview of the social world. Moreover, in all the three places, the symbolic and cultural
          capital holders are largely from the dominant group who continue to influence the worldview which perhaps
          explains as to why the discourses despite its ‘cultural arbitrary’ dimension remains legitimate. Thus, using
          the concept of symbolic system, it has been understood that symbolic violence fundamentally involves the
          binary opposing distinction of dominant and dominated whereby the logic of inclusion applies to the dominant
          as opposed to the dominated and that this distinction is embedded in cognitive and objective structures as a
          two-way relationship. It is also understood that Bourdieu’s structural interpretation of symbolic violence
          using his concept of symbolic systems echoes his correctives to Durkheimian social order of ‘logical
          integration’ to include social domination and its reproduction through social differentiation, cognition and
          communication. All of this relates to Bourdieu’s conceptualization of symbolic power that can be decoded
          through our understanding of symbolic systems. In this regard, Swartz (1997: 83) notes that ‘Bourdieu’s
          theory of symbolic power emerges from his concern with the problem of the relationship between symbolic
          representations and social structures’ and that it ‘combines constructionist and structuralist perspectives’,
          by tightly coupling the cognitive, communicative and political
          dimensions of all symbolic systems. Swartz (1997: 84) further writes, ‘In arriving at these three functions
          of symbolic systems, Bourdieu develops a sociology of symbolic forms and a theory of symbolic violence and
          capital that overlap and interpenetrate yet stand as relatively distinct analytical developments’.
        

      

    

    
      
        Introduction to Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power


        
          This section is an attempt to explore and understand the concept of symbolic power with an aim of helping to
          explain the phenomena of symbolic violence and inequalities that is characterized by the reproduction of
          unequal social systems ‘without powerful resistance’ and ‘without the
          conscious recognition of its members’. The focus, therefore, is on the forms and properties of symbolic
          power particularly in relation to its mechanisms of domination with emphasis on symbolic power as
          ‘world-making power’ that literally translates as the capacity to maintain or change the existing social
          order of the world.
        


        
          First, symbolic power is understood as subtle but as with any other forms of power, it is invariably linked
          to the valued material resources that become objects of power struggle. However, Bourdieu clearly draws a
          distinction, such that symbolic power is understood to be a more influential and effective form of power
          functioning through ‘cultural resources and symbolic classifications that interweave everyday life with
          prevailing institutional arrangements’ and accordingly find expressions in ‘interpersonal relations,
          presentations of self as well as organizational structures’ (Swartz 2013: 45). In this context, the key to
          understanding Bourdieu, according to Swartz (2013: 4–5) is to understand how power resources (capitals) and
          field struggles over them become legitimized (misrecognized) as something other than power relations such as
          the struggle for symbolic power in the political field for gaining access to state power. Clearly, for
          Bourdieu, ‘a wide variety of valued resources beyond sheer economic interests that function as power
          resources’ are forms of capital while fields for him is where ‘individuals and groups struggle over the very
          definition and distribution of these capitals in distinct power arenas’ (Swartz 2013: 4–5).
        


        
          Concerning intellectual influence, Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power as an effective form of domination is
          primarily linked with Weber’s idea of ‘legitimation’. However, it has been understood that Bourdieu’s notion
          of legitimation involves interplay of ‘misrecognition’ and ‘naturalization’, two key properties of symbolic
          power that arguably produce a faulty perception eliciting complicity from both the dominant and the
          dominated. According to Bourdieu, this produces the ‘doxa’ of the social order, the unquestioned acceptance
          of things as they naturally are. The dominated misperceive the real origins and interests of symbolic power
          when they adopt the dominant view of the world and of themselves (Bourdieu 2001c: 119; Swartz 2013: 39). This
          according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence.
        


        
          Furthermore, Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power is also linked with domination in both dispositions and
          objective structures thereby going beyond Weber’s idea of legitimation. As noted by Swartz (2013:98),
          Bourdieu’s ‘language of symbolic violence suggests something stronger
          than justification of domination’ since for Bourdieu ‘domination is deeply rooted in dispositions as well as
          in objective structures’. Swartz (2013: 98) points out that Bourdieu’s language of symbolic violence ‘is more
          insidious than the idea of false or wrong beliefs’ as ‘it suggests a bending under the weight of domination,
          a distortion, a deformation, an assault against the personhood of individual and authentic identity of the
          group’. Thus, symbolic power has been understood to manifest as ‘an internalized or incorporated power, one
          that resides in both cognitive schemes and bodily expression’ and ‘orients individual and collective
          dispositions that generate practices’ (Swartz 2013: 83–84) as expressed in Bourdieu’s concept of habitus.
          Second, symbolic power is also known to manifest in objective structures of society such as the symbolic
          classification of inferiority interwoven in the social hierarchy of the Nepali caste system in Nepal and the
          symbolic classification of immigrants as well as inferior that is represented in the social classification of
          Nepali and ST status in Sikkim and Darjeeling. It is also expressed through interpersonal relations as
          objectified in symbolic practices such as rituals where the symbolic capital holders occupy the position of
          authority. And as habitus exists in relation to the social structure, it is understood that the dispositions
          and objective structures coexist and is therefore, not mutually exclusive. On a broader perspective, as
          summarized by Bourdieu (1998:vii), ‘the cornerstone of his philosophy of action is the two-way relationship
          between objective structures (those of social fields) and incorporated structures (those of the habitus)’
          whereby incorporated structures are none other than symbolic power in its embodied form. In this respect, it
          is important to note the significant role of symbolic systems, particularly its function of social
          differentiation and how it serves political functions in order to establish and maintain unequal social
          systems.
        


        
          Most importantly, Bourdieu (1987f: 13) thinks of symbolic power as ‘world-making power’, for it involves the
          capacity to impose the ‘legitimate vision of the social world and its divisions’ (Swartz 1997: 89), which he
          further explains as ‘the capacity to impose classifications and meanings as legitimate’ (Swartz 2013: 38–39).
          As noted by Swartz (2013: 86–87), symbolic power is a ‘world-making’ power in the sense that Nelson Goodman
          (1978) gives the term (Bourdieu 1989d: 22) and finds expression in ‘social classification’ that ‘organize the
          perception of the social world and, in certain conditions, can really organize the world itself’ (Bourdieu
          1990b: 137). It is a social classification power, or more precisely a capacity for producing social
          classifications among groups and rendering them legitimate (Swartz 2013: 86–87). For example, the
          classification of Limbus as a Nepali group in Sikkim during the colonial period and as ST of Nepali origin in
          post-colonial Sikkim and Darjeeling. In the same manner, the classification of Limbus as ‘kiratis’ and
          ‘matwalis’ in Nepal. While such classifications have been based on dominant worldview, it has also resulted
          in the progressive self-identification of Limbus as ‘kiratis’ and ‘matwalis’ in Nepal despite the rather
          derogatory meaning it carries in its origin. Similarly, in Darjeeling with the progressive
          self-identification and ethnicization of Limbus as Nepali while forgoing their ethnic identity and language
          with which many of them had arrived in colonial Darjeeling; and in recent times as ST of Nepali origin.
          Although self-identification of Limbus as a subgroup of Nepali group
          is slightly ambivalent in Sikkim yet their ethnicization towards Hindu Nepali culture is rather evident than
          towards Buddhist Bhutia culture. Despite the symbolic devaluation of Limbus in Sikkim and Darjeeling as
          immigrant Nepalis and as inferior ST, clearly the trajectory of Limbus self-identification and ethnicization
          is towards their given social classifications. This perhaps reinstates Bourdieu’s argument that
          internalization of social classifications as cognitive beliefs constitutes newer identities and groups. As
          emphasized by Swartz (2013: 83), symbolic power is also a constitutive power ‘formative of social group
          identities and inter-group relations’.
        


        
          Therefore, from a classificatory perspective, Swartz (2013: 87) notes symbolic power as a stratifying power
          at the collective level or as a social reproductive power since ‘symbolic power relations tend to reproduce
          and to reinforce the power relations which constitute the structure of the social space’ (Bourdieu 1990b:
          135, 138). Swartz also notes symbolic power as a political power in its capacity to impose as legitimate,
          symbolic divisions that represent social divisions. Indeed, “the power of making visible and explicit social
          divisions that are implicit, is the political power par excellence: it is the power to make groups, to
          manipulate the objective structures of society” (Bourdieu 1990b: 135, 138; Swartz 2013: 87). For example,
          Limbus as ‘kiratis’, ‘matwalis’, and ‘ST of Nepali origin’ is an imposed social classification and inherently
          represents symbolic classifications as inferior. Nevertheless, these symbolic classifications became
          legitimate social classifications considering the likelihood that the symbolic capital holders from the
          dominant group have imposed these with significant influence over the dominated but most importantly over the
          political domain thereby interweaving it with institutional arrangements. Thus, these social classifications
          embody symbolic power as a political power; and as social reproductive power reproduces and reinforce the
          older power relations.
        


        
          Evidently, symbolic power as ‘world-making power’ is a ‘cultural arbitrary’, linking symbolic power to
          imposed social and symbolic classifications based on certain cultural characteristics. Dominant groups as
          symbolic and cultural capital holders are known to possess this world-making power through their symbolic
          systems such as language, religion and discourse to create a vision of the social world—a ‘cultural
          arbitrary’ that does not reflect the social reality. For example, in Nepal, the history of Nepal is
          predominantly the history of the rulers, in the glorification of their valour and sacrifice, particularly
          that of the royals and the elites while the history of the indigenous people is virtually non-existent.
          Arguably, the dominant high-caste Hindu Nepali group, based on their language, religion and history, have
          legitimized their supremacy while excluding the history of the indigenous including that of the Limbu ethnic
          group, linking domination to culture. The situation in Sikkim and Darjeeling is similar, particularly in
          relation to the history of colonial Darjeeling before the merger to Bengal and in relation to Limbus’ history
          in Sikkim since the pre-colonial period. Evidently, the dominant worldview has been the legitimate vision of
          the social world in each of these settings. Thus, it has been understood that symbolic power as world-making
          power is an imposed power, which is basically a cultural expression of domination that constitutes and
          maintains the social order of each social universe where the logic of
          inclusion applies to the dominant, and the logic of exclusion applies to the dominated. This is significant
          since symbolic power becomes a symbolic struggle which also reflects on the ‘cultural arbitrary’ aspect of
          symbolic power. At the same time, symbolic struggle is legitimized as something other than power relations
          yet all of these portray the struggle for symbolic power that in the political field is used to gain access
          to state power. And this struggle becomes important as according to Swartz (2013: 83), ‘in modern societies
          symbolic power tends to be monopolized by state institutions’ which arguably legitimizes and normalizes
          symbolic violence as something other than power relations. However, it is understood that although Bourdieu’s
          analysis of the state focuses on the symbolic dimension of the state, ‘he understands that in terms of
          positions, interests, beliefs, and strategies of agents in the fields’ (Bourdieu 1998: 129).
        


        
          Thus, from Bourdieu’s perspective, symbolic power, ‘is experienced as a taken-for-granted, natural,
          inevitable state of affairs, especially on the part of the dominated. The language of symbolic violence is
          intended to capture this effect of symbolic power’ (Swartz 2013: 83–84). Seemingly, internalized dispositions
          particularly cognitive ones play a key role in the effective imposition and naturalization process of
          symbolic power through compliance. As explained by Swartz (2013: 38–39), the language of symbolic power and
          violence stresses that legitimate understandings of the social world are imposed by dominant groups and
          deeply internalized by subordinate groups in the form of practical taken-for-granted assumptions. Inferiority
          and superiority, for example, is the taken-for-granted assumptions between the subordinate and dominant group
          in all three settings even though it largely exists ‘without conscious recognition’. In Nepal, the belief of
          inferiority has been deeply internalized by the subordinate indigenous group including the Limbus who tend to
          justify their failures to their thick, dull brains in comparison to the sharp and intelligent high-caste
          Hindu Nepalis. Such a belief inhibits them from exploring and developing their potentials in the intellectual
          arenas thus defining their habitus. Much of this is further justified by narratives such as narratives of
          food habits, which associates regular consumption of milk, yogurt and clarified butter with the high-caste
          Hindus as opposed to the narrative of meat-eating and alcohol-drinking ‘matwalis’. This taken-for-granted
          understanding of inequality also finds expression in the daily lives of these groups as objectified in the
          hierarchical social structure as well as in state structures of inequality.
        


        
          Such beliefs are known to exist in Sikkim as well but the patterns differ. For example, the dominant Buddhist
          Bhutias are known to perceive the Limbus as inferior, which translates as less civilized culturally while the
          same worldview for the high-caste Hindu Nepalis is not known in the cultural domain1. Nevertheless, narratives of Nepalis being referred to as immigrant ‘dhakre’ exist.
          ‘Dhakre’ means wicker-basket carrier perhaps indicating their deprived state, as immigrant porters. Although
          a Nepali word, it has nevertheless carried a rather derogatory meaning for the Nepalis in general indicating
          the origin of their inferior position in the Sikkimese society2.
          Otherwise, the subordinate Hindu Nepalis are known to perceive the dominant Bhutias as inferior, based on
          their beef-eating food habits. While a Hindu Nepali including ethnicized ones will refrain from eating beef,
          it would be ignorant to believe that Hindu Nepalis do not consume
          alcohol and meat at all. Similarly, in Darjeeling and Duars area of West Bengal, it is believed that Bengalis
          have become intelligent by eating fish brains which is used as a justification in more than one way: whenever
          the Bengalis excel in studies and whenever the coexisting non-Bengalis repeatedly fail in exams and decide to
          change their trajectories in life to non-educational pursuits. What is even more noteworthy is symbolic power
          finding expression in cognitive patterns of ethnicized Nepalis in Sikkim and Darjeeling, which clearly
          reflects the ‘doxa’ prevalent in Nepal. For example, it is common to come across upgrading and degrading
          beliefs in relation to marriages as pre-ordained whereby ethnicized Nepalis associate their marriages to a
          high-caste Hindu Nepali to the fruit or result of their good karma or kind actions in previous birth. This
          belief also works otherwise with bad karma from previous birth justifying difficult marriages within
          ethnicized Nepalis.
        


        
          From Bourdieu’s incorporated structures perspective, symbolic power is known to define the habitus of
          subordinate groups by shaping their internalized dispositions which further shape the trajectory of their
          lives, ‘since habitus involves an unconscious calculation of what is possible, probable, improbable, or
          impossible for people in their specific locations in the stratified social order’ (Swartz 2013: 38–39). As
          reiterated by Swartz, ‘The effect of symbolic power on dominated groups limits their capacities to seek
          alternatives or develop other capacities for self-expression and fulfilment. When symbolic power becomes
          symbolic violence, the dominated fail to recognize social boundaries as arbitrary and therefore capable of
          being altered to some extent’ (Swartz 2013: 98). In all likelihood, self-depreciating beliefs and practices
          of the dominated Limbus in relation to the dominant group exemplifies incorporated structures.
        


        
          Furthermore, his concept of symbolic power also addresses the question of why inter-generational reproduction
          of dominance takes place. As noted by Swartz (1997: 89), ‘Because symbolic power legitimates existing
          economic and political relations, it contributes to the inter-generational reproduction of inegalitarian
          social arrangements’. In a key passage Bourdieu offers the following definition: ‘Every power to exert
          symbolic violence, i.e. every power which manages to impose meanings and to impose them as legitimate by
          concealing the power relations which are the basis of its force, adds its own specifically symbolic force to
          those power relations’ (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977: 4; Swartz 1997: 89). Thus, for Bourdieu, symbolic power
          legitimizes economic and political power but does not reduce to them. This marks the difference between
          Bourdieu’s view of culture and the orthodox Marxist view of superstructure (Swartz 1997: 89). Instead,
          Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power exists in relation to the social structure requiring the complicity of
          both the dominant and the dominated such as the belief of the dominant group’s supremacy over the indigenous
          group based on their civilized, superior culture while the dominated accepts their subordination based on
          their backwardness and inferior culture. Emphasizing this, Swartz (1997: 88) reiterates that power is not in
          words or symbols per se but in the ‘belief in the legitimacy of the words and of him who utters them’; for
          Bourdieu, symbolic power resides not in the force of ideas but in their relation to social structure.
        

      

    

    
      
        

        Symbolic power as power to ‘consecrate’


        
          As noted by Swartz (1997: 47), for Bourdieu, symbolic power is a power to ‘consecrate’, to render sacred thus
          associating the concept of sacred with legitimation, particularly in high culture and art where boundaries
          delimiting the legitimate from the illegitimate are particularly strong. Swartz further notes that in this
          sense, Bourdieu can declare that his sociology of culture is in reality a ‘science of the sacred’ (Bourdieu
          1992: 210, 260–61). Thus, in this regard, Bourdieu is known to ‘extend Durkheim’s sacred/profane opposition
          to an analysis of contemporary cultural forms’ (Swartz 1997: 47).
        


        
          Contextually, this has been gathered as relevant given the important role played by religion, of dominant
          groups in establishing power over the less-differentiated societies with relatively less-institutionalized
          forms of worship by obscuring power relations as something else. Evidently, symbolic power as power to
          ‘consecrate’, to render sacred, has played an influential and effective role in the establishment and
          maintenance of power relations in this given social world, particularly within the framework of state
          structures through the association of sacred with legitimation. Since the concept of sacred consistently
          emerges in the contextual scenarios, this section attempts to elucidate this concept particularly in relation
          to its role in legitimizing the power relations as something other than power relations thus obscuring the
          nature of social domination.
        


        
          In the context of Sikkim and Nepal, this perhaps explains as to why the ‘world-making power’ resided in the
          hands of the dominant group. Considering the historical narratives of Sikkim, three monks from Tibet as
          symbolic power holders had the capacity to consecrate Phuntsog Namgyal, a local Tibeto-Sikkimese man as the
          first ‘chogyal’ or spiritual king of Sikkim which according to Bourdieu would be ‘a particular case of the
          more general idea that social distinctions, whether applied to individuals, groups, or institutions, assume a
          taken-for-granted quality that elicits acceptance and request’ (Swartz 1997: 47). Moreover, based on a book
          by Mullard (2011), it is understood that Phuntsog Namgyal having acquired the symbolic power as a ‘chogyal’
          also attained legitimacy to later consecrate the Lho-Mon-Tsong sum treaty or LMT which played a key role in
          the establishment of his supremacy as a political king as it involved the complicity of the local chiefs as
          signatories. Seemingly, this treaty was considered significant by its signatories, partly because Mullard
          (2011: 142) notes that LMT contained a threat to invoke the revengeful local deities in case Limbus, Lepchas
          and Lhopos did not accept the political supremacy of the king by not complying to terms and conditions of the
          treaty, while also mentioning that the deities would bestow ‘longevity, wealth and glorious merit’ to
          obedient signatories. In other words, the sacredness of the LMT is understood to be strongly believed by its
          members, thus attributing to its legitimacy. Perhaps this also explains as to why the Sikkimese Limbus
          casually justify the downfall of the Namgyal dynasty to the breach of LMT by excluding the Limbus that
          supposedly defiled the sacredness of LMT. Given the history of Sikkim with the dominance of the Buddhist
          Bhutia group in relation to coexisting Lepchas and Limbus, symbolic power within the state structure has
          largely been linked to dominant culture as primarily represented by
          the spiritual and political king. Such an influence of symbolic power has also been associated with the
          Buddhist monks who have played an important role in the political domain as well although the degree and
          depth of influence and importance varies in different time periods. In post-colonial Sikkim, with the
          abolishment of monarchy, symbolic power to render sacred has been associated with monasteries and monastic
          system also symbolized by the reservation of a ‘sangha’ seat in the Sikkim’s legislative assembly; and its
          influence largely limited to the Buddhist groups.
        


        
          In a relatively later time period, Prithvi Narayan Shah, a Hindu king from a small Gorkha kingdom has been
          iconized for the establishment of Nepal as a nation-state through gradual territorial expansion over several
          independent principalities including ten Limbu principalities. In this regard, Limbus in general, are known
          to refer to ‘noon-pani’ or salt-water agreement as the onset of their domination, whereby following defeat,
          the Limbus agreed to become one with the dominant Hindu Gorkhas which involved the ceremony of dissolving
          salt in water thus symbolizing oneness of the merger. However, it is also known that this merger was based on
          certain privileges bestowed upon the Limbus such as the autonomy mainly through the protection of their
          ancestral or ‘kipat’ lands as also mentioned in the treaties. Nonetheless, the salt-water agreement seemingly
          initiated the complicity of the Limbus as it associated the concept of sacred with legitimation. Regardless,
          the successive rulers are known to have violated this agreement, which seemingly led the Limbus to justify
          the downfall of these kings to their deeds. However, since all Limbu principalities were not defeated
          together at one given time resulting in separate agreements and treaties, for simplicity reasons and for
          emphasis, I take into consideration, a relatively contemporary example with symbolic power to consecrate
          being bestowed on king Birenda, the second last king of Nepal, as a reincarnate of Hindu God Vishnu. Such
          symbolic power to consecrate on an individual level had been rather visible with much of the spectacle and
          fanfare. The local discourse ran that he never visited Budhanilkatha temple in the then northern outskirts of
          Kathmandu dedicated to Hindu God Vishnu as his presence would make the stone snakes on which God Vishnu is
          sleeping come back to life and hence a replica was built in Jawalakhel, in the then southern fringe of
          Kathmandu for his visit. Such a discourse is known to be common in the Hindu cultural world which local
          scholars have interpreted as a strategy of the high-caste Brahmin priests to establish supremacy over the
          kings who hailed from the Tshatriya caste or warrior group and hence not supreme as the Brahmin in the caste
          hierarchy. At the same time, such a discourse also established the legitimacy of the king to rule over the
          ignorant, uneducated but more importantly God-fearing or religious subjects who internalized such a
          discourse. From Bourdieu’s doxa perspective, the public through their complicity are not known to question
          the supernatural dimension of the discourse, which inevitably reflects on its legitimacy. Inconsistency also
          appears, as a similar discourse is not known to exist for the queen, as consort of God Vishnu. The legitimacy
          of the discourse could be gathered by the number of people who walked for several days from the remotest part
          of the region to get a glimpse of their reincarnate king when he made a public appearance in Kathmandu to
          auspiciously and publicly inaugurate the biggest Nepali festival of
          ‘Dasai’, a Nepali version of the Hindu festival celebrated as ‘Dushera’ in North India. Evidently, symbolic
          power as a power to render sacred associates the concept of sacred with legitimation whereby the dominated
          based on their internalized beliefs fail to question the orthodoxy that the given narratives of the sacred
          represents which further obscures the power relations of social domination that the symbolic power holder
          represents.
        


        
          Invariably, in Nepal, the actual symbolic power as a power to render sacred has been owned by the upper-caste
          Hindu Brahmins thus making them a focal point of social fabric. Therefore, being integral, their sphere of
          influence and legitimation ranges from the broad social world to deep personal life of a family and an
          individual. Birth ceremony, death ceremony, marriage, and community prayers are not legitimized without the
          consecration by the upper-caste Hindu priests. Even daily lives are influenced or affected by the ‘doxa’ or
          orthodox dominant beliefs propagated by high-caste Hindu priests either in person as a family priest,
          travelling priest or through several other mediums of orthodox believers and in contemporary times through
          the use of social media. An explicit example would be the prohibition of females to the kitchen and prayer
          room during menstruation thus controlling her daily activities with the doxa related to ‘sacred/profane
          opposition’. Another example would be the differentiation of a week into auspicious and non-auspicious days
          in Nepali religious calendars whereby based on such beliefs people plan their days accordingly. Several
          implicit examples further exist which normalize the rather complicated and externally-controlled approach to
          leading ordinary lives thereby obscuring the power relations as something else. A symbolic white thread worn
          around the torso by upper-caste Hindu Brahmins also legitimizes their superiority and purity in comparison to
          other Hindus. This was also reflected in Nepal’s law providing exclusive protection to Brahmins whereby any
          affliction on them whatever the circumstances always ruled in favour of the Brahmins by virtue of their
          sacredness. Therefore, it is evident that the actual symbolic power to consecrate remained in the hands of
          the supreme Brahmins, by virtue of their sacred supreme position in the Nepali caste hierarchy. In
          contemporary democratic Nepal, while the monarchy has been abolished, the high-caste Hindu Brahmins have
          continued to maintain their supremacy in both the social structure and state structures of Nepal.
        


        
          In the context of Darjeeling, with a relatively recent history of linguistic Nepalis with the dominant
          Bengali group, the concept of sacred as a cultural tradition is not known to exist. Arguably, given the
          history of a rather arbitrary merger, there was no necessity for the dominant Bengali group to use symbolic
          power as power to render sacred, as by virtue of arbitrary merger under the colonials, they automatically
          became the dominant group. However, one cannot rule out the concept of sacred being used to maintain their
          supremacy. Based on the history of the dominant group’s assertion to impose their language on the subordinate
          linguistic Nepalis, it may be argued that the concept of the dominant group’s sacredness is more on the basis
          of their culture which they interpret as a superior, civilized culture as opposed to the backward and
          inferior culture of the linguistic Nepalis. Moreover, like in most dominant cultures, the emphasis of the
          dominant Bengali group has been to glorify their culture, cultural capital holders, cultural icons and their legacies. For example, although Nobel laureate Tagore is known
          to have lived in the Darjeeling hills for few months visiting his protégé whose husband was then posted as
          the director of the quinine factory, this house has been converted as a museum named after him and declared
          as a heritage site visited by tourists; while no similar measures have been taken to historicize the local
          literary figures in their birthplace. Similarly, Netaji museum in Kurseong historicizes several months’ stay
          of Bengali freedom fighter Netaji Subhash Chandra Bose in Darjeeling while no similar museums to commemorate
          the local freedom fighters is known. On the other hand, given the lack of recognition, many local literary
          figures are known to have moved to Kathmandu, Nepal where they have been valued as renowned artists, singers,
          musicians and writers. Clearly, most of these local literary figures recognized in Nepal have been associated
          with literary works written and composed in the Nepali language. Thus, it may be argued that in Darjeeling,
          symbolic power as a power to consecrate legitimizes the dominant Bengali culture as sacred in relation to the
          local culture of the linguistic Nepalis. Arguably, the dominant group with relatively recent cultural roots
          and relatively loose legacies of Bengali icons in Darjeeling finds it important to historicize their cultural
          icons to the place, in order to legitimize their supremacy by associating the concept of sacred through
          legitimation of their cultural icons. Whereas in Nepal, besides enriching the literary culture with talented
          artists from Darjeeling, such recognition of cultural artists from Darjeeling, in all likelihood fosters a
          sense of unity within Nepal as it portrays recognition of common Nepali culture apart from symbolizing the
          cultural influence of Hindu Nepali culture beyond the existing borders of Nepal. In both cases, the
          underlying concept of symbolic power as a power to render sacred has been associated with the legitimation of
          the dominant culture as sacred.
        


        
          Therefore, it has been gathered that symbolic power as a power to render sacred has played a crucial role in
          the establishment and maintenance of the dominant group’s supremacy. And in relation to the subordination of
          the Limbu ethnic group, it may be argued that symbolic power as a power to render sacred has been largely
          linked to their ethnicization to Hindu Nepali religion and culture. While in Nepal, symbolic power as a power
          to render sacred devalues them as inferior indigenous Nepalis; in Sikkim and Darjeeling the same power to
          render sacred associates them as inferior immigrant Nepalis. Although relatively lesser in degree, the
          influence of the Hindu Nepali culture and religion among the Limbus in Sikkim is visibly predominant through
          their beliefs and practices. On the contrary, the influence of dominant Bhutia culture and their Buddhist
          religion on Limbus in Sikkim is less significant despite their relatively older history of association and
          coexistence with the Buddhist Bhutias than with the Hindu Gorkhas. Undoubtedly, much of this accounts for the
          historical particularities such as the imposition of Hindu Nepali culture and religion in Nepal whereby, in
          all probability, the Limbus in Sikkim remained under the cultural influence of their Limbu community in
          Nepal. Other historical factors also account such as the immigration from Nepal and classification of Limbus
          as Nepali during the colonial period.
        

      

    

    
      
        

        Historical concepts to legitimation


        
          Certain historical concepts are considered to be the basis on which the contemporary forms of cognitive and
          social distinctions exist in the given social world. These concepts are understood to be deeply rooted in the
          culture of two renowned traditions, Hinduism and Buddhism and it arguably manifested in the dominant group’s
          vision of the social world much before the cultural socialization created newer layers of classifications and
          distinctions. For example, considering the narratives and available literature, it is believed that the
          predecessors of the dominant Tibeto-Sikkimese group in Sikkim had a vision of the social world much before
          Sikkim was created, that of the civilized Tibetans and the uncivilized ‘monpas’ living in the southern
          fringes of Tibet. They are known to have based this worldview on ignorance in ‘monpas’ due to the absence of
          Buddha’s wisdom. This worldview also indicates that the term ‘monpas’ was a general term used for the people
          to the south of Tibet living outside the influence of the state or Tibetan Buddhist civilization.
        


        
          Similarly, it is known from the ancient Sanskrit texts, Hindu mythology and available literature that the
          predecessors of the dominant high-caste Hindu Nepali group in Nepal had a vision of the social world much
          before Nepal was created, that of the civilized Hindus and the uncivilized ‘kiratis’ living in the mountains
          to the north, outside the influence of the Hindu civilization. Therefore, it is quite apparent that the
          dominant group having founded the nation-state Nepal through a combination of brute and tacit forms of power
          constructed the social structure accordingly, that of the upper-caste Hindus and the indigenous ‘matwalis’,
          meaning drunkards, an exonym given by the dominant group. Seemingly, as continuity to the caste practice,
          they placed the ‘shudras’ in the lowest rung of the caste hierarchy.
        


        
          In this regard, it has been argued that the categorization of the indigenous as ‘matwalis’ did not exist
          until after the cultural socialization with the dominant group as much as Nepali and Sikkimese
          classifications did not exist until after the establishment of nation-states by the dominant groups from
          these two cultural traditions. Thus, drawing from the Durkheimian notion of progressive differentiation in
          societies that influenced Bourdieu’s work, it has been argued that the classification of groups as Lepchas,
          Limbus and Lhopos probably did not exist in this region until the cultural socialization with the dominant
          groups from either of these two cultural traditions. As noted by Swartz (1987: 47), like Durkheim, Bourdieu
          (1989c: 376) works with the idea of a historical transition from fairly unified and undifferentiated
          societies to modern societies where various cultural modes of expression become differentiated and
          constituted as relatively autonomous fields. He further notes that Bourdieu’s general view of society as a
          web of interweaving fields of struggle over various kinds of valued resources is consistent with the
          Durkheimian idea of an on-going process of differentiation (Swartz 1987: 47). To this point, it may be argued
          that further differentiations of monpas and kiratas is linked with the struggle for valued resources brought
          about by cultural socialization which gradually resulted in state formation in the given region of eastern
          Himalayas.
        


        
          In the Darjeeling hills of West Bengal, the historical concepts of
          classification and discrimination is not distinctly visible as in Sikkim and Nepal which perhaps reflects on
          the relatively newer history of Darjeeling as part of Bengal. Therefore, in this regard, the older history of
          Darjeeling is not considered, having been outside the influence of the centre in Kathmandu while it was
          considered part of Nepal or that of being outside the influence of Sikkim while it was considered part of
          Sikkim. Much of it also accounts to the low population in this region until under the British colonials and
          later under the Bengali group also viewed as neo-colonials by the dominated but yet the narrative of
          subjugation under the colonials hardly exists in the collective memory in relation to the Bengali domination.
          Nonetheless, the historical concept of civilized Hindus and uncivilized ‘kiratis’ living in the mountains of
          the north exists but in a different configuration as the upper-caste Hindu Nepalis too can be categorized as
          occupying a subordinate position as Gorkhas/Nepalis in relation to the dominant Bengali group. Moreover, the
          Limbus and other ‘matwalis’ in Darjeeling have further internalized the Hindu religion and culture that
          becomes quite apparent in their food habits and beliefs even if many may identify themselves with Buddhism,
          Christianity, and Yumaism among others. Thus, the discrimination has arguably manifested itself in an
          hill/plain dichotomy where the hill people are largely perceived as uncivilized and backward Nepalis as
          opposed to the more cultured and civilized dominant Bengali group of the plains. However, it is important to
          note that the hill/plain dichotomy in the order mentioned refers to the so-called ‘authentic’ Bengalis of
          West Bengal and may not apply to all plainsmen. Furthermore, cultural socialization with plainsmen and power
          relations with the federal state of West Bengal has made the social structure of Darjeeling so complex that
          in contemporary times the local political elites are known to publicly redefine the term Gorkha to include
          the plainsmen residing in Darjeeling hills. This varies from the concept of Gorkha in Darjeeling conceived
          more than three decades ago to exclusively include people with Nepali culture and language under Bengali
          domination. This is again, consistent ‘with the Durkheimian idea of an on-going process of differentiation’
          which Bourdieu draws upon to develop his ‘general view of society as a web of interweaving fields of struggle
          over various kinds of valued resources’.
        


        
          Considering the present concepts of discrimination to be embedded in these historical concepts, from
          Bourdieu’s perspective, the dominant group as symbolic and cultural capital holders with ‘world-making power’
          possess the capacity to impose a ‘legitimate vision of the social world and of its divisions’ (Swartz 1997:
          89). As discussed earlier, these classifications emerged as cognitive distinctions which have been reproduced
          as social distinctions to be further internalized by both the dominant and the dominated to exist as
          cognitive and social distinctions which for Bourdieu (1998:vii) is a two-way relationship between objective
          structures of social fields and incorporated structures of the habitus. It is also apparent that the
          legitimate vision of the social world is a ‘cultural arbitrary’ based on the distinctions made by the
          dominant group that does not take into consideration the subordinate group’s vision of the social world.
          Instead, with time, the dominated naturalize and reproduce these distinctions imposed by the dominant. In
          this context, the fundamental belief of the dominant group as
          superior and civilized in opposition to the dominated as inferior and uncivilized have been internalized by
          the subordinated, which has also been the basis for social classifications in the given context.
        


        
          Such beliefs have been legitimized because both the dominant and the dominated are known to have internalized
          these beliefs about one’s own group and that of the dominated which echoes with Bourdieu’s argument on how
          the conceptual discrimination becomes a social one. According to Swartz (1997: 87), Bourdieu’s fundamental
          point is that this binary logic of symbolic distinction also determines our mode of apprehending the social
          world; it predisposes us to organize the social world according to the same logic of polarity and thus to
          produce social as well as cognitive distinctions. This line of Bourdieu’s argument is also relevant in the
          context of symbolic violence existing beyond the dominant and dominated ethnic groups to symbolic violence
          being reproduced within the same ethnic group as it takes into account Bourdieu’s concept of ‘habitus’ as
          cognitive dispositions we learn and reproduce in relation to the social structure.
        


        
          Contextually, it has been gathered that the internalization of these conceptual discriminations has not only
          normalized the supremacy of the dominant group and their superiority but has also simultaneously normalized
          the inferiority of the dominated group. The dominated with limited cultural capital and symbolic capital are
          known to indulge in self-inflicting and self-depreciating discourses thereby accepting their inferior or
          subjugated position whereby they interpret their failures or their children’s low grades to their dull brains
          and this extends even to the collective level where they blame their leaders for their subjugated position.
          In Sikkim, the Limbus attribute their marginalized position to the lack of assertive, capable leaders from
          their community. In Darjeeling, the linguistic Nepalis/Gorkhas including the Limbus echo along the same line
          but also blame their leaders particularly the MP from Darjeeling who represented the community of Bhutias,
          Lepchas and Nepalis in the Calcutta legislative assembly before the merger. The blame continues to this day
          in a similar pattern. All the leaders meet with a similar fate while the new one resurrects continuing the
          cycle of rise and fall from glory. Along the somewhat similar line of argument, Limbus in Nepal as ‘matwalis’
          have internalized the deficiency in them as dull as compared to the sharp, intelligent, high-caste Hindu
          Nepalis. They are also known for blaming their leaders for their subjugated position. While the important
          role of able leaders in the political domain cannot be understated, blaming their actions and inactions
          exclusively based on their intrinsic attributes such as inefficiency, corruption among others seemingly
          presents rather fragmented reality as an absolute truth. In this respect, considering Bourdieu’s philosophy
          of action which accords agents’ action to their dispositions as well as the structured situations or
          objective structures of social fields, will likely reveal the complex truth as distant from the prevailing
          discourse of blame or self-depreciation as a collective.
        


        
          ST recognition in India is another increasingly prominent arena where the symbolic struggle for valued
          resources plays out while providing an insight into the persistent reproduction of symbolic classifications.
          To this point, it is evident that the existing categorization of Limbus as ST is a continuation to their
          historical symbolic classification as inferior as the ST
          categorization status is essentially associated with backwardness and inferior culture. Second, with the
          recognition of Limbus as ST of Nepali origin, it is also implied that Limbus are considered as Nepali
          immigrants with their origin in Nepal. Arguably, such a classification is debatable in the context of Limbu
          ethnic groups’ origin and their history to the region preceding the formation of nation-state Nepal and
          Sikkim unless considered as immigrants after the formation of nation-state Nepal which would exemplify the
          imposition of a fragmented reality as an absolute truth. Furthermore, such a classification obscures the
          transformative political history of this region thus making the classification a ‘cultural arbitrary’.
        


        
          Evidently, as with previous layers of social classifications, this classification too has been interwoven
          with symbolic classifications but seemingly misperceived. The Limbus misperceive the ST recognition as a
          status of symbolic value legitimizing their indigeneity in India while it carries a rather ambivalent meaning
          considering the symbolic meaning associated with the term Limbu and Nepali. Much of the misperception is also
          caused by the material benefits that come with this status such as quotas for jobs et al. Such an
          understanding of symbolic and material benefits produces a faulty perception eliciting the complicity or
          rather pursuit of the Limbus for ST status. According to Bourdieu, this produces the ‘doxa’ of the social
          order, the unquestioned acceptance of things as they naturally are. Possibly, this also explains as to why
          symbolic power despite being an imposed power becomes accepted by the dominated, contributing to the lack of
          powerful resistance and most importantly lack of conscious recognition of the members towards the
          constitution and reproduction of unequal social systems in which they exist. Perhaps, this also explains as
          to why societies or groups with symbolic power are subject to more differentiation and make more distinctions
          than societies they view as inferior.
        


        
          Otherwise, in general, ST status in Sikkim and Darjeeling in the context of Nepali group has been perceived
          as a de-ethnicization process on a rather tokenistic level, while the ethnicization process has been
          perceived as historical and deeply embedded in the daily lives of individuals and collectives through
          cultural socialization and through the deeply internalized shared values and beliefs. But whether or not the
          ST status will lead to a de-ethnicization process is debatable considering the classification of Limbus as a
          subgroup of the Nepali group but most importantly given their ethnicization as Nepali particularly with
          Nepali as the lingua franca and/or mother tongue. Furthermore, it has been gathered that the pursuit of Limbu
          culture and language has been largely viewed as a threat to Gorkha unity and hence divisive, in Darjeeling
          thus instilling elements of fear and betrayal. Considerably, the objectified structures of symbolic systems
          such as language and inclination towards Hindu religion that together classifies Limbus as Nepalis and as ST
          of Nepali origin generates cognitive, communicative and political functions through distinctions and
          differentiations in day to day lives. Thus, the manifestation and continuation of the historical concepts of
          legitimation cannot be ignored in each of these three settings. At the same time, considering the on-going
          process of differentiation in societies due to the struggle for valued resources, it can be argued that the
          perceived de-ethnicization process is an on-going process of
          differentiation brought about by the symbolic struggle for valued resources since the ST status although
          tokenistic has been pursued for material and symbolic benefits. In this regard, it can also be argued that
          symbolic violence as a struggle for legitimation primarily exists within the framework of state structures
          whereby the state through its policies of positive discrimination provides the structural framework for
          symbolic violence. As pointed out by Bourdieu (1998: 38), ‘It is in the realm of symbolic production that the
          grip of the state is felt most powerfully’.
        


        
          Above all, it is understood that although state structures bring a certain administrative order and unity
          through common culture such as national identity, common religion and language, it also plays a crucial role
          in the monopoly of symbolic violence thus defining the social order. In this regard, Bourdieu (1998: 40)
          posits that if the state is able to exert symbolic violence, it is because it incarnates itself
          simultaneously in objectivity, in the form of specific organizational structures and mechanisms, and in
          subjectivity, in the form of mental structures and categories of perception and thought. He further states
          that by realizing itself in social structures and in the mental structures adapted to them, the instituted
          institution makes us forget that it issues out of a long series of acts of ‘institution’ (in the active
          sense) and hence has all the appearances of the ‘natural’. Therefore, it may be argued that although
          historical concepts of legitimation basically originated as a cognitive belief of the other, it is only in
          the reproduction of this belief within the framework of state structures that inflicts symbolic violence and
          maintains the unequal social order.
        

      

    

    
      
        Conclusion


        
          The core objective of this chapter is to explore Bourdieu’s analysis of power relations in the form of social
          domination. Accordingly, this chapter deals with his theory of symbolic violence that centrally include his
          key concepts of symbolic power, symbolic violence, misrecognition and symbolic capital, all of which are
          interconnected and emphasize on the active role symbolic forms play as resources that both constitute and
          maintain social hierarchies. The focus therefore is on the symbolic classifications— of small social groups
          in the given settings with Limbu ethnic group as a case study. In this regard, following Bourdieu’s
          structuralist tradition, symbolic violence among the Limbu in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal has been
          interpreted as a binary opposing distinction of dominant-dominated whereby the Limbu ethnic group as a
          subordinate group is inherently associated with negative traits whereas the dominant group is associated with
          positive traits in the paired oppositions of inferior-superior culture. The Limbu is known to accept this
          view of the social world by incorporating it whereupon this worldview becomes naturalized in both the
          dominant and the dominated while the accompanying discourse arguably legitimizes the structural inequality
          between both groups. Such an acceptance of the dominant worldview both in the cognitive, incorporated
          structures and objective structures eventually results in the dominant receiving a position of authority,
          which includes ‘world-making power’, legitimacy and sacralization of their symbolic products. At the same
          time, the constructed character of domination as superior-inferior
          culture with positive-negative traits becomes invisible and is misrecognized. Arguably, it is this nature of
          symbolic violence that established the hierarchical social structures in the given settings and continues to
          maintain it thereby reproducing social domination and inequality through unequal integration of these small
          ethnic groups into state structures.
        


        
          Basically, the central argument drawn from the structural interpretation of symbolic violence in the given
          context summarizes the chapter. It argues that although the structural identity of symbolic violence remains
          the same in all three settings with Limbus in a subordinate position, the configurations in themselves differ
          in relation to the dominant groups and other dominated groups particularly within the framework of state
          structures. Evidently, this is historical, as with the emergence of states, particularly the nation-states,
          the dominant group is known to construct the Limbus as a less valuable ethnic group than the dominant based
          on certain cultural characteristics. Arguably, the devaluation of the Limbu ethnic group as inferior within
          these state structures finds expression through their social classifications such as indigenous ‘kiratis’ or
          ‘matwalis’ in Nepal; as immigrant Nepalis and ‘ST of Nepali origin’ in Sikkim and Darjeeling. Understandably,
          these layers of social classifications obscure the constructed character of domination as superior-inferior
          culture. This is evident among the Limbus in Sikkim and Darjeeling who believe that they have been
          symbolically devalued because of their classification as Nepalis as it implies immigrants and that ST status
          will restore that symbolic value as indigenous. Similarly, the Limbus in Nepal believe that they are
          symbolically valued as ‘kiratis’. The general understanding, that within the framework of state structures,
          indigeneity holds more symbolic value than the immigrant, has driven such beliefs. But if that was the truth
          then it doesn’t explain the social phenomena that devalue the Limbus as indigenous in Nepal or the symbolic
          value of the dominant high-caste Hindu Nepalis despite their immigrant background. Thus, it is understood
          that the terms immigrants and indigenous carry a different symbolic value for the dominant and the dominated
          and determine the trajectories of their lives accordingly. And that these terms are defined, valued and
          devalued by the symbolic power holders based on culture to meet their vested interests, which is largely to
          establish and maintain their supremacy. In other words, these newer terms and categorizations have added
          layers thereby changing the terms and configurations of symbolic violence but not the structure of it.
          Accordingly, the accompanying discourse based on the Nepali caste hierarchy is known to legitimize the
          supremacy of the dominant group in Nepal while the accompanying discourse of immigrant Nepalis is known to
          legitimize the supremacy of the dominant group in Sikkim and Darjeeling thus naturalizing the social
          domination that according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence. From another perspective, the terms of domination
          also seem to differ based on the varying conception of the ‘cultural other’ whereby Limbus in Sikkim and
          Darjeeling are viewed as the cultural other based on their ethnicization to immigrant Nepali culture,
          language and Nepali Hindu religion whereas in Nepal the Limbus are viewed as the cultural other despite
          having adopted the dominant group’s Nepali language, culture and religion unlike in Bengal and Sikkim. In all
          likelihood, such varying perceptions also give an insight into the components that define and interpret
          culture such as race.
        


        
          Additionally, in the context of symbolic violence in the given social world, the theme of relationship
          between ethnicity (culture), symbolic violence (power) and inequality (social structure) emerge throughout
          the chapter. This is significant particularly considering the importance given to class and economic
          structures in maintaining inequalities in contemporary societies while undermining the role played by culture
          as embodied in the concept of ethnicity. Instead, cultural capital holders in the political domain are known
          to use culture as a tool to obtain and secure the valued resources thus obscuring the class and economic
          inequalities to establish and maintain the supremacy of the cultural group. Such inter-relationship of
          culture (ethnicity) and power (symbolic power, symbolic violence) is rather evident in these settings in
          relation to Limbus’ dispositions within objective structures.
        


        
          Furthermore, while exploring the theme of relationship between ethnicity and symbolic violence, the prominent
          role of the state in monopolizing symbolic violence appears consistent throughout the chapter. State
          structures are seen more like ‘structuring structures’ inflicting and sustaining symbolic violence through
          legitimation of these culturally-defined and symbolically-laden social classifications that serve political
          function in varying forms and layers further invisibilizing and obscuring social domination – making power
          relations appear as something other than power relations. In this respect, institutional frameworks of the
          state constitute and maintain symbolic violence with the concept of the cultural other that ‘hold individuals
          and groups in competitive and self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination’ thus linking power to culture. In
          the Indian Union as with many other post-colonial countries elsewhere, the constitutional framework itself
          supports the formation of federal states based along cultural lines overlooking the history of several
          varying minority ethnic groups to the place. While such a framework does recognize the rich multicultural
          Indian culture with several federal states, it fails to include all ethnic groups and therefore, remains as
          an inadequate framework to include and provide equal rights to each of its citizens regardless of differences
          in ethnic backgrounds as proclaimed in the Indian constitution. Instead, the state continues to remain as a
          legacy that reproduces the structural framework of inequality based on culture. Therefore, from Bourdieu’s
          perspective, it is evident that social classifications as cultural resources and symbolic forms play an
          active role in both constituting and maintaining social hierarchies in the given social world. And since
          these social classifications maintain social hierarchies through state legitimation, they also contribute to
          persisting social inequalities within the state structures. Therefore, it is not surprising that in the given
          social world, the cognitive beliefs of the dominant and the dominated as individuals and collectives within
          the social structure have been inclined along cultural lines, and their symbolic struggle has been a
          dialectical relationship of agency with the structure. As a result, the symbolic order has been shaped by the
          dominant culture and their worldviews through ‘doxic submission’ which directs the symbolic struggle of the
          dominated towards ethnicization to the dominant culture and yet remains differentiated from the dominant
          through their symbolic devaluation. Therefore, the role of the state
          in perpetuating social domination cannot be understated. As an embodied and institutionalized form of
          dominant cultural beliefs and worldviews, it enforces and propagates these beliefs on a structural level and
          hence on a cognitive level as well.
        


        
          Above all, the theme of a relationship between culture, legitimacy and social differentiation emerges
          throughout the chapter. Evidently, in all three settings, cultural supremacy correlates with political
          supremacy whereby the dominant group engages the tools of culture, legitimacy and social differentiation
          based on the dominant worldview to establish, constitute and maintain the social order. This eventually
          brings us back to the intellectual influence of Marx, Weber and Durkheim on Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic
          violence which emphasizes the importance of the symbolic dimension of power relations in societies as opposed
          to only class and economic structures, as well as emphasis on the important role played by culture,
          legitimacy and social differentiation in determining social domination and in the reproduction of the unequal
          social order. Drawing upon this approach to interpret social reality, it has been understood that variation
          and further differentiation is a natural evolution of societies in a struggle for valued resources largely
          brought about by cultural socialization. From such a perspective, it has been understood that societies are
          constantly and progressively undergoing a process of differentiation. And that the state is known to support
          this process of differentiation so long it maintains the supremacy of the dominant group as in the case of ST
          recognition based on ethnicity. The opposite also holds true for similar reason as in the persisting
          classification of Limbus as Nepali.
        


        
          To conclude, I would like to invoke Bourdieu’s question in the beginning of the Chapter as to why and how the
          dominated accept the dominance ‘without powerful resistance’ and ‘without the conscious recognition of its
          members’. Following Bourdieu’s perspective, I would argue that the answer lies in the examination and
          interpretation of both the incorporated and objective structures in a relational manner. From Bourdieu’s
          incorporated structures’ perspective, the Limbu ethnic group’s subordination in all three settings of Sikkim,
          Darjeeling and Nepal, lies in the internalized dispositions of cognitive beliefs and habitus such as the
          acceptance of the dominance due to the ‘doxa’ of the social order, the unquestioned acceptance of things as
          they naturally are. This is chiefly because the Limbu ethnic group as dominated ‘misperceive the real origins
          and interests of symbolic power when they adopt the dominant view of the world and of themselves’ which is
          predominantly the worldview of dominant culture as superior in relation to their culture as inferior which is
          further associated with inferior-superior traits. Thus, in the process, through adoption of the dominant
          worldview which elicits complicity, the Limbu ethnic group seemingly legitimize the social domination.
          Legitimation is known to involve interplay of ‘misrecognition’ and ‘naturalization’, two key properties of
          symbolic power that results in a faulty perception that elicits complicity from both the dominant and the
          dominated but is particularly effective on the dominated through ‘misperception’. This according to Bourdieu
          is symbolic violence. Second, from Bourdieu’s objective structures perspective, the subordination of Limbu
          ethnic group’s subordination lies in the objective structures such as the state structures which facilitates
          and structures the reproduction of unequal social order through
          administrative policies that maintains the social structure. For example, as Kirats and ST of Nepali origin
          both of which are essentially associated with inferiority but the Limbus misperceive them as status of
          symbolic recognition and therefore associates them to symbolic value, thus, making the power relations appear
          as something else.
        


        
          In this context, the key to understanding Bourdieu is to understand how power resources (such as symbolic and
          cultural capitals) and field struggles over them become legitimized and hence misrecognized and naturalized
          as something other than power relations such as the Nepali caste hierarchy in Nepal and the social structure
          of the immigrant and the indigenous in Sikkim and Darjeeling as chiefly manifested through ‘ST of Nepali
          origin’ status. The main goal of such legitimation and hence worldview is the struggle for symbolic power in
          the political field to gain access to state power and maintain supremacy. Thus, such ‘taken-for-granted
          assumptions’ in both incorporated and objective structures results in legitimation and hence social
          domination as in the case of the Limbu ethnic group.
        


        
          Thus, using Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence, it becomes clear in this context that symbolic forms as
          resources (symbolic capital) play an active role in both constituting and maintaining power structures thus
          resulting in self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination and subordination ‘without the conscious recognition
          of its members’. This relates to Bourdieu’s argument that the answer can be found by exploring how cultural
          resources, processes, and institutions hold individuals and groups in competitive and self-perpetuating
          hierarchies of domination. It also reinstates Bourdieu’s argument that although meanings obtain through the
          contrastive features between signs, the connection between any particular symbol or sign and a given social
          phenomenon is arbitrary. In particular, this relates to Bourdieu’s structural analysis of social domination
          with his conceptualization of symbolic systems that emphasize on its function of social differentiation to
          posit that dominant symbolic systems function to integrate the dominant groups while providing ‘distinctions
          and hierarchies for ranking groups, and legitimation of social ranking by encouraging the dominated to accept
          the existing hierarchies of social domination’.
        

      

    

    
      Notes


      
        
          1 Nepali language is one of the official languages of the state of Sikkim and the most
          popular and widely-used lingua-franca. Indra Hang Subba, newly-elected MP of Sikkim, a Limbu recently took
          his oath of office in Delhi in Nepali language. In the same manner, Raju Bista, newly-elected MP representing
          Darjeeling, a high-caste Hindu Nepali also took his oath in Nepali language. This is rather symbolic
          considering that the term Nepali have been associated with terms ‘immigrants’ and ‘foreigners’ which led to
          the long struggle that resulted in the recognition of Nepali language in the Indian constitution. Such
          symbolic act further reinstates the progressive recognition of Nepali language in post-colonial India.
        


        
          2 This is a sharp contrast to the Nepali word ‘bhariya’ in Nepal, also meaning porter
          but exclusively meant for certain indigenous ethnic groups as ‘bhari bokne jaat’ referring to the group’s
          classification as porters by virtue of being born in that ethnic group. This group has been referred as
          intergenerational porters since their subordination by the high-caste Hindu Nepalis.
        

      
    
  


  
    
      2Integration of Limbus in pre-colonial Sikkim (c1642–1817)

    

    
      
        

        Introduction


        
          In what ways would a historical study of the integration of Limbu into pre-colonial Sikkim contribute to our
          understanding of contemporary configurations of ethnic and symbolic inequality in Sikkim? What would the
          integration of small ethnic groups like the Limbu in pre-colonial Sikkim tell us about the progressive
          institutionalization of the state as a nation-state and the adoption of Buddhism as a superior religion by
          the dominant group; and their link to the broader trans-national processes of colonialism and capitalism?
          This chapter attempts to answer these questions using Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence. The preceding
          theoretical chapter interprets symbolic violence as opposing binary distinctions, using Bourdieu’s
          structuralist method, thus presenting the constant structural identity of symbolic violence in relation to
          the Limbu in all three settings. This chapter, therefore, aims to historically deconstruct and understand
          this constant structural identity of Limbus in pre-colonial Sikkim with the aim of adding to the
          understanding on the inter-generational reproduction of symbolic violence ‘without the conscious recognition’
          and ‘without powerful resistance’.
        


        
          In this book, pre-colonial times have been more or less limited to the timeframe between the establishment of
          the Sikkimese state (circa 1642) until the signing of the Treaty of Titalia1 on February 10, 1817, after the Anglo-Nepalese war also known as Gurkha War (1814–1816).
          Considering the Namgyal dynasty associated with the origin of the state of Sikkim, pre-colonial times
          tentatively covers the Namgyal era until the rule of Tsugphud Namgyal, the 7th out of 12 chogyals2 in Sikkim.
        


        
          This chapter is broadly divided into two principal sections. The first section on internal factors explores
          and discusses the integration of the Limbus into the state structures of pre-colonial Sikkim. The second
          section on external factors deals with the indirect involvement of Sikkim in the war between China and Nepal
          and between British colonials (as East India Company) and Nepal; and how these events may have impacted their
          integration process into the state of Sikkim.
        


        
          Internal factors: Integration of the Limbu into the state structures of pre-colonial
          Sikkim


          
            This section outlines the integration process of the Limbu into the state structures of Sikkim with regard
            to collective identity, state apparatus, law, land-use and labour. The main argument refers to the construction of the Limbu as inferior in relation to the
            dominant group based on cultural and religious factors that legitimized their unequal integration.
            Therefore, I argue that the symbolic devaluation of the Limbu as culturally inferior has been linked to the
            progressive institutionalization of the state structures into a nation-state and to the concurrent adoption
            of Buddhism by the dominant group. In addition, I argue that the unequal integration of the Limbu into the
            state structures legitimized by their symbolic devaluation exists in the context of the transnational
            processes such as capitalism and colonialism.
          


          
            Considering the literature review, this study acknowledges the dearth of literature on pre-colonial Sikkim
            and even more so on the Limbus in Sikkim. This chapter largely draws upon Mullard (2011) as it is based on
            seventeenth century documents such as the LSG, MTB3 and LMT,
            which add to the existing knowledge on the state formation of Sikkim. However, Mullard’s work is inadequate
            for this historical study on integration of the Limbus as very little has been written about the history of
            the Limbus in pre-colonial Sikkim. Still, his work remains the most detailed, realistic, unbiased and
            well-analyzed version of pre-colonial Sikkimese history available, shedding light also on the underlying
            dimensions of ethnic inequality. Accordingly, this chapter mainly draws upon his works while also drawing
            upon the traditional history of Sikkim, whenever relevant. In this respect, it is taken into consideration
            that as with all oral histories, the traditional history of Sikkim, which is largely based on oral history
            is subject to manipulation; and since authored by royalty is also subject to bias. At the same time, it is
            also taken into account that even though the traditional Sikkimese history may not wholly present the past
            in a conventional way, it cannot be dismissed or overlooked as it introduces us to the past through their
            worldviews, ideas and concepts that shaped the socio-economic, socio-political and religio-political order
            of Sikkim apart from its legitimacy as the history of Sikkim. Also, it takes into account that LSG as a
            royal chronicle, written during the rule of king Phuntsog Namgyal is subject to bias. On the other hand,
            MTB as a population register portray some aspects of socio-economic and socio-political realities of the
            compiled period 1645–1676. Similarly, LMT as an agreement document, has been considered to portray a
            realistic picture of the past events and processes. When required, this chapter also draws on other
            available secondary literature. However, many of these available sources have been written by the ruling
            elites during the colonial period and is therefore subject to bias, and driven by the motive to legitimize
            the supremacy of the dominant group to the nation-state. In addition, many of these secondary sources have
            been based on oral narratives, which give interesting insights into the historical domain of pre-colonial
            Sikkim but as with oral histories could be subject to manipulation as well. Moreover, many academic written
            works that followed thereafter have been primarily based on these nineteenth century sources and provide
            very little critical perspectives as they largely account to naïve and uncritical reproduction of the same.
            For these very reasons, this chapter largely draws upon Mullard’s analysis of the seventeenth century
            documents. At the same time, it also draws upon the traditional history of Sikkim based on its legitimacy
            as the history of Sikkim.
          


          
            According to the traditional Sikkimese history, the state formation of Sikkim is marked by three key
            historical events: the coronation of Phuntsog Namgyal as the king
            of Sikkim, the establishment of the state governing council, and the demarcation of territories declared as
            Sikkim. However, in the absence of documented evidence related to these crucially important historical
            events, it is rather problematic to consider the accuracy factor particularly in relation to the year of
            state formation as 1642 or the territories demarcated as Sikkim. This book therefore maintains circa 1642
            considering the gradual process of state formation. Understandably, in the context of the Limbus as a
            collective, the state formation of Sikkim was a gradual process of entanglement characterized by conflicts
            and alliances, as first documented in LMT. This is highly significant as it shows that even though the
            Limbus have been invisible in the Sikkimese historical narrative of state formation, they were very much
            part of this gradual process of state formation. From Bourdieu’s perspective, Limbus’ absence from the
            Sikkimese history of state formation legitimizes their subordinate position in the existing state
            structures of Sikkim. Therefore, this chapter is an attempt to make sense of the contemporary issues of the
            Sikkimese Limbus by examining their historical roots in pre-colonial Sikkim particularly in relation to the
            objective structures of the pre-colonial state of Sikkim.
          


          
            This historical study also takes into consideration, that the concept of state for Sikkim has encapsulated
            different meanings at different times, even within the timeframe of the pre-colonial period, which also
            gives us insights into the internal power struggle. Although the Namgyal dynasty is considered to have
            ruled continuously until Sikkim’s merger with India, it would be misleading to think of them as ultimate
            authority figures at all times including pre-colonial times, as available literature on the history of
            Sikkim does not support such generalization. Therefore, it is important to consider that Sikkim did not
            fully emerge as an independent kingdom under the Namgyal dynasty, that is related to the concept of Sikkim
            as a state being conceived in Tibet, separate from Phuntsog Namgyal’s motivation as an individual seeking
            power. This is quite evident with the history of Sikkim replete with narratives that reflect on the
            tutelage of Tibet, the authority of which is known to have manifested itself quite significantly in the
            forms of patronage, influence as well as the intervention of Tibet into political, social, religious and
            economic policies of Sikkim at least until the end of Sino-Nepalese war (1788–1792) which supposedly
            resulted in west Sikkim being taken over by Nepal. It is also known that power oscillated between the
            Chogyal, the aristocracy, and was affected by inter-regional expansionary policies and events. Perhaps, it
            should also be considered that out of the seven Chogyals who ruled during pre-colonial times, five of them
            were minors among whom four of them died at a very young age. In the context of Limbus, this contributes to
            our understanding, as there is a set pattern to broadly identify the Namgyal dynasty as the beginning of
            Limbu subjugation thereby absolutizing the lineage of a certain family.
          

        
      

    

    
      
        Establishment of Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states and the integration of monpas


        
          This sub-section on proto-state structures has been introduced to give insights into the gradual process that
          led to the formation of Sikkim and the mechanisms involved to
          integrate the indigenous Lepcha groups as ‘monpas’ to the Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-state structures. For this,
          I mainly draw upon Mullard (2011) who while referring to LSG, a seventeenth century document as a ‘royal
          chronicle’4 (Mullard 2011: 81–86) gives insights into the gradual
          process of state formation otherwise understated5 in the local
          historical narratives of state formation. This largely concerns the gradual establishment of Tibeto-Sikkimese
          territories over Lepcha-inhabited ones characterized by the introduction of basic social, political and
          economic organizational structures of a Tibetan nature. This is relevant even though LSG makes no mention of
          the Limbus considering these early Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-state structures as a precursor to the state
          structures of Sikkim that subsumed Limbu territories mentioned in LMT.
        


        
          Following Mullard’s analysis and presentation of the LSG, it is understood that the establishment of
          Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states in and around the area that was to later become the state of Sikkim started
          with the subordination of pre-existing Lepcha groups by Tibetan migrant groups. At this stage, it is
          problematic to associate Lepcha subordination to Tibetan colonization, as these migrants are not known to be
          directly linked with the political state of Tibet. Thus, they appear more like independent groups with the
          capacity and interest to establish their supremacy, which from Bourdieu’s perspective can be interpreted as
          dispositions or incorporated cognitive structures they possibly developed in relation to their social
          structure in Tibet where hierarchical social structures prevailed. This aspect, the Lepcha society had not
          developed to such an organized, institutional level which from Bourdieu’s perspective can be associated with
          a lack of cultural socialization and not for any intrinsic lack in themselves as according to Bourdieu, the
          on-going process of differentiation with establishment of hierarchies is associated with cultural
          socialization and sharing of resources. In a way, this perhaps explains that Lepcha society like many other
          less-differentiated indigenous cultures of the Himalayas developed in relative isolation.
        


        
          Referring to the nature of Tibetan migrants’ settlement, Mullard (2011: 82) elucidates, ‘On pages eight-nine
          of LSG (pages 60–61 above) we are told of an interesting event related to a united group of Tibetan migrants, Lha
          dbang bstan ’dzin and Lha dbang bkra shis, who attempted to settle in Zil gnon6 only to find that this area was not suitable, probably because it had already been
          occupied or there was a high level of local resistance (described in LSG as an inability to establish
          ‘auspicious circumstances’) and so settled or subdued the Lepchas in Bkra shis ’dzoms7, where they carved out a proto-state’. This particular account from LSG
          which indicates the establishment of a Tibetan migrants’ proto-state over pre-existing Lepcha territory in
          all aspects indicates colonizing characteristics among these early Tibetan settlers. However, at this point,
          it is important to take into account that not much is known about the proper demarcation of territories which
          leaves room for Tibetan migrants’ settlements in uninhabited areas as well or that of pre-existing
          Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states. This is chiefly because studies suggest that settlement in this area of Sikkim
          started in ninth century8.
        


        
          Considering this account from LSG, subjugation of the Lepchas is evident. However, since little is known
          about the kind of interaction that took place between these Tibetan migrant groups and the Lepchas, much is
          left to interpretation such as conflicts, political alliances, or possibly even support rendered by
          pre-existing Tibeto-Sikkimese groups. Another possibility relates to the immaterial world of shared concepts,
          ideas and beliefs based on prior associations such as the kinship and political alliances. What is also
          noteworthy in this account is the indication of the resistance these early Tibetan migrant groups encountered
          in Zil gnon which pushed them to settle in Lepcha territory of Bkra shis ’dzoms, which suggests pre-existing
          groups in Zil gnon whose ethnic identity remains unknown.
        


        
          Referring to the expansion of Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states as mentioned in LSG, Mullard (2011: 82) writes,
          ‘Later on in the same text we learn that the same Lha dbang bkra shis expanded the territory under the
          administration of Phun tshogs’. Similarly, referring to Bkra shis ’dzoms Tibetan settlers, Mullard (2011: 82)
          writes that they ruled this territory ‘for some years’ until Phuntsog Namgyal appears to have co-opted ‘Bkra
          shis ’dzoms’ into his realm probably through an alliance, described in LSG as a royal audience. Therefore,
          linking these developments with future events related to Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy under king Phuntsog
          Namgyal as documented in LMT, it is understood that the first state formation of Sikkim under Phuntsog
          Namgyal involved the voluntary or involuntary merger of independent Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states, Lepcha and
          possibly Limbu territories. From all this, it is gathered that the state formation of Sikkim was a gradual
          process that involved conflicts and alliances that can be linked with the subordination of pre-existing
          groups, first by migrant groups from Tibet and later by Phuntsog Namgyal of Tibeto-Sikkimese origin.
        


        
          Nonetheless, it is also important to consider that although LSG presents a relatively realistic picture of
          state formation in relation to the traditional history of Sikkim, it is still a royal chronicle written
          during Phuntsog Namgyal’s rule and therefore subject to bias; and possibly misrepresentation with events
          recorded retrospectively. Considering these aspects, it may be problematic to fully depend on the details of
          the account for interpretation. Regardless, it may still be fairly realistic to draw from these events, to
          reiterate that state formation was a gradual process, which started with the establishment and expansion of
          Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states whereupon territories of Lepchas were subsumed.
        


        
          Furthermore, the organizational structures of Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states also throws light on the
          integration of ‘monpas’ which according to Mullard was a rather general term used for non-Tibeto-Sikkimese.
          Referring to pages 8–10 of LSG, Mullard (2011: 81) states that ‘a basic system of
          social, political and economic organization’ existed prior to formation of Sikkim under Phuntsog Namgyal.
          Elaborating further Mullard (2011: 81) writes, ‘First, according to LSG there was the division of the
          population into two groups: g.yog (servants) and blon (ministers). The servants were organized into various
          groups under higher ranking officials known as mgo chings and las
          dpon (headman and work leader) and the Lepchas of Bkra shis steng kha and Seng Iding were given the title of Lepcha officials (las byed mon pa) after
          their incorporation into the territory of early Sikkim. The ministerial group was organized according to
          their reliability and trustworthiness. Those who were not trusted became involved with trade or were
          responsible for tax collection’. This account of LSG indicates that
          Lepchas whose territories were subsumed into Tibeto-Sikkimese proto-states were compensated with positions or
          social distinctions in the political hierarchy. This feudalistic system portrays that the hierarchy served a
          rudimentary form of capitalism in which the owners of production or resources profited while the servants
          were utilized for their service. However, at this point, it is not very clear if this hierarchy was organized
          around ethnic categorization. What is noteworthy is that these proto-states were organized to collect taxes
          and offer positions to individuals or groups with resources that benefitted the proto-state, thereby
          characterizing capitalistic tendencies.
        

      

    

    
      
        Establishment of Sikkim, state governing council and integration of the Limbu


        
          What can a state governing council with no mention of Limbu representatives tell us about the integration of
          Limbu into the newly established state structures of Sikkim? Regardless of when exactly the state governing
          council was first formed, considering LMT, Limbus should have been appointed in the council but the history
          of Sikkim has no such records.
        


        
          Referring to the coronation of Phuntsog Namgyal and the establishment of his kingdom of Sikkim in 1642,
          traditional history of Sikkim (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 20) mentions that Phuntsog Namgyal after having
          brought all the Lepchas and Bhutias under his direct power, selected 12 Kazis9 from amongst the 12 chief Bhutia clans then existing and likewise he
          selected 12 Lepcha Jongpons10 from amongst
          the superior Lepcha families of Sikkim. Considering this historical narrative of state formation, the first
          state-governing council of Sikkim sheds light on its bi-ethnic composition while portraying Phuntsog
          Namgyal’s supremacy over the Bhutia and Lepcha groups within the structural frameworks of Sikkim. At the same
          time, it also sheds light on the establishment of Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy with the appointment of 12
          Bhutia Kazis whereas the Lepchas were given a relatively lower position of Jongpens/Jongpons thus establishing a hierarchy with the subordination of the Lepcha ethnic
          group. In addition, as these positions associated with the nobility were hereditary, it is understood that
          the structural framework for the inter-generational reproduction of unequal social order based on ethnicity
          was established. In other words, Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy was advertently established with the appointment
          of aristocrats chosen only from Tibeto-Sikkimese ethnic group, quite like a newer version of chieftains with
          chiefdoms under the single authority of Tibeto-Sikkimese king Phuntsog Namgyal, while the proletariats paid
          taxes to these aristocrats that sustained, supported and enhanced the political, economic and religious
          pursuits of the nobility and the king. In this respect, the supremacy of Phuntsog Namgyal and that of the
          Tibeto-Sikkimese group has been directly linked with hierarchical structural arrangement or objective
          structures based on the relative devaluation of non-Tibeto-Sikkimese ethnic group of Lepchas within the
          frameworks of a nation-state. Further, differentiation has been made among the Lepchas whereby Phuntsog
          Namgyal advertently chose ‘superior’ Lepchas for the state governing council thus implying the existence of
          ‘inferior’ Lepchas. What these terms exactly translate into is not
          very clear, but it is highly likely that it relates to the interpretation of the dominant group and was
          associated with wealth and position as the concept of ‘caste’ was alien to Lepcha society. In a way, such a
          distinction possibly functioned to legitimize the preference for 12 Lepchas over others for the position of
          Jongpens.
        


        
          Seemingly, the invisibility of the Limbus from the first state governing council has been deemed as exclusion
          in the context of the territories declared as part of Sikkim. Referring to this territorial claim in the
          traditional history of Sikkim or later historical narrative BGR11,
          Mullard (2011: 46) writes that the borders of the state extended from Dibdala (?) in the north to Naxalbari
          and Titalia in the south, while the western border stretched up to Wa lung and then followed the course of
          the Arun River; and that the eastern border extended up to Thang la in the north-east. Based on this
          historical narrative on the demarcated territories of early Sikkim in 1642, the absence of Limbus from the
          first state governing council can be loosely interpreted as the structural exclusion of Limbus. However, as
          no documented evidence exists on the dated year of state formation and the concurrent demarcation of
          territories as part of Sikkim, this claim in itself becomes a very weak basis for an argument. At the least,
          we can assume that a certain degree of interactions and exchanges existed between these groups, thus
          influencing one another. Otherwise, in all likelihood, their invisibility from the first council indicates
          that Limbu territories were independent and therefore outside the authority of Phuntsog Namgyal.
        


        
          Arguably, the integration of Limbus into the state structures of early Sikkim begins with the signing of LMT
          agreement in 1663, twenty years after the given year of state formation. However, LMT does not mention the
          territories of Limbu signatories. Drawing upon the seventeenth century Sikkimese sources and referring to his
          findings as ‘an approximate picture of early Sikkim’, Mullard (2011: 147) writes, ‘By and large, the areas
          directly or indirectly under the control of Phunt tshogs rnam rgyal can be identified with regions in modern
          western Sikkim, small parts of eastern Nepal (namely parts of Limbuwan) and areas just east of the Ravang La
          (now in modern South Sikkim administrative district)’. What is noteworthy is that Phuntsog Namgyal’s control
          extended to few Limbu territories if not all; and that east Sikkim is nowhere in the picture. In the case of
          the Limbus, it becomes evident that some of their territories were subsumed into Sikkim after LMT which
          raises questions on their absence from important positions of state administration in the likes of the state
          governing council. Therefore, it is not surprising to find local scholars raise questions. In this regard,
          Gurung (2011: 165–66), writes that there is no recorded evidence to suggest that Tsongs (referring to
          Sikkimese Limbus) were appointed as Kalons (Ministers) or Dzongpens. This is consistent with the traditional
          /Royal history of Sikkim (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 23) as it mentions that Limbus have served under the
          Sikkim kings and kazis in the capacity of Shupas or Subahs, Chpons, Dingpons and gyapons. Similarly,
          according to the oral history narrated by Yap Sonam Yongda, a famous social worker and founding chairman of
          Muyal Liang Trust (MLT) and ADC of last Chogyal, the Limbus during the time of Tensung Namgyal (1670–1700)
          were appointed as ‘charinangmoos’12 of the royal palace
          (unpublished PhD thesis of Subba 2012: 95; personal interview). While
          these references do indicate the association of the Limbus with the kings and kazis of Sikkim, it also
          portrays their subordinate positions in relation to the Bhutias and the Lepchas. On the basis of the LMT
          agreement and the Limbu territories subsumed into Phuntsog Namgyal’s Sikkim, their absence from important
          positions in the state governing council remains questionable.
        


        
          As discussed in the previous section, the subordination of Lepchas by the Tibeto-Sikkimese group precedes the
          state formation of Sikkim as portrayed in LSG, accordingly the bi-ethnic composition of the council can be
          viewed as a precursor to the administrative set up of nineteenth century with B-L supremacy. This in itself
          is self-explanatory with the reinforcement of older power relations. However, not in the context of LMT
          agreement as some structural changes with equal integration of Limbus, Lepchas and Tibeto-Sikkimese group is
          expected. Therefore, from another perspective, the mention of the council in the traditional history of
          Sikkim written during nineteenth century also served to legitimize the Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy on
          historical grounds, to protect and preserve the existing B-L alliance amidst growing political and cultural
          concerns. In this respect, the narrative reflects the socio-political concerns of nineteenth century, which
          basically revolved around the concepts of indigeneity, immigrants and nation-state whereby the dominant group
          understood the necessity to legitimize their position on historical grounds.
        


        
          On a broader perspective, the first state-governing council with Tibeto- Sikkimese supremacy over the Lepcha
          group as mentioned in the traditional Sikkimese history, elucidates that the integration process within the
          objective structures of the state go hand-in-hand with the social domination process based on ethnic
          differentiation upon which hierarchies and power relations are established. As exemplified by the state
          governing council, it is understood that ethnicity based on the concept of common origin determined the
          social order of early Sikkim as characterized by Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy in the objective structures.
          Whether or not this translates into Buddhist religion is unclear for Lhopos of early Sikkim. Nonetheless, it
          is quite clear that the elites started with the religious pursuits of establishing monasteries through public
          funds, thereby determining a trajectory for Buddhism to emerge as a religio-political order. Therefore,
          taking into account the state-governing council, it can be argued that the formation of Sikkim is linked with
          the larger world processes of capitalism whereby the main interest and supremacy of the ruler is associated
          with tax collection from laypersons to build their palaces and monasteries thus indicating the supremacy and
          use of culture and religion to maintain the power of an individual and his dynasty and groups related to him.
          Establishment of aristocracy as a social system in early Sikkim is a clear indication that nation-states
          coexist with capitalism no matter its form or degree.
        

      

    

    
      
        Lho-Mon-Tsong-sum (LMT), a peace treaty and integration of the Limbu


        
          Lho-Mon-Tsong-sum (LMT) is popularly known as a tri-ethnic alliance or a kind of peace treaty between the
          oldest inhabitants of Sikkim: the Lho pa (referring to Tibeto-Sikkimese or Bhutia), the Mon (referring only
          to Lepchas in this document), and the Tsong (referring to Sikkimese Limbu) accepting the authority of
          Tibeto-Sikkimese Phuntsog Namgyal as their king. Unofficially, this agreement refers to a kinship alliance
          between the Bhutia-Lepcha-Limbu symbolizing father-mother-son relationship—a belief that supposedly
          facilitated the Limbu to accept the hierarchy in the given order with regard to power and position within the
          state structures of Sikkim. In a way, what LMT meant for each of these ethnic groups is seemingly subject to
          their own interpretation, perhaps depending on the outcome of this agreement on each of these groups. From
          Bourdieu’s perspective, this tri-ethnic political alliance alongside the belief of a kinship alliance points
          to a two-way relationship between the cognitive structures and objective structures, that was essential for
          the legitimation of LMT. To sum up briefly, LMT essentially upholds the state of Sikkim, its Tibeto-Sikkimese
          king and its ‘dharma’ implying Buddhist religion. From statist perspective, this would mean a secondary
          position for the non-Tibeto-Sikkimese into the state structures of Sikkim. For this study which deals with
          Bourdieu’s analysis of social domination, LMT sheds light on the question as to why the subordinate group
          would accept this domination, ‘without powerful resistance’, and ‘without conscious recognition’. The answer
          seemingly lies in ‘misrecognition’ and ‘legitimation’.
        


        
          The ethnic and kinship alliance aspects of the LMT is similar to another paired core characteristic of the
          document itself— that of the political and religious domains interwoven closely such that there is no
          distinct boundary between these two practices. For example, LMT subtly declares Buddhism as the supreme
          religion of Sikkim as indicated by the recurring term ‘dharma’ along with the invocation of Tibetan Buddhist
          deities for oath-taking ceremonies but the process also involved the invocation of local deities that while
          appeasing the LMT signatories, also obscured this declaration. In this respect, the first section of this
          document carries three main themes of state protection or unity, upholding supremacy of the king, and
          protection of the dharma13 or religion within the state. All these
          three themes find a common denominator in dharma as LMT particularly calls for unification of these groups to
          protect the state from ‘exterior’ forces that come within to ‘oppose the dharma’. Understandably, the
          protection of the dharma within the state was the primary responsibility of the king and the three ethnic
          groups; and although no direct reference has been made, ‘dharma’ particularly refers to Buddhism. Arguably,
          this also explains as to why Phuntsog Namgyal (including his lineage) was primarily recognized as
          ‘dharmaraja’ or spiritual/religious king. For this very reason, he was also considered the embodied form of
          both political and religious domains, a practice common in the Tibetan cultural world and in the Hindu
          cultural world. At the core, with LMT as a documented evidence of the gradual process of state formation, it
          is understood that the adoption of Buddhism as the religion of the dominant group and as a superior religion
          is directly linked with the gradual process of state formation.
        


        
          The second section of LMT, essentially sheds light on several important historical markers of early Sikkim
          such as the end of a rebellion or a war14 by these three ethnic
          groups against Phuntsog Namgyal, recognition of Phuntsog Namgyal as the king of Sikkim15 with the complicity of these three ethnic groups as signatories, and the
          recognition of signatories16 whose territories were annexed or
          merged by Phuntsog Namgyal. For all these reasons, LMT is significant for this study as it sheds light on the
          crucial role played by these three ethnic groups in the recognition of Phuntsog Namgyal as the king of Sikkim
          and in the gradual process of state formation thereby questioning the unequal integration of Limbus as equal
          signatories in the tri-ethnic political alliance.
        


        
          First, it is important to mention that the LMT agreement has been questioned by the scholars in the
          past,17, 18 due to lack of available evidence. In this respect, LMT document is first known to be
          translated from Tibetan to English by professor Ringu Tulku dated 31st August, 1984 which in retrospect was
          understandably not subjected to critical analysis. Referring to this translated version of LMT published in
          R. Moktan (2004), cited in Mullard (2011: 140), points out a number of errors in professor Tulku’s
          translation such as an error in dating this document to 1641 and explains that as 1641 was an Iron Snake Year
          according to the Tibetan calendar, it therefore cannot be the Water Hare Year as given in the original
          document. This correction is significant for it helps explain as to why local scholars like Subba (1999: 112)
          have dated Lhomontsongsum to 1641, whereas Mullard (2011: 140) posits that LMT was signed in 1663. Most
          importantly, with LMT earlier dated to 1641, local scholars are known to associate LMT with state formation
          of Sikkim in the given year of 1642 but with LMT recently dated as 1663, much of this interpretation has been
          questioned which raises further question on 1642 as the year of state formation. Mullard (2011: 140) also
          mentions that the original LMT document does not exist anymore: only its large negative taken during the
          twentieth century remains. Moreover, referring to the final part of the document, Mullard (2011: 152)
          mentions that although it consists of a list of signatories, not all of their places of habitation have been
          listed, but for those regions under Phuntsog Namgyal’s rule. For Limbus, this is crucial as lack of
          information on their signatories’ territorial domain under Phuntsog Namgyal’s Sikkim only adds to the
          obscurity on the extent of their territories in early Sikkim. In particular, its relevance in modern Sikkim
          is noteworthy with west Sikkim contested as the indigenous homeland of Limbus. In this regard, perhaps a
          paper presented by George van Driem in 2008 conference as mentioned in Mullard (2011: 140) brings some light
          into this topic. According to Mullard, this paper discussed the extent of Limbu settlements in Limbuwan,
          which incorporated areas of modern western Sikkim thereby establishing the fact that parts of modern west
          Sikkim were also the ancestral homeland of the Limbus before being subsumed into Phuntsog Namgyal’s Sikkim.
        


        
          Next, what does LMT tell us about the integration of Limbus into the state structures of early Sikkim? As far
          as the objective structures are concerned, the answer seemingly lies in the aristocratic system of governance
          and its link to regional autonomy that was granted to LMT signatories. In this regard, Mullard (2011: 152)
          writes, ‘LMT signatories probably represent those who maintained ownership of their own lands, with rights to
          administer justice and collect taxes, in exchange for their acknowledgement of the overall supremacy of
          Phuntsog Namgyal and the dynasty he founded’. However, LMT gives no clear information on the Limbu
          territories brought under Phuntsog Namgyal’s control. In this
          respect, although the document recognizes the pact between these three communities, it does not shed light on
          ‘all signatories’ places of habitation’ and those that are given ‘show the regions under Phun tshogs rnam
          rgyal’s rule’ (Mullard 2011: 146). Furthermore, as LMT does not provide details on Limbu territories subsumed
          by him, it is also difficult to ascertain the specifics such as which regions were brought under his direct
          control while others remained under regional autonomy. Along this line, Mullard (2011: 152) informs, ‘We know
          nothing of those leaders, who may have lost lands, or the extent to which the signatories of this document
          retained their own lands in full, or whether some of their lands were brought under the direct administration
          of the early Sikkimese state. What we can assume, given the information in this source and the La sogs rgyal rabs, is that even these semi-independent regions fell under some taxation
          structure and basic legal code’. In this respect, as LMT does not shed light on Limbu territories under the
          direct control of Phuntsog Namgyal’s authority, perhaps further study on if and how Lepcha territories under
          regional autonomy were brought under the direct control of Phuntsog Namgyal (or his successors) could add to
          the existing knowledge. At the least, considering that part of modern west Sikkim was part of Limbuwan, it is
          likely that some parts of Limbu territories were brought under direct control whereby the exclusion of Limbus
          in relation to the Lepcha and Tibeto-Sikkimese groups remain questionable. Therefore, even though LMT is a
          legal document or a peace treaty, the breach of which would have resulted in dire consequences; it probably
          does not include the local leaders who may have lost their lands or refrained from signing the document.
        


        
          Evidently, Limbu LMT signatories along with their Lepcha counterparts were absorbed into Phuntsog Namgyal’s
          system of governance as aristocrats. In this regard, Mullard’s work based on MTB, a population register of
          some sorts possibly meant for tax collection purposes, and translated as ‘An established record and register
          of Mon pa’ has been of significant importance as it confirms the appointment of Limbu LMT signatories to
          high-ranking posts of blons or ministers. As mentioned by Mullard (2011: 153), ‘It seems
          that the signatories of LMT fall into the category of blon (Ministers responsible for tax collection, trade
          and presumably the administration of regions) and so were probably incorporated into the pre-existing
          political and social organisation: remaining as local leaders responsible for tax collection and the
          administration of local justice’. To this point Mullard (2011: 156) refers to MTB and elucidates, ‘The later
          part of the text compiled in 1676 includes Lepcha and Limbu individuals in high positions such as the Limbu
          Yong Lim (MTB: 12) and the Lepcha A ’dengs (MTB: 18) confirming the hypothesis of the acquisition of Lepcha
          and Limbu lands under Phun tshogs rnam rgyal following the defeat of the ‘mon pa’ war/rebellion and the
          signing of LMT’. As this part of the text was compiled after the LMT agreement, Mullard reasons that the
          appearance of Limbu names in this part is self-explanatory as opposed to the earlier part.
        


        
          Furthermore, this leads us to a question: In what ways were the Limbus integrated into early state structures
          under this aristocratic system of governance? Arguably, the appointment of Limbus as blons or ministers may have given an impression or rather ‘misperception’ of their inclusion to
          the state structures. However, it was clearly tokenistic as such
          governance seemingly resulted in two prominent historical trajectories for the Limbu within the state
          structures of pre-colonial Sikkim: subjugation of the layperson Limbus by Limbu ministers and leaders as tax
          collectors, and subjugation of the Limbus as a collective with their exclusion from the fundamental state
          structures by limiting them to local governance. Consequently, a class divide among the Limbus, and an ethnic
          divide in relation to the state integration was structurally founded. First, such a social system of
          governance with legalized taxation and regional autonomy is clearly linked to the rise of the aristocratic
          class through wealth accumulation of the nobility and elites at the expense of laypersons. Retaining the
          signatories as local leaders and ministers mainly as tax collectors and traders served that purpose as such
          aristocrats are known to fill the state coffers of the king and the nobility, in return for the position and
          privilege granted to them. As for the layperson Limbus, it would be only likely for them to comply with a
          familiar leader from their own ethnic group, rather than to an outsider from another ethnic group. Such a
          strategy to govern resonates with the rule of Hindu Gorkhas over the Limbu territories in eastern Nepal, more
          than a century later although the depth and degree of extortion and subjugation differs. Second, Limbus as an
          ethnic group by formally accepting the supremacy of Phuntsog Namgyal had accepted their subordinate position
          in the socio-political order of early Sikkim. In this regard, LMT and the retaining of signatories as
          ministers and leaders for tax collection and local governance portrays the subjugation of layperson Limbus by
          using the aristocratic Limbus. In all likelihood, Phuntsog Namgyal and his nobility at the core (and possibly
          at the periphery) was only concerned about revenue collection as is expected of a king with no direct
          involvement in the local governance but also because the primordial stage of the kingdom would have
          necessitated the king in first building his own palace, establish religious institutions for the dominant
          group and fortify the state against the invasion. In such a scenario, the laypersons are usually exploited
          from their harvests, through taxation to meet the huge needs of the infant state and its elites. Considering
          such objective structures in relation to the Limbus in Sikkim, it indicates that the appointment of Limbus as
          ministers or blons would rarely enhance their position as a collective in the
          socio-political order of early Sikkim. Perhaps, this partly explains the absence of Limbu representatives in
          the state governing council of early Sikkim.
        


        
          As discussed earlier, political and religious domains coexist in pre-colonial Sikkim. According to Mullard
          (2011: 144), the main text of LMT concludes by restating the earlier warning and documenting the penalties
          for deviating from this oath. They include a pledge breach fee of three measures of gold, physical
          punishment, and, in extreme cases, death. With this the signatories are under no illusion regarding the
          significance of the document they have signed, the power of Phuntshog Namgyal, and the penalties for the
          crime of disloyalty including the protector deities and patrons of the religions of the Tsong and the Mon.
          Using element of fear with the invocation of Limbu deities, it is highly likely that such a practice would
          elicit the compliance of layperson Limbus to accept the given hierarchy, in that time period.
        


        
          Therefore, from Bourdieu’s structural perspective, LMT as a peace
          treaty resulted in the subordination of the Limbu within the objective structures through their structural
          exclusion while LMT as a kinship alliance resulted in their complicity through ‘misrecognition’ thus working
          on their cognitive structures to accept and naturalize their domination in the social order of Sikkim. At the
          core, this essentially relates to the devaluation of the Limbu and accordingly their subordination in
          relation to the dominant Tibeto-Sikkimese and even the Lepcha.
        

      

    

    
      
        Strategic royal marital alliances and the integration of the Limbu


        
          Although all marriages are inherently strategic for one or both the partners or for the families involved in
          it, the traditional history of Sikkim mentions strategic marriages by Tensung Namgyal that seemingly aimed to
          meet political ends. In this regard, Tensung Namgyal, second king of Sikkim is known for three wives—from the
          Tibet, Bhutan and Limbuwan regions, which has been posited by scholars as strategic, to balance the power
          relations with neighbours. The marriage may have enhanced political relations as it seemingly enhanced the
          social and kinship relations between ethnic groups. History of Sikkim also mentions of an out of wedlock son
          from a married Lepcha woman who grew up to be appointed as head of Lepchas and subsequently became the
          Chagzod19 (Namgyal and Dolma 1908: 24).
        


        
          Historically, the outcome of such marital alliances with the Limbus is not associated with internal power
          struggles but probably neutralized the external power relations. According to the typescript history of
          Sikkim, the third queen named Yong-Yong Hang was the daughter of a Limbu chief, who ruled in the Arun Valley
          to the west of Sikkim. This lady also gave birth to a son, named Guru, who resided at Dingrong in Pathing,
          whose line is now extinct (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 24). Mullard (2011: 162) writes that the name of the
          Limbu wife’s son is known on account of his enrolment as a monk while the daughter’s name is unknown.
          According to history of Sikkim, Yong-Yong Hang’s daughter (name not mentioned) gave birth to a princess
          called Pande-chering Gyalmo who married a man of the Nam-tsang-korpa tribe residing in Yangang and died
          there.
        


        
          History of Sikkim (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 24) also mentions seven other Limbu ladies who accompanied the
          Limbu queen and were taken as wives by the highest kazis and ministers of Sikkim and all the good that was
          done to the Limbus through marriage, without mentioning how the royalty gained from this strategic alliance.
          It was during this time that Rabdentse palace was also built, the only impressive and huge palace of the
          Namgyal dynasty, the ruins of which still exists today and where Limbus were supposedly used for their labor.
          It is highly likely the Limbus complied to work for free due to the kinship or marriage of the king with the
          Limbu lady.
        

      

    

    
      
        Disintegration of ‘chumlung’ and ‘kipat’ system


        
          Scholars ascribe Limbu group’s subjugation to the disintegration of their traditional administration or
          tribal council called ‘chumlung’ with the Limbu region as part of
          nation-states Sikkim and Nepal. Little is known about the dissolution of the chumlung system in Sikkim.
          Expansion of the Tibeto-Sikkimese state into Limbu chiefdoms as is evident from LMT could have possibly led
          to the dissolution.
        


        
          According to Subba (1999), H.H Risley in his paper, ‘The Tribes and Castes of Bengal, Vol II (1891–1981) has
          wrongly called it thumthum (Subba 1999: 46). He writes on ‘chumlung’, Chemjong’s Kirat Itihas (1982), written
          in Nepali, shows how it has always been an integral part of the Limbu culture and history. This is also
          evident from the principles of the traditional Kirata administration discussed in the same book (1982: 35–36
          as quoted in Subba 1999: 47). According to him this ‘democratic governance among the Kiratas’ suffered a
          serious setback with the demarcation of Sikkim under the Bhutias, and with the establishment of the Gorkha
          kingdom. The introduction of state sponsored statutory bodies to dispense with judicial matters eroded the
          power and authority of the chumlung in Nepal as well as Sikkim (Subba 1999: 47).
        


        
          Unlike in Nepal, where the politico-economic subjugation is ascribed to dominance of upper caste Hindus, in
          Sikkim absence of the dominance of upper caste Hindus is recognized as one of the reasons for better
          politico-economic status in Sikkim. Scholars like Subba, based on his doctoral research (Subba 1989) and A.C.
          Sinha’s work (1983: 56–75) which does not show caste-class overlap in Sikkim as in Nepal, draws a difference
          in Sikkim and Nepal whereby the absence of dominance of Tagadharis or high-caste Nepali Brahmins is accounted
          as one of the factors for a better politico-economic status of Sikkim. According to Subba (1999), the
          degradation in their political status and esteem, like that of other Kirata groups of east Nepal, can perhaps
          be better understood through the kipat system which is the individual rights of localized clans over a piece
          of land, with no right to sell it to another ‘tribe’ or community. Not much is known about the recognition of
          kipat system in Sikkim as in Nepal.
        


        
          Subba’s work on the Limbus also portrays the strategy used by the Hindu Gorkha rulers to subjugate the
          indigenous Kiratas particularly the Limbus due to their strategic location to the east of Nepal. ‘Subba’
          meaning chief was a title conferred by King Prithvi Narayan Shah upon influential Limbus as a conciliatory
          measure after subjugating them politically. Later, it was also used widely to give birth to Limbu aristocrats
          to control the Limbu people. According to Subba (1999: 33) the conferring of such titles was not without
          strings attached: in order to become a nominated Subba a payment had to be made—of a fee of Rs.52 (which in
          Nepali language metaphor refer to the Bahuns) and 60 muri of land which amounted to 82,140 square feet—to the
          state. Thus, conferring titles was a strategy of the Gorkha rulers to gradually usurp land. To this day,
          Nepali high-caste Brahmins are referred to as Bahuns by the ethnicized Nepali groups as well as by the Bahuns
          themselves. Subba (1999: 33) further writes that the Kirata landlords do not seem to have been opposed to
          such title and rather craved for them at the cost of their communal land being alienated to the high caste
          Nepalis like the Bahuns and Chhetris or the high-caste Hindus. In Sikkim, not much is written on such
          practices although history of Sikkim (1908: 23)20 does make
          mention of Tsongs serving under the Sikkim kings in the capacity of such officers as ‘shupas or subahs’. Otherwise, with the establishment of Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy
          technically it meant that all the land of Sikkim belonged to the king and his heirs. Considering chumlung as
          an integral part of the Limbu administration about which little is known, even in pre-colonial Sikkim, it
          indicates that the system was not valued and eventually led to its disintegration.
        

      

    

    
      
        Concept of ethnocide and socio-cultural subjugation


        
          Unlike in Nepal, the direct imposition of language and religion is unknown in Sikkim although in-depth
          research focusing on cultural subjugation is also absent. However, it is known that monasteries of Sikkim
          have been instrumental in shaping the cultural milieu of Sikkim. In Mullard and Wongchuk (2010: 63–64), some
          documents are mentioned regarding the agreements between the monks and the villagers regarding fines imposed
          or to be imposed by the monks on the villagers for either not complying to their instructions or for one’s
          penance. Whether or not such agreements took place between the Limbus in particular is not known.
        


        
          Subba (1999: 124–125) mentions that some Limbus, blame the theocratic regime of the Namgyal dynasty for
          discriminating against the Limbus and making them a minority in their own homeland. He argues that with the
          establishment of Bhutia rule in Sikkim and the Gorkha rule in Nepal, things began to change for the worse for
          the indigenous peoples. Soon they began to lose their traditional identities and became part of larger
          entities—Buddhist or Hindu. But the indigenous peoples could hardly voice their dissent under the hereditary,
          theocratic monarchs in both Sikkim and Nepal. Such a revolt would have been immediately subdued unless the
          person(s) concerned fled their countries of origin and took asylum somewhere else (Subba 1999: 125).
        


        
          Subba (1987: 74–75; 1999: 125) compares the end result of such processes to what Stavenhagen has called
          ‘ethnocide’. This is first characterized by the gradual alienation of land from Kiratas to Tagadharis and
          other categories through discriminatory legislative, administrative and judicial measures adopted by the
          Gorkha rulers in Nepal. The same was true for the Lepchas and Limbus under the Namgyals in Sikkim (Subba
          1999: 125). Although he writes, ‘same was true’ not much elaboration on the legislative, administrative and
          judicial measures in the context of Sikkim is found probably because his book primarily focuses on the Limbus
          in Nepal. However, given the practice that the entire land of Sikkim belonged to the king and his heirs
          within a feudalistic set-up, it seems highly probable. Further, narratives of ethnic groups in Nepal and
          Sikkim are replete with stories of seeking asylum in neighbouring countries for resisting cultural
          subjugation.
        


        
          According to Subba (1999: 125), Ethnocide for the Kiratas and Lepchas also meant the almost total replacement
          of their traditional values, beliefs, festivals, rituals and even language. Though a few of them were somehow
          successful in protecting their culture and language, the overall impact was devastating. No other concept
          could, perhaps, supersede ‘ethnocide’ as a description of what happened to the Kiratas and other such peoples
          in eastern Himalayas (Subba 1999: 125). It has been noted that Subba dissociates Lepchas from the term
          Kirata. The term Kirata reflects on the changing meaning of the term
          but also portrays the reproduction of the conceptual worldview of the dominant Hindu Gorkhas.
        

      

    

    
      
        Murder of Limbu linguist Sirijonga/Srijunga


        
          Cultural subjugation in Sikkim is not known to be as distinct as in Nepal with its imposition of
          one-language, one-nation policy and dominance of upper caste Hindus or as recorded public protests, yet it
          has seemingly manifested itself in a rather violent form of subjugation on an individual. The questions
          surrounding the death of a monk who devised the Limbu script suggests that Namgyal era was not free from
          cultural subjugation. This script, also known as Sirijonga script, partly resembles the Tibetan script and
          was devised in the early eighteenth century during the time of Buddhist expansion in Sikkim when the Limbu
          settlement area belonged to the Sikkimese kingdom; it is generally ascribed to the Buddhist monk Sirijonga
          who probably died between 1775 and 1777 (Gaenszle 2002: 336) which would be around the time independent Limbu
          territories were annexed to Nepal. Some sources quote 1741 as the year of his death in which case king
          Phuntsog Namgyal II was possibly around nine years old, with Sikkim under internal turmoil within the
          aristocrats. Gaenszle (2002: 336), writes that this monk was a Limbu, and was killed by the Maharajah of
          Sikkim and monks of the Tasong order! The motive for this murder has never been discovered; possibly the
          script was seen as a device of separatism.
        


        
          It is understood that as a Limbu linguist trying to spread the language to Sikkimese Limbus, Sirijonga
          although a Tsong was perceived as a threat in a largely Tibeto-Sikkimese dominated Sikkim. Thus, his death
          symbolizes cultural domination on the Limbus. However, inconsistencies exist with regard to the year of his
          death and the authority figure or figures responsible for his death.
        


        
          From another perspective, Limbu linguist Srijunga possibly portrays the cultural subjugation of Limbus in
          Nepal as well, although no direct literature is known to exist linking Srijunga to cultural subjugation in
          Nepal unlike in Sikkim. According to Lawoti’s (2007: 19), chart on national/ethnic and caste mobilization and
          rebellions in Nepal before 1990, which focuses on public protests and excludes non-public protests and
          individual resistances, public protest on Limbu language repression is listed as early as 1778 in the Limbu
          region of Nepal. Historically, this period is also noted for large-scale settlement of Hindu Nepalis in their
          region.
        

      

    

    
      
        Forced or unpaid labour and socio-economic subjugation


        
          Socio-economic subjugation in Sikkim is linked with the establishment of the state under the Namgyal dynasty.
          Mullard (2011: 04) writes that the establishment of state included the development of state infrastructure;
          the introduction of social and political stratification, tax collection and an agricultural economy based on
          Tibetan principles of land tenure. All these have had a direct effect on the Limbus as labourers, taxpayers
          and as non-beneficiaries of privileges and exclusionary policies.
        


        
          The establishment of the Namgyal dynasty is known to have resulted in
          the construction of monasteries, fortresses and palaces which portrays the priorities of the new state:
          Buddhist religion, state and the king. However, little is known of existing documents mentioning the payments
          to construction workers. This is chiefly because the state of Sikkim seemingly engaged in several ways to
          meet their labour needs. For example, referring to LMT document, Mullard and Wongchuk (2010: 07) writes that
          it is highly likely that the signatories were allowed to retain the control of their areas in exchange for
          their submission to Phuntsog Namgyal and the supply of taxes and labour/soldiers to the Sikkimese throne. The
          reason for allowing these leaders to remain in control of their territories is quite a simple one: the early
          Sikkimese state did not have the manpower (and probably not even the inclination) to administer the state
          centrally. Based on the available but not complete taxation records of this period, Mullard (2009: 296–301)
          roughly estimates the population size of early Sikkim (now parts of South district and most of West district)
          at no more than 10–15,000 inhabitants. As the state of Sikkim was founded on western Sikkim with the
          construction of royal palaces, eminent monasteries and fortresses, it is gathered that most likely Limbus
          were engaged in the construction work and most likely for free under the guise of kinship relations or as a
          way of expressing one’s reverence to the spiritual king and place of worship. As such, with the birth of
          aristocracy as with the Limbu LMT signatories, the birth of slavery as a supply of layperson manpower to the
          king and the state was apparent. Perhaps the marriage of second king to daughter of Limbu chieftain from
          Limbuwan also seconded the process of construction as kinship relations may have won over the helping hands
          of the Limbus.
        


        
          As with the increasing institutionalization of the state, manpower was seemingly a big demand in the
          otherwise scarcely populated Sikkim. Referring to pre-colonial Sikkim but with no mention of old records,
          Kotturan (1983: 55) writes that ‘slavery and forced labour was prevalent’ as ‘old records speak of raids
          conducted for the capture of slaves’. In regard to the prohibition of forced labour, Kotturan (1983: 90) also
          writes that forced labour was prohibited in 1924 during the reign of Tashi Namgyal, the second last Chogyal
          of Sikkim after complete administrative powers were restored to him by the British in 1918.
        


        
          Perhaps slavery in Sikkim can also be understood in relation to Darjeeling being developed under the British
          as Aitchison (1931: 52) writes that the settlement of Darjeeling advanced rapidly, chiefly by immigration
          from neighbouring states of Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan, in all of which slavery was prevalent. Echoing on
          similar lines but focusing on Nepal, Middleton (2013: 613) sheds light on the quasi-legal immigration to
          Darjeeling during the colonial period and writes that along with formal extradition cases, the archive tells
          harrowing stories of Nepali raiders crossing into Darjeeling in the dark of night to recapture escaped
          slaves. Although written colonial records and narratives mention the slavery prevalent in Sikkim, Nepal and
          Bhutan, it is also possible that slavery could have been used as a tool by the colonials to legitimize the
          quasi-legal immigration to Darjeeling, where manpower was also in short supply and heavily required for yet
          another form of slavery in tea plantations et al. It is also possible to draw upon a few questionable and
          unexplained historical events to learn about forced or unpaid labour
          in pre-colonial Sikkim. For example, mass outmigration of Limbus during Gyurmed Namgyals reign (1717–1733),
          have been well-noted (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 34). Typescript history of Sikkim mentions that it was the
          various and constant building including fortification works which drove the chongs to
          leave the country in disgust and retire to a place called Limbuana land and that it was the beginning of the
          alienation and finally the separation of this Limbuana land from Sikkim (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 34).
          Although no specific mention has been made on unpaid labour, references to construction work possibly relates
          to free or forced labour.
        


        
          Another reason that supports the possibility of unpaid and forced labour is the legal code mentioned by
          Mullard (2011: 84–88). But this law also raises question on the gradual disintegration of land rights similar
          to Nepal. According to Mullard (2011: 84), following rebellion by the mon pa of Yoksum
          at some point after the establishment of Rabdentse palace in 1649, this law was introduced and reads as
          follows: “If your Mon pa (i.e. a Mon pa under your administrative
          authority) is male, his sons will belong to you (i.e. they will belong to you as servants)21. If the male Mon pa has only one son, he will be
          retained by his family. Your wife will obtain whatever female Mon pa descendants that
          may exist, but if there is only one, she will be retained by the Mon pa family. Whatever
          daughters your Mnags mo has, you will obtain [them]. But if there is only one daughter she must remain as the
          replacement mother. If the mon pa and the mnags mo22 have only one
          daughter they can obtain another [son]” (Mullard 2011: 84).
        


        
          According to Mullard (2011: 87), this legal code, demarcating the role and position of dpon (lords/masters) and g.yog (servants), based on wider Tibetan concepts
          of parallel descent, may indicate a substantial shift in the organization of Sikkimese society from minor
          chiefdoms to ‘proto-state’ based on a Tibetan model of political hierarchy. It remains unclear whether the
          system of stratification applied only to non-Tibeto-Sikkimese communities such as the Lepcha (and possibly
          the Limbu), or whether the system was applied more generally to all ethnic populations (or at least the non
          Tibeto-Sikkimese population) in Sikkim (Mullard 2011: 87). According to Mullard resolving this question is
          crucial for an understanding of whether the immediate subordinates of Phuntsog Namgyal23 were drawn from various ethnic communities, or whether the early
          Sikkimese state was characterized by the rule of Tibeto-Sikkimese hierarchy over the Lepcha and Limbu
          populations, and Tibeto-Sikkimese commoners (Mullard 2011: 87). This is a crucial question in the history of
          Sikkim although several scholars have quoted the typescript history of Sikkim which mentions that the council
          of ministers were Bhutias and governors were Lepchas.
        

      

    

    
      
        Introduction of revenue collection system


        
          A system for revenue flow supposedly existed during Phuntsog Namgyal’s reign, which according to Mullard
          (2011: 153) probably resembled the mi ser24 of Tibetan
          hierarchical structures for collection of taxes on the autumnal harvest, on trade and compulsory
          transportation and other services. Mullard writes (2011: 153) that by 1657 areas under Phuntsog Namgyal’s
          control were already subject to a system of political organization,
          which included ranks of blon or ministers responsible for tax collection, trade and
          presumably the administration of regions. Below these Blon came the headmen (mgo chings) and foremen (las dpon), who were responsible for supervising the
          lowest workers. According to him, the signatories of LMT seemingly fell into the category of blon and so were probably incorporated into the pre-existing political and social organization.
          Mullard (2011: 153) writes that this form of stratification had a hereditary element with land and the
          obligations or official posts associated with that land passing from father to son or to a mag pa
          (in-marrying son-in-law) if the family was without male offspring (a practice which still exists today). In
          such a case, a Limbu blon should have existed as mentioned in MTB, Mullard (2011: 156).
          However, Mullard and Wongchuk (2010: 07) writes that very few of the current aristocratic families, with
          certainty claim descent from the LMT signatories for which one has to understand one of the key themes in
          Sikkimese political history: the struggle between the aristocracy and the Sikkimese throne and the need for
          successive Chogyals to maintain a balance between the collective power of the landed families and the
          personal power of the king.
        


        
          Referring to MTB, Mullard (2011: 159) writes that despite the fact that early Sikkim was characterized by
          expansion and conflict, having this model in place made it easy for new regions to be incorporated into the
          state, through the appointment of the previous leaders into administrative positions. With this, in all
          likelihood, came regional autonomy with the state principally concerned with tax collection, the purpose for
          which MTB was most likely compiled. Indeed, in other areas of the Himalaya, such as Limbu areas after the
          eastern expansion of Nepal or the Tibetan annexation of Mnga’ ris in 1683, relative autonomy was
          re-established after conquest with the re-appointment of local hereditary elites (Mullard 2011: 159).
        


        
          In the context of LMT as an outcome of a monpa war or rebellion, it is likely that extortion of this kind on
          layperson Limbus who were legally subjected to harvest and trade tax may have added to factors leading to
          rebellion.
        


        
          External factors: Sikkim’s role in two wars and its impact on the integration of
          Limbus


          
            Integration of the Limbus into the state structures of pre-colonial Sikkim is also deeply intertwined with
            their history with the Gorkha kingdom of Nepal particularly in relation to Sikkim’s role in two wars: the
            Sino-Nepalese war (1788–1792) and the Anglo-Gorkha war (1814–1816) in which the both Nepal and Sikkim were
            involved.
          


          
            The establishment of the Gorkha kingdom over Limbu principalities is known to have led to their gradual
            subjugation in Nepal with an impact in Sikkim as well chiefly because of the overlap of Gorkha and
            Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy on them. Although the formation of the Gorkha kingdom as Nepal is recognized as
            1968, it was only in 1774 that the Limbu territories which consists of present east Nepal was annexed to
            Nepal. Further, the Yangwarak principality with its allegiance to Sikkim is known to have surrendered only
            in 1776 following the defeat of Sikkim in Gorkha-Sikkim war of 1775
            in which Sikkim supposedly assisted the Yangwarak chieftain in his fight against the Gorkha supremacy.
            Additionally, the Sino-Nepalese war in 1788 supposedly brought the entire west Sikkim under the supremacy
            of the Nepalese Gorkhas thereby tossing the Sikkimese Limbus under different supremacy which possibly
            contributed to the unequal integration in Sikkim.
          


          
            The gradual subjugation of the Limbus in Nepal has been researched by several researchers, eminent ones
            being Caplan (1970) and Sagant (1996/2008). The massive outmigration of Limbus from Sikkim westwards is
            known to have occurred during early eighteenth century under Gyurmed Namgyal’s rule. Similarly, massive
            outmigration of Limbus seemingly happened in late eighteenth century from east Nepal following the Gorkha
            Sikkim war in 1775 whereby Limbus who had sided with the Sikkimese were persecuted by the Gorkhas. Although
            scholars (Pradhan 1991: 122, cited in Subba 1999: 36) emphasize their defeat on the formation of
            aristocrats, terming it as ‘voluntary submission’ in lieu of certain rights and privileges conferred to the
            chiefs, their history of several battles, resistance and massive outmigration remains understated. Subba
            (1999: 37) writes that war or no wars, the fact remains that the Limbus finally accepted the suzerainty of
            the Gorkha ruler in 1774. The chiefs were conciliated with grants of titles and considerable privileges,
            which were, however, gradually withdrawn by subsequent Gorkha rulers.
          


          
            Sikkim was drawn into these two wars indirectly due to the hierarchical patronage it shared with Tibet and
            later with British India, which resulted in changing the political destiny of Sikkim as a nation-state but
            also due to their history with the expansionist policies of the Hindu Gorkhas. Accordingly, this also had
            its impact on the Limbus and their political relationship with the dominant group. It is highly likely that
            as a borderland community, they were used by both Nepal and Sikkim in both these wars against each
            nation-state and probably against one’s own community across the border. It is highly likely that their
            loyalties were divided at times for one’s own community and for the nation-state, which might partly
            explain to the ambiguous policy of the Sikkimese rulers towards the Limbus. Further, works in Nepali by
            Nepalese researcher (Sangraula 2011: 86) elaborates on the strategy of Shah rulers of Nepal giving the
            Limbuwan Limbus titles and privileges such as their land rights to keep them pacified within Nepal as well
            as to supply weapons to fight against Sikkim. Seemingly, the Limbus in Nepal and Sikkim were used by Nepal
            and Sikkim during the Sino-Nepalese war and by Sikkim, Nepal and possibly British during the Anglo-Nepalese
            war.
          

        
      

    

    
      
        Sino-Nepalese War 1788–1792, Sikkim and the Limbu


        
          As the word Sino-Nepalese suggests China and Nepal, Sikkim’s role in this war is somewhat overlooked although
          Sikkim seemingly played an important role chiefly due to its geo-political position. Mullard (2011: 177)
          writes that most studies of this war have been written from the Chinese/Tibetan or Nepali perspective, both
          of which fail to take into consideration the role of the Sikkimese in this war.
        


        
          Mullard (2011: 176–177) mentions that most sources claim the first
          invasion of Sikkim as having taken place in 1774, although in all likelihood this date refers to the
          expansion of the Gorkhas into the territory Sikkim claimed rather than the Sikkimese taxable regions of
          eastern Nepal. This differentiation is significant as it indicates that Limbu territories were part of
          pre-colonial Sikkim and that Sikkim had a larger influence over the Limbu areas before the advent of the
          Gorkhas. This also indicates that the Sikkimese king was not keen on expanding his kingdom further westwards
          to include more Limbu territories. On the contrary, the Gorkhas expansionist policies were ambitious. Namgyal
          and Dolma (1908: 46–47), in the typescript history of Sikkim mentions the expansionary intentions of the
          Gorkhas after the annexation of Limbu regions of present East Nepal in the form of several skirmishes, raids
          and attacks that took place between the Gorkhas and Sikkim in which the Gorkhas were successful at times and
          at other times they were defeated and killed by the Sikkimese. According to Namgyal and Dolma (1908: 47), a
          treaty was signed between the Gorkhas and Sikkim in 1775 whereby the boundary was fixed between them in
          writing and accordingly Gorkhas received Rs.4000 as blood money for slaughter of four brahmins and that
          breach of treaty would result in indemnity fine but apparently the Gorkhas breached the treaty and took
          possession of Top-Jong and Ilam. Here, it also becomes evident that Nepal upheld the supremacy of the
          high-caste Brahmins.
        


        
          The actual invasion of the boundaries of modern Sikkim coincided with the Sino-Nepalese war of 1788–1792,
          which was caused by a number of factors including high tariffs on trans-Himalayan trade through Nepal, the
          devaluation of the Tibetan currency and the opening of the Chumbi valley trade route between Tibet and Sikkim
          as a means of avoiding Nepalese trade tariffs (Pradhan 1991: 130–131 as quoted in Mullard 2011: 177).
          According to Namgyal and Dolma (1908: 48–49), nine years since the last encounter, in 1988, the Gorkhas led
          by Purna Ali and Damoodar Pande invaded Sikkim and took possession of the country beyond Teesta River while
          the king Tenzing Namgyal fled away to north Sikkim and later to Tibet. Apparently, the Gorkhas took
          possession of every Jong and Monastery and stripped them of their properties and administrative powers.
          Considering all these factors, it becomes evident that Gorkha’s expansionist policy was not just borne out of
          a desire of an individual or a group but was also linked with broader processes of capitalism and colonialism
          brought about by the British.
        


        
          According to Mullard, there is a degree of confusion as to what actually happened in Sikkim during the war,
          though, for the most part, it seems almost certain that the Gorkhas did invade Sikkim and captured most of
          the Sikkimese territory up to the Tista river including all of the modern districts of South and West Sikkim
          as well as Darjeeling, which gave Nepal and Bhutan a common border (Mullard 2011: 177). Namgyal and Dolma
          (1908: 49) mention that in 1790 they got back the territory. However, it is not very clear about the
          in-between years as it is also mentioned (1908: 55) that in the year 1815, the British Government drove the
          Gorkhas out of Sikkim which points to the Anglo-Nepalese war (1814–1816).
        


        
          According to Mullard (2014: 29; Namgyal and Dolma 1908: 50), the role
          of Sikkim in this war was the protection of the Sikkim-Nepal border regions and the prevention of a Gorkha
          attack on Tibet through Sikkim with the Nepal-Tibet border region having been secured by a Qing-Tibetan
          force. Referring to the peace treaty of 1792 between China and Nepal, Mullard (2011: 178) writes that whilst
          the role of Sikkimese generals in the Sino-Nepalese war seems to have been important, in the event Sikkim
          failed to receive the rewards it had hoped for and in fact made considerable losses as a result of the final
          peace treaty between China and Nepal. In the peace treaty Nepal retained possession of all Sikkimese
          territory up to the Tista river (modern West, and South Sikkim districts as well as Darjeeling district minus
          Kalimpong sub-division), despite the fact that Sikkim had already re-captured these lands (Mullard 2011:
          178). The Chinese had no intention of re-opening treaty negotiations, which may have had the result of
          increasing conflict between Nepal and China/Tibet. However, the unintended result of this was the growing
          resentment Sikkim felt towards China/Tibet and Nepal and the desire of Sikkim to reclaim its possessions no
          matter what (Mullard 2011: 178). This very resentment is said to have led Sikkim to be involved in the
          Anglo-Nepalese war. By then the British had already faced problems with the Gorkhas with regard to Tibet’s
          trade route from Kathmandu and with territories in the Terai area near Nepal, which pushed them to approach
          Sikkim for their support in Anglo-Gorkha war.
        


        
          As far as Limbus are concerned, they were used during this war, as their names emerge in history of Sikkim,
          as generals combating with the Gorkhas. Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 50–51) mentions the names of five leaders of
          Sikkimese force fighting with the Gorkhas viz., Chongthup, Dzar-sha-mookha, Tsong Ashadeva, Sho-na-hang and
          Yongyong-hang, the last three certainly being Limbu names as reference to Tsong indicates Sikkimese Limbus
          and “hang” in Limbu language means king and is often used in Limbu names. Further mention is made regarding
          the Tsongs’ advancement to a considerable distance towards the foes but being compelled to retreat on account
          of exhausted ammunition. However, it is a bit confusing as in this context Tsong is also used as a generic
          term for Limbus, Jimdars and Mangers by the authors. Regardless, through these narratives, it has been
          gathered that Limbus played a significant role in protecting the invasion of Tibet via Sikkim in
          Sino-Nepalese war. In contrary, referring to the contents of a letter written by Chinese imperial
          representative in Tibet to king Tsugphud Namgyal of Sikkim, Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 51), mentions that the
          enemy Gurkhas were driven out with great slaughter of those traitorous people (tsongs) who were originally
          Sikkimese subjects. This perhaps indicates that Limbus of Nepal fought for Gorkhas and Limbus of Sikkim
          fought for Sikkim thereby fighting with one’s own community and with former country. Additionally, scholars
          like Gurung (2011: 160–61) posits that the Gorkha soldiers who had occupied the western parts of Sikkim,
          including the capital Rabdentse, received support from the the local Lepcha and Tsong populace, although he
          does not quote the source. According to him (2011: 161), the Lepchas and Tsongs seemed to be content with the
          way the Gorkhas had given them administrative autonomy over their respective fiefdom. Although he does not
          elaborate on this, it possibly refers to the recognition of the kipat
          system by the Gorkhas (in Limbuan initially to win their favour) as against the feudal system of Sikkim.
        


        
          An Inconsistency exists, with regard to the number of years west Sikkim was under the Gurkhas. It is clear
          that in 1788 west Sikkim was taken over by the Gorkhas and the history of Sikkim mentions the expulsion of
          the Gorkhas two years later but it is somewhat vague with the capital being shifted to Tumlong in North
          Sikkim and the king seeking the help of the British who are finally said to have defeated the Gurkhas in 1815
          resulting in west Sikkim being returned by the Gurkhas to Sikkim after the Anglo-Nepalese war. Therefore, it
          is confusing whether west Sikkim was under Nepal for 27 years or 37 years since 1780 (Gurung 2011: 126).
          Regardless, it is quite evident that the Limbus from Sikkim fought for Sikkim during the Sino-Nepalese war
          and Limbus from east Nepal who were previously Sikkimese subjects fought for Nepal.
        


        
          Evidently, British colonialism and capitalism was not limited in itself as it created indirect impacts on
          Sikkim, Nepal, Tibet and China. While this led to progressive institutionalization of nation-states for
          Sikkim and Nepal which also included the expansionist policy of the Gorkhas, it also impacted Tibet in
          particular. Oscillating power structures of Sikkim and Nepal also impacted borderland ethnic groups like the
          Limbus who were used by both power structures for their larger interests.
        

      

    

    
      
        Anglo-Nepalese war 1814–1816, Sikkim and the Limbu


        
          As the word Anglo-Nepalese suggests between British and Nepal, the role of Sikkim in this war is once again
          understated or overlooked. Sikkim played a major role in the British victory as the British in their earlier
          attempts had failed to defeat the Gorkhas. Apparently, the eastern front of Nepal bordering Sikkim was the
          weakest and therefore with the help of Sikkim the Gurkhas were ousted. Mullard (2011: 179) writes that for
          the British, this war was primarily about trans-Himalayan trade and the British-Indian desire to open Tibet
          (and to a lesser extent the Chinese interior) to Indian and British products. Sikkimese involvement in this
          war, however, was based on the assurances that the territory to the west of the Tista25 would be returned to Sikkim and that the British would supply arms to
          Sikkim.
        


        
          According to most Anglo-centric interpretations of this war, the Sikkimese did not provide actual military
          support but were simply kept on side by the British to open an alley for communications with Tibet and China
          in order to allay Chinese fears of British actions in Nepal (Lamb 1986: 34 as quoted in Mullard 2011: 179).
          Whilst, the primary role of Sikkim was to maintain diplomatic links between China and British India,
          documents from the Sikkimese palace archives have recently come to light which show that the Sikkimese were
          involved militarily (Mullard 2011: 179). The main area in which the Sikkimese army were involved was the
          region around Nag ri, which corresponds roughly to the area around modern Darjeeling and parts of Morang.
          According to PD/9.2/001 and PD/9.5/009, the Sikkimese pushed the Gorkhas from Nag ri and took possession of a
          fort in the region and held it until the British reinforced the Sikkimese with additional ammunition and
          weapons. The Sikkimese held this fort and prevented the Gorkhas from
          launching a counter attack through Nag ri into Bengal, whilst a British force penetrated into Nepal via
          Morang (Mullard 2011: 179). According to scholars (Mullard 2011: 179; Gurung 2011: 126; Lamb 1986: 68) lost
          Sikkimese territories (which now form west district in Sikkim and present district of Darjeeling in West
          Bengal) during the Sino-Nepalese War in 1788–1792 were restored with the successful defeat of the Gorkhas in
          1816 and signing of the Treaty of Titalia in 1817 with the Sikkimese.
        


        
          Not much is known on the role of the Limbus in particular or the ethnic composition of Sikkimese army during
          this war apart from the fact that Morang is a Limbu territory in Nepal. However, it is known from the History
          of Sikkim (1908: 50–51) that Limbu generals led the Sikkimese army against the Gorkhas during the
          Sino-Nepalese war (1988–1792). Whether the Sikkimese army was a proper regiment or was raised temporarily
          from ordinary subjects to deal with the prevailing situation is also not clear.
        


        
          Discrepancies in local historical narratives exist. For the Sikkimese Limbus, it can be drawn that after
          being ruled by the Nepalese for years or decades they were used to both the rulers, which possibly explains
          the Sikkimese ruler’s ambivalent approach towards them. Therefore, the tendency is to look at the Limbus in
          such a light, but the history of Sikkim shows that the Lepchas also underwent a similar situation, sometimes
          fighting for Sikkim and sometimes driven out of Sikkim and sometimes revolting against Sikkim from Nepal.
          Therefore, it can be gathered that the changing political reality due to the wars further weakened the
          political fortunes of Limbus in Sikkim in relation to the Lepchas.
        

      

    

    
      
        Conclusion


        
          This historical chapter on the integration of Limbu into the state structures of pre-colonial Sikkim posits
          that the Limbus’ subordination began with the increasing institutionalization of the state into a
          nation-state and to the adoption of Buddhism as a superior religion by the dominant group. This is consistent
          with the subordination of layperson Limbus through taxes and free labor following LMT which legitimizes the
          supremacy of Phuntsog Namgyal over the Limbus and their territories. This is also consistent with their
          rather loose categorization as ‘monpas’ until they were distinctly referred to as a distinct ethnic group
          from 1663 onwards as in LMT, thereby linking their distinct categorization to state formation or to
          acceptance of Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy as embodied in Phuntsog Namgyal, the first king of Sikkim.
        


        
          Limbus’ subordination is also linked to the adoption of the Buddhist religion by the dominant group and
          thereby through religio-political order. This is evident with legitimation of the first king as ‘dharmaraja’
          as an embodiment of the Buddhist religion followed by the construction of monasteries by these kings thereby
          upholding the religion as its supreme protector within the state of Sikkim. In this regard, the adoption of
          the Buddhist religion by the dominant group following the state formation is evident as their prior religious
          practices are known to be associated with animism, as is still manifested in the cultural practices of Lhopos
          in Sikkim. Such adoption and institutionalization of the Buddhist religion as a superior religion invariably elevated the Tibeto-Sikkimese group as superior thus
          assuring their cultural and symbolic precedence, whereas the Limbus as non-Tibeto-Sikkimese monpas were
          culturally devalued as inferior. In this regard, the Lepchas even though monpas were placed higher than the
          Limbus, legitimized by their historically longer association with the dominant group and their ethnicization
          towards the Tibeto-Sikkimese Buddhist religion. Such a form of nation-state based on cultural factors
          legitimized the dominant position of the Tibeto-Sikkimese group based on superior culture while legitimizing
          the subordinate position of the Limbus as inferior. Therefore, this chapter links the pre-colonial
          configurations of ethnic and symbolic inequality to the establishment of state structures, particularly to
          its progressive institutionalization into nation-state with the adoption of Buddhism as a superior religion
          by the dominant group.
        


        
          Although pre-colonial Sikkim characterizes a pre-capitalist state, yet its relation to the broader
          trans-national processes of colonialism and capitalism cannot be overlooked as the formation and
          institutionalization of nation-states is inherently linked with these very processes. In this regard, the
          administrative system of pre-capitalist Sikkim portrays a link to capitalism whereby the state exists and
          strengthens on the basis of taxes collected from laypersons. This is also evident from the relative autonomy
          granted to the Limbus by retaining the aristocrats for the purpose of collecting taxes from layperson Limbus
          and for local administration. From this, it is clear that the main priority of the state was revenue
          collection from laypersons which was essential to institutionalize the religion and therefore the state by
          building monasteries, palaces and through fortification. This capitalism process in return pushed the
          colonialism process as is evident from increasing dominance of the Tibeto-Sikkimese group through tax
          collection and state expansion while the Limbus and the Lepchas increasingly lost their autonomy over their
          lands through increasing subordination. Moreover, although Sikkim existed as a state structure with the
          dominance of Tibeto-Sikkimese group and Buddhist religion, it was only the association with British colonials
          that enabled it to regain its lost territory from Nepal and get its proper demarcation as a nation-state. It
          was also then that the dominant group tried to legitimize their dominance by historicizing their immigration
          as legal and as ancient immigrants. The British themselves got interested and therefore involved with Sikkim
          due to its capitalistic interests with Tibet. Even external events such as the Sino-Nepalese war and the
          Anglo-Gorkha war in which Sikkim was involved were linked with the broader processes of capitalism and
          colonialism; and institutionalization of the nation-state with Nepal establishing the Nepali Hindu religion
          as superior and similarly Sikkim with the Buddhist religion as superior.
        

      

    

    
      Notes


      
        
          1 This treaty was signed between the Chogyal of Sikkim and British colonials (as East
          India Company) at Titalia, now known as Tetulia Upazila, in the Rangpur district of present-day Bangladesh.
          Two treaties were signed following the defeat of the Gorkhas of Nepal in Anglo-Nepalese war (1814–1816) but
          this treaty in particular concerned Sikkim and was negotiated by captain Barre Latter in 1817 which
          guaranteed security of Sikkim by the British and returned Sikkimese land annexed by the Nepalese.
        


        
          2 Monarch in Tibetan.
        


        
          3 Mon pa’I mtho [tho] byang zin bris su bkod pa’o. This can be
          translated as ‘An established record and register of Mon pa’… Although LMT uses the term Mon to refer to
          Lepchas in MTB the term Mon conveys a meaning closer to that of ‘non-Tibeto-Sikkimese’ (Mullard 2011:
          153–54).
        


        
          4 According to Mullard (2011: 63), the title identifies this source as ‘rgyal rabs’ which in English translates into a number of English terms such as Royal annals,
          history, royal lineage, royal narration, history of kings etc. However, Mullard prefers to use the term
          ‘royal chronicle’. According to him, the text has a central subject: the origins of the Sikkimese royal
          family and the formation of state. It also follows a chronological pattern, starting with events further in
          the past and ending with more recent events.
        


        
          5 BGR (2003: 36) as quoted in Mullard (2011: 81).
        


        
          6 According to Mullard (2011: 147–148), Sgang tog of seventeenth century material most
          probably denotes Zil gnon in western Sikkim as was first argued in Mullard 2005
        


        
          7 This is important as traditional history of Sikkim locates the birthplace of Phuntsog
          Namgyal as Gangtok. As argued by Mullard (2011: 147), Phuntsog Namgyal’s birthplace was likely in Sgang tog
          in western Sikkim and not in Gangtok, capital of modern Sikkim.
        


        
          8 Based on similarities in language shared with Bhutanese clans, van Driem (Driem 1998:
          84, cited in Mullard 2011: 77) points to Tibeto-Sikkimese settlement period to ninth century.
        


        
          9 Landlords commissioned by the king and therefore linked to the nobility with inherited
          estates.
        


        
          10 Also written as Jongpens and dzongpens. Forts were called dzongs which operated as
          the military and administrative units. Therefore, dzongpens means fort masters, the local administrators,
          governors or chiefs. Charinangmoos meant loyals working for the palace.
        


        
          11 ´Bras ljongs rgyal rabs. Original version of History of Sikkim
          written by king Thutob Namgyal and queen Yeshe Dolma in 1908 in Tibetan language.
        


        
          12 Charinangmoos meant loyals working for the palace.
        


        
          13 Dharma can be translated to good deeds related to religious practices or spirituality
          but in the context of the state it essentially means religion and in this case Buddhism.
        


        
          14 Thirdly, the context for the signing of this agreement is explicitly stated: a
          previous Mon pa war (Mullard 2011: 145).
        


        
          15 Secondly, it is apparent that these local leaders have assembled in the palace of the
          chogyal to recognise his supremacy, a single structure of authority and subordination of the three different
          ethnic communities under this political order (Mullard 2011: 145).
        


        
          16 First, it recognizes the local importance of the signatories, by classing them as
          either ministers (blon, mgron probably for mgron gnyer) or leaders (gros mi, rta sa, sde pa etc.), presumably
          with territories of their own (Mullard 2011: 145).
        


        
          17 But then there is no record to indicate that such a council ever came into existence
          (Kotturan 1983: 33).
        


        
          18 Sinha (1975: 14, 1981: 197) argues that this myth was circulated in the 1980s by the
          Bhutias to forge ‘Lhomontsong’ commonwealth against the Nepalis although this unity could not be sustained
          due to religious and cultural differences among the constituent groups (Arora 2007: 211).
        


        
          19 Also Chagzot. Meaning prime minister as mentioned in the section on ‘Pedigree of
          Sikkim Kazis’ (Namgyal and Dolma 1908: 1)
        


        
          20 Pg.23 under Pedigree of Sikkim Kazis.
        


        
          21 While this section of the text makes repeated reference to mon(Lepcha) and g.yog
          (servant or one who provides services), it may be more accurate to designate this economic group as landed
          tenants. Such an economic system has been widely noted in other regions of the Tibetan area, in which tenants
          provide domestic and other services, along with a portion of their harvest, as a form of tax to the ‘Lord’ or
          ‘true’ owner of the estate on which they are engaged in exchange for rights over land (see Goldstein 1971c
          and 1973) (footnote in Mullard 2011: 84)
        


        
          22 There seems to be significant difference
          between the use of the term mon pa and mnags mo. In this example it
          appears as though these terms designate commoners and not high ranking members of society, indeed in this
          text mon pa seems to be used as a generic term for mi ser.
          Mnags mo, on the other hand seems to refer to a particular group of female mi ser and may well convey the meaning of an unmarried mother or may be a misspelling for
          mna’ ma.
        


        
          23 By this I mean those figures who held posts of high rank, as LSG mentions that some
          minor officials were drawn from the ranks of the Lepcha, and possibly the Limbu, populations (las byed mon pa, etc.). (Mullard 2011: 87).
        


        
          24 Peasant or ordinary lay people in Tibetan.
        


        
          25 River separating west Sikkim from east Sikkim until reaching plains of Siliguri. In
          today’s context, it also more or less separates Darjeeling and Kurseong subdivision of Darjeeling district
          from Kalimpong district.
        

      
    
  


  
    
      3Integration of Limbus in colonial Sikkim (1817–1947)

    

    
      
        

        Introduction


        
          The main objective of this chapter is to understand the role of British administration in continuing the
          ethnic and symbolic inequality in Sikkim particularly in relation to the Limbu ethnic group. This mainly
          concerns the construction of Limbu as a Nepali ethnic group by the British, which resulted in their
          devaluation as immigrants within the state structures of colonial Sikkim. Arguably, this added another layer
          of dominance by changing the terms of symbolic violence but not the structure of it as their secondary
          position was now legitimized as immigrant Nepalis. This chapter directly links this structure and terms of
          symbolic violence to broader processes of British colonialism and capitalism in Sikkim. Even though the
          outcome was the construction of Limbu as a Hindu and a Nepali, they were still less valuable than the
          dominant group whose symbolic value as Buddhist and indigenous Sikkimese was maintained in colonial Sikkim,
          which this chapter also aims to analyze.
        


        
          This chapter is divided into two parts. The first half provides a context by briefly introducing the steps of
          British occupation of Sikkim. The focus is on the link between British colonial and capitalist expansion and
          Anglo-Sikkimese relations. This has been divided into two periods as before and after the Tumlong Treaty of
          1861, which granted them sovereignty over internal matters of Sikkim as well and therefore, in its
          administration: as de facto rulers. To this end, this section examines the relevant aspects of the treaties
          and other related official documents along with a brief presentation of major historical events such as wars
          and conventions that shaped the Anglo-Sikkimese relations and accordingly the configurations of power
          structures in Sikkim.
        


        
          The second half of the chapter deals with British administrative policies implemented in colonial Sikkim
          particularly in relation to the Limbus as Nepali immigrants and the ways this impacted their integration into
          the state structures. In this regard, this section, traces the classification of the Limbus as Nepali and
          outlines the relevant British policies and its impact on the Limbus. The main argument refers to their
          devaluation as immigrants in relation to the Bhutia-Lepchas as indigenous Sikkimese. It has been argued that
          these policies were formulated to advance and facilitate the British capitalist and colonial pursuits in
          Sikkim, which required them to protect the economic and political interests of the dominant group in an alliance. Consequently, the Limbus were subordinated as immigrant
          Nepalis. This section also aims to analyze why the Limbu, despite their construction as a Hindu and a Nepali
          were less valuable than the dominant group in colonial Sikkim. On a broader perspective, the aim of this
          chapter is to identify the role played by cultural resources, processes and institutions in maintaining and
          reproducing inequality.
        


        
          In this chapter, colonial period begins with official Anglo-Sikkimese relations that followed the treaty of
          Titalia signed in 1817 and lasts until 1947 when the British officially granted independence to India.
          Although Sikkim remained as a separate political entity following Indian independence, it was inherited by
          the Indian Union as an Indian protectorate. This chapter draws upon relevant literature from both
          Anglo-centric and regional writings including the traditional history of Sikkim.
        

      

    

    
      
        Anglo-Sikkimese relations and British occupation of Sikkim


        
          This section attempts to trace the steps of the British occupation of Sikkim. This is considered essential as
          integration of the Limbus into the state structures of colonial Sikkim is deeply intertwined with the
          colonial and capitalist pursuits of the British that added another layer of dominance to the already
          subordinate position of Limbus in Sikkim. Therefore, this section presents and examines the Anglo-Sikkimese
          relations of Sikkim as evolving power structures shaped by treaties, historical events and state policies
          involving the British colonials under East India Company (1817–1857) and later under the British Crown
          (1858–1947). Some historical events and conventions that surpassed the political boundaries of Sikkim have
          also been briefly discussed here as Anglo-Sikkimese relations and British occupation of Sikkim was largely
          shaped by expansion of British capitalist pursuits in Tibet through Sikkim for which control of Sikkim and
          annexation of Darjeeling was a necessity.
        


        
          Several researchers have emphasized the mercantile interest of the British as their prime motive in Sikkim
          due to Sikkim’s strategic geo-political location in relation to Tibet and British India’s sea port in
          Calcutta. This is partly true as the steps of the British occupation of Sikkim indicate that mercantile
          interest and colonization were mutually reinforcing and hence inseparable from one another. In this regard,
          British capitalism was a precursor to the establishment of their supremacy in Sikkim, in a seemingly
          different politico-administrative framework, a British protectorate. Drawing on from Anglo-centric writings
          Rao (1972: 40–42) enlists several probable reasons for non-annexation of Sikkim such as ‘long, tedious and
          most expensive war’ with the Himalayan states like Bhutan and Nepal, or with Tibet and China, not spoiling
          trade prospects with Tibet by antagonizing China and also internal considerations following the Indian revolt
          of 1857.
        


        
          Yet scholars are known to emphasize that Sikkim was never colonized due to its protectorate status, which
          could also relate to ‘misrecognition’ in Bourdieu’s terms. Rather, Sikkim’s colonization is deeply
          intertwined with larger trans-national processes of British capitalism and in this case Indo-Tibet trade
          which seemingly originates in Gurkhas’ strategic move to occupy
          Kathmandu as ‘in the 1770s, after the Gurkha conquest of Kathmandu, trade between British India, Tibet and
          China nearly ceased, and the need for finding an alternate route became urgent and paramount for capitalist
          expansion’ (Arora 2008: 05 quoting Lamb 1986: 3–6). Arguably, British supremacy in Sikkim aimed to facilitate
          and accelerate their capitalist ambitions as ‘all foreign trade in Tibet and with Tibet was subject to the
          strictest regulations in the eighteenth century, with the Tibetan and the Chinese governments not permitting
          any geographical expeditions and trading representatives to reside in Tibet’ (Arora 2008: 05 quoting Lamb
          1986: 3–6) and ‘imperial commercial interests were repeatedly thwarted until they succeeded in controlling
          Sikkim’ (Arora 2008: 05). Similarly, referring to the Sino-Nepalese war (1788–1792), White (1909: 267) writes
          that the Nepalese invasion of Tibet in 1792, led to Chinese involvement in the war where the Gurkhas were
          defeated, but also resulted in closing all the passes of Tibet to natives of British India as the Chinese
          suspected that the British Indian government had supported the Nepalese. It is perhaps important to mention
          here that Thomas Manning, an Englishman, had already visited Tibet as early as 18111 as a Sinologist interested in Tibetan culture and had travelled through Bhutan
          accompanied by a Chinese servant. However, all this had become possible for him as the British had already
          established Anglo-Bhutanese relations following the Anglo-Bhutan War (1773–1774). Evidently, Tibet was not
          always closed to trade and relations with British but were affected and influenced by the external events of
          invasion and their relations with immediate neighbours. In particular, Tibet feared the colonial ambitions of
          the British.
        


        
          Anglo-Sikkimese relations before the Tumlong treaty of 1861


          
            Anglo-Sikkimese relations are known to originate in the Anglo-Gorkha (also Anglo-Nepalese) war of 1814–1816
            in which the British received assistance from the Sikkimese. Two separate British treaties are known to
            follow: Treaty of Segauli with Nepal followed by Treaty of Titalia with Sikkim. Both these treaties are
            known to change the political boundaries of Sikkim, Nepal and British India, bringing the British closer to
            their capitalist ambitions that focused on Tibet. As noted by Marshall (2005: 189), ‘due to its strategic
            importance the British sought the co-operation of Sikkim during the war and, at its end, restored to Sikkim
            territory previously occupied by Nepal by the treaty of Titalia signed in 1817’. More importantly, ‘the
            conclusion of the Treaty of Titalia with Sikkim in 1817 extended British influence over a territory which
            commanded a direct route to Tibet’ (Marshall 2005: 71). Therefore, it is evident that Anglo-Sikkimese
            relations were based on the colonial and capitalist pursuits of the British in which Sikkim was
            strategically important for the British, both to defeat the Gorkhas of Nepal (whose expansionist policy
            conflicted with that of the British) and to open the direct route to Tibet. The end result of the war was
            favourable for both the British and the Sikkimese; with the British epitomized as the protector and the
            peacemaker by the Sikkimese thereafter. However, Anglo-Sikkimese relations were soon marked by conflicts,
            retaliation, suspicion and compromise due to conflict of interests, with mainly Sikkimese resistance to British interests in Sikkim and Tibet. The turning point
            therefore was the 1861 Treaty of Tumlong, which turned Sikkim into a de facto British protectorate. Other
            factors such as the transfer of power from the East India Company to the British Crown in 1858 following
            the Indian Rebellion of 1857 seemingly led to the improvement in Anglo-Sikkimese relations.
          


          
            Treaty of Titalia (1817) and curtailment of Sikkim’s freedom to external relations


            
              The Treaty of Titalia marks the beginning of British supremacy in Sikkim. In this treaty, the British
              commit to protect Sikkim from invasions while also aiming to open the direct trade route to Tibet. This
              became problematic due to Sikkimese resistance whereby in order to achieve their capitalistic ambitions,
              it became essential for the British to establish supremacy in Sikkim, although as a de facto ruler. This
              treaty also restored a large part of Sikkimese territories occupied by Nepal based on terms and
              conditions mainly related to control of the external relations of Sikkim and to further their
              capitalistic aims. It was signed on 10th February 1817 (ratified by the Governor-General on 15th March
              1817), by the British representatives and deputies of the Sikkimese king2 at Titaliya (also Titalia) which now lies in Bangladesh.
            


            
              According to Article 1 of the treaty3, the British East India
              Company, ‘cedes, transfers, and makes over in full sovereignty to the Sikkimputtee Rajah, his heirs or
              successors, all the hilly or mountainous country situated to the eastward of the Mechi River and to the
              westward of the Teesta River, formerly possessed and occupied by the Rajah of Nepaul, but ceded to the
              Honourable East India Company by the Treaty of peace signed at Segaulee’. However, Sikkim’s claim to
              their occupied territories seemingly extended to plain areas as well as ‘some parts of the Tarai,
              revenue-rich Dabgong, and surrounding areas were not restored’ (Gurung 2011: 37). In all likelihood, this
              was the beginning of Sikkimese resistance based on their doubts towards British intentions. Seemingly,
              the British tried to repair the strain as Gurung (2011: 37) elaborates that ‘within two months from the
              date of signing of the Treaty of Titaliya, Morung4 was gifted
              to Sikkim by Lord Moira5’. Possibly this also relates to the
              Sunnud6 granted to the king of Sikkim on
              April 7, 1817 nearly two months after treaty of Titalia, granting the lowlands situated westward of
              Mahanadi River to Meitchee (also Mechi) River, ‘a territory formerly possessed’ by Nepal but ceded to the
              British East India Company. Although the land is granted to the king and his heirs, unlike the treaty of
              Titalia, it does not mention that it was an ‘occupied territory’ of Sikkim. Rather, it acknowledges that
              these lowlands were granted, ‘in consideration of the services performed by the Hill tribes under the
              control of the Rajah of Sikkim, and of the attachment shown by him to the interests of the British
              government’. Clearly, the sunnud indicates a kind of absentee British supremacy over
              it7, as it was ‘to be held by the Sikkimputtee Rajah as a
              feudatory, or as acknowledging the supremacy of the British government over the said lands, subject to
              the following conditions…’ (Aitchison 1931: 60). However, deterioration of Anglo-Sikkimese relations as
              evident through further conflicts, seem to indicate that the Sikkimese ruler failed to fully comprehend the terms and conditions of the treaty and the sunnud. As these documents convey the message of British non-interference in Sikkim’s
              internal affairs, it is highly likely this obscured the constructed character of British supremacy in
              Sikkim. In addition, the Sunnud clearly draws a distinction between the ruler of
              Sikkim and the hill tribes through their acknowledgement while also indicating Sikkim’s involvement in
              the Anglo-Gorkha war8.
            


            
              The capitalistic and colonial aims of the British, is indicated in the treaty of Titalia. Article 3 in
              particular constricts Sikkim’s freedom as British mediation became mandatory in external relations. The
              company acquired the right to trade on the Tibetan frontier using the inland route through Sikkim and
              Article 8 deals with the protection to Company’s merchants and traders by Sikkim and that ‘no duties
              shall be levied on the transit of merchandise beyond the established custom at several golahs or marts’.
              Further military assistance from the Sikkimese army was also essential to meet these goals, which is
              clear from Article 4 that calls for the collaboration and support of Sikkim’s entire military force to
              British troops when employed in the hills and ‘in general to provide the British troops every aid and
              facility possible’ (Aitchison 1931: 58–59). In all likelihood, the Sikkimese army was used by the British
              as manpower—to build bridges, construct roads, clear forests, and for the general local knowledge of the
              region.
            


            
              Evidently, the British entered the region as peacemakers between Sikkim and Nepal and negotiated the
              Treaty of Titalia (1817) redefining Sikkim’s border with Nepal thereby legitimizing their indirect
              supremacy over Sikkim and Nepal. Separate British treaties with Nepal and Sikkim also indicate this. From
              a domination perspective, this treaty also indicates an agreement between two symbolic power holders to
              increase their power and ambition. It is highly evident that Britain aimed for capitalistic expansion
              through their supremacy while Sikkim’s feudalistic ruler aimed to strengthen his power and supremacy; and
              as the land belonged to the ruler and his heirs, interests of small subordinate groups like the Limbus
              were overlooked. In the process, the less differentiated, pre-modern and less institutionalized groups
              like the Limbus, who occupied a subordinate position in the social order of Sikkim were compromised and
              subjected to liminality.
            

          

          
            Disputed deed of grant transferring Darjeeling


            
              Historically, Darjeeling is known to be a gift to the British by the Chogyal of Sikkim which as a
              dominant narrative makes the entire history of compromise and conflict literally invisible. Darjeeling’s
              history as a territory of Nepal for more than two decades also remains overshadowed although the British
              have distinctly mentioned the overlapping history of Sikkim and Nepal in their earlier treaties and
              official documents. The demarcation of Darjeeling was also different under different power structures
              which is often not taken into consideration in writings. In the context of Darjeeling, it is also known
              that during this time both Sikkim and Nepal as infant nation-states prone to conflicts, territorial
              restructuring, and limited to their centres did not extend their influence to this periphery with their
              scarce population. Regardless, British Darjeeling developed as a core in itself as a British hill station
              aiding the expansion of British colonialism and capitalism.
            


            
              As a gift, the deed of grant transferring Darjeeling to the East
              India Company dated February 1, 1835 remains disputed. The translated deed of grant indicates that the
              gift was a request asked for the sole purpose of serving the sick British officials9. However, several inconsistencies seem to exist. In this regard,
              Wangyal (2002: 86 in Arora 2007: 196) makes a rather compelling argument that ‘In 1835, the British
              annexed the Darjeeling Hills from Sikkim and merged them into the Bengal State of Calcutta Presidency’.
              According to him, ‘Captain Lloyd deceived the Sikkim king into thinking that his three demands including
              the accession of Dabgong area of Nepal would be fulfilled. The king waited in vain for an equivalent
              tract of land being given to him while the Company acquired the Darjeeling hills, falling in the middle
              of the kingdom of Sikkim. The king vociferously protested against the Company’s assumption of political
              rights over territory rightfully belonging to him’ (Wangyal 2002: 86 as quoted in Arora 2008: 07).
              Wangyal (2002: 59–60 in Arora 2008: 07), further argues that ‘dating the Darjeeling grant to 1 February
              is difficult since the actual grant did not carry any date’ and that ‘Captain Lloyd did not meet the
              Sikkimese king until 23 February 1835. In this regard, Arora (2008: 07) mentions that ‘The official
              history of Sikkim written by the king and queen contradicts and casts doubt on whether Darjeeling was
              given willingly in lieu of a fixed rent’(Namgyal and Dolma 1908: 56) and that ‘this is confirmed by an
              analysis of the original grant signed by Captain Lloyd, which is written in the Lepcha language’10. The translated deed of grant is a rather brief piece of writing
              with no terms and conditions mentioned. It also does not mention the place in which it was signed and the
              seal of the Sikkimese king is prefixed to the document. However, the deed was signed in 1835 by Campbell
              as ‘Superintendent of Darjeeling’ and in charge of political relations with Sikkim that is inconsistent
              with Marshall (2005: 189) who writes that Campbell was appointed as Superintendent of Darjeeling only in
              1839.
            


            
              The disputed transfer of Darjeeling is perhaps best understood in the context of the Ko Ta Pa rebellion
              which relates to the rebellion of Lepchas after the murder of their leader Bholod (also Bolek), following
              which they took refuge in Nepal, from where they supposedly retaliated with the support of the Gorkhas.
              In this regard, Gurung (2011: 37–38) writes, ‘In 1827 tension brewed once again between Sikkim and Nepal
              regarding the possession of Ontoo, a small area on the east of river Mechi. Besides, the dispute also
              involved the question of about 800 Lepcha refugees, actually the relatives and supporters of the slain
              Prime Minister Tsongzod Bolek (or Bholod), of Sikkim who had taken refuge in Ontoo, then under Nepal’s
              occupation and had been harassing Sikkim continuously’. Based on Sikkimese palace documents, Mullard
              (2011: 181) writes, ‘The Ko Ta brothers fled to Ilam (their patrimonial estate) and made contact with the
              Gorkhas who supported their insurrection (PD/4.2/013) by holding Sikkimese prisoners in Nepal (see
              PD/4.2/008 and PD/4.2/010 for details). In response to Gorkha involvement the Sikkimese government wrote
              to the British, specifically Lloyd, in 1828 (PD/4.2/002) is a copy of this letter) asking the British to
              rectify this issue with particular reference to the loss of revenue in taxation from the Gorkha/Ko To pa
              held lands of Morang’. Seemingly, the British as mediators travelled across Darjeeling hills to
              negotiate,which is when the deed of grant to transfer Darjeeling
              to the British also comes into the picture. Ko Ta Pa rebellion also gives us insights into the rise
              of’Bar phung clan in internal affairs of Sikkim with Namgyal kings as ‘little more than puppet rulers’
              who were ‘kept in power solely because of the legitimacy they added to the government’ (Mullard 2011:
              180).
            


            
              Elaborating on the disputed transfer of Darjeeling, Mullard (2011: 181–182) notes, ‘the British only got
              involved during the negotiations to settle the dispute, which was considered pro-Sikkimese by the Gorkha
              officials (PD/4.2016) but in actuality benefitted the Gorkhas by designating the Sikkim-Nepal boundary at
              the Mechi River; ceding Morang and Ilam to Nepal but returning Darjeeling to Sikkim. The Sikkimese were
              not totally convinced that the British were acting impartially, as were the Tibetans who wrote in a
              letter to the Sikkimese that the British were actually supporters of the Ko Ta pa (PD/4.2/006). This
              general mistrust felt by the Sikkimese towards the British was exacerbated, when in the early 1830s the
              British began requesting a portion of the Darjeeling hills for a sanatorium. In this request the British
              were being duplicitous, as the British had already secured a land grant from the Ko Ta pa, which
              undoubtedly put pressure on the Sikkimese to provide a land grant to the British, which they duly did in
              1835. The ceding of Darjeeling to the British had a lasting impact on not only Anglo-Sikkimese relations
              which fell into a steep decline after 1835, but also on Sikkim’s relations with Tibet, China and Bhutan’
              (Mullard 2011: 181–182). Furthermore, the Darjeeling grant seemingly carried different meanings to both
              the British and the Sikkimese. According to Mullard (182–183), ‘the British assumed that the land grant
              meant that Darjeeling had become sovereign British territory, whereas the Sikkimese understood this land
              grant according to Sikkimese land law. The British failed to understand this and so believed Darjeeling
              was sovereign British territory, in which British law would prevail and not the rule of the chogyals of
              Sikkim (Mullard 182–183). Possibly, this partly answers the questions raised by Wangyal (2002) as
              discussed earlier. However, without the documented evidence of the deed grant issued by the Sikkimese
              king, several questions remain unanswered. But if two deed grants were issued: one by Ko Ta pa brothers
              representing the Lepchas and the other by the Namgyal king, it would clearly mean that the situations
              created by the British forced the king to issue his deed of grant transferring Darjeeling which would be
              recognized given his legitimacy as the king of Sikkim.
            


            
              In addition, Mullard (2011: 182–183) writes that ‘another key point of contention was the rapid
              development and expansion of Darjeeling coupled with the encroachment of the British onto Sikkimese
              territory. According to the Sikkimese law11 if land that was
              previously unused was cleared and developed, taxes still applied on those new lands but at a reduced rate
              than on established plots. However, the Sikkimese were given the impression by the British authorities
              that Darjeeling would only be used as a sanatorium for British officials to escape the heat and diseases
              of the Indian plains and not as a forward platform for the expansion of British influence in Tibet and
              the Himalaya’.
            


            
              Evidently, the British did not covet Darjeeling just for its cold climate to build a sanatorium for the
              recuperation of British soldiers but also for its strategic location. Strategic location as a military
              outpost12, to control or facilitate the trade with Tibet and possibly China, its proximity to the British capital
              Calcutta and its sea port and also as summer capital to escape the heat of Calcutta and for tea
              plantation. All these were ‘misrecognized’ by the Chogyal and hence perceived the British as deceptive in
              their dealings. According to Marshall (2005: 189), ‘the acquisition of Darjeeling by the British from
              Sikkim in 1835 provided them with a hill station in a strategic position in relation to Sikkim, Nepal and
              Bhutan’.
            


            
              In the context of British policy, the transfer of Darjeeling in 1835 was perhaps in alignment with the
              Charter Act of 1833 whereby the British East India Company assumed the functions of the government of
              India by becoming a purely administrative body from a commercial one. According to Menon (1956: 08), this
              act brought a radical change in British policy towards the States, partly with a view to eliminate any
              future threat to the territories and partly to augment its revenue resulting in vigorous annexations of
              several princely states thereafter on the pretext of mal-administration. From this perspective, the
              transfer of Darjeeling was crucial for the expansion of British colonialism and capitalism
            

          

          
            Campbell-related events leading to Anglo-Sikkimese war (1860–1861)


            
              Although a series of events primarily related to Campbell eventually led to the Anglo-Sikkimese war
              (1860–1861); at the core, this war was essentially an outcome of British colonial and capitalist
              ambitions in conflict with Sikkimese resistance. This was evident with the existence of British
              Darjeeling, (the transfer of which was already disputed), developing as an enclave within Sikkimese
              territory and activities borne out of this set-up. In this context, the appointment of Campbell as
              Superintendent of Darjeeling in 1839 and the journeys undertaken by him and British Botanist Hooker in
              1848 and 1849; and again, by Campbell in 1860, was a tipping point that catalyzed their colonial and
              capitalistic pursuits in Sikkim.
            


            
              Elaborating on British Darjeeling, Mullard (2011: 183–184) writes, ‘the rapid economic development of
              Darjeeling as British territory surrounded by Sikkimese land on all sides caused the flight of numerous
              Sikkimese mi ser (laypersons or peasants in Tibetan), who fled harsh conditions in
              Sikkim to join the expanding labour market and cash economy present in Darjeeling. The Sikkimese demanded
              the return of the mi ser, who were considered criminals under Sikkimese law—a demand
              the British flatly refused, believing the conditions of the Sikkimese commoners to be tantamount to
              slavery’.13 Referring to other factors that led to the
              Anglo-Sikkimese war, Mullard (2011: 183–184) summarizes, ‘Similarly, criminals from British territory
              often sought refuge in Sikkim. These and other conflicts between Darjeeling and Sikkim, which were
              largely based on cultural misunderstandings, caused a cooling in Anglo-Sikkimese relations, the capture
              and imprisonment of Campbell and Hooker in 1849, and seizure of all Sikkimese territory south of Rangit
              (in 1850) by the British in revenge, which according to the Gam pa treaty amounted to a loss of Sikkimese
              revenue to the amount of Rs. 46,000 (See Mullard 2010 and Mullard and Wongchuk 2010: 98)14 This was followed by the occupation of Sikkim in 1860–1861 and the
              signing of the Tumlong Treaty of 1861’ (Mullard 2011: 183–184).
            


            
              However, elaborate details from other writings sheds more light on the active role of the British in the
              series of events leading to the Anglo-Sikkimese war of 1860–1861. Referring to the Ontoo ridge issue,
              Kotturan (1983: 63) elaborates, ‘Lloyd had earlier returned this ridge to Sikkim from Nepal but a
              reversal of that decision was made by Campbell after an appeal was made by Nepal against the decision. As
              superintendent of Darjeeling, he was in direct charge of East India Company’s relations with Sikkim and
              had been transferred from Nepal where he had served in the position of a British Resident’. Second, Lloyd
              had seemingly made promises with regard to compensation for the disputed transfer of Darjeeling which was
              disowned by Campbell and instead the Chogyal of Sikkim is famously known to have immediately received a
              gift parcel—one double-barrelled gun, one rifle, one 20 yards red-broad cloth, two pairs of shawls, one
              of superior variety and the other of inferior variety in return for Darjeeling. It was only after a lot
              of graceless bargaining made by the Chogyal to the Governor General, the compensation was fixed at
              Rs.3000 which was made payable from 1841’.15 Seemingly, the
              biggest mistake made by the Sikkimese was the imprisonment of Campbell and Hooker in Sikkim as the
              British retaliated with annexation. In this regard, Kotturan (1983: 64) writes, ‘Campbell and British
              botanist Hooker had already travelled to Sikkim in December 1848 and met the king but in 1849 they
              proceeded to the Chola pass in the Tibetan frontier and crossed into the Chumbi valley of Tibet which
              Campbell wanted to investigate as a possible route for trade with Tibet. The Tibetan soldiers escorted
              them back to the Sikkim frontier where they were put under arrest by the Sikkimese authorities and
              released after over a month’s detention upon a British ultimatum’16. The British are known to have retaliated with further annexations of Sikkim hills
              and Terai making British Darjeeling contiguous with the plains of British India which in turn cut off
              Sikkim from access to the plains except through British territory. Additionally, annual compensation of
              6,000 rupees was suspended17.
            


            
              Historically, the British legitimized their retaliation to ill-treatment of Campbell. Their retaliation
              with the annexation of the revenue-generating fertile Morang area and suspension of annual compensation
              reduced the Chogyal Tsugphud Namgyal to extreme financial distress and he tried to appease the British by
              dismissing anti-British Dewan (prime minister) Namguay to Tibet followed by a mercy petition to the
              Government of India for the renewal and enhancement of this allowance which was not supported by the
              British18.
            


            
              In the following period, the Sikkimese king and aristocrats are known to have turned towards Tibet. Dewan
              Namguay termed as anti-British was recalled from his banishment and was re-appointed as Dewan. He was
              known for his administrative authority. According to Kotturan (1983: 65), in 1859, a year after British
              India was transferred to the British Crown and nine years after annexation of the Sikkimese territories,
              Namguay is known to have sent a deputation to the British government in India demanding the payment of an
              annual subsidy of Rs. 12,000 or alternatively the restoration of the Sikkimese territory annexed in 1850
              which was ignored. In retaliation, Namguay is known to have banned the Sikkimese from having any contact
              with Darjeeling thereby retarding the progress of the British hill station19.
            


            
              The final trigger-point relates to Campbell’s march to Sikkim.
              According to Marshall (2005: 203), in 1860, in retaliation for the kidnapping and maltreatment of British
              subjects by the Sikkimese and border raids, Campbell marched into Sikkim with a small force of troops. He
              was attacked and forced to retire with a loss of men and supplies. To avenge this action the Government
              sent an expedition to Sikkim in 1861 under the command of Lieut.-Col J.C Gawler and accompanied by Ashley
              Eden as Political Officer. According to article 720 of the
              Tumlong Treaty 1861, ex-Dewan Namguay (infamously referred to as ‘pagla dewan’ or ‘crazy prime minister’)
              was singled out to take the blame for the misunderstanding between two governments. Thereafter, the
              alliance with the Chogyal and the dominant group was retained.
            

          
        

        
          Anglo-Sikkimese relations after the Tumlong treaty of 1861


          
            Anglo-Sikkimese relations are known to have continuously deteriorated after the disputed transfer of
            Darjeeling until the British established their supremacy in Sikkim as informal rulers with 1861 Treaty of
            Tumlong turning Sikkim into a de facto British protectorate. This treaty also refers to Chogyal of Sikkim
            as ‘Maharajah’ (meaning emperor) instead of ‘Rajah’ (king) mentioned in previous British official
            documents. In all likelihood, this relates to the common policy for the native states under the British
            crown. Although the treaty recognizes the authority of the king of Sikkim under the British crown, it also
            creates ‘misperception’ which in Bourdieu’s terms is ‘misrecognition’, at the same time—as the treaty
            essentially diminishes the power and supremacy of the king of Sikkim even more.
          


          
            Tumlong treaty of 1861 and Sikkim as a de facto British protectorate


            
              The Tumlong treaty of 1861 was signed on the 28th of March 1861 at Tumlong, then capital of Sikkim by
              Prince Sidkeong Namgyal and British agent Ashley Eden, recognizing the British supremacy over Sikkim in
              questions of foreign policy, established free trade between Sikkim and India, and removed restrictions on
              British travellers in Sikkim. It also gave the British the right to build a road through Sikkim.
              Seemingly, this treaty also brought Sikkim on par with the other native states under the British
              crown21.
            


            
              This treaty consisting of twenty-three articles, amongst other provisions, legitimizes the armed attack
              of the British resulting in Anglo-Sikkimese war whereby Sikkim, as the defeated were subject to
              indemnity22 of Rs.7000. It also intended to win the alliance
              of the Chogyal and the Sikkimese whereby article 22 of the treaty required the Chogyal to reside in
              Sikkim for at least nine months and remove the seat of the government from Tibet (possibly Chumbi valley
              at the border in Tibet, known for summer residency and a retreat centre of the Chogyals) to Sikkim
              indicating that despite defeating them, the British had no intention of annexing Sikkim.
            


            
              Trade monopolies and duties on imported or exported goods were abolished. This treaty also gave them the
              right to construct roads through Sikkim for trade purposes whereby the Sikkimese were required to
              maintain them as well as construct and maintain rest houses throughout the route. Sikkim was not to cede
              or lease land to any other state and no armed forces of other countries were to pass through without
              British approval and the Sikkimese military were to join and afford every aid and facility to British
              troops when employed in the hills.
            


            
              British efforts to open trade relations with Tibet through Sikkim seemingly intensified after the control
              of Sikkim with this treaty. However, it was only 18 years later, in 1879, that a cart road to the
              Jelep-la and thereupon to the Chumbi valley was completed, bringing Darjeeling close to the Tibetan
              border23 possibly because the Tibetans owing to their
              suspicions of British intentions, were not open to the proposals of Anglo-Tibetan trade. Nevertheless,
              several government missions followed24. In 1873 J.W Edgar, the
              Deputy Commissioner of Darjeeling, was sent on a mission to the Tibetan frontier to examine prospects of
              trade with Tibet and the desirability of building roads through Sikkim to the Tibetan border. Richard
              Temple, while Lieutenant Governor of Bengal from 1874–1877, also visited the Tibetan frontier, and in
              1884 Colman Macaulay was deputed by the Bengal Government to visit Sikkim to have talks with Tibetan
              officials and to investigate the opening of a trade route to Tibet. According to Lamb (1986: 121 as
              quoted in Arora 2008: 11), by 1881, Darjeeling was connected by a narrow-gauge rail with Siliguri. It
              took less than a week to reach the Tibetan border from Calcutta.
            


            
              Article 14 of this treaty gave the British the right to conduct topographical and geological surveys in
              Sikkim, while Sikkim was to provide protection and assistance to the officers employed in this duty. Such
              information contributed critical inputs towards the imperial expansionist plans and strategies25.
            


            
              Following the Tumlong treaty of 1861, on some grounds, the British policies towards Sikkim became more
              aligned to that of the other native states such as the recognition of the successive Chogyals as
              Maharajas and their invitation to the imperial Durbars in Delhi where considering their size and relative
              importance, a salute of 15 guns was also granted to the Maharaja.26 It is known that the Sikkimese kings were invited in all three Durbars held in 1877,
              1903 and 1911, which was attended by his deputies. According to White (1909: 48), the late Maharaja
              received an invitation to the first Durbar, held by Lord Lytton in January 1877, which was attended by
              the prince and his deputies.27 However, the Maharaja and the
              Maharani attended the gathering of chiefs at Calcutta in 1904 to pay homage to the visiting Prince and
              Princess of Wales. It was their first visit to India apart from one short visit by the Maharaja to
              Darjeeling28.
            


            
              On the other hand, as a protectorate, the British also maintained its policy different from those in the
              native states. According to Kotturan (1983: 69), following the Tumlong Treaty, the British government
              also started payment of the annual subsidy of Rs. 6,000 forfeited in 1850 after the Campbell-Hooker
              episode and the amount was increased to Rs. 9,000 in 1868 and in 1873, upon request from the Maharaja,
              Sikkim’s yearly subsidy was increased to Rs. 12,000 on condition that the Maharaja should extend all
              possible help to the British in the opening and development of the trade with Tibet. It is evident from
              the failure of the 1885 Macaulay mission that the Sikkimese Maharaja failed to fulfil that condition and
              arguably the British took matters in their own hands thereafter—both in the administration of Sikkim and in dealing with the resisting Tibet by exerting their
              ultimate authority of a superior military.
            

          

          
            Anglo-Tibetan war of 1888 and the establishment of J.C White as a de facto ruler


            
              The political history of Sikkim indicates that the resolute policies of the British to establish trade
              with Tibet through Sikkim led to the Anglo-Tibetan war of 1888. From the British perspective, the
              Tibetans suspected that the British wanted to convert them to Christianity and desired gold29. The gold mines of Tibet were perceived to be the richest in the
              world, which alone made them commercially important to the British and reason enough to aggressively
              promote trade30.
            


            
              The Tibetans doubted the intentions of the British based on the colonial policies of expansion in the
              Himalayan kingdoms and hence resisted them. They considered Sikkim to be sold out to the British when a
              British Darjeeling enclave developed in Sikkimese territory31.
              The 1885 Macaulay mission tested their resistance as well as Sikkim’s relations with Tibet and the
              British. The Tibetan government strongly opposed the Macaulay mission as they regarded it as a first step
              towards British invasion of their country. According to Mullard and Wongchuk (2010: 183), the Tibetans
              feared an attack from the British and so advanced their troops and crossed the Tibetan-Sikkimese border
              to reclaim Jelep La pass from Sikkim and also occupied Lingtu, around 21 kms into Sikkim. In the face of
              Tibetan opposition, the Macaulay mission was abandoned. Lingtu is seemingly located on a strategic hill
              overlooking the trade route between Darjeeling and Tibet.
            


            
              For Sikkim, it was a challenge to balance the expectations of both the British and Tibet. Referring to
              the mission’s preparation, Mullard and Wongchuk (2010: 183) writes that the Sikkimese had attempted to
              intervene by writing numerous letters to the British regarding the Tibetan opinion of the build up of
              British troops in Darjeeling. In this conflict the Maharaja Thutob came to the support of the Tibetans
              declaring that the area in question was really Tibetan and Sikkim was administering it only as a matter
              of grace32. Arguably, this conflict also sheds light onto the
              flexible or overlapping border, existing until the British occupation and the concept of nation-state
              propagated by the British colonials. Considering Sikkim’s history as nothing less than Tibet’s
              protectorate sharing common culture with Tibet, and with Sikkim king’s summer residence in Chumbi valley
              of Tibet, it is evident that political borders were not rigidly defined between Tibet and Sikkim based on
              cultural and historical factors.
            


            
              However, the British retaliated for the failed Macaulay mission. According to Mullard and Wongchuk (2010:
              183), ‘In 1888, the British advanced into Sikkim took possession of the palace in Gangtok, arrested La
              sogs blon po and forced the Chos rgyal to flee towards La rgyab and on to the Chumbi Palace. The British
              continued on to Lungtu, pushing the Tibetans back over the border’. Clearly, the establishment of final
              domination over Sikkim in 1888 by the British was legitimized as the retaliation of British against the
              Tibetan military advance toward Lungtu. According to White (1909: 18), the expedition of 1888 was
              undertaken to punish the Tibetans for their temerity. From the British perspective, war was the result of failed negotiations after the Tibetan occupation of Sikkimese
              territory. According to Marshall (2005: 212), no military action was taken against the invaders until
              1888 when diplomatic efforts had failed to gain their withdrawal. Then a force under Colonel T. Graham
              drove the Tibetans out of Lingtu and pursued them into the Chumbi Valley. This was the first armed
              conflict between Britain and Tibet.
            


            
              The establishment of J. C White as the first ‘political officer’ of Sikkim in June 1889 followed this. He
              was earlier sent as an assistant political officer with the expeditionary force involved in the
              Anglo-Tibetan War of 188833. Thereafter, the Chogyal was
              temporarily deprived of his power, while White took over as the de facto ruler of Sikkim which was
              seemingly necessary for administrative reorganization34and
              colonial pursuits35. According to White (1909: 26), ‘there was
              no revenue system, the Maharaja taking what he required as he wanted it from the people, those nearest
              the capital having to contribute the larger share, while those more remote had toll taken from them by
              the local officials in the name of the Raja, though little found its way to him; no courts of justice, no
              police, no public works, no education for the younger generation’. A basis for taxation and revenue was
              established ‘by roughly surveying different districts and assessing them at so much per acre, taking into
              account the nature of the soil, &c’36.Elaborating further,
              White (1909: 27) writes, ‘At the same time the forests were placed under control, excise was introduced,
              and by these means in about 10 years the revenue was raised from Rs. 8000, or a little over £500 per
              annum, to Rs. 2,200,000, or about £150,000. But the country was sparsely populated and in order to bring
              more land into cultivation, it was necessary to encourage immigration by giving land on favourable terms
              to Nepalese...’ which essentially refers to settlement and cultivation purposes.
            

          

          
            The Anglo-Chinese convention of 1890 and 1893 and the final domination of Sikkim


            
              Protracted Negotiations between Britain and China followed the Sikkim Expedition or Anglo-Tibetan War of
              1888 and it was not until 1890 that British supremacy in Sikkim was finally recognized, as Sikkim became
              a British protectorate by the Britain-China Convention on the seventeenth of March 1890 (Mullard 2011:
              184, Sharma & Sharma 1998: 56; Arora 2008: 12). Signed at Calcutta, this treaty defined the border
              between Sikkim and Tibet and also reiterated the right of the British Indian government to have direct
              and exclusive control over the internal administration and foreign relations of that state. Based on 1890
              treaty between Britain and China, Sikkim was a British Protectorate as Tibet would be that of China,
              which one could argue as sharing the spoils of the great game of the empires in the absence of the
              deposed Sikkimese king. One could also argue that China limited the expansion of British capitalism and
              colonialism to Sikkim.
            


            
              This was followed up by a supplementary trade agreement appended to the Convention on fifth of December
              1893 in Darjeeling regarding trade, communications and pasturage and was called the Sikkim-Tibet
              Convention which established a trade mart at Yatung on the Tibetan side of the frontier in the Chumbi
              Valley open to all British subjects for the purpose of trade.
              Incidentally, despite the name of the convention, neither Sikkimese nor Tibetan representatives were
              involved in the drafting of the convention (Mullard and Wongchuk 2010: 183). According to Marshall (2005:
              216), the Tibetans were party to neither agreement, and they actively obstructed trade at Yatung, and
              also efforts to demarcate the frontier of Sikkim.
            

          

          
            The British invasion of Tibet (1903–1904), The Lhasa convention (1904), The Peking
            convention (1906), The Simla convention (1914) and the recognition of Sikkim’s status


            
              The British invasion of Tibet famously named as Younghusband mission began in December 1903 and lasted
              until September 1904. The British legitimized the invasion on the continuing failure to demarcate the
              Sikkim-Tibet border, which forced them to negotiate directly with Tibet as China’s influence in Tibet had
              eroded following defeat in the Sino-Japanese war of 1895. ‘To facilitate this, they requested the
              services of Sikkim Maharaja and the Bhutan vakil37, Kazi Ugyen, to ask Lhasa to send an influential Tibetan to negotiate over the
              border. The failure of these and other measures to open contact with the Tibetan government was to lead
              to the Younghusband Expedition to Tibet in 1903–1904 (see Chapter XI)’38. Arguably, given the history of defeat, compromise and exile under the British, the
              Sikkimese Maharaja supported the mission with the hope of regaining his power and possibly Sikkim’s
              sovereignty whereas Bhutan in the backdrop of their antagonistic past with Tibet and history of defeat
              with the British and their subsequent annexations39 combined
              with one man’s desire for power as king of Bhutan40, supported
              the mission. Both seemed to be linked with a common factor—an assurance of their desire to rule.
            


            
              Sikkim’s role in the success of this military expedition was seemingly important. According to Kotturan
              (1983: 77), the Maharaja and especially the Maharaj Kumar Sidkeong went out of their way to be helpful to
              the British in the organization of the Younghusband mission that softened the British attitude towards
              them, and in December 1906, the administrative functions of the ruler were partially restored to him. In
              1918, after modernizing the state, the British restored complete administrative powers to Maharaja Tashi
              Namgyal under the tutelage of Charles Bell (1908–1919) as second political officer of Sikkim. Sikkim’s
              support in the mission has also been mentioned by White (1909: 18) stating that the Lhasa expedition,
              although it had its base in Sikkim and its line of communications traversed the country, had no quarrel
              with Sikkim, and received hearty co-operation and assistance from the Maharaja and the Sikhim officials.
            


            
              The Anglo-Chinese Convention or Peking Convention of 1906 was a ratification of the Lhasa Convention of
              1904 reaffirming Chinese possession of Tibet. The Simla Convention of 1914 signed by Britain, China and
              Tibet further confirmed the existing position regarding the interests of the three countries over the
              Himalayas including the international recognition of the status of Sikkim as a British protectorate. All
              these treaties between countries other than Sikkim continued to uphold the status of Sikkim as a polity.
            

          
        
      

    

    
      
        

        The British administration of Sikkim and integration of the Limbus


        
          British records confirm the Limbus as a distinct ethnic group indigenous to Sikkim. The Sunnud or grant of 1817 is possibly one of the earliest records acknowledging the help of hill
          tribes during the Anglo-Gorkha war of 1814–1816. The British, at that time, due to their lack of in-depth
          knowledge on the place and its people have used a generic term of hill tribes in the grant, which in all
          likelihood includes the Limbus. More than a decade later, British records are known to recognize the ethnic
          identities among the hill tribes of Sikkim. In the context of the Limbus, Arora (2007: 200) writes, ‘Archival
          research for the period 1830 to 1917 reveals that the British administrators were conscious that the Limbu
          were indigenous to Sikkim. In 1835, when the British Raj annexed the Darjeeling Hills, officers commented
          that “they were practically uninhabited excepting a few hundred Lepchas and Limbus” (see O’Malley 1907)’. She
          further writes, ‘The legend below a map of British Sikkim drawn by Captain W.S Sherwile in 1852 states “this
          mountainous country from 1500 to 4000 feet above sea level is inhabited by a warlike beardless race termed
          Limboos” (cf. Subba 1999: 35–36)’. ‘They are acknowledged to be one of the earliest settlers of Sikkim along
          with the Lepchas (Hooker 1891; Risley 1894; Siiger 1967: 27; Pradhan 1991) but colonial administrative
          discourse progressively classified them as Nepalis. Only a small proportion of the Limbu population
          immigrated into Sikkim in the nineteenth century’41. Yet the
          British administration implemented discriminatory policies towards the Limbus in the early twentieth century
          thereby perpetuating their secondary position within the structural frameworks of Sikkim.
        


        
          The argument, therefore, is that the British in alliance with the dominant group shaped and implemented the
          discriminatory policies, which categorized the Limbus as Nepali thereby symbolically devaluing them as
          immigrants which legitimized their unequal integration into the state structures of colonial Sikkim.
          Arguably, this added a layer of dominance and changed the terms of domination but not the structure of
          symbolic violence as the Limbus were now constructed as a Hindu and as immigrant Nepalis which was less
          valuable in relation to the dominant Buddhist group legitimized as indigenous to colonial Sikkim. The Limbu
          accepted this view of the social world by incorporating it as portrayed through their ethnicization to Hindu
          Nepali culture. The view thereby became naturalized in both the dominant and the dominated thus legitimizing
          their secondary position within the structural frameworks. On a broader perspective, these discriminatory
          policies of British administration have been linked to their capitalist and colonial ambitions, which
          required them to safeguard the interests of the dominant group as indigenous while subordinating the Limbus
          as immigrants.
        


        
          Administrative re-organisation of Sikkim under British ‘political officers’


          
            The British occupation of Sikkim is evident with the Tumlong treaty of 1861, thereby it is highly likely
            that small-scale immigration also took place simultaneously, to
            meet the manpower needs of the British. However, it was only after the appointment of J.C White as the
            first ‘political officer’ of Sikkim in 1889 that British took control over the administration of Sikkim,
            which resulted in its reorganization. The British administration in colonial Sikkim was primarily oriented
            towards revenue generation and large-scale immigration, which were mutually inclusive characterizing the
            expansion of British capitalism in Sikkim. Initially, in the absence of the exiled Chogyal, this was
            achieved through an alliance between the British political officer J.C White (1989–1908) with the
            influential aristocrats from the dominant group including a monk from an important monastery; and later
            between the British political officer Charles Bell (1908–1919) in alliance with the Chogyal and the
            pro-British dominant group. Following restoration of administrative power to Chogyal by the British in
            1918, the Chogyal is known to have largely retained the British administrative system.
          


          
            The key feature of British administration was the establishment of the State Council, which was highly
            effective as far as its main aim of revenue generation and immigration was concerned. This was chiefly
            because the State Council consisted of influential members from the dominant group who represented
            land-owning nobility and thus commanded regional and local-level authority. Referring to this State
            Council, Rose (1978: 206) writes that at the time of its inception in 1890, the State Council consisted of
            only five members42—four Kajis (also Kazis)43 that were known for their pro-British proclivities, and the head lama
            of Pemiongche monastery44. In the context of Sikkimese Limbus,
            White’s State Council did not take into consideration equal representation of the Sikkimese people.
            Instead, his priority was on furthering the capitalist and colonial ambitions of the British. This is
            evident from the State Council— with pro-British members selected by J.C White. Moreover, all members
            belonged to the dominant group and were people of influence and power. All of this clearly indicates that
            smaller ethnic groups like the Limbus had no voice in the British administration and were therefore made
            invisible and subjected to liminality. Although White is known to have later expanded his State Council to
            include Nepali landlords or representatives of the Nepali Thikadari (landlord) families45, it still does not represent the Sikkimese Limbus as these members
            were essentially included to facilitate the process of revenue generation: with the settlement of Nepali
            layperson immigrants, bringing more land into cultivation and collecting taxes. Regardless, White’s State
            Council, which functioned with White as the de facto ruler and pro-British elites as the regional and
            district-level rulers brought major changes to colonial Sikkim through implementation of British policies.
          


          
            First, White’s State Council was a replacement of sorts to a ‘a traditional council, the Lhadi Medi, which
            had been a larger, more representative body than its successor’46. According to Rose (1978: 206), the State Council also established a number of
            departments for the first time47, headed by officers directly
            responsible to the political officer. The council’s function although advisory, was paramount as the
            political officer relied on his influential council members for the implementation of British policies and
            therefore discussed important policies with them48. In such a
            pre-modern society where the laypersons are accustomed to vesting power on local leaders rather than
            following the imposed, unfamiliar rules of a foreigner; it is clear that the Kazis and Thikadaris
            (thikadars) as council members played a crucial role in the implementation of British policies49. As a result, ‘a new pattern of regional and local administration
            emerged in which the Bhutia/Lepcha Kajis and the Nepali Thikadaris (thikadars) played the central role,
            displacing the Dzongpons (district officers) as the main agents of the Sikkim government at the regional
            level’50. The Lessee landlord system or lessee landlordism is
            one such British policy highly relevant in this regard.
          


          
            Referring to the lessee landlord system and the new pattern of local administration, Rose (1978: 214)
            writes, ‘This developed out of the land settlement program introduced by the first political officer, which
            was used to accomplish substantial changes in the landownership pattern’. Although, the successful
            implementation of this policy largely relied on pro-British lessee landlords, it also involved a weakening
            of the pro-Chogyal aristocrats. In this regard, Rose (1978: 215) elaborates, ‘Several Kaji families that
            had supported the Namgyal dynasty in its dispute with the British lost part of their landholdings in the
            course of the settlement, receiving compensation in the form of “subsistence allowances” amounting to 30
            percent of the rent paid by the new lessee to the government51.
            A number of monasteries also lost all or part of their holdings on the same terms. This land was later
            distributed to the Kaji families, who had close ties to the British political officer on 15-year leases or
            to Nepali Thikadaris (also thikadaris) on ten-year leases’. Seemingly, the British rewarded their
            supporters with material benefits and accompanied positions of authority while stripping-off the
            landholdings of pro-Chogyal aristocrats. This new pattern of administration led to substantial changes in
            landownership pattern, with few exceptions52. According to Arora
            (2007: 204), ‘Until the abolition of landlordism in 1949, almost half the landlords and revenue collectors
            were Nepalis and the rest were either Bhutias or Lepchas’. Evidently, this policy while expanding the
            British colonial and capitalistic aims in Sikkim changed the socio-economic, socio-political and
            socio-religio order of Sikkim with large-scale settlements of immigrant Nepalis.
          


          
            Arguably, the British were aware of the detrimental impacts of their policies on the supremacy of the
            dominant group, which is why their policies also protected the dominant group as indigenous while
            subordinating the immigrants. However, they did not take into consideration smaller ethnic groups like the
            Limbus. In the context of the administrative developments that took place after partial restoration of
            administrative powers to the Chogyal in 1908, it is argued that the British administration strengthened
            their alliance with the Chogyal and the dominant group, which shaped the policies implemented during this
            period. This seems more convincing with Charles Bell (1908–1918) as the second political officer of Sikkim.
            With his inclination towards protection and promotion of Tibetan culture as evident from his books and
            interests, he was the right candidate to strengthen the British alliance with the dominant group. Other
            factors such as a softened policy after Sikkimese support in the Younghusband mission and changing policy
            towards the native states in general following their support during first World War may have been
            considered. It was also during his tenure that the British classified the Limbus as Nepalis thereby
            subjecting the Limbus to discriminatory policies; and legitimizing
            their unequal integration into the state structures of colonial Sikkim through their symbolic devaluation
            as immigrants.
          


          
            Evidently, the Chogyal agreed to continue with the British administrative policies in return for
            restoration of his power53. According to Rose (1978: 207), ‘the
            system of administration introduced by the political officers was retained in large part by the Chogyal
            after full internal authority had been restored to him in 1918’. ‘Some revisions were made, however, both
            in the structure of the administration and in the composition of the bureaucracy at the higher levels. The
            State Council was expanded to include representatives of the Kaji families that had taken a pro-dynasty
            position54 in the disputes between the Chogyals and the
            political officers. The council retained its status as an advisory body with no direct voice in the
            administration55, but some coordination was achieved with the
            secretariat through the appointment of the general secretary and the Chogyal’s personal secretary as
            councillors’56.
          

        

        
          Ethnic-divide Law of 1913 and ethnicization of the Limbus


          
            The British administration in Sikkim is known to record the Limbus as a distinct ethnic group different
            from the Paharias57 (Nepalis/Nepalese). As noted by Arora (2007:
            200–201), ‘British archival map showing the approximate race distribution of Sikkim in 1892 demarcates the
            ethnic settlements of the Lepchas, the Bhutias, the Limbus and the Paharias (Nepalis/Nepalese) in Sikkim
            and Darjeeling Hills’ and that ‘a statement printed on the map clearly stresses ethnic-settlement: “Line
            north of which Paharias are not allowed to settle”. This documented evidence while indicating the distinct
            ethnic identity of the Limbus also suggests that the Limbus were associated with the Bhutias and the
            Lepchas of Sikkim as opposed to the immigrant Paharias (Nepali/Nepalese). However, British policy towards
            the Limbus progressively changed by separating them from the Bhutias and Lepchas and instead associating
            them more with Nepalis. Referring to imperial law, Arora (2007: 201) writes, ‘Limbus inter-married freely
            with the Lepchas and the Rai’s in Sikkim until an imperial law, enforced in 1913, checked ethnic
            miscegenation by regulating marriage among Lepchas and Bhutias. This law contoured a preference that the
            Lepchas and Bhutias should marry within their own communities while prohibiting the marriage of Lepchas and
            Bhutias with the Tsongs and Nepalis in Sikkim. This law was enforced until the 1940s’.
          


          
            Seemingly, this law intended to facilitate progressive ethnicization of the Limbus as a Hindu and as a
            Nepali while inhibiting the ethnicization of Lepchas to Hindu Nepali culture. This would also mean
            culturally separating the Limbus and Lepchas who otherwise shared a relatively common culture through
            progressive cultural differences. Arguably, such a law while serving the interests of the dominant group
            also served the British as it protected the interests of the dominant group being the indigenous Buddhist
            group, while subordinating the Limbus as immigrant Hindu Nepali group. Safeguarding the dominant group’s
            interests as indigenous was important for the British in an alliance, which in return would help expand
            British capitalism or maintain their influence over Sikkim. In the context of the Limbus, their
            ethnicization would contribute towards legitimizing their unequal
            integration into the state structures as Nepali immigrants. Also, this law in itself was to serve as a
            precursor to their 1915 administrative policies aiding in capitalistic ventures.
          


          
            Clearly, such discriminatory policies of the British resulted in the distortion of the authentic identity
            of smaller ethnic groups such as the Limbus, which according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence. In this
            regard, Arora (2007: 201) writes, ‘the progressive Hinduisation of Limbus drew a boundary between them and
            the Lepchas-Bhutias (who were treated as outcastes by Hindus due to their pork- and beef-eating habits and
            kinship practices such as polygamy)’. It is important to note that polygamy is not an uncommon practice
            among the uneducated or less-educated older generation of Hindu Nepalis even more so among the high-caste
            Hindu Nepali Brahmins which perhaps relates less to the concept of purity and more to other factors.
            Further, ‘the Limbus occupied a Shudra position in the caste hierarchy of Nepal and Sikkim (A.C Sinha 1981:
            194; Subba 1989: 53; Arora 2007: 201)’. Arguably, the Limbus occupying a Shudra position in the caste
            hierarchy is not a convincing argument given the fact that the Limbus are considered as ‘matwalis’ thereby
            referring to the middle position in the caste hierarchy of Nepal. In such a context, it is highly unlikely
            for the Limbus to be referred to as Shudras in Sikkim. Elaborating further on the ethnicization of the
            Limbus, Arora (2007: 201) writes, ‘in the nineteenth century, to improve their social standing, the
            Hinduised Limbus distanced themselves from their earlier animistic identities while some converted to
            Christianity in the late twentieth century. By becoming Hindus, the Limbus asserted the superiority of
            having a caste identity to the Lepchas-Bhutias, while by becoming Christians they tried to modernise
            themselves’. From Bourdieu’s perspective, this suggests ‘bending under the weight of domination’ such that
            it distorts ‘the authentic identity of the group’ thereby indicating manifestation of symbolic power as ‘an
            internalized or incorporated power, one that resides in both cognitive schemes and bodily expression’ and
            ‘orients individual and collective dispositions that generate practices’. To this point, the becoming of
            the Limbus as Hindus and Christians in colonial Sikkim portrays the symbolic power of the British and the
            dominant group in an alliance who facilitated and valued the ethnicization of Limbus to a Hindu Nepali
            culture and to the adoption of Christianity while devaluing their authentic animistic culture.
          


          
            Two years after the imposition of the ethnic divide law of 1913, the colonials went a step further and
            formally stopped recognizing the Limbus as a distinct identity and instead categorized them as Nepalis.
          

        

        
          Classification of the Limbus as Nepali and the introduction of land revenue rates in
          1915


          
            Initially, Census of Sikkim recorded the distinct ethnic identity of smaller ethnic groups but
            progressively classified them as Nepali, with the Limbus as the last group to be classified as Nepali. As
            noted by Arora (2007: 202), ‘Tracing the roots of these ethnic categories in the past, one finds that
            during the 1891 Census of Sikkim its population was ethnically differentiated into 13 groups (see Risley
            1894: 24). However, after 1891, the imperial administration delineated four groups, namely, the Lepchas-Bhutias, the Limbus, the Nepalis and the others.’ In 1915, when
            the land revenue rates were finalized, the imperial regime differentiated between only the Lepcha-Bhutias
            and the Nepalis (see Anon 1915: 2, Arora 2007: 202). ‘From 1931 onwards, they progressively categorized all
            groups, excluding the Lepchas-Bhutias, as Nepali’58. Considering
            that Limbus were the last ethnic group to be classified as Nepali among the subordinate groups, it can be
            argued that the British were aware of their indigeneity to Sikkim, yet overlooked this to accommodate their
            colonial and capitalist pursuits. This is clearly consistent with land revenue rates being finalized in
            1915, with the Limbus classified as Nepalis. At the same time, it is highly likely that the Chogyal and the
            dominant group also influenced the British, as by 1915, the transfer of power to Chogyal under political
            officer Charles Bell was almost complete. With power restored to Chogyal who symbolized Buddhist supremacy
            in Sikkim, it was likely that the Chogyal as a protector of the dharma would try to restore the
            religio-political order that also would maintain his supremacy and that of the dominant group. In this
            context, it would be highly important to legitimize the Buddhist Lepcha-Bhutia as indigenous to Sikkim in
            order to maintain their supremacy and to recognize the others as Nepalis which referred to immigrants and
            therefore of less value. Arguably, the classification of the Limbus as Nepalis served the interests of the
            dominant group to maintain their supremacy as well as that of the British and their capitalist interests in
            Sikkim.
          


          
            The categorization of the Limbus as Nepalis may give an impression of British administrative convenience
            but the policies prior to their categorization indicate that it may not be entirely true. British
            classification of the Limbus as Nepalis in Sikkim clearly reinstates arguments of scholars like Arora
            (2007: 202) who posit that ‘the Nepali category was constructed by the colonial administrative discourse’.
            In addition, it is also likely for British policies to be shaped by social transformation such as
            ‘Nepaliness’ as a cultural entity. Considering Nepali language in Sikkim, it is not a convincing argument
            as according to Davis (1951 as quoted in Caplan 1970: 06), even in the case of Nepalese immigrants in
            Sikkim, by 1951, 77.2 per cent of the people still spoke one of the languages of Nepal as their mother
            tongue. Further, although the British policies imposed ethnicization, the Limbus’ history of preserving
            their culture, language and oral history on a societal and organizational level cannot be overlooked. For
            instance, Lasor Sendang (1840–1926), a Limbu linguist born at Atharai Thum of Limbuwan is known to have
            taught Limboo language to the villagers of Western Sikkim59
            during the colonial era.
          


          
            British records also suggest British capitalist pursuits being intertwined with culture, politics and their
            objective to change the sphere of influence. For example, census commissioner Risley admits60 the common pattern of introducing socio-political engineering policies
            by British colonialism. According to him, the nineteenth century imperial policies sponsored en masse settlement of Nepalis in the region in order to increase revenue earnings and counter
            the pro-Tibetan leanings of the Lepchas and the Bhutias (see Risley 1874: xxi; A.K.J. Singh 1988: 204;
            Arora 2007: 202). Such an account is parallel to the argument that the classification of Limbus as Nepalis
            was not just driven by capitalism but also by the colonial policies of ethnicization that served their
            political interests.
          


          
            Based on the lessee landlordism policy, ‘The lease of the land
            given to a Nepali landlord was for ten years, and to a Bhutia or a Lepcha landlord, 15 years’ (Rose 1978:
            215 as quoted in Arora 2007: 204). Thereafter, the land revenue rates introduced in 1915, discriminates the
            Limbus as Nepalis. The British legitimized the differential land revenue rates61 on distinctions of indigeneity and immigrants. According to Gurung (2011: 163) the
            most important part of the revenue structure was the very high rate of taxes on dry fields. Nepali subjects
            had to pay almost double as compared to the tax paid by the Bhutia-Lepcha subjects. Similarly, the Nepali
            subjects used to pay Rs.6 as House Tax as compared to Rs.2 by the Bhutia and Lepcha subjects. Those
            incapable of paying such a high rate of revenues including the Lepcha and Bhutia peasants were subjected to
            various forms of exploitation at the hands of Kazis and landlords. Apart from the forceful confiscation of
            their land, they were subjected to compulsory voluntary services like kuruwa62, zharlangi63, kalo bhari64. Such
            exploitation and forced labour were banned in 1937 and 1947 respectively but the Kazis and landlords
            continued to exploit the gullible poor farmers65.
            Understandably, this policy was mainly discriminatory to the Nepali farmers but it also subjected all
            layperson peasants with low socio-economic status to exploitation. According to Gurung (2011: 163), ‘The
            policy remained operative till 1966’ as it was ‘revoked under pressure from the Nepalis who were demanding
            abolition of discriminatory revenue system since the days of the peasants’ movement in 1949’.
          


          
            As for the Limbus, their classification as Nepalis legitimized their unequal integration into the state
            structures of Sikkim. This was crucial as this added a layer of dominance changing the terms of their
            domination within the state structures of Sikkim thereby determining their trajectory as subordinate in the
            social order of Sikkim. This devalued them in relation to the Bhutia-Lepcha as indigenous to Sikkim. As a
            result, preferential land rights and lower land revenue rates for the dominant group as indigenous was
            naturalized as opposed to the Limbus as immigrant Nepalis thus subjecting them to discriminatory policies.
          

        

        
          Revenue Order No.1 of 1917 and other related documents


          
            Revenue Order No.1 of 1917 aimed to protect the land of indigenous Bhutias and Lepchas from immigrant
            Nepalis. This notification can be well understood in the wake of the Chogyal retaining full administrative
            power and in the context of British policy lessee landlordism that changed the socio-economic and
            religio-political order of Sikkim. In order to establish British supremacy in the administrative affairs of
            Sikkim, the first political officer J.C White resorted to weakening the pro-Chogyal aristocrats by
            stripping them off their landholdings and curtailing their influence and power. At the same time, to
            further their capitalist pursuits, they disrupted the social order of Sikkim with large-scale settlement of
            immigrants from Nepal, also as lessee landlords. In this respect, Revenue Order No.1 can be considered as
            an outcome, to protect the lands of the indigenous groups as it was issued in 1917 when full power was
            being transferred to the Chogyal.
          


          
            However, these policies failed to take into consideration the interests of the Sikkimese Limbus. This is
            chiefly because the policy aimed to protect the lands of the indigenous from the Nepali immigrants and the
            Limbus were already classified as Nepalis in 1915. Therefore, while Revenue Order No.1 protected the lands
            of the Bhutia-Lepcha as indigenous, it subjected the lands of the Limbus to ownership from immigrant as
            well as indigenous groups. Second, considering the transfer of administrative power to the Chogyal, this
            notification aimed to reinstate the legitimacy of the Bhutia-Lepcha group as indigenous to colonial Sikkim
            and therefore protected their socio-economic interests. On the contrary, this declaration, while upholding
            only the Bhutia-Lepcha group as indigenous, symbolically devalued the Limbus as immigrant Nepalis thereby
            legitimizing their subordination, as implied in this policy, which was clearly discriminatory in the
            context of Sikkimese Limbus.
          


          
            Revenue Order No.1 was issued on 17th May 1917 as a notification to all Kazis, Thikadars and
            Mandals66 in Sikkim, that no Bhutias and Lepchas were to be
            allowed to sell their lands to any person other than a Bhutia or Lepcha without the express sanction of the
            Darbar, or Officer empowered by the Darbar on this behalf67. To
            this end, Revenue Order No.1 was formulated to restrict the land ownership of immigrant Nepalis in Sikkim
            by protecting only the lands of the Bhutia-Lepchas in colonial Sikkim, which arguably also links to
            Buddhist religion, as symbolized by the Chogyal. This is also consistent from several reports and
            notifications that were issued thereafter that aimed to check the transfer of Bhutia-Lepcha land to
            immigrant Nepalis. In particular, it put emphasis on protecting their northern territory from the immigrant
            Nepalis. For example, the Administrative Report of the State of Sikkim for the year 1931–32 states that
            Nepalese being ‘non-hereditary’ subjects were not allowed to settle beyond the Dikchu river in the north to
            prohibit land alienation of Bhutias and Lepchas described as ‘poor and improvident, getting speedily
            replaced by the latter’ (referring to Nepali settlers or domiciled plainsmen) ‘who are more subtle and
            shrewd’68. While these reports and notifications primarily aims
            to protect the lands of the dominant Bhutia-Lepcha group from immigrants, it also cannot be dissociated
            from culture as the report mentions that ‘recently Tamangs and Sherpas who are Nepali Buddhists, were
            allowed to settle there, and own land’69. Therefore, it is
            evident that the policies and notifications in the 1930s were primarily formulated to restrict land
            ownership of non-Buddhist immigrant Nepalis in Bhutia-Lepcha inhabited northern territory of Sikkim.
            Similarly, several documents from the land revenue department gathered during fieldwork also confirms that
            the Limbus were allowed to settle down in north Sikkim on condition that they followed the religion,
            culture and custom of Buddhist Bhutias and Lepchas.
          


          
            As mentioned in the Revenue Order No.1 document, a similar notification was previously issued in 1897 by
            J.C White, prohibiting the Bhutias and Lepchas from selling or subletting their lands to other communities.
            Arguably, this notification largely benefitted the British capitalistic and colonial interests as it was
            highly important for the British to build an alliance with the aristocrats from the dominant group and
            therefore to win their trust by safeguarding the interests of the dominant group. In addition, it was
            important to settle the immigrant Nepalis in uncultivated lands in order to bring more lands under
            cultivation for revenue generation. For this, it was also important to settle them in areas that were more
            fertile for agriculture than in the mountainous Northern territory of Sikkim. Seemingly, these
            notifications as policies strengthened the alliance of the British by protecting their lands, which further
            served their capitalistic and colonial ambitions.
          


          
            From another perspective, Revenue Order No.1 and related documents also shed light on the Nepalis as an
            emerging power group in Sikkim whereby it became increasingly essential for the dominant group to protect
            their interests based on differentiation from the dominated as expressed through their successive
            reinstatement of their distinction as indigenous in relation to the immigrants. As noted by Arora (2007:
            204), ‘Both Land Revenue Order No. 1 (issued by Charles Bell in May 1917) and Tashi Namgyal’s proclamation
            on North Sikkim (30 August, 1937) protect and safeguard Lepcha and Bhutia interests in land. These laws
            prohibit the sale, mortgage or subletting of lands belonging to a Lepcha or Bhutia person to any Nepali
            person. These laws safeguard the economic interests of the Lepchas and the Bhutias while framing the
            parameters of their indigeneity and identity. After considerable debate in the mid-1980s neither of these
            laws was revoked’.
          

        
      

    

    
      
        Conclusion


        
          This chapter posits that British colonials played a crucial role in perpetuating symbolic violence among the
          Limbus in Sikkim, which mainly concerns the British administrative discourse of the Limbus as Nepalis. In
          this regard, this chapter links their subordination to their categorization as a Nepali ethnic group which
          essentially relates to Limbus as a Hindu and a Nepali which was devalued in colonial Sikkim with dominant
          group as Buddhists. It has been argued that the British administration constructed the Limbu as Nepali, which
          symbolically devalued the Limbus as Nepali immigrants. As a result, Limbus were subjected to discriminatory
          British policies which legitimized their unequal integration into the state structures as immigrant Nepalis
          in relation to the dominant Buddhist group legitimized as indigenous to Sikkim. In this regard, symbolic
          violence in colonial Sikkim in the case of Limbus can be interpreted as a binary opposing distinction of the
          dominant and the dominated in which the British legitimized the integration of the dominant Buddhist group
          into the state structures of colonial Sikkim as indigenous while subordinating the Limbus as immigrant
          Nepalis. In doing so, the British administration added a layer of dominance, as the Limbus were now
          subordinated on the basis of not being indigenous to Sikkim.
        


        
          However, symbolic violence also concerns the complicity of the Limbus as dominated which from Bourdieu’s
          perspective involves the internalization of the dominant view by the dominated. This is evident through their
          progressive ethnicization to Hindu Nepali culture in colonial Sikkim resulting in naturalization of the
          dominant view in both the dominant and the dominated and thereby in its legitimation. This led to the
          distortion of their authentic identity, which according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence and reflects on the
          symbolic power. Increasingly, the Limbus’ indigenous history to Sikkim was overlooked making them invisible
          in colonial Sikkim thereby normalizing their subordination as immigrants Nepalis.
        


        
          Symbolic violence is also linked to broader processes of colonialism and capitalism as is evident from the
          implementation of capitalism-driven policies under the British administration of Sikkim. In this regard, it
          has been argued that the British in alliance with the dominant group shaped these British policies, which
          safeguarded the interests of the dominant group as indigenous while legitimizing the subordination of Limbus
          as immigrant Nepalis. Arguably, the British in an alliance aimed to win over the dominant group in return for
          furthering their capitalistic pursuits in Sikkim. The Limbus are relatively non-existent in the history of
          this period which possibly reflects on the constructed nature of domination. While the dominant group is
          later known to make distinctions within the Limbus as indigenous ‘chongs’ and immigrant Limbus, drawing a
          distinction between indigenous and immigrant Limbus, it is not reflected in the administrative policies.
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          together to pay homage to the King-Emperor, was an object-lesson, brought immediately home to them of the
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          34 Not long after I had taken up my duties, Government decided that it would be to the
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          53 According to Rai Bahadur T.D Densapa (personal communication), Chogyal Tashi Namgyal
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          1978: 215).
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          of Brahman (Risley 1928): P.xxxi. as quoted in Arora 2008: 10–11).
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      4Integration of Limbus in post-colonial Sikkim
      (1947–Present)

    

    
      
        

        Introduction


        
          This chapter presents a general introduction to the political history of Sikkim since Indian independence in
          1947, with focus on relevant key historical events, treaties, state policies, and political developments. The
          main aim, however, is to study the unequal integration of the Limbus into the state structures of Sikkim by
          examining the relevant administrative policies in pre-merger and post-merger Sikkim that shaped the symbolic
          order of inequality in Sikkim particularly in relation to the Limbu ethnic group.
        


        
          This chapter is divided into three principal sections. The first section briefly introduces the political
          history of post-colonial Sikkim. The second and third examine the social domination of the Limbus in
          pre-merger and post-merger Sikkim.
        

      

    

    
      
        Introduction to the political history of post-colonial Sikkim (1947–Present)


        
          The History of Sikkim in the post-colonial period started on a note of uncertainty until its merger into
          India in 1947. Pre-merger Sikkim has been shaped by Indo-Sikkimese relations and internal conflicts marked by
          ethnic mobilizations for democracy and merger with India whereas post-merger Sikkim is characterized by
          inter-ethnic assertions for material and symbolic benefits. The dominant supported independence whereas the
          dominated asserted for democracy and merger with India. The dominant group’s interests remained safeguarded
          in both these configurations as indigenous Sikkimese and as a minority while the Nepali group emerged as a
          majority and influential political force. In post-merger Sikkim, the Nepali language was recognized as one of
          the Indian languages in the Indian constitution thus adding to their legitimacy as Indian citizens.
        


        
          The lapse of British Paramountcy in 1947 and Sikkim’s status quo


          
            Sikkim was recognized as a ‘British protectorate’ by the 1890 treaty between Britain and China, which also
            marks the full authority of the British in Sikkim following the Anglo-Tibetan war of 1888. This is evident
            with no Sikkimese signatory in the treaty. Sikkim was considered
            as a British protectorate by virtue of the 1890 treaty, whereby it would regain its sovereignty with the
            lapse of the British paramountcy on August 15, 1947 as was maintained by the British and as aspired by
            Sikkim. However, it can be argued that British structural frameworks such as ‘Standstill Agreement’ and
            ‘Instrument of Succession’ were designed to eventually merge Sikkim into the Indian Union as a colonial
            inheritance thereby facilitating the hegemony of India over Sikkim.
          


          
            As declared in the Cabinet mission memorandum of May 12, 1946, the lapse of British Paramountcy in 1947
            offered the freedom to the princely states to redefine their political status in post-colonial India by
            choosing to merge with India or with Pakistan or remain an independent polity. Sikkim occupied a unique
            status quo in British India. Nevertheless, either as a princely state or as a protectorate the lapse of
            paramountcy was a declaration of its independence, as formally maintained by Britain. However, from
            Bourdieu’s perspective, Britain’s declaration was misrecognition to their economic and military interests,
            which were intended to continue in post-colonial Sikkim as a leader of the Commonwealth of Nations with its
            members from post-colonial nations. In this regard, one Indian Union would stand for the economic and
            military interests of Britain which is evident from the existence of the frameworks of the Standstill
            Agreement and the Instrument of Succession before the lapse of paramountcy, both of which paved the way to
            annexation or merger and not to sovereignty.
          


          
            An inconsistency exists between their proclamation regarding the lapse of their paramountcy, their
            diplomatic policies and their stand on merger of Sikkim in 1975. According to Kotturan (1983: 92), a letter
            by an old British officer Sir Olaf Caroe1, who was secretary in
            the external affairs department of the Government of India under Lord Linlithgow and Lord Wavell was
            published in the Daily Telegraph of London, on November 8, 1975 supporting the merger and further clarified
            his contention by mentioning that the Indian Government representative in Sikkim was a political officer
            equivalent to a resident and not an ambassador. Such an argument is questionable as political officer in
            Nepal was also a resident and not an ambassador and yet Nepal retained its sovereignty.
          


          
            Based on the conditions maintained in the Standstill Agreement, it is also possible to argue that this
            stand maintained by Britain was to delay the process of annexation or merger which would further free
            Britain from a historical moral responsibility. This is perhaps substantiated by the absence of narrative
            against the British in Sikkim and Darjeeling in the collective memory on a societal level. It is only in
            recent times that politicians and cultural capital holders have started invoking the narrative of the
            British as subjugators to be used as a political rhetoric, particularly in Darjeeling against the
            neo-colonial policies of the West Bengal government.
          


          
            Considering the forward policy, it can be argued that post-colonial India under the Indian National
            Congress aimed to maintain a hegemonic influence in the Himalayan Kingdoms. As successors to British India,
            their aims and ambitions were also that of power and hegemony and accordingly Sikkim’s sovereignty was
            against their interests. India’s claim to supremacy over princely states was legitimated on grounds of one
            ancient civilization by Nehru, which arguably may not have applied to the Himalayan kingdoms. According to
            Anderson (2012: 10), North East Frontier Agency had not been part of Mother India from time
            immemorial,2 as emphasized by leaders and history books of
            India. This difference of culture has been emphasized by Sikkim’s king in his pursuit of retaining Sikkim
            as a sovereign nation prior to its annexation or merger with India.
          


          
            Annexation and merger of princely states was also legitimated on the basis of security issues by the Indian
            National Congress, who had a large stake in the independence movement and viewed the freedom of native
            states as a threat to the integrity of their envisaged country. They legitimized their threat based on the
            increased military strength of these native states3. In this
            respect, Anderson (2012: 77) writes that in theory, they were free to choose their future. In practice, if
            they declined voluntarily to join one or other of the two new states, none had the means to resist
            annexation. The case of Sikkim already presented a weak polity.
          


          
            As a result, the Lapse of Paramountcy for Sikkim did not grant sovereignty to Sikkim and neither was it
            immediately annexed to the Indian Union. Instead, it created impasse where the only peaceful and prosperous
            way forward for the king was to buy time and negotiate with India. According to Gurung (2011: 222), the
            general impression of both the government of India and the Constituent Assembly about Sikkim, as resolved
            on December 21, 1946, was in favour of according a special status to the latter.
          

        

        
          The Standstill agreement of 1948 and Sikkim’s status quo


          
            The discussions between the Sikkimese and Indian delegates led to the signing of the Standstill Agreement
            on February 27, 19484 which was a kind of interim agreement
            before signing the 1950 treaty. According to Kotturan (1983: 94), ‘The Standstill Agreement legitimized
            Sikkim as a de facto Indian protectorate as it mentions “all agreements, relations and administrative
            arrangements as to matters of common concern existing between the crown and the Sikkim state on August 14,
            1947” were deemed to continue between the Government of India and Sikkim pending the conclusion of a new
            treaty. Thus, it ensured the continuation of the status quo in matters of common interest like defence,
            external affairs communication and currency’.
          


          
            Several explanations and perspectives exist with regard to the signing of the Standstill agreement with
            Sikkim. Emphasizing on the mystery regarding the signing of the Standstill Agreement, Kotturan (1983: 93)
            writes that it is on record that the Indian authorities had first submitted the form for ‘the instrument of
            accession’ for the compliance of Sikkim as with other Indian states5. Whereas, according to Rose (1963: 33), the differences over the succession issue
            proved to be of only temporary significance, because the new Indian government quickly signed “standstill”
            agreements with Sikkim, Nepal, Bhutan and Tibet. As explained by Furber (1951: 369), both Sikkim and Bhutan
            were protectorates of the British but the British considered Bhutan as outside the international frontier
            of India. Further, referring to B.N Rao6, Kotturan (1983: 92)
            mentions that Sikkim already in combination with Cooch Behar had been allotted a seat in the Constituent
            Assembly, which had been set up to devise a constitution for India.
          

        

        
          

          Political developments in Sikkim and the ethnic divide


          
            Political developments in Sikkim after the independence of India also shaped the future of Sikkim as a
            polity. Two emerging political parties are known to have polarized the Sikkimese masses, one pursuing
            merger with India and the other against it. Several scholars7
            argue that ethnic mobilization was a new phenomenon in Sikkim, which emerged with the formation of
            political parties in late 1940s particularly Sikkim National Party. In addition, Gurung (2011: 16) posits
            that incidents of ethnic groups’ protest against Bhutia domination did occur in the past but they were not
            ethnic or cultural mobilizations and were primarily directed towards the state or its agents.
          


          
            Clearly, the Sikkim State Congress formed on December 7, 1947 played an instrumental role in the merger
            with its memorandum of demands8 that included merger with India.
            This further led to the formation of a rival political party, the Sikkim National Party9 on April 30, 1948 resulting in the polarization of political forces
            along ethnic and religious lines. Seemingly, the royalists mostly comprising of Bhutias and Lepchas
            supported the National Party while the Nepalis supported the Sikkim State Congress. Initially, the stand of
            the Limbus is rather ambivalent but towards the end they are openly for the merger. The polarization also
            carried other underlying narratives of indigenous versus the immigrants, the lazy rich versus the toiling
            masses, Buddhist versus the Hindus, beef-eaters versus the cow worshippers.
          


          
            The political developments in Sikkim were clearly not in favour of the king10 which culminated with the dramatic turn of events on May 1, 1949. According to Rao
            (1972: 149), on 1 May 1949, the State Congress launched an agitation for responsible government whereby
            around 5,000 agitators besieged the royal palace demanding the formation of a popular ministry. An ugly
            situation was averted when the Indian army units rescued the Maharaja and gave him protection in the Indian
            Residency. Apparently, two companies of the Indian Army were sent earlier to Gangtok at the explicit
            request of the Sikkim Government in the backdrop of brewing trouble with the local population under the
            sway of the State Congress. According to Kotturan (1983: 97), the Durbar apparently on the advice of the
            Political Officer Harishwar Dayal, yielded and accordingly within nine days of the commencement of the
            agitation, a popular ministry was formed on 9th of May, 1949 headed by Tashi Tshering, the president of the
            State Congress and with four other ministers.
          


          
            However, the Ministry remained in office for less than 1 month11
            due to a conflict of interests and agendas. Apparently, the Maharaja was unwilling to part with any real
            power whereas the Ministry wanted to function as a full-scale government with the Maharaja remaining as a
            constitutional head. The Maharaja, finding the situation getting out of control, invited Central
            intervention12leading to intensification of agitation for
            popular reforms. Accordingly, a senior civil servant, Mr. J.S Lall took over the administration of the
            state on 11th of August 1949 as Dewan13 leading to impasse in
            the state.
          


          
            Many argue that these political movements were funded by India while others reason that the feudalistic
            system amongst the Nepalis was a push factor as portrayed through
            the ethnic polarization of the masses in this given period: the dominated for democracy and merger while
            the dominant for sovereignty of Sikkim.
          

        

        
          The treaty of 1950 and status quo of Sikkim as an Indian protectorate


          
            The Indo-Sikkim Treaty signed on December 5, 1950 at Gangtok recognized Sikkim as an Indian protectorate
            with article XIII of the treaty enforcing its implementation without ratification upon signature by both
            parties. Although Kotturan (1983: 98) mentions that Sikkim was allowed complete internal autonomy while
            external affairs with defence and communication remained in the hands of the Central Government at Delhi,
            it is rather contentious as no article in the treaty specifically mentions granting complete internal
            autonomy to Sikkim. In fact, article X14 indicates the
            possibility of interference in administration in exchange for monetary assistance. Gurung (2011: 187–188)
            mentions that the treaty put off the idea of accession of Sikkim with India for some time and that the
            Sikkim State Congress maintained that by keeping the administration in their hand the Government of India
            had accepted the demand in principle15.
          


          
            The treaty proposed an Advisory Council to be associated with the Dewan, an Indian government
            representative since 1949 and to institute a village Panchayat system on an elective basis within the
            state16. According to Gurung (2011: 188), The Panchayat
            election, which was held in December, 1950 was boycotted by the National Party on the grounds that it
            failed to provide proper safeguards to the interest of the “indigenous population”, i.e. the Bhutias and
            the Lepchas. He reasons that the Party perhaps did not want the Indian system of village management to be
            introduced in Sikkim as it did not like Nepalis to hold official posts which were coming their way through
            the Panchayat election.
          


          
            Drawing attention to the importance of other understandings that took place as an informal appendage to the
            treaty, Rose (1969: 34) writes, ‘But India was not by any means solely dependent upon formal treaty
            provisions to guarantee its “special interests” in Sikkim, as there were also informal “understandings”
            that were nearly as important in this respect. These took the form of established procedures of conduct or
            of written commitments in the “letters of exchange” that accompanied the 1950 treaty. The precise terms of
            these “understandings” have been the subject of much speculation but have never been made public by either
            government. Their importance in defining the terms of relationship between the two states, however, is well
            recognized’.
          


          
            Inconsistencies regarding the treaty exist in written works. Kotturan (1983: 102) writes that the treaty,
            considering the conditions of the time, was really favourable to the Sikkimese court. On the contrary, Rose
            (1969: 34) writes that the political climate in Sikkim during the negotiations with India in 1950 was
            seriously disadvantageous to the Sikkim government. Elaborating further Rose (1969: 34) writes, ‘Internal
            disorders in the state had reached alarming proportions between 1947 and 1949, and the very survival of the
            ruling dynasty had seemed to require Indian support or at least countenance. The administrative machinery
            was under the supervision of the Dewan, an Indian official “loaned” to Sikkim, while the Political Officer, India’s representative at Gangtok, was the focus for
            much of the political party activity in the state. With the exception of the small Sikkim State Police, the
            only military force in Sikkim was the Indian army detachment that had been sent to Gangtok during
            disturbances in May 1949. And finally, the Chinese occupation of Tibet, with all that this implied for both
            India and Sikkim, commenced shortly before the signing of the treaty’.
          

        

        
          Demand for the revision of the 1950 treaty and Sikkimese nationalism


          
            The 12th and the last ruling Chogyal17, Thondup Namgyal was
            crowned in 1965 following which Sikkim is known to have witnessed an infusion of nationalism with the
            introduction of the Sikkimese flag, Sikkimese National Anthem18and other related activities19. He is also
            the only Chogyal known to have married a westerner, an American national, Hope Cooke following the death of
            his Tibetan wife. He is also known to have reverted to his ancestral title Chogyal after taking consent
            from the Indian government. However, such an infusion of nationalism and nationalist sentiments wasn’t only
            limited to Sikkim but was also taken up by Bhutan but yet it was Sikkim’s activities that became an eyesore
            for India. His foreigner wife was perceived as a CIA agent and was blamed for the anti-India movement in
            Sikkim20. The Chogyal also called for the revision of the 1950
            treaty, which recognized Sikkim as an Indian protectorate, demanding more internal autonomy. Seemingly, all
            of these activities along with situational triggers and external events21 heightened the political tension in Sikkim resulting in some kind of understanding
            between the Chogyal and the Indian government. In this regard, Gurung (2011: 198–199) writes, ‘the Sidlon
            (Administrative Officer) I.S. Chopra, tactfully silenced anti-Indian voices by winning the confidence of
            the Chogyal on the pretext of revising the Indo-Sikkim treaty of 1950. The Sikkim National Congress wanted
            disclosure of the content of the on-going confidential exchanges between the Chogyal and Mr. Chopra though
            it was forbidden under clause 15(ii) of the 1953 Proclamation of the Chogyal 22(Gurung 2011: 198–199).
          


          
            Regardless, internal disorder continued as marked by political polarizations, resentment towards the policy
            of India and the Chogyal, accusations, allegations, singled-out23 and collective blame et al. Eventually all of these led to the Sikkimese masses
            increasingly tilting towards democracy and annexation with the Indian Union. This is evident from the third
            general elections in March 1967, when the Sikkim National Congress became the biggest party in the
            state24.
          

        

        
          Interim period (1973–1975): January 1973 elections, May 1973 tripartite agreement,
          Government of Sikkim act 1974 and Sikkim as an associate State of India


          
            1973–1975 was a crucial period in the history of Sikkim resulting in its merger into India. This period is
            also referred to as interim period as the Indian government is known to intervene in the administrative and
            political affairs of Sikkim as a de facto ruler. This was chiefly because of political turmoil, with masses
            refusing to accept the supremacy of the Chogyal, while demanding
            political and administrative reforms. As a result, the Chogyal sought for India’s intervention which led to
            the May 8, 1973 tripartite agreement between the government of India, the Chogyal and the political parties
            of Sikkim before defining Sikkim’s status as an ‘Associate state’ of India in 197425. In the context of the Limbus, the interim period was also a defining moment as it
            resulted in the abolishment of the Tsong seat even though the Limbus had voted for the Sikkim National
            Congress in 1973 elections26.
          


          
            This period begins with alleged manipulation of the January 1973 election results27that turned into a violent agitation with loss of lives and injuries thus resulting in
            internal instability beyond the control of the Chogyal. This further resulted in the signing of a
            tripartite agreement on May 8, 1973 which ‘drastically reduced the powers of Chogyal,’28thereby indicating intervention in the administration of Sikkim while
            also paving way for democracy. Several writings, however, indicate that the destabilization of political
            order in Sikkim was premeditated29.
          


          
            The February 1974 Assembly election was another milestone. The Assembly was to be expanded with certain
            changes. To this point, Gurung (2011: 203) writes, ‘In February 1974 the Assembly election was announced by
            the Chogyal. The total strength of the Assembly was decided to be 32 of which 15 seats were reserved for
            the Bhutia-Lepchas and 15 for the Nepalis. The Sangha and Schedule Caste had one seat each. The Tsongs
            (Limboos) were denied reservation of seat in the Assembly.’ The election results went in favour of the
            Sikkim Congress (merger of Sikkim National Congress and Sikkim Janata Party) winning ‘31 seats (16 Nepalis,
            five Bhutia, nine Lepcha and one Sangha) in the 1974 election. The Sikkim National Party won one seat’
            (Gurung 2011: 204). Arguably, the 1974 election results were significant as it indicates that the Sikkim
            Congress Party had emerged as a party of the masses favouring democracy and merger as opposed to the Sikkim
            National Party, which stood for the Chogyal and sovereignty of Sikkim. It was clear that the masses
            including Bhutias, Lepchas and Buddhist monks were in favour of the merger. As a result, the Sikkim
            Assembly unanimously adopted a resolution that later endorsed the Government of Sikkim Bill, 1974.
            According to Gurung (2011: 205), ‘The new Bill provided for a popularly elected Assembly30 along with assurance to adequately represent the various sections of
            the populations. No single section of the population was allowed to acquire a dominating position in the
            affairs of Sikkim mainly by reason of its ethnic origin’. According to Kotturan (1983: 109), ‘this bill was
            passed by the State Assembly under the guidance of Rajagopalan which provided for a democratic set up with
            Chogyal as its constitutional head. With regard to Sikkim’s relations with India, the Act stipulated
            representation in the parliamentary institutions of the Indian Union and greater association in the
            economic and judicial spheres. After some initial hesitation the Chogyal signed the Constitution Bill on
            the July 4, 1974’. As noted by Gurung (2011: 207), ‘After having a careful and detail study of the requests
            of the Government of Sikkim, the Union Cabinet took the crucial decision to accord Sikkim the status of an
            “Associate State” of India on 29th August, 1974’.
          

        

        
          Annexation or merger of Sikkim


          
            Two versions exist regarding the annexation or merger of Sikkim: one that views Chogyal as a stumbling
            block to democracy and the other that sympathizes with Chogyal and sees India as a regional hegemony.
          


          
            According to Kotturan (1983: 109–111), Chogyal encouraged anti-Indian elements in his state and clamoured
            for the revision of the 1950 treaty and tried to wreck the new arrangement by initiating an attitude of
            confrontation with the popular ministry leading to the increasing demand for the removal of the institution
            of the Chogyal. The position became intolerable when the Sikkim guards apparently acting on the
            instructions from the Chogyal opened fire at a Sikkim Congress demonstration against the Chogyal. Following
            an urgent request from the Chief Minister, the Indian army disarmed the 400-strong Sikkim guards on the 9th
            of April 1975. The State Assembly met on the 10th of April, 1975 and a resolution demanding the abolition
            of the office of the Chogyal and the merger of the state with the Indian Union was adopted unanimously.
            This was followed by a state-wide referendum on the 14th of April which endorsed the decision of the State
            Assembly by a big majority. Another amendment to the Indian Constitution admitted Sikkim as the 22nd state
            of the Indian Union. On the 16th of May, 1975, President Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed, signed the 36th Amendment to
            the Indian Constitution formally integrating Sikkim with the family of Indian states. The President also
            appointed B.B Lal who had been Chief Executive, as the first Governor of Sikkim. According to Gurung (2011:
            207), ‘In view of Chogyal’s endeavour to internationalize the issue, the Sikkim Assembly, on 10th April,
            1975, unanimously adopted a resolution abolishing the institution of the chogyal and
            declaring Sikkim as a constituent unit of India. The state assembly also conducted a special opinion poll
            on 14th April, 1975 and, according to the verdict of the poll, the Government of India decided to accord
            the status of a fully-fledged state of India to Sikkim’.
          


          
            Arguably, India annexed or merged Sikkim through a combination of duplicitous diplomatic and military
            means. In that sense, post-colonial India is similar to British colonials. Further, considering the
            Himalayan Kingdoms of Nepal and Bhutan, Sikkim was not able to protect its sovereignty due to its weak
            defence force, strategic location and uncommon culture of the majority of its population (including smaller
            ethnic groups like Limbus ethnicized as a Hindu and a Nepali). At the same time, other push factors such as
            the exploitation and subjugation of the dominated cannot be overlooked even though such practice was
            prevalent in Bhutan and Nepal as well.
          

        

        
          Political developments after the merger


          
            When Sikkim was recognized as the 22nd state of the Indian Union in 1975; the Indian constitution was
            extended to Sikkim and Sikkim subject certificate holders became citizens of India, with few
            exceptions31. Sikkim was also given protection under Article
            371-F of the Indian constitution, which includes special provisions for the state of Sikkim.
          


          
            With the introduction of democracy in Sikkim, ethnic groups are
            known to enter into a dialectical relationship with state structures, to protect the groups’ interests. At
            the same time, the introduction of structural frameworks such as state administrative policies is known to
            have resulted in the disintegration of groups into newer categories based on race, period of settlement in
            Sikkim et al. Arguably, from Bourdieu’s perspective, the introduction of several new categories would
            result in hierarchies and competition among groups, for symbolic and material interests. Commenting on the
            political developments of this period, Gurung (2011: 220) writes, ‘ethnic cultural politics became a norm,
            pursued and practiced by almost all political groups and parties to such an extent that even smaller
            communities and cultural groups which hitherto identified themselves with the larger cultural groups began
            to assert their separate political identity with a view to claiming a larger share of resources and power.
            For example, the Lepchas started demanding protection of their land from the Bhutias and maintenance of
            parity with the Bhutias in terms of Assembly seats, employment, educational facilities etc. The Bhutias, on
            the other, had been divided into the ‘Real Bhutias’ and the ‘Other Bhutias’ mainly on the basis of period
            settlement and the Nepalis too, exhibited signs of a split into the Other Backward Class (OBC) and
            Non-Backward Class (NBC) on racial origin’.
          

        

        
          Amendments to the representation of the people Act, 1950 and 1951 of India


          
            In the context of Sikkim, the Representation of the People Act, 1950 in its amended form exists in relation
            to the Sikkimese election rules based on the Proclamation of Sikkim Subject Act, 1974. Referring to the
            amendment to the Representation of the People Act, 1950, Gurung (2011: 229) writes, ‘After the merger the
            election rules prevailing in Sikkim needed adaptation or modification in accordance with the election rules
            prevailing in India’, which seemingly ‘legitimized the Assembly elections, including total number of
            Assembly seats and seats reserved for various communities/class, held in April, 1974 in Sikkim’. This led
            to the Election Commission of India and the Union Government extended voting rights to the plains people
            living in Sikkim, and amended the Representation of the People Act, 1951 to abolish 15 seats reserved for
            the Nepalis and reduced B-L seats from 15 to 12. Instead a 32-member assembly was formed with 12 B-L seats,
            two scheduled caste seats, one sangha, and 17 general seats. Apart from the 12 reserved seats, the
            Bhutia-Lepcha could contest election from the General seats as well32. As noted by Gurung (2011: 231–232), ‘Since the 17 seats had been declared an open
            seat, any Indian citizen having names in electoral rolls of the constituency in Sikkim could contest
            election. Nepalis feared that “the people from the plains would gradually oust them from all position of
            importance”. Similarly, the Bhutia-Lepcha people resented the reduction of seats from 15 to 12 seats. They
            contended that since eight other sub-groups were included within the definition of Bhutias, the seats
            actually should have been increased’.
          


          
            The amendments were not well received in Sikkim. According to Gurung (2011: 232), ‘The Amendment (1979/80)
            therefore set the issue of identity in motion in two ways: it
            generated the perception of ‘Sikkimese’ identity and protection of Sikkimese culture vis-à-vis plainsmen
            migrated to Sikkim from various parts of India. Further, it increased the gulf between Nepalis on the one
            hand and Bhutia-Lepcha on the other. Nepalis became unhappy because their seats were abolished while seats
            for Bhutia-Lepchas were retained. The Bhutia-Lepcha on their turn lamented the end of “Parity” guaranteed
            in 1951 and subsequently in 1974. Besides, they were also apprehensive over the reduction of reserved seats
            and dilution of their identity due to inclusion of other Bhutias’. Gurung (2011: 227) further writes, ‘The
            Bhutia elite, who always stood by the view of the Chogyal for a separate identity of Sikkim, had constraint
            admitting merger as a fate accompli, while the Nepalis were largely disillusioned at the outcome of the
            merger when they found themselves alienated from the actual helm of the administrative affair which was
            controlled by officers coming on deputation from different parts of India. Hence, democracy was interpreted
            as the rule by the plainsmen or simply as the ‘Indian’ rule. They openly vented anti-merger feeling with
            the formation of new political parties, which seemingly ‘contributed immensely towards escalation of
            anti-merger sentiment by raising it as the major issue of their political campaigns’. Seemingly, there was
            another reason people were unhappy with the Kazi government. ‘The rise in prices of essential commodities
            put tremendous pressure on the day to day life of the people’ (Gurung 2011: 225).
          

        
      

    

    
      
        Integration of the Limbus in post-colonial Sikkim (1947–Present)


        
          Following the 1950 treaty, the Chogyal is known to have progressively worked in alliance with the Indian
          government to protect and further the dominant group’s interests thereby deepening the colonial legacies of
          nationalism, capitalism and ethnicization. In this ideological and materialistic pursuit, the rights of the
          Limbus have been compromised with their unequal integration into the state structures of pre-merger and
          post-merger Sikkim. Arguably, unequal integration of the Limbus in post-colonial Sikkim is largely associated
          with administrative policies towards the Limbus, which, in many respects, are visibly different in the
          pre-merger and post-merger period. In pre-merger Sikkim, the dominant Buddhist group as the symbolic power
          holders seem to legitimize them as indigenous with their recognition as Tsong, as indicated with the
          reservation of a Tsong seat in the legislative assembly. Whereas in post-merger Sikkim, they are recognized
          as Nepali and increasingly as ST of Nepali origin. This follows the interim period before merger, when their
          Tsong seat was abolished.
        


        
          These categorizations of the Limbus in these two periods seemingly oppose one another as the former indicates
          cultural, religious and historical closeness to the Buddhist dominant group, while the latter indicates
          similar closeness to the Hindu Nepali group, besides being recognized as indigenous to India. From Bourdieu’s
          perspective, both these categorizations portray symbolic power in these two configurations and accordingly
          the Limbu ethnic group’s struggle for distinction in their social world, through internalization and thereby
          legitimation of dominant view. Second, their categorizations portray a two-way relationship between the cognitive and objective structures. In this sense, the Limbu
          ethnic group as agency has entered into a dialectical relationship with the existing structure in these
          differing configurations, thereby legitimizing the dominant view, to protect their material and symbolic
          interests.
        


        
          Therefore, this section will examine the secondary position of the Limbus in the context of relevant
          post-colonial administrative policies particularly in relation to the Bhutias and Lepchas as indigenous
          groups and to a certain extent through their differentiation from the Nepali group of Sikkim.
        


        
          Integration of the Limbus in pre-merger Sikkim (1947–1975)


          
            Integration of the Limbus in pre-merger Sikkim is ambivalent with a period of exclusion and inclusion. The
            argument here is that the dominant group as represented by the Chogyal in alliance with the Indian
            government continued with the inherited British administrative policies until after the 1950 treaty when
            the Chogyal entered into alliance with the Indian government to safeguard the symbolic and material
            interests of the dominant group. Although the Chogyal, as an embodied form of symbolic power legitimized
            the Limbu ethnic group as indigenous to Sikkim, it was possibly misrecognition to the political interests
            of the Chogyal and the dominant group.
          


          
            Indefinite extension of Land Revenue Order No.1 of 1917 and the 1937 proclamation on
            North Sikkim


            
              Land Revenue Order No.1 and the 1937 proclamation on North Sikkim was extended indefinitely in 1956
              indicating an alliance between the dominant Buddhist group and the Indian government, in order to protect
              the lands of the dominant Bhutia-Lepcha group as indigenous groups of Sikkim. Referring to the latter
              notification, Gurung (2011: 411) writes, ‘Nepali settlement and carrying on any business by Nepali
              subjects beyond the river Dikchu in north Sikkim was prohibited’. Perhaps these policies relate to the
              ‘informal understandings’ mentioned by Rose (1969: 34) that took place between the Maharaja of Sikkim and
              the Indian government as an ‘informal appendage’ to the Treaty of 1950 that recognized Sikkim as an
              Indian protectorate. Continuation of this particular British policy in post-colonial Sikkim primarily
              indicates that the Indian government like the British legitimized the dominant Buddhist group as
              indigenous to Sikkim thereby indicating an alliance between two symbolic power holders.
            


            
              In the context of the Limbus, they were once again devalued as Nepali immigrants thereby naturalizing
              their unequal integration into the state structures of Sikkim while subjecting their lands to ownership
              by immigrant and indigenous groups. Referring to the Land Revenue Order No.1 (issued by Charles Bell in
              May 1917) and Tashi Namgyal’s proclamation on North Sikkim (30 August, 1937), Arora (2007: 204) writes
              that after considerable debate in the mid-1980s neither of these laws was revoked.
            


            
              Given the present scenario of expanding capitalism and development, the Limbu lands in west Sikkim are in
              need of more protection as local leaders are pressurized by
              important politicians to coax simple-minded villager Limbus to sell their ancestral lands. This has
              allowed the government and companies to make inroads into Limbu territories to build dams and tunnels by
              compelling them to sell off their lands unlike the situation in north Sikkim. It has also allowed the
              impoverished and alcoholic Limbus to sell off their lands to affluent settlers.
            


            
              Furthermore, according to Gurung (2011: 162), this policy was appropriated by the Tibetans and Bhutanese
              until 1969, which in relation to smaller ethnic groups like the Limbus was highly discriminatory.
            

          

          
            Differential land revenue rates until 1966


            
              This British policy exemplifies the merger of symbolic order and capitalism within the structural
              frameworks of a nation-state whereby those with symbolic value as indigenous stand to gain materially
              whereas those symbolically devalued as immigrants were subjected to discrimination leading to less
              material gain or indeed material loss depending on the produce from the land. Under this differential
              land revenue policy the Limbus as Nepalis had to pay higher rent for the same acre and quality of land in
              relation to the dominant Lepcha-Bhutia group33.
            


            
              As an Indian protectorate, pre-merger Sikkim gradually reformed this British policy to suit the new era.
              In this regard, Rose (1978: 220) writes, ‘The Royal Proclamation of August 30, 1956 declared that this
              discriminatory land revenue system should be eliminated within ten years in order that “all duly
              recognized subjects of Sikkim shall be accorded equal treatment” (Sikkim Darbar Gazette 1956). A
              committee was set up to consider revision of the land revenue system. On the basis of its report, another
              Royal Proclamation was issued on June 7, 1957, announcing a 50 percent reduction of all land tax
              rates34 (Sikkim Darbar Gazette 1957: 1–2). In 1966, all
              discrimination between communities were abolished, with the higher rates levied upon the Nepalis now
              being imposed upon the Bhutias/Lepchas as well.’
            


            
              The reformation of this policy also gives insights into the political consciousness of the Sikkimese in
              post-colonial Sikkim particularly that of the dominated Nepali group who vehemently asserted for equal
              rights. Emphasizing on the role of the dominated group in ‘reforming this policy, Gurung (2011: 163)
              writes, ‘the policy was revoked in 1966 under pressure from the Nepalis who were demanding abolition of
              the discriminatory revenue system since the days of the peasants’ movement in 1949.
            


            
              Arguably, the continuity of this policy was in accordance with the colonial legacy, which gradually
              changed in relation to the broader policy being implemented elsewhere in post-colonial India.
              Nevertheless, the Limbus as Nepalis faced this discriminatory policy until 1966.
            

          

          
            ‘Parity formula’ for equal seat sharing


            
              ‘Parity formula’ was introduced in the May 1951 tripartite meeting between the Chogyal and the other two
              groups: Bhutia-Lepcha and Nepali with an objective of sorting out the problem of representation in the
              proposed State Council with parity formula ‘as governing principle for equal seat sharing between the
              minority Bhutia-Lepcha and majority Nepalis’35. Thereafter,
              the state council was made a 17 member legislative body in which six seats were reserved for the
              Bhutia-Lepcha community and six seats for the Nepali community, and the remaining five seats were the
              nomination of the Chogyal’.36However, discontent soon followed
              mainly because ‘25 per cent Bhutia-Lepcha population was given equal representation with the 75 per cent
              Nepali population.’37As posited by Gurung (2011: 168),
              ‘Politically, the parity formula was the first ever official attempt to restrain the influence of the
              majority Nepali subjects in the political institution of Sikkim’ and that ‘the Nepalis resented the
              parity formula for some additional reasons: it was arbitrarily extended to every conceivable area like
              scholarships, employment, stipends etc which as a majority reduced their opportunities’. Understandably,
              in the context of the Limbus as Nepali, they would have to face tough competition and struggle for
              limited political and economic benefits.
            


            
              In the context of the Limbus, the formation of the state council in post-colonial Sikkim was very similar
              to the colonial and pre-colonial period with the Limbus as invisible. However, this was to change a
              little and for a while, but only in 1965 when 1 seat was reserved for the Limbus, which was dissolved in
              1974 thus portraying the symbolic power of the Chogyal in 1965 and that of the interim government in
              1974. Although lasting just about a decade, their seat reservation recognized their distinct identity and
              their indigeneity to Sikkim. This recognition was also in accordance to the Sikkim Subject Certificate of
              1961 issued by the Chogyal, recognizing their indigeneity to Sikkim before its amendment in 1962.
              Arguably, the Chogyal’s move to legitimize the indigeneity of the Limbus to Sikkim is possibly linked to
              his changing conceptualization of Sikkim as a nation-state with emphasis on indigeneity regardless of
              their non-Buddhist identity. Given the political developments, it also indicates that the king unlike his
              predecessors, intended to infuse a sense of nationalism based on indigeneity, which is noteworthy as the
              concept of nationalism was previously never propagated in Sikkim. In all likelihood, this is also linked
              to the political developments that threatened his supremacy such as Kazi Lhendup Dorji, a Lepcha
              aristocrat leading the Sikkim National Congress party38 formed
              in 1960. Given the scenario of ethnic-divide politics, the Lepchas were more likely to follow the Lepcha
              leadership than remain loyal to the B-L alliance, which symbolized dominance of the Buddhist group in
              Sikkim. In a way, this also portrays the changing sphere of influence with the Lepchas breaking out of
              the alliance to join the Sikkim National Congress party which represented democracy but also merger to
              the Indian Union. Therefore, it was crucial for the Chogyal to win back the Limbus. As far as the Limbus
              are concerned, it becomes very clear that they were a group to reckon with and to bring them within the
              symbolic power holders’ sphere of influence would contribute towards their larger interests—to maintain
              their supremacy or to facilitate annexation to the Indian Union. This is evident through their seat
              reservation in 1965 and its abolishment in 1974.
            


            
              Seemingly, the Chogyal was instrumental in introducing and implementing the ‘parity formula’. However,
              this also indicates his alliance with the Indian government, based on the involvement of Indian
              government representatives in the administration of Sikkim.
              According to Rose (1978: 208–209), ‘reorganisation of the secretariat, then virtually inoperative because
              of constant disruptions that had occurred, became one of the prime objectives of Lall after his
              appointment as prime minister (Dewan)39 in August 1949. This
              was to take nearly five years to accomplish.’ Scholars like Gurung (2011: 167) posit that Nari Rustomji,
              an officer of the government of India as the Dewan of Sikkim and as a member of the Advisory Council was
              the man behind this communal scheme in Sikkim which established the supremacy of the dominant group on
              the basis of protecting the rights and privileges of the indigenous dominant group as a minority. This
              system operated until 1979 and still draws on this system with some modifications.
            


            
              From a statist perspective, safeguarding the interests of minority indigenous groups through state
              policies is justified. In this respect, safeguarding the interests of Bhutia-Lepcha group is not just a
              British legacy but also upholding the commitments upon which Sikkim was gradually merged into India. How
              parity formula or its later modifications integrates smaller ethnic groups like the Limbus, with history
              of indigeneity in Sikkim remains questionable.
            

          

          
            Sikkim subject regulation of 1961 and its amendment in 1962


            
              Sikkim Subject Regulation promulgated on July 3, 1961 mainly aimed to recognize the inhabitants of Sikkim
              prior to Indian independence as Sikkimese subjects or Sikkimese nationals. It conceptualizes citizenship
              by birth and by country of origin thereby portraying Chogyal’s growing awareness towards the western
              concept of nation-state. In this regard, a distinction is also drawn between Sikkimese citizens and
              Indian nationals indicating the desire and intention of the Chogyal to infuse a sense of Sikkimese
              nationalism, to maintain its existence as a separate polity. For this, the regulation prioritizes on the
              indigeneity of its citizens while also including those born and living in Sikkim until Indian
              independence in 1947.
            


            
              In the context of the Limbus, the Sikkim Subject promulgation of 1961 recognized them as indigenous to
              Sikkim at par with the Bhutias and the Lepchas. At the same time, it also drew a distinction between
              Sikkimese Limbus and Limbus of Sikkimese origin from Nepalese Limbus. Clause B of the promulgation
              categorically states that ‘Persons not domiciled in Sikkim but of Lepcha, Bhutia, or Tsong origin whose
              father or grand-father was born in Sikkim’40.
            


            
              Considering the political backdrop, this regulation was promulgated in view of the indigenous Lepchas and
              Limbus supporting a new party, Sikkim National Congress formed on May 20, 1960 which was
              pro-India41, pro-democracy, pro-constitutional monarchy and
              most importantly led by Kazi Lhendup Dorji, a Lepcha aristocrat. As the declaration of the regulation was
              made just prior to the scheduled state council election, it is likely, the Chogyal intended to strengthen
              his position by winning over the loyalty of Lepcha-Bhutias, Limbus and possibly Nepalis. Other factors
              may have had its influence such as regional instability with the Tibetan uprising of 1959, which led the
              14th Dalai Lama to take refuge in India thereby opening up the Tibetan refugee flow to India and
              Sikkim42. In such a scenario, it was important for the Chogyal
              to prove his commitment to his subjects including the Nepalis as opposed to the refugees.
            


            
              However, this promulgation was comprised of several layers which
              created several distinctions and hierarchies and accordingly several inclusions and exclusions on a
              symbolic level. Clause B mentioned above included the Tsongs, Lepchas and Bhutias of Darjeeling, Nepal
              and possibly Bhutan and elsewhere whose origin was in Sikkim thereby legitimizing these ethnic groups
              living outside of Sikkim as indigenous Sikkimese. From a Sikkimese Nepalese perspective, such a
              recognition was detrimental to their interests besides creating a rift in the Nepali group by
              legitimizing the Limbus as indigenous which advertently or inadvertently excluded them. The Sikkim
              National Congress criticized the Regulation of 1961 as anti-Nepali designed to split the Nepali community
              by separating the Tsongs (Limboos) from the community43.
            


            
              Clause C in particular was a symbolic claim to Darjeeling as part of Sikkim as it mentions, ‘Person not
              domiciled in Sikkim but whose ancestors have deemed to be Sikkimese subjects before 1850’. Clause A
              includes the Nepali settlers brought by the British colonials and thereafter but intends to exclude the
              settlers from 1946 onwards as it mentions, ‘All persons of Sikkimese domicile, if born in Sikkim and
              resident there, or if ordinarily resident in Sikkim for not less than fifteen years prior to the
              promulgation of the regulation’. Therefore, it is evident that the regulation was geographically and
              demographically expansive to Sikkimese and people of Sikkimese origin, which in all likelihood would turn
              the Lepchas, Limbus and possibly Bhutias as a majority in relation to the Nepali group.
            


            
              It is evident that the Chogyal government intended to strengthen the alliance with the indigenous
              Lepchas, Bhutias, Limbus and possibly Nepalis with propagation of Sikkimese nationalism. However, it is
              also known that the Nepalese perceived it as a threat to their interests. The promulgation was also
              issued with the decision to enhance the strength of the Sikkim Guard, which was criticized by the Sikkim
              National Congress who expressed apprehension that the force would be used to stifle political
              opposition44.
            


            
              Although the clauses of the regulation indicate a propagation of Sikkimese nationalism which would
              conflict with the forward policy of India as marked by its expansion of Indian neo-colonialism and
              capitalism, it is evident that Indian government legitimated this regulation as according to Gurung
              (2011: 194), political parties, other than the Sikkim National Party, were unanimous in their criticism
              of the Darbar(palace) and against the Indian government for approving it and practicing double standards.
              Questions arise: If nationalism was the objective, legitimation by the Indian government seems
              incongruent. If the inclusion of Nepalis was the objective, not consulting the members of the state
              council remains questionable45. Therefore, it can be only be
              concluded that like the British, the Indian government were duplicitous in their dealing in order to
              achieve their larger interests as Sikkim Subject Regulation of 1961 was issued by the Chogyal with
              approval from the Indian government thereby indicating an alliance.
            


            
              However, owing to public opposition the proclamation was amended on 16 January 1962 and all references to
              Tsongs, Bhutias and Lepchas were removed in the amended version thereby creating relatively fewer
              distinctions and hierarchies. The amended version retained its previous name and year and granted
              citizenship to those born in Sikkim or resident of Sikkim for
              not less than 15 years or who was the wife or child of a Sikkimese citizen.46
            


            
              Few Limbus even view the 1962 Sikkim subject certificate as a dilution to their otherwise restored
              indigenous identity in 1961. According to an educated Limbu elite, the Nepali group rose against the
              citizenship targeting the Limbus as one of the Nepali groups, which compelled the Chogyal to consider the
              case. He mentions that the Limbus being educationally backward and lacking strong leaders could not
              assert their separate identity as Bhutias and Lepchas, particularly with Nepali leaders opposing the
              separate identity of the Limbus in Sikkim. From Bourdieu’s perspective, this portrays the Nepali group’s
              symbolic power in post-colonial Sikkim.
            

          

          
            Reservation of Tsong seat (1965–1974)


            
              The state council was expanded in 1965, from 17 to 24 seats of which 14 seats, including the Nepali and
              B-L seats, were to be elected from four territorial constituencies, three seats (Tsongs, General and
              Scheduled Caste) were to be returned by general constituencies and one (Sangha) by the electoral college
              of the monasteries. The remaining six seats were to be nominated by the Chogyal47. As argued earlier, the Chogyal introduced the Tsong seat to win over the Limbus in
              the backdrop of internal instability. However, results from successive elections indicate the ambivalent
              position of the Limbus to the political situation while also indicating the failure of the Chogyal to
              bring the Limbus under his sphere of influence. The Limbu seat is known to have been secured by their
              independent candidate who did not affiliate to any political party in the 1967 election and the 1970
              election until the fifth council election held in January 1973 which was secured by the Sikkim National
              Congress48, a pro-democracy and pro-merger political party.
              Arguably, this reflects on their identification as a dominated group and on their categorization as
              Nepali in colonial Sikkim. At the same time, this also portrays the sphere of influence upon the Limbus
              based on their ethnicization as a Hindu and a Nepali.
            


            
              Reservation of only one Tsong seat also indicates that their integration was intended to be merely
              symbolic and tokenistic as their recognition of indigeneity was not extended to other policies such as
              the Land Revenue Order No.1. In this regard, this seat was misrecognition of the political interests of
              the Chogyal. Seemingly, the Chogyal also wanted to win over the loyalty of the scheduled castes and the
              pro-Chogyal Nepalis with reservation of one seat each for the SC and the General category. From the
              Sikkimese Nepali perspective, this was a move designed to create a rift in the Nepali group. Both the
              State Congress and the National Congress criticized the introduction of the scheduled caste and Tsong
              seat in the state council49.
            

          

          
            Abolishment of the Tsong seat in 1974 (Interim period 1973–1975)


            
              The Tsong seat reserved by the Chogyal in 1965 was dissolved on May 8, 1973 following a tripartite
              agreement, which authorized the interim period to be headed by
              the government of India. According to Gurung (2011: 274–275), the tripartite agreement was signed between
              the government of India, the Chogyal and the political parties of Sikkim whereby the legislative assembly
              consisting of 32 members was set up replacing the state council. The parity formula was retained as the
              norm for seat sharing between the Bhutia-Lepcha and the Nepali in the Assembly but the Tsong seat and
              provision of nominated members by the Chogyal were abolished. The Election Commission of India conducted
              the election for the first time.
            


            
              Evidently, the agreement reduced the powers of the Chogyal and excluded the Limbus. This new structure
              was officially implemented in the following Assembly election in 1974 whereby 15 seats were reserved for
              the Bhutia-Lepchas and 15 for the Nepalis. The Sangha and Schedule Caste had one seat each50.
            


            
              Referring to the Tsong seat abolishment, Gurung (2011: 129) posits that the community was clubbed with
              the Nepali community for all practical purpose. However, it is evident that the tripartite agreement and
              thereby the signatories legitimized power to the government of India to dissolve the Tsong seat.
            


            
              It is also evident that the Limbus were aware of the developments and unlike in the past, they vehemently
              tried to assert their distinct identity. Following the May 8, 1973 agreement which abolished the Tsong
              seat, Akhil Sikkim Kirat Limbu Chumlung was formed on May 23, 1973 in west Sikkim and at the first
              general meeting of the Akhil Sikkim Kirat Limbu Chumlung, in July 1973, a resolution was passed:
              ‘Chong/Tsong are not Nepali but one of the indigenous groups of Sikkim’ (cf. Chemjong 1973: 34–40 as
              quoted in Arora 2007: 203; Subba 1999: 114). With this statement, the Limbu organization publicly
              asserted for their separate Limbu identity as distinctly different from the Nepali category but their
              demands were ignored and the Limbus were merged into the Nepali category in the 1974 Assembly election.
            


            
              The abolishment of Tsong seat and merger of the Limbus into the Nepali category during the interim period
              with India as a de facto ruler, indicates that the policy of the post-colonial Indian government was
              similar to that of the British colonial government. It is evident that both the governments
              administratively favoured ethnicization of the Limbus to Nepali and towards Hinduization as it would mean
              bringing them under their sphere of influence which was closely linked with their political, economic and
              symbolic interests.
            

          
        

        
          Integration of the Limbus in post-merger Sikkim (1975–Present)


          
            The uncertain status of Sikkim was eventually settled with its integration into India in 1975. Thereafter,
            as the 22nd state of India, Sikkim has undergone changes in its administration with the introduction and
            implementation of several post-colonial Indian policies while retaining few British colonial policies. It
            is also marked by rapid infrastructure developments and capitalistic ventures opening several avenues of
            employment and business opportunities. As a result, Sikkim has become an attractive place for business,
            employment, higher education, and travel among others.
          


          
            However, ethnic-divide policies still prevail, with groups divided and driven to meet their own political
            and economic interests. The dominant group remains protected as
            indigenous while the Nepali group remains a majority and a powerful political force. The Nepali group
            became more legitimate with recognition of the Nepali language as one of the Indian languages in the Indian
            constitution. In addition, plainsmen have also become an important part of Sikkimese society and are
            largely engaged in business and administration.
          


          
            As for the Limbus, their classification has slowly shifted from Nepali to scheduled tribe of Nepali origin,
            which implies a tribal, a Hindu, and a Nepali. Even though the Indian state is associated with Hinduism,
            the Limbus still remain dominated. Their struggle for legitimation as an indigenous group of Sikkim finds
            expression in their differentiations and distinctions which portray their socio-political realities in
            post-merger post-colonial Sikkim.
          


          
            Declaration of the Limbus as Nepali in 1975


            
              The recognition of the Limbus as Nepali in post-colonial Sikkim started with the abolishment of the Tsong
              seat during the interim period in 1973, which was implemented in the 1974 Assembly election with the
              Limbus merged into the Nepali category. A five-member ministry formed as per the Government of Sikkim
              Act, 1974, with no representative from the Limbu ethnic group, further affirmed this. Referring to the
              ethnic composition of the ministry, Gurung (2011: 206) writes, ‘There were two Nepalis (Krishna Chandra
              Pradhan and Bhuwani Prasad Dahal), two Lepchas (Rinzing Tongden Lepcha and L.D Kazi) and one Bhutia
              (Dorji Tshering Bhutia)’. This ministry was of paramount importance as it played a crucial role in
              leading Sikkim to the status of an Associate State of India. However, not a single representative from
              smaller ethnic groups classified as Nepali was chosen. In the context of the Sikkimese Limbus, the ethnic
              composition of this ministry indicates their lack of representation, which was detrimental to their
              interests particularly as a distinct ethnic group indigenous to Sikkim. This became evident when the
              Limbus were classified as Nepalis in 1975.
            


            
              From another perspective, the case of the Limbus in post-merger Sikkim portrays the symbolic power of
              post-colonial India which prefers the ethnicization of the Limbus as Nepali in relation to the
              recognition of their distinct ethnic identity, indigenous to Sikkim. As noted by Arora (2007: 203), ‘the
              government of India rejected the demands of the Limbus for preferential entitlements and ST status. They
              were merged into the Nepali category in 1975 (Kazi 1993: 220–23)’ (cited in Arora 2007: 203). While some
              Limbus differ in their interpretations, they largely explain it with the term ‘dilution’ which
              contextually refers to submersion in a larger and stronger culture where distinctiveness is lost. They
              also tend to blame it on the intrinsic lack in themselves and in their leaders. In his book, Limbu
              linguist, A.B. Subba (2016: 40) links it to the ratified version of the Sikkim Subject Regulation of 1961
              following which the ethnicity and identity of the Limbu community has been frequently challenged with the
              term ‘Tsong’ being increasingly neutralized and the Limbu being clubbed into the Nepali community in an
              elusive manner until they completely lost the title ‘Tsong’ with the merger of Sikkim. Additionally, he
              posits that the Limbus, being educationally backward, lack strong Limbu leaders in comparison to the
              far-sighted Nepali leaders who clubbed Limbus into Nepali, to
              deal with the future identity crisis. In a way, this also reflects on the history of subordination faced
              by the Nepalis as immigrants in Sikkim while simultaneously portraying their symbolic power in relation
              to the Sikkimese Limbus.
            


            
              From Bourdieu’s perspective, both the terms ‘Tsong’ and ‘Nepali’ are ‘cultural arbitrary’ reflecting on
              the imposition of the dominant view on the dominated. In that sense, there is essentially no difference
              with the Limbus’ recognition as Tsong in pre-merger Sikkim, to that of their recognition as Nepali in
              post-merger Sikkim. To this point, the only difference is in the symbolic power holders whereby the
              Buddhist cultural arbitrary is replaced by the Hindu cultural arbitrary. This is consistent with the
              categorization of Limbus as Nepali and in the obliteration of the ‘Tsong’ term from administrative
              policies of post-merger Sikkim. At the same time, it is also important to note that the Sikkimese Limbus
              were not ethnicized as Buddhists with the exception of a few individual cases and therefore much of their
              ethnicization relates to other factors such as the British administrative policies and the cultural
              influence of the high-caste Hindu Nepalis.
            


            
              From yet another perspective, it may be argued that the structural frameworks and its inherited legacy
              have also played a role in the categorization of the Limbus as Nepalis such as the military. The Limbus
              are known to have been recruited as Gorkha soldiers since the colonial period. According to Rose (1969:
              40), Sikkim made a substantial contribution of recruits to the Gurkha battalions and Assam Rifles of the
              Indian army with several thousand recruits from the Nepali Sikkimese community. In proportion of
              servicemen to population, Sikkim compared favourably with any of the Indian states and for this reason
              Chogyal Palden Thondup Namgyal held the honorary rank of major-general in the Indian army.
            

          

          
            Recognition of the Limbu language in 1976


            
              Structural integration of Limbus in post-merger Sikkim has been progressively defined by the recognition
              of the Limbu language. However, official propagation of this language started in pre-merger Sikkim.
              According to the Limbu scholar, A.B Subba, the decision to formally introduce the Limbu language (as
              Tsong language) education in government schools of Sikkim was taken during third council session in
              196851, at the initiative of a Limbu representative52. It has been gathered that the Tsong seat reservation in the state
              council in 1965 has played a crucial role in the propagation and recognition of the Limbu language in
              post-colonial Sikkim. Understandably, the Tsong seat reservation in the state council gave the Limbus a
              voice and the means,53 for the first time in the history of
              Sikkim, to present their demands, through a Limbu representative. From a domination perspective, this
              indicates that their history of unequal integration into the state structures of Sikkim is directly
              linked with their exclusion from the state administration. Other factors such as the political situation
              of Sikkim at this time, have also contributed to their assertions to officially propagate, preserve and
              recognize their language in Sikkim.
            


            
              In post-merger Sikkim, recognition of the Limbu language is linked with the recognition of the Limbu term
              as opposed to the Tsong term, which clearly reflects their
              socio-political reality as Sikkimese Indians. In his book A. B Subba (2016: 62), writes that a cabinet
              resolution was passed on January 27, 1976, which abolished Tsong language as a political term and was
              substituted by new term Limbu language. Continued efforts by influential Limbu scholars like B.B
              Muringla54 have contributed towards the recognition of the
              Limbu language in post-merger Sikkim. In all likelihood, recognition of Lepcha, Bhutia and Nepali as
              official languages of Sikkim in 1977 also contributed towards the Limbus’ demand for their language
              recognition.
            


            
              Gradually, the Limbu language has received recognition in post-merger Sikkim. Elaborating on these
              gradual steps to recognition, Gurung (2011: 128–129) writes, ‘In 1981, the language was recognized as one
              of the state languages of Sikkim and in 1982, Limbu programmes were broadcast through All India Radio,
              Gangtok. In 1985, it was introduced as main subject in the syllabus of the Central Board of Secondary
              Education (CBSE) and in 2000 the University of North Bengal gave permission to teach the language as a
              main subject at the under-graduate level’. In addition, in 2007, when a central university came into
              existence in Sikkim, Limbu language was included as an elective subject and in 2016, it was included in
              the post graduate programme by the Sikkim University55.
              However, the Limbu language teachers feel discriminated as many of them are appointed on an ad-hoc basis.
            


            
              From Bourdieu’s domination perspective, the abolition of the Tsong as a political term once again
              portrays the shift in the cultural arbitrary with the newer symbolic power holders in post-merger Sikkim.
              However, based on the increasing recognition of the Limbu language in post-merger Sikkim, it may be
              argued that structural frameworks have also contributed to the legitimation of the Limbu language, as it
              has been with the recognition of ten other languages in Sikkim. From a positivist approach, such a
              recognition of languages portray the cultural freedom in a state, but from Bourdieu’s perspective,
              operation of many symbolic systems will probably result in several opposing binary classifications of the
              social world where each ethnic group as dominated, will struggle for legitimation. While the Limbus
              struggle for legitimation exists in relation to their exclusion as indigenous in relation to Bhutias and
              Lepchas, such structural frameworks create newer hierarchies with more competition in the social world
              where each one struggles for legitimation and to a certain extent also subsumes the other within this
              hierarchy.
            

          

          
            Scheduled tribe order of 1978 and the Limbus’ struggle for legitimation


            
              The Scheduled Tribe Order of 1978 implemented by the government of India reinstated the legitimacy of
              Bhutias and Lepchas (also B-L group) as indigenous in post-merger Sikkim whereas the Sikkimese Limbus
              were once again excluded. According to Arora (2007: 203), ‘12 seats were reserved in the legislative
              assembly to safeguard their political interests and quotas were allocated in government employment and
              educational institutions’, with the objective ‘to protect the “tribal” interests of the Lepchas and the
              Bhutias who were rendered a political minority with incorporation of Sikkim into India’.
            


            
              Existing statements on the Limbus’ exclusion shed light on
              symbolic power. As noted by Gurung (2011: 130), ‘In 1976 the Kazi government did not recommend Limboos as
              the Scheduled Tribes of Sikkim even though the Central Home Ministry had particularly asked for
              clarification from the State Government as to why Limboos (Tsongs) could not be included in the list of
              Scheduled Tribes of Sikkim’56. Gurung further writes, ‘In
              November 1977, the then Governor of Sikkim, Shri B.B. Lall, wrote to the central counterpart demanding
              restoration of seats reserved earlier for the Limboos in Sikkim Legislative Assembly in concurrence to
              article 371F (f) of the constitution of India57. However,
              Limboos were neither recognized as tribes of Sikkim in 1978 nor seat was restored when the Presidential
              Ordinance seeking to amend the Representation of People Act 1950 and 1951 was issued in 1971’. As a
              result, in 1981 Census, Sikkim’s population was administratively reclassified into Scheduled Tribes
              (Lepchas-Bhutias), Scheduled Castes, Nepali and Others, in accordance with the all-India pattern (Arora
              2007: 203).
            


            
              Regardless, the Limbus demanded their rights and in 1987 the state government is known to have recommend
              the Limbus for revision of the list of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes58. As noted by Gurung (2011: 130), ‘Though there were sufficient recommendations in
              favour of the Limboo community for Scheduled Tribes status, the then Bhandari government reserved the
              special recommendation by stating “We cannot separate the demands. We do not want divide and rule policy.
              All Sikkimese are one”59. Arguably, based on these statements,
              the Limbus’s exclusion portrays the symbolic power of the Sikkimese Nepali group and their sphere of
              influence, which is further linked with material and symbolic resources. In this respect, the Limbus’
              exclusion is based on a struggle for resources in which culture and legitimacy plays a crucial role
              whereby ethnic groups with their identification to symbolic systems like language or religion use culture
              to establish their supremacy. This is also consistent with the Bhutia-Lepchas opposing the Limbus’
              assertion for ST status despite their ST status already being recognized. In this regard, Gurung (2011:
              294) writes, ‘Sikkim Bhutia Lepcha Apex Committee (SIBLAC) in its first ever convention held on September
              23, 2001 adopted a resolution demanding not to grant Scheduled Tribe status to the Limboos and Tamangs in
              the interests of the Bhutias and Lepchas’.
            

          

          
            OBC status to the Limbus


            
              More categorizations followed and more struggle for legitimation. As noted by Gurung (2011: 132), ‘In
              1990, Limbu ethnic group was included in the list of Other Backward Classes (OBC) of Sikkim by the
              central government but the State government headed by the Chief Minister Bhandari refused to implement
              the Mandal Commission recommendations in Sikkim.’60 At the
              same time, the Limbus’ inclusion as ST was again opposed, as according to Gurung (2011: 132), ‘The
              community was also denied the opportunity to be recognized as Scheduled Tribes of Sikkim in 1990 for
              ethnic and political reasons’61. Eventually, in 1994 Chief
              Minister, P.K. Chamling, implemented the Mandal Commission recommendations and Limbus among others were recognized as the other Backward Classes of
              Sikkim (Gurung 2011: 132).
            


            
              In all likelihood, OBC status was well received by the impoverished groups of the Limbus for monetary
              benefits and subsidies, as majority of Limbus were categorized as Below Poverty Line (BPL). According to
              Gurung (2011: 131), the report of the Economic Survey carried out by the Bureau of Economics and
              Statistics, Government of Sikkim, in 1994–95 based on income showed that the majority of Limbu households
              were below the poverty line. However, OBC status did not represent all the Limbus. Most importantly, it
              did not represent their historical struggle for legitimation as indigenous and all the material and
              symbolic benefits that was expected of ST recognition thus leading to further assertions for ST status.
            

          

          
            The Limbus as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ since 2003 and their struggle for legitimation


            
              After much voicing of their ST demand, the Limbus were finally recognized as ‘Scheduled Tribe of Nepali
              origin’ in 2003. This recognition was somewhat ambivalent as ‘ST’ implies an indigenous tribe of India
              but its appendage ‘Nepali origin’ indicates otherwise, whereas in 1978, the B-L group was clearly
              recognized as indigenous to Sikkim. Possibly, this recognition aimed to maintain the Limbus as a
              sub-category of a larger Nepali group while also attempting to recognize them as indigenous to Sikkim,
              which in a way had become a social reality with ethnicization of the Limbus as a Hindu and a Nepali.
              However, this was only partly true and if the Limbus desired to be recognized by their authentic identity
              at the same time as the power structures imposed their view, according to Bourdieu, this is symbolic
              violence. Such ST categorization of the Limbus sheds light on the role structural frameworks play in
              shaping the collective representations— in this case, as an incarnation of British legacy. From
              Bourdieu’s perspective, this essentially reflects on symbolic power ‘as a political power’, ‘as power to
              make groups’, ‘as power to manipulate the objective structures of society’. This is quite evident as even
              Bhutia-Lepchas in the colonial and post-colonial period cannot be fully associated with tribal culture
              but relate more to Buddhism.
            


            
              In addition, ST recognition of the Limbus can also be interpreted as tokenistic in relation to the ST
              recognition of the B-L group, as it did not grant them seat reservation in the legislative assembly,
              thereby excluding their voice in the state administration. Referring to ST recognition of the Limbus and
              Tamangs62, Gurung (2011: 133–134) writes, ‘In January 2003,
              the Limboos and Tamangs were recognized as the Scheduled Tribes of Sikkim without fixing the number of
              seats to be reserved for them in the State Assembly, though notification in this respect is required
              under article 332 of the constitution of India. In the same year the Union Cabinet postponed all issues
              relating to delimitation of Assembly and Parliamentary constituencies till 2026 and the delimitation
              commission formed in 2002 could not carry out separate enumeration of Limboos as they were not Scheduled
              Tribes in 2001’.
            


            
              Thereafter, the Limbus are known to look for seat reservation in
              the legislative assembly based on their ST recognition indicating the hierarchies created. According to
              Gurung (2011: 132), since then the Sikkim Limboo Tamang Tribal Forum and the Sikkim Limboo Tamang Joint
              Action Committee have been demanding reservation of seats within the special provision of articles 371F
              and 332(1) of the constitution of India. According to Gurung (2011: 134), as article 371 (F) is
              non-obstante in nature, recognition of the Limbus and Tamangs as Scheduled Tribes has created an
              anomalous situation. According to Arora (2007: 205), their demands for seats in the legislative assembly
              either from ST quota or by increasing the number of seats in the state assembly to give them separate
              representation both leads to the decimation or dilution of the Lepcha-Bhutia share of power.
            


            
              Although recognized as ST, the Limbus cannot contest elections from the 12 Bhutia-Lepcha seats in the
              State Assembly of Sikkim as these seats are reserved only for Bhutias and Lepchas not as Scheduled Tribes
              but as ethnic communities63. Arguably, such legitimation of
              existing power structure based on ethnicity questions the very recognition of ethnic Sikkimese and
              questions the exclusion of the Limbus as an indigenous ethnic group. From Bourdieu’s perspective, the
              Limbus as agency have entered into a dialectical relationship with the structure where they struggle for
              legitimation to safeguard their collective’s material and symbolic interests. At the same time, they have
              legitimized their subordination by accepting the dominant view as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ through their
              dialectical relationship with the structure.
            


            
              Further, when Limbus were recognized as ST in 2003 then Lepchas were promoted to the most primitive
              tribal group by the Sikkim Assembly in 2005 thereby creating further distinctions within the ST category:
              Most primitive tribal group (Lepchas), ST (Lepchas-Bhutias) and ST of Nepali origin (Limbus-Tamangs).
              Since then, Sikkimese Limbus were also differentiated from Darjeeling Limbus with mandatory double O in
              written form of Limbu. Arguably, such a recognition of the Limbus portrays the cultural arbitrary of the
              symbolic power holders as the Limbu ethnic group remains dominated with their secondary position even in
              the ST domain of Sikkim. From Bourdieu’s perspective of social order, these ‘ongoing process of
              differentiation’ in the ST domain of Sikkim is consistent with his ‘general view of society as a web of
              interweaving fields of struggle over various kinds of resources’. In this sense, these differentiations
              are linked with the struggle for valued resources brought about by cultural socialization. From
              Bourdieu’s perspective, ST recognition of the Limbus essentially portrays the important role played by
              culture, legitimacy and differentiation in social domination.
            


            
              A commission report under the chairmanship of Prof. B. K Burman demanding 20 reservation seats for the
              tribals have been forwarded to the government of India for necessary action but as of now no further
              development has taken place64.
            

          

          
            The modified parity system 1976 and the Limbus assertion as STs since 2003


            
              The Parity System or parity formula was modified again in the post-merger period with stark differences
              such as the obliteration of seats reserved for Nepalis, reduction of the B-L seat and introduction of 17
              general seats, which could be contested by plainsmen residing in Sikkim. Evidently, the power struggle is
              no longer between the Nepalis and the B-L group with newer players introduced into the power structure,
              which required the merging of the Nepali group to the general group. A similar expansive pattern is seen
              in the administrative framework with the Nepali category replaced by general to include plainsmen and
              Limbus. The inclusion of the Limbus in the general category along with plainsmen and Nepalis reflects the
              socio-political realities of the Limbus having to compete with Nepalis and plainsmen apart from
              reflecting the cultural arbitrary dimension to it. In addition, the modified parity system also portrays
              the use of common religion to categorize groups, which is further linked with political power. Possibly,
              the Limbus, plainsmen and Nepalis’ identification or association with the Hindu religion is viewed as one
              common category of ‘General’ as opposed to B-L group associated with Buddhism. The other possibility is
              the association of these groups with their categorization as immigrants, which is not very relevant or
              convincing for post-merger Sikkim.
            


            
              The modified parity system and exclusion of the Limbus is also closely connected with the apprehension of
              the B-L group with their opposition to Limbus’ demand for seats reservation in the legislative assembly
              as STs. They are against sharing their 12 seats with the Limbus and also against reservation of Limbu
              seats outside the 17 open seats in the legislative assembly and have demanded for a corresponding
              enhancement of B-L seat. As posited by Gurung (2011: 299), ‘It seems that there has been a general
              apprehension among the members of the Sikkim Bhutia Lepcha Apex Committee that if seats for the Limboo
              and Tamang are reserved outside the 17 open seats, the domination of the Nepalis over the affairs of the
              state will increase. In other words, the 12 Bhutia-Lepcha seats will no longer remain as decisive as it
              is at present in the making and unmaking of the government’. Although Gurung does not elaborate his
              argument, most likely the apprehension of the B-L group is based on the collective’s previous experience
              as the Tsong seat in pre-merger Sikkim is not known to affiliate to any party in the 1967 election, or
              the 1970 election until 1973 when it was secured by the Sikkim National Congress which was pro-Nepali and
              pro-merger. From Bourdieu’s perspective, B-L group’s opposition to Limbu seats outside 17 open seats
              relates to the Nepali group’s influence on them, which is further linked to the Limbu’s ethnicization as
              a Hindu and a Nepali.
            


            
              As summarized by Subba (1999: 126), ‘Traditionally, the Limbus were animistic like the Lepchas. However,
              in the last century, a large majority of them have become Hindus, and upwardly mobile Limbu families have
              sanskritized their lifestyles. Some of them have become Christians in the Darjeeling Hills and Sikkim’.
              However, since their categorization as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ in 2003, the Limbus have started associating
              with their tribal animistic culture as well, thus drawing a distinction from the Hindu Nepalis as
              manifested through their temples called ‘manghims’. Their ambivalent position is also reflected in their
              association and dissociation from Nepali identity as many Limbus identify with Nepali identity while
              several others associate with both Limbu and Nepali identity. Undoubtedly, Limbus who have been
              recognized for their contribution to Nepali language and literature, identify with both identities.
            


            
              Nonetheless, the state policy of post-merger Sikkim supports the identity of the Limbus as distinct from
              Nepalis, with the preservation of their language. However, their recognition as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ and
              their categorization as ‘General’ along with Nepalis and plainsmen in state assembly indicates otherwise.
              Referring to the Sikkimese Limbus, Gurung (2011: 134) writes, ‘Almost all of them speak Limboo language
              beside the Nepali language. The community has been having, at least, one representative in the
              Legislative Assembly since 1974 and the same has been increased to four after 1999’. However, Limbus’
              remain dominated which indicates that as representatives of the General category, they are not as
              effective as the Tsong seat representatives of pre-merger Sikkim.
            

          
        
      

    

    
      
        Conclusion


        
          The main argument refers to the domination of the Limbus in post-colonial Sikkim as a constant, even though
          their classifications vary in two different configurations of this period, with their unequal integration
          into the state structures. In pre-merger Sikkim, the Limbus were classified as ‘Tsongs’ and even granted a
          seat in the state council but remained dominated. Arguably, this was tokenistic with no protection of their
          lands as indigenous and with inadequate representation of only one seat and was therefore misrecognition that
          served the political interests of the dominant group. However, the Limbus did become visible as an indigenous
          group of Sikkim and they had a voice in state administration, which resulted in the official propagation,
          preservation and recognition of their language. The interim period (1973–1975), however, led to abolishment
          of the Tsong seat while the dominant group’s interests remained safeguarded.
        


        
          In post-merger Sikkim, the Limbus were classified as Nepali and gradually as a scheduled tribe. However, the
          Limbus remain dominated as their ST status did not restore their indigeneity to Sikkim. This is evident with
          the no seat reservation in the state legislative assembly as opposed to 12 seats granted to B-L group through
          their ST recognition. Instead, the Limbus contest from General category in legislative assembly despite their
          ST status which arguably serves the interests of the Nepali and plainsmen as a general and as a majority. In
          this sense, their ST status is misrecognition that obscures the constructed nature of domination. It also
          indicates that they remain categorized as Nepali and that their ST recognition only creates a misperception
          among the Limbus as indigenous. Since their ST status holds little value in safeguarding their interests,
          their scheduled tribe classification is also tokenistic. Yet, the Limbus have legitimized their
          classification by accepting the dominant view as indicated through their dialectical relationship with the
          structure as ‘ST of Nepali origin’, in order to protect their material and symbolic interests.
        


        
          Based on the features of their varying classification in these two differing configurations of post-colonial
          Sikkim, it has been argued that their classification as ‘tsong’ and Nepali is a cultural arbitrary and
          reflects on symbolic power in these two differing configurations thus linking their classifications to the
          interests of the dominant group, to maintain their supremacy or to expand their sphere of influence to
          further their interests. ‘Tsong’ is a Tibetan word and distinguishes the Sikkimese Limbus as separate from
          Nepalese Limbus while also symbolizing their indigenous history in Sikkim particularly in association with
          the dominant Buddhist Bhutia group. Similarly, their classification as Nepali in post-merger Sikkim reflects
          on the symbolic power of this configuration particularly because this classification was based on the
          abolishment of the ‘tsong’ term and tsong seat in the legislative assembly. In addition, their classification
          as ST of Nepali origin draws a distinction from the Hindu Nepalis, while also drawing a distinction from the
          B-L group as ethnic Sikkimese or indigenous to Sikkim. In this respect, the Limbus in both the configurations
          legitimized the dominant view and their secondary position in the social and symbolic order of Sikkim through
          their classification as ‘Tsong’, ‘Nepali’ and ‘ST of Nepali origin’.
        


        
          At the core, a common repeated pattern exists in both these configurations in relation to the Limbus: their
          assertion for recognition as indigenous to Sikkim being repeatedly denied and opposed. In pre-merger Sikkim,
          their demand for recognition of their indigeneity was not very assertive but was not absent either
          particularly after the abolishment of their Tsong seat. Much of this relates to the political climate of
          pre-merger Sikkim with internal strife for democracy and merger led by the Nepali group. In addition, ethnic
          politics was a newly introduced phenomenon in Sikkim with fewer structural frameworks for smaller ethnic
          groups as agency, to enter into a dialectical relationship with the structure. However, all of this became a
          socio-political reality in post-merger Sikkim, which explains opposition faced by the Limbus in post-merger
          Sikkim. In this regard, Nepalis have opposed their demand for the recognition of their distinct identity as
          Limbus and later as ST. Along similar lines, the dominant B-L group has opposed their recognition as ST.
          Arguably, the Limbus’ assertions are linked to their symbolic recognition, which is inseparable from material
          interests. This is evident with the Limbus’ assertion for seat reservation following their classification as
          ST. This is also evident with the Nepali group opposing their demands to be recognized as Limbus and as ST;
          and with B-L group’s objection to their recognition as ST. In this sense, the Limbus’ legitimacy as
          indigenous would diminish the B-L group’s share of resources while also destabilizing their supremacy as a
          Buddhist group. In the context of the Nepali group, they would be deprived of the resources the Limbus would
          be entitled to with their rise in the hierarchy of symbolic order, while also destabilizing their symbolic
          power as a majority. In this case, it becomes evident that culture, legitimacy and differentiation are
          interlinked and play a crucial role in maintaining the symbolic order of inequality in Sikkim.
        

      

    

    
      Notes


      
        
          1 “This protectorate status does not alter the fact that for decades prior to 1947
          Sikkim had been a part of India, its external frontiers being a sector of India’s frontiers.” (Kotturan 1983:
          92)
        


        
          2 The sub-continent as we know it today never formed a single political or cultural unit
          in pre-modern times (Anderson 2012: 10).
        


        
          3 “The general tendency among the rulers was to make the best of the bargaining position
          in which the lapse of paramountcy placed them. The fact that during the Second World War many of the major
          states had strengthened their armed forces could not be ignored. The decision therefore, that, with the
          withdrawal of the British the Indian states comprising two-fifths of the land must return to a state of
          complete political isolation was fraught with the greatest danger to the integrity of the country” (V. P
          Menon quoted in Kotturan 1983: 91).
        


        
          4 Gurung (2011: 222)
        


        
          5 The resolution adopted by the Constituent Assembly reads: “This Assembly resolves that
          the committee constituted by its resolution of 21st December 1946 (to confer with the Negotiating Committee
          set up by the Chamber of Princes and with other representatives of Indian states for certain specified
          purpose) shall in addition have power to confer with such persons as the Committee thinks fit for the purpose
          of examining special problems of Bhutan and Sikkim and to report to the Assembly the result of such
          examination.” (Kotturan 1983: 93).
        


        
          6 “Sikkim is a small frontier state and its population being only.12 million, it would
          be impossible to give it a representation in the Constituent Assembly. Its nearest neighbour is Cooch Behar
          with a population of.64 million. Both Sikkim and Cooch Behar have at different times been under the sway of
          Bhutan and according to one theory the Rajas of Sikkim and Cooch Behar are of Tibetan origin. It would not,
          therefore, appear inappropriate to group Sikkim and Cooch Behar together and to allot one seat to the group.”
          (Kotturan 1983: 92–93)
        


        
          7 Basnet in his work, “Sikkim-A Short Political History” (1974) as mentioned in Gurung
          (2011: 08) and Gurung (2011: 15–16).
        


        
          8 The inauguration of the party also adopted a resolution for political and economic
          reforms which included the three demands to abolish landlordism, form interim government as a precursor to
          democratic form of government and accession of Sikkim to Union of India (Kotturan 1983: 95).
        


        
          9 The declared objective of the National Party was the preservation of the status quo in
          internal affairs. With regard to the state’s relations with India its policy was ominous. Its inaugural
          session passed a resolution which included four clear declarations: a) Historically, socially, culturally,
          Sikkim has closer affinities with Bhutan and Tibet. b) From the geographical and ethnic point of view Sikkim
          is not a part of India. She has only political relations with the latter, which were imposed on her. c) From
          the religious point of view, being lamaist, she is quite distinct from India. d)The policy of the party is to
          maintain intact by all means the indigenous character of Sikkim and preserve its integrity” (Kotturan 1983:
          95–96).
        


        
          10 According to Kotturan (1983: 96), two leaders of Sikkim State Congress Tashi Tshering
          and Chandra Das Rai met Prime Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru and other central leaders in Delhi in December 1948.
          The annual conference of the State Congress that followed thereafter in Rangpo, Sikkim asked people not to
          pay taxes until and unless their demands charted in the inaugural session were met. The state government
          tried to meet the threat by a wholesale arrest of the leaders but there were further public demonstrations in
          support of the State Congress.
        


        
          11 According to Rao (1972: 150), the Maharaja dismissed the popular ministry on 6 June
          1949.
        


        
          12 Dr. B.V. Keskar, the then Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, visited Sikkim to
          investigate. Dr. Keskar found that the differences between the Durbar and the ministry had reached a breaking
          point and came to the conclusion that what the state needed was an impartial, capable administrator to
          restore normalcy (Kotturan 1983: 97).
        


        
          13 Ibid
        


        
          14 ‘The Government of India, having in mind the friendly relations already existing
          between India and Sikkim and now further strengthened by this Treaty, and being desirous of assisting in the
          development and good administration of Sikkim, agrees to pay the Government of Sikkim a sum of rupees three
          lakhs every year so long as the terms of this Treaty are duly observed by the Government of Sikkim. The first
          payment under this Article will be made before the end of the year 1950, and subsequent payments will be made
          in the month of August every year.’ (Rao 1972: 211–212).
        


        
          15 A Pamphlet issued by the Sikkim State Congress in April, 1950 (Gurung 2011: 188).
        


        
          16 Kotturan 1983: 98.
        


        
          17 13th Chogyal was later resurrected as a symbolic head.
        


        
          18 Chogyal P.T Namgyal’s approved national anthem of Sikkim to be played on important
          state functions (Gurung 2011: 198–199).
        


        
          19 ‘…publication of article by Gyalmo (Hope Cook) claiming Sikkim’s sovereignty over
          Darjeeling.’ The Sikkimese Theory of Land Holding and the Darjeeling Grant, by Hope (Cook) Namgyal, Bulletin
          of Tibetology, Vol.III, No.2, dated 21.07.1966, Namgyal Institute of Tibetology, Gangtok. (Gurung 2011: 198)
        


        
          20 According to Kotturan (1983: 103), another interesting development was the formation
          of the “study forum” with the blessings of the Chogyal and the Gyalmo—supposedly an intelligentsia group. The
          group consisted of senior government officials and as unfolded by its activities was really an anti-Indian
          forum meant to harass the Central Government and acquire political and economic concessions to the Sikkim
          Durbar.
        


        
          21 Indo-Chinese conflict of 1962, Indo-Pakistan war of 1965, flare up in Nathu La in
          1967
        


        
          22 The Sikkim National Congress also came to know that the Proclamation of 1953 was
          drafted by the Indian officials and the Chogyal was merely asked to sign (Gurung 2011: 199–200)
        


        
          23 The public resentment against the Chogyal and the government of India continued. The
          Nepalis accused government of India for introducing a system which was anti-democratic in principle and
          communal in intent. The communal representation was the brain child of N. K Rustomji, the then Dewan of
          Sikkim and the friend of the Chogyal, P.T. Namgyal. Rustomji, though considered Parsi Lama, had been
          instrumental in keeping the ethnic communities, i.e Nepalis and Bhutia-Lepcha, politically divided (Gurung
          2011: 199–200).
        


        
          24 Gurung (2011: 195)
        


        
          25 Gurung (2011: 201–203)
        


        
          26 Gurung (2011: 201)
        


        
          27 The National Party secured all seven B-L seats and two Nepali seats. The Sikkim
          National Congress secured five seats including one General and one Tsong seat. The Janata Congress won only
          two Nepali seats. (Gurung 2011: 201)
        


        
          28 Gurung 2011: 203.
        


        
          29 Ashok Raina, exposing the design of New Delhi and its intelligence department in
          Sikkim, writes, “the people’s uprising was the handiwork of the Indian intelligence personnel operating then
          in Sikkim” (Ashok Raina: Inside Raw—The Story of India’s Secret Service, in Ray 1985: 186 as quoted in Gurung
          2011: 202).
          

          The Indian intelligence persuaded the Chogyal to sign on the draft, prepared in advance,
          requesting the government of India to intervene and restore law and order. The army took over the police
          function until relieved by the central Reserve Police Force (CRPF). On 7 April, the Political Officer once
          again persuaded the Chogyal to make a plea to the government of India for taking over the administration of
          Sikkim until some workable formula was evolved. The draft was endorsed by all the 20 members present,
          including Chogyal’s trusted Jigdal Densapa (Gurung 2011: 202–203).
        


        
          30 As per the Government of Sikkim Act, 1974 a five-member ministry led by the chief
          minister L.D Kazi was formed on 23 July, 1974. Ethnic consideration was given due importance in the formation
          of the ministry. There were two Nepalis (Krishna Chandra Pradhan and Bhuwani Prasad Dahal), two Lepchas
          (Rinzing Tongden Lepcha and L.D Kazi) and one Bhutia (Dorji Tshering Bhutia) in the ministry (Gurung 2011:
          206).
        


        
          31 For the immediate purpose of elections, a compromise formula was arrived at, which
          made it possible for many stateless persons to acquire Indian citizenship and vote in the elections (Kotturan
          1983: 150).
        


        
          32 Gurung (2011: 231)
        


        
          33 No cadastral survey had been attempted in Sikkim prior to 1950 and land revenue
          assessments had generally been based upon a system the British political officers borrowed from Nepal, under
          which assessments were calculated in terms of the amount of seed required for a particular plot of land. The
          first cadastral survey based upon more scientific principles of land measurement commenced in 1951 (Rose
          1978: 219–220).
        


        
          34 Standard rates of land revenue were imposed for the same category of land throughout
          Sikkim. This was not the case when the new revenue system was first introduced in 1957, however, as Nepali
          cultivators were assessed at a higher rate than Bhutia/Lepchas—by tradition, one-fifth of production as
          compared to one-eighth (Sikkim administrative report, 1912–1913 1914: 2 as quoted in Rose 1978: 220).
        


        
          35 Gurung 201: 167
        


        
          36 Ibid
        


        
          37 (Basnet 1974: 173; Gurung 2011: 168)
        


        
          38 Sikkim National Congress formed on May 20, 1960 at Singtam (Gurung 2011: 193).
        


        
          39 The title of the Indian official who headed the administration in Sikkim has changed
          over time. From 1949 to 1963 he was called the Dewan (a common title in the former Indian princely states).
          From 1963–1970 the title used was principal administrative officer (PAO), while thereafter the old Sikkimese
          title of Sidlon was used to designate this officer. The change in title was of course not without
          significance. For reasons of convenience, however, I shall refer to this officer as prime minister throughout
          this essay, ignoring the changes in his official designation (Rose 1978: 209).
        


        
          40 Notification No. S/277/61, dated 03/07/1961 (Gurung 2011: 170).
        


        
          41 At the advice of the political officer, the National congress leaders visited Delhi
          and apprised the prime minister of their grievances (Gurung 2011: 193).
        


        
          42 According to Gurung (2011: 194), in view of the 1961 and 1971 census reports about
          the Tibetan population, accounted on the basis of the mother tongue spoken by 500 persons, the Chogyal in all
          likelihood misled the people of Sikkim by showing only a small section of the Tibetan settlers.
        


        
          43 Gurung 2011: 194.
        


        
          44 Ibid.
        


        
          45 Since the Regulation was promulgated without consulting the members of the State
          Council, C.D.Rai demanded certain amendments in the Regulation in the Council meeting in which the Sikkim
          Subject Regulation was placed for discussion (Gurung 2011: 172).
        


        
          46 Sikkim Subject Regulation, 1961 (as amended on 16 January, 1961; 26th July, 1965 and
          3 Dec.1970) (Gurung 2011: 173).
        


        
          47 Sikkim Darbar Gazette, Ex.Gazette, No.9, dated 21.12.1966, Gangtok (as quoted in
          Gurung 2011: 195).
        


        
          48 Gurung (2011: 195–201).
        


        
          49 Gurung 2011: 195.
        


        
          50 Gurung 2011: 203.
        


        
          51 Teaching and learning of Limbu language started with the first teacher Itcha Purna
          Das Mangyung who was appointed on 11th March, 1968 and the first school to start Limboo was Bara Samdong
          Government Primary School in west Sikkim (Subba 2016: 60)
        


        
          52 Harka, Dhoj Tsong was elected as the first councillor from Limbu community. Itcha
          Purna Das was the first Limbu language teacher appointed during his tenure as a councillor (A.B. Subba 2016:
          59–60).
        


        
          53 Fourth general election was held on 9th April, 1970. Padam Singh Tsong from Bandukey
          (Uttarey) was elected as the councillor. In this tenure, seven more teachers were appointed. Before the
          merger of Sikkim into Indian Union, very less number of teachers was appointed but the King Tashi Namgyal and
          the prince Palden Thendup Namgyal deserve a lot of appreciation for their good deed and will be remembered
          forever (A.B Subba 2016: 60).
        


        
          54 B.B. Muringla Nugo (along with Dr. N.K. Jangira), Principal of Pelling School and
          later appointed as the Director of Education to Government of Sikkim in those days also played a crucial role
          to include this language in formal education system. B.B Muringla learned to write Limbu script from his
          father Lal Man Nugo of Lingchom in west Sikkim. He voluntarily taught Limbu language at his home and was
          appointed as a Text Book Writer for Limbu language in the Department of Education in 1976. He is known as the
          modern architect of Limboo script, language and literature and was decorated with Padma Shri award in early
          2017 for his contribution to Limboo language and literature by government of India (A.B. Subba 2016: 61–62).
        


        
          55 (A.B. Subba 2016: 64–66).
        


        
          56 D.O.No.BC/12016/24/75-SCTV, dated 21.07.1976, Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of
          India, Shastri Bhawan, Room No. 604, A-Wing, New Delhi (Gurung 201: 130)
        


        
          57 Excerpt from the letter written by the former Governor of Sikkim, B.B. Lall, to Shri
          T.C.A Srinivasavaradan on 5th November 1977 as quoted in Gurung 2011: 130.
        


        
          58 Copy of the Report submitted by Passang Namgyal, Secretary, SC/ST Welfare Deptt.,
          Government of Sikkim, to Shri Sanchaman Limbu, Minister, SC/ST Welfare Deptt., Government of Sikkim, Dated
          19.08.1987 (Gurung 2011: 130)
        


        
          59 Chief Minister’s note on the Report submitted by the Secretary, SC/ST Welfare Deptt.,
          Government of Sikkim, dated 22.08.1987.
        


        
          60 Sikkim Observer, dated 08/09/1990 (Gurung 2011: 132)
        


        
          61 Copy of the letter written by Mata Prasad, Additional Secretary, Ministry of Welfare,
          Government of India, to the Chief Secretary, P.K. Pradhan, Government of Sikkim, dated 18.12.1991. (Gurung
          2011: 132).
        


        
          62 An ethnic group classified as Buddhist Nepali.
        


        
          63 Though the Bhutias and Lepchas were notified Scheduled Tribes in 1978, the 12 seats
          reserved in the State Assembly continued to be ethnic seats meant exclusively for the Bhutias and the
          Lepchas. No change or amendment was thought necessary in the Representation of the People Act, 1950/51 (as
          amended in 1980), basically on the impression that the groups for whom seats were reserved on ethnic ground
          earlier were alone scheduled tribes too requiring no separate reservation (Gurung 2011: 294).
        


        
          64 Gurung (2011: 134).
        

      
    
  


  
    
      
        5Limbu as a scheduled tribe in contemporary Sikkim

      

      
        
          

          Introduction


          
            The main argument in this chapter deals with the subordination of the Limbus as non-ethnic Sikkimese in
            contemporary Sikkim particularly after the classification of the Limbus as a scheduled tribe in 2003. Their
            secondary position as a scheduled tribe in Sikkim is legitimized through the historical narrative of
            Sikkimese indigeneity, which legitimizes dominant B-L group’s privileged ST status as ethnic Sikkimese
            while justifying the compromised ST status of the Limbus. This indicates that the binary opposing
            distinction of indigenous and immigrant is expressed as ethnic-Sikkimese and non-ethnic Sikkimese in
            contemporary Sikkim. In a way, this recognizes the immigrant groups of Sikkim as Sikkimese while upgrading
            the Buddhist B-L group as ethnic-Sikkimese. Arguably, this is linked with the symbolic and material
            interests of the dominant Buddhist B-L group amidst the majority group of Nepalis and plainsmen in Sikkim.
            This is quite evident with seat reservation of B-L group in the legislative assembly of Sikkim as a
            scheduled tribe while the same does not apply for the Limbus who have to contest from the General seat
            along with the Nepalis and the plainsmen of Sikkim.
          


          
            This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section attempts to deconstruct the historical
            narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity, in relation to the Limbu ethnic group in Sikkim. The second section
            explores the symbolic spaces associated with the historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity,
            particularly that of the dominant Buddhist B-L group and its significance in contemporary Sikkim. The final
            section examines the unequal integration of the Limbus into the state structures of Sikkim as a scheduled
            tribe and the role of historical narrative of indigeneity in legitimizing their subordination as a
            scheduled tribe (For details on political implementation, refer Chapter 4, post-merger post-colonial section). On a broader perspective, this chapter aims to
            find the link between ethnicity, administrative policies (structure), power (supremacy in the social
            structure) and symbolic violence connecting action (agency, mediation or practice) to culture, structure
            and power as proposed by Bourdieu in his structural theory of practice connecting agency and structure in a
            ‘dialectical relationship’ instead of a direct, unmediated response to external structures.
          

        

      

      
        
          

          Deconstructing the historical narrative of indigeneity


          
            The narrative of indigeneity in Sikkim is directly linked with the historical narrative of the dominant
            Bhutia group’s origin in Sikkim. Briefly, the narrative of Bhutia origin in Sikkim presents a ritual
            between the ancestors of Bhutias in Sikkim and the native Lepcha chief recognizing their friendship and
            legitimate migration to Sikkim. According to Arora (2007: 198-199), it is widely accepted that the
            Sikkimese Bhutias migrated from Eastern Tibet in the fourteenth century under the leadership of Khye Bumsa
            (a Tibetan prince of the Mynyak dynasty of Kham). In the fourteenth century, a covenant was solemnized
            between the representatives of the Bhutias (Khye Bumsa) and the Lepchas (Tekong Tek) that legitimized
            Bhutia migration and settlement (Dolma and Namgyal, 1908: 12–13 as quoted in Arora 2007: 198–199). This is
            locally known as the blood-brotherhood treaty and is commemorated with stone structures located at Kabi
            Lungchok in North Sikkim where the historic marker based on oral tradition marks instead the event to
            thirteenth century. This narrative while establishing their legitimate ancient migration also maintains
            that the Bhutias are of royal descent thus also suggesting superiority by virtue of belonging to an elite
            group.
          


          
            Scholars, due to the inconsistencies found in it, have questioned the historicity of this origin narrative.
            According to Mullard (2011: 36–43), inconsistencies were found in the chronology of events and actors when
            a later historical source (BGR) was compared with seventeenth century source material (LSG)1 which was further confirmed through Tibeto-Sikkimese clan study. Based
            on similarities in language shared with Bhutanese clans, van Driem (Driem 1998: 84 as quoted in Mullard
            2011: 77) points to the Tibeto-Sikkimese settlement period as being the ninth century. The Tibeto-Sikkimese
            migration pattern as summarized by Mullard (2011: 36) is that there were probably different migrations to
            Sikkim which occurred at different times, and that these waves of migration into Greater Sikkim,2 came from many different locations both within Tibet and along the
            Himalayan ranges, and continued well into the twentieth century3. This argument is quite consistent with Risley’s classification of Bhutias4 into three waves of migration. This is also consistent with most
            migration studies which posits that migration of people to a place cannot be contained to a singular wave
            and cannot be associated with a singular reason or event. For centuries, people are known to have migrated,
            starting from early humans from Africa in waves or groups separated by time and space accounting for
            different push and pull factors. Therefore, it is quite evident that the narrative of origin does not fully
            represent a collective identity called Bhutias who are believed to be descendants of the legitimate
            immigrants from the fourteenth century having come to Sikkim under the leadership of Khye Bumsa. Instead,
            it has served to legitimize the Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy and to facilitate the establishment of the
            Sikkimese state. In contemporary times, this narrative also serves as the narrative of indigeneity,
            legitimizing their supremacy while naturalizing the subordination of the Limbus as merely Sikkimese or
            non-ethnic Sikkimese.
          


          
            Although the Sikkimese historical narrative of indigeneity is based on an event that supposedly took place
            in the fourteenth century, the narrative itself was largely shaped
            by socio-political factors of the nineteenth century ‘as response to the British presence, and as part of
            the process of creating the first national histories for Sikkim’5. In this respect, this historical narrative exists in relation to the dominance of the
            British in Sikkim whereby the dominant Bhutia group, felt the necessity to prove their dominant position
            over other groups by virtue of being indigenous to Sikkim. Although the British maintained the protectorate
            status of Sikkim, their expanding colonial and capitalist structures6 while apprehending, also influenced the dominant Bhutia group with its western concept
            of nation-state that came along with its key components of national history and legitimacy. This influence
            becomes evident in comparison to the existing local culture of oral histories including that of the
            dominant Bhutia group, which also finds its way into the written historical narrative of indigeneity. In
            this regard, the main objective of this historical narrative of Bhutia origin in Sikkim even though derived
            from oral history was to legitimize their dominant position to the nation-state of Sikkim during the
            colonial period.
          


          
            The narrative of Tibeto-Sikkimese origin portrays the historic meeting that supposedly took place between
            the native Lepchas and the immigrant Bhutias in the fourteenth century following which the Lepcha chief
            legitimized the migration of Bhutias. However, Sikkimese indigeneity is conceptualized in relation to the
            state of Sikkim, which did not exist in the thirteenth century when this event is deemed to have taken
            place. It is not even known if Lepchas or Limbus existed as distinct ethnic groups then as in our
            contemporary understanding of ethnicity, or if ethnicity played the same role as it does today with the
            formation of nation-states. Not much is known about the demarcated area that belonged to the Lepchas either
            and whether the Lepchas ever conceptualized their belonging to the place in such a manner in the first
            place. In all likelihood, there were no finite demarcations, as in the case of Sikkim with Tibet, well into
            early twentieth century (for details refer chapter on colonial Sikkim). The shared clan names7 between Lepchas and Limbus possibly provides a further insight.
            Arguably, the inhabitants, with relatively little contact with outsiders were not concerned with ownership
            and expansion of the land as a nation-state and were simply known as the generalized Monpas by the
            Tibetans. This is also evident from the LMT treaty of 1663 which according to Mullard (2011) is the first
            available documented evidence that makes a distinction between the Lepchas and Limbus with the Limbus
            distinctly being referred to as Tsongs while the Lepchas were referred to as the Monpas. Otherwise,
            according to Mullard (2011), the term monpa was a general term for non-Tibeto-Sikkimese people. Therefore,
            the concept of Sikkimese indigeneity exclusively based on this narrative does not represent the total
            social reality as with many dominant narratives of indigeneity in the region and in the country. Instead,
            it was constructed as narrative of indigeneity out of political and cultural concerns to legitimize their
            supremacy in colonial Sikkim. Seemingly, this argument is more plausible as the narrative tries to portray
            the meeting and ceremonial event that took place in the fourteenth century as history written in the early
            twentieth century during the advent of the British colonials in Sikkim. Such a necessity to prove their
            belonging to the nation-state of Sikkim was seemingly not important until then.
          


          
            From Bourdieu’s perspective, use of the narrative of
            Tibeto-Sikkimese origin as a marker of indigeneity reflects the ‘cultural arbitrary’ and ‘worldmaking
            power’ of the symbolic power holders as it overlooks the history of the older inhabitants, if indigeneity
            were to be defined in relation to the previous settlers; or the narrative of state formation or LMT treaty,
            if indigeneity were to be defined in relation to the formation of a nation-state or through acceptance of
            the Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy by the other coexisting groups. To this end, like in many other places in
            the world, the concept of indigeneity in Sikkim is also a rather imposed one, reflecting on the strategies
            pursued by the symbolic power holders to maintain their supremacy rather than presenting the complete
            social reality. Most importantly, the aim is not to prove which group is more ancient but rather how a
            nation-state creates hierarchies in which the dominant group with symbolic and cultural capital is
            integrated and others like the Limbus with contentious belonging to the state as indigenous are unequally
            integrated in competing hierarchies, that results in their struggle for legitimation. Arguably, it is not
            about indigeneity in the context of a nation-state otherwise the high-caste Indo-Nepalese would not be the
            dominant group in Nepal. Rather, it points to the symbolic and cultural capital, which in the case of
            Sikkim relates to their historical narrative of Tibeto-Sikkimese origin as a legitimized historical
            narrative of indigeneity.
          


          
            The narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity and the Limbu


            
              As a symbolic system, this narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity of Sikkim essentially serves the dominant
              Bhutia group and has been strategically interwoven with the indigenous Lepchas known for their relatively
              complacent nature. While maintaining unity and collective existence with the Lepchas as a B-L group, it
              naturalizes the invisibility of the Limbus as Chongs/Tsongs, whose alliance allowed the first king
              Phuntsog Namgyal to establish Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy over the Lepchas and the Limbus in the
              seventeenth century. In the context of the Limbus, this is problematic as Sikkimese indigeneity exists in
              relation to Sikkim which came into gradual existence with the subordination of Lhopos, Monpas (Lepchas)
              and Tsongs (Limbus) as documented in LMT treaty. In addition, the historical narrative of Bhutia origins
              in Sikkim was constructed as narrative of indigeneity in the twentieth century when the dominant group
              had already shared a historical coexistence with the Limbus in Sikkim. Therefore, from a statist
              perspective, the narrative of indigeneity was strategically constructed to protect and preserve the
              symbolic and material interests of the dominant Buddhist B-L group in Sikkim.
            


            
              Understandably, the problem lies, not so much in the narrative of Tibeto- Sikkimese origin in itself but
              rather in its legitimation as Sikkimese history and in its implementation to measure Sikkimese
              indigeneity particularly in relation to the Limbu ethnic group. As Weber and Bourdieu contend that
              exercise of power requires legitimation, it is argued that such legitimation of this narrative has
              maintained the supremacy of the dominant group while subordinating the Limbus. This narrative as a marker
              of indigeneity, with its opposing binary distinction distinguishes the Limbus as immigrants in relation
              to the indigenous B-L group which is also evident through their administrative categorization as Nepalis
              and ‘ST of Nepali origin’. All the three distinctions have been
              interchangeably used or implied in differing contexts and in differing historical periods but essentially
              means non-indigenous or the symbolic ‘other’. Since its construction during colonial period as the
              history of Sikkim, this narrative has progressively functioned to maintain the distinction between
              indigenous and immigrants through its reinstatement and implementation in exclusionary administrative
              policies and through discourses.
            


            
              Further, unlike the colonials who initially distinguished the Limbus as separate from Nepalis, the
              History of Sikkim written by the king and queen in 1908, does not draw a clear line as the history
              progresses and also associates Limbus as ‘Paharias’8 later
              categorized as a Nepali ethnic group. Evidently, they distinguished the Limbus as the cultural ‘other’.
              This can be understood in the portrayal of the Limbus as savages as compared to the Lepchas, in the
              book9. In all respects, such a portrayal of the Limbus is not
              devoid of cultural and socio-political bias considering their shared history of strategic marital and
              political alliances. Therefore, in this regard, the exclusion of the Limbus as indigenous arguably
              reflects the position-takings or ‘choices’ made by the dominant group to preserve their cultural and
              political interests in relation to the socio-political realities of the twentieth century. Such a
              portrayal of the Limbus in the early twentieth century is not consistent. For example, a well-acclaimed
              Limbu intellectual in Sikkim posited that food habits of the Limbus led to the distance with Bhutias and
              Lepchas, as Limbus were non-beef eating. This argument seems more consistent in the context of Limbus in
              colonial and post-colonial Sikkim with the Limbus under the influence of Hindu Nepali culture as opposed
              to Lepchas who increasingly came under the influence of Buddhist Bhutia culture during these historical
              phases. Otherwise, historically the Limbus are known to eat beef. In Nepal, it is known that they
              gradually gave up beef-eating after imposition of the Hindu law that prohibited cow killing. In this
              context, an educated Limbu elite in Kathmandu explained how criminalization of cow killing and beef
              eating led to loss of lands and slavery or ‘kamara-kamari’10
              because people could not pay outrageously hefty fines for eating beef. Based on such a context, it may be
              argued that the ethnicization of Limbus to Hindu Nepali culture led to a cultural and accordingly
              socio-political gap between the Limbus and B-L group making them feel closer to Nepali culture and
              identity than with Buddhist Bhutia culture. Their close association with Nepali language and literature
              was another deciding factor.
            


            
              Several other factors may have also contributed to determining the historical narrative of
              Tibeto-Sikkimese origin as a narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity as opposed to a historical narrative of
              state formation. Factors such as the integration of the Limbu principalities into the nation-state of
              Nepal, the recurrent attack of Gorkhas on west Sikkim which resulted in shifting of the kingdom’s capital
              from West Sikkim to Tumlong in North Sikkim and later to Gangtok in East Sikkim, recruitment of Limbus
              into the British Gurkha army also from Sikkim may have led to the exclusion of Sikkimese Limbus from the
              narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity. Apparently, all of these factors structurally contributed and
              facilitated the construction of the Limbu as a Hindu and a Nepali thus dissociating them further from the
              Buddhist dominant Bhutia group and their sphere of influence. In such a context, exclusion of Limbus from the indigenous discourse was seemingly strategic, made
              out of political concerns.
            


            
              Given the fact that in the backdrop of British colonial expansion, the concept of nation-state was
              gaining importance in the region and undergoing rapid transformation11, the narrative of indigeneity undergirds the supremacy of the dominant group based
              on the socio-political reality of the twentieth century. Seemingly, both the internal and external
              conditions as well as cultural and political concerns also determined the narrative. Therefore, it is
              argued that the narrative of Tibeto-Sikkimese origin as a marker of indigeneity was intended to maintain
              the Tibeto-Sikkimese supremacy connecting the practice to culture, structure, and power. Considering the
              choice of this narrative to the narrative of state formation, in all likelihood, the narrative intended
              to establish the ancientness or nativity of Tibeto-Sikkimese to the place. As a narrative of indigeneity,
              it also sheds light on the concept of indigeneity that can be legitimized by the powerful as ‘world
              making powers’ and that ancientness alone does not define and legitimize the concept of indigeneity
              particularly in relation to its political implementation.
            

          
        

      

      
        
          Symbolic spaces and symbolic dimensions of power relations


          
            Symbolic spaces in Sikkim have become more visible and numerous in contemporary Sikkim. This is chiefly
            because the structural framework, under the aegis of ecclesiastical department, supports the construction
            of such places as religious sites or with the construction of religious institutions. At the same time,
            several ethnic groups also take the initiative to recognize such sites as their religious place by making
            financial contribution, while also seeking partial support from the ecclesiastical department of Sikkim. In
            this sense, it has become a norm to come across such symbolic spaces in Sikkim. The common theme in all
            these symbolic spaces is the narrative of historical association to the place mainly by virtue of religious
            myths. From Bourdieu’s perspective, symbolic spaces in Sikkim portray the two-way relationship between the
            objective structures that facilitate the construction and preservation of such spaces; and of the cognitive
            structures which believe in the religious myths associated with the place. Arguably, at the core, these
            symbolic spaces and their narratives are essentially linked with the symbolic order in Sikkim—that of the
            Buddhist B-L group as indigenous to Sikkim in relation to other groups. To this end, the national history
            of Sikkim written by the king and queen during colonial Sikkim legitimized and maintained the symbolic
            order in Sikkim.
          


          
            This section mainly deals with symbolic spaces that were preserved or constructed in post-merger Sikkim
            which are linked with the discourse of Sikkimese indigeneity. Otherwise, symbolic spaces are bountiful,
            starting with mountains, lakes and rivers which are associated with religious myths of several groups
            mainly Lepchas, Bhutias, Limbus and as religious Hindu sites.
          

        

      

      
        
          Symbolic spaces of the Buddhist B-L group


          
            Evidently, the symbolic order in Sikkim has been set by the historical narrative of indigeneity, the
            material existence of which is at Kabi Lungchok in North Sikkim,
            approximately 20kms away from capital Gangtok. This historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity
            essentially deals with the oral history of the dominant Bhutia group’s origin in Sikkim, also written on a
            tin board issued by the Ecclesiastical Department of the Government of Sikkim. This historical marker while
            mentioning Lepchas and Bhutias as indigenous tribes of Sikkim also informs us that the historical narrative
            is based on the oral tradition. It contains the historical narrative of Bhutia origin as marked by the
            blood brotherhood event sworn between Khye Bumsa, the great ancestor of the Bhutias and Thekong Tek, the
            Lepcha chief priest that legitimized the immigration of Tibeto-Sikkimese people to the place. The powerful
            spirits of the valley who were invoked for the same purpose supposedly witnessed the event. As per the
            content in the historical marker this place is protected albeit as a place of worship under the Government
            of Sikkim in 2001, which is a relatively recent date given its historical significance in Sikkim. The
            sanctity accorded to the place clearly indicates the coexistence of sacredness and thereby religion, with
            history or an historical event. However, this is not exclusive to the dominant Buddhist group of Sikkim.
          


          
            What is noteworthy is the correlation between the symbolic value accorded to this place by the dominant
            Buddhist B-L group and its late protection as an important place. In a way, this possibly reflects on the
            growing political and religious concerns based on the socio-political realities whereby it became necessary
            to prove and legitimize their dominant position to the British colonials by writing national history and in
            post-merger Sikkim by giving visibility to their symbolic space. In this respect, protection and visibility
            of Kabi Lungchok as a symbolic space portrays the growing necessity of the Bhutias to reinstate, preserve
            and legitimize their indigeneity to the place in post-merger Sikkim. At the same time, it also reflects on
            the objective structures that shape, visibilize or create such symbolic spaces. For example, the
            recognition and protection of this site was shaped by the government policies of India which supports
            preservation of such sacred places of collectives, as is also evident in the notification displayed.
          


          
            The historic marker also mentions that the event took place in the thirteenth century, which is
            inconsistent with the written Sikkimese historical narrative which dates the event to the fourteenth
            century. It is further mentioned that they put their feet in a vessel filled with animal blood and erected
            a stone to mark the event which quite likely does not match with the Limbu version which narrates that the
            blood used was that of a sacrificed Limbu. As the practice of human sacrifice for ceremonial events is
            unknown in the known history of this region and in these three communities, the Limbu version which so far
            exists only as oral history is undoubtedly a manipulated one, as with all oral histories, as a strategy to
            suit the existing socio-political realities. From a power relation perspective, the Limbu version possibly
            symbolizes their assertion for inclusion as indigenous and may reflect on the internalization of cultural
            subjugation as iconized by the Limbu martyr Srijunga II.
          


          
            As there are no written markers to indicate which of the stone or stones were erected during the historical
            event mentioned in the narrative, it is generally understood that possibly more than one stone was erected,
            all of which are relatively larger and partly buried inside the earth with several loose stones piled
            on top of them and revered with colourful khadas (ceremonial scarfs) adorning them. Perhaps a particular stone does not matter to the
            devotees in relation to the sanctity of the entire place as is reflected by the khadas
            on more than one stone and by the man-made stone structures in this place. Several smaller loose stones
            piled on top of one another as well as some hanging on a thread suspended from the branches of the huge
            tree is a common practice here. Generally, in the absence of signboards, it is a known practice to
            construct such piled stone structures as markers or signposts in the valleys, mountain passes, forests and
            large dried river beds to guide the travellers along the route that in all likelihood leads to a village
            but in this context, these stone structures perhaps exemplify the human tendency to replicate what it
            represents rather than what it is. Use of stones and invocation of spirits to mark a ritual and an event
            while portraying on the practices of thirteenth or fourteenth century also indicates the animistic
            practices of both the Lepchas and Bhutias. Even if this represents a singular event in the past, which may
            not represent the history of all Bhutias and Lepchas of Sikkim, it still indicates that the event took
            place much before the advent of Buddhism among the dominant B-L group. In this context, this place has
            nothing to do with Buddhism but numerous Buddhist flags flutter in this place mainly adorning the steps
            leading to the stones under the huge tree. All of this perhaps indicates the importance of religion for the
            institutionalization of the state and the internalization of the collective Buddhist B-L identity in
            Sikkim.
          


          
            The symbolic event that supposedly took place at Kabi Lungchok is replicated in other public and social
            spaces as well thus adding to the visibility of the indigeneity narrative. One such symbol is the ‘statue
            of unity’, which was located at Mahatma Gandhi Road popularly known as M.G Marg, considered as the heart of
            the capital and as a popular hangout place for the tourists and locals. The statue of unity quite
            understandably depicts the meeting between the Tibetan prince Khye Bumsa and Lepcha chief, Tekong Tek and
            being located at a strategic location also functioned to familiarize the locals and tourists with the
            discourse of indigeneity as indigenous history. For a few years now, it has been moved to a domed house
            nearby that supposedly includes a meditation and prayer facility. The dome as such is to reflect the
            Sikkimese tradition and culture12 while leading to further
            institutionalization of a symbolic space. In addition, it is seen that shared common spaces in hotels also
            function to reproduce this narrative. Hotels mostly owned by Bhutias and people of Tibetan origin usually
            display this narrative as a history of Sikkim, akin to an art gallery in their corridors, hallways or in
            the lounge. Tourist brochures issued by the tourism department of Sikkim are similar.
          


          
            In the context of Sikkimese Limbus, Kabi Lunchok and related symbolic spaces portray symbolic dimensions of
            power relations. While it resurrects the dominant Buddhist B-L group as indigenous to Sikkim, the Limbus
            recede into oblivion thus obscuring the Limbus’ history in Sikkim. Undoubtedly, these symbolic spaces
            reinstate their legitimacy as an indigenous group in Sikkim. It also portrays their political and cultural
            concerns and possibly reflects their own struggle to maintain their supremacy in the larger social world of
            increasing hierarchies, with Sikkim as a state of India that has led to the accommodation of more and more
            people from neighbouring countries and from mainland India. In the case of the Limbus, however, use of this singular event in the remote past as a narrative of Sikkimese
            indigeneity devalues the history of the Limbus as indigenous to Sikkim thereby legitimizing their dominated
            position in the social and symbolic order of Sikkim.
          

        

      

      
        
          Symbolic spaces of the Limbu


          
            In contemporary Sikkim, discourse of indigeneity is visibly historicized with the construction of symbolic
            spaces in the geographical landscape of Sikkim which it is argued, advertently legitimizes the dominant
            group’s supremacy while also portraying on competing narratives of indigeneity to the place. Arguably,
            existence of such symbolic spaces reflects on the process involving internalization of the narrative and
            its reproduction in the social structure by sustaining it in the collective memory. In the context of the
            Limbus, it is argued that such a symbolic representation of indigeneity, naturalizes the invisibility of
            the Limbus in the indigenous discourse thereby naturalizing the unequal hierarchies in the social
            structure.
          


          
            There is no doubt that the Limbus’ history in Sikkim has been obscured by the singular event of the
            blood-brotherhood treaty through its legitimation as the historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity
            which is not a rare case as people in and around this region are known to believe in myths as historical
            truths, and even more so, if it is linked with religion. Although the narrative of indigeneity excludes the
            Limbus, their oral history precedes even this time period of Bhutia origin in Sikkim. For example, the
            Limbus are known to call themselves as “Loongbongba-Khambongba” with “loong” and “kham” meaning stone and
            soil while “bongba” means origin. In other words, the Limbus refer to themselves as having originated from
            stone and soil. This is also translated as the original inhabitants of the Himalayan belt since the origin
            of stone and soil. This is also similar to their autonym “Tembongba” meaning original inhabitants of the
            place. Understandably, such oral history cannot be limited to institutions like nation-state but
            encompasses the entire geology of the Himalayan region originally inhabited by the Limbus. While such
            representation of their origin indicates their worldview, trying to make sense of their existence to their
            place; it also indicates that the Limbus have not found their rightful place as original inhabitants of the
            Himalayan region, which is linked with the formation of nation-states and their struggle for legitimization
            within these institutions. In this regard, the most prominent and visible aspect of their struggle for
            legitimization is symbolized in the embodied form of the Limbu linguist and martyr Srijunga. In doing so,
            they have created their own historical narrative of indigeneity by highlighting on Srijunga, which dates
            back to pre-colonial Sikkim. At the same time, this narrative also portrays the cultural domination of the
            dominant Bhutia group in pre-colonial Sikkim. In this respect, the Limbus’ historical narrative of
            indigeneity involves Srijunga and exists in relation to the symbolic order of Sikkim as the main objective
            of their symbolic spaces is to state their belonging to the place as one of the indigenous groups at par
            with the Lepchas.
          


          
            Akin to the practice of the dominant group in resurrecting their symbolic spaces, the Limbu ethnic group is
            also known to resurrect their symbolic spaces particularly as
            ‘manghims’ or temples, which portray their struggle for legitimation in Sikkim. Srijunga Manghim at Bermiok
            in South Sikkim is one such manghim, which exists directly in relation to the dominant group. As it
            commemorates the martyr Limbu linguist Srijunga II, the manghim also serves to legitimize their history to
            the place, as a history of cultural subjugation, thereby making a distinction in the given social world.
            Such a form of distinction also maintains the Limbus’ counter-narrative as a historically and culturally
            dominated ethnic group in Sikkim in the collective memory (For more details refer Chapter 6).
          


          
            Recent erection of three stone structures or ‘Nehanglung’ at Lingbit (Rimbik) in west Sikkim is noteworthy
            as it indicates resurrecting the primitive practices when the Limbus did not institutionalize their beliefs
            as religion. According to Buddhi L Khamdhak, assistant professor of Limbu language, “It was a practice in
            the past to perform Nehangma ritual in front of Nehanglung for the protection, progress and prosperity of
            the head (male) of the family as well as that of the Khamdhak clan and Limbus in general. It is believed
            that this ritual provides protection from misfortunes, illnesses, accidents or natural calamities”. Most
            importantly, these stones emphasize the indigeneity of the Limbus as a scheduled tribe by portraying their
            primitive practice. This also means going against the norm of constructing manghims, which symbolize
            institutionalization of their animistic practices into a religion. In September 2019, these stone
            structures were inaugurated and indicate recognition and preservation of the place as it was partly funded
            by the ecclesiastical department of Sikkim while the land was purchased through financial contributions
            from the Khamdhak clan. In a way, this practice is also quite similar to the Bhutia-Lepcha way of practice
            of marking ritual at Kabi Lunchok in fourteenth century. Arguably, this is yet another way of portraying
            their primitive practices and therefore indigeneity to the place. These stones also commemorate the place
            that is home to two giant pine trees which are believed to have grown from pine trees planted by the
            ancestors of the Khamdhak clan. This village is largely inhabited by the Bhutias and the Limbus and even
            houses a huge church. It is also believed that the village of Singpen inhabited by Khamdhaks are
            descendants of these ancestors from Lingbit. Arguably, ‘Nehanglung’ alongside these pine trees indicates
            preservation of their history to the place while also portraying a more ancient Limbu way of marking the
            history to the place.
          


          
            Nonetheless, such symbolic spaces with emphasis on their narrative of indigeneity are not limited to the
            Bhutia, Lepchas and Limbus. Other groups are also known to emphasize their belonging by linking it with
            religious myths. For example, it is common to comes across narratives related to ancient the Hindu link
            with the Kirateshwar temple in west Sikkim which is home to Shivalinga, meaning stone symbolizing Shiva’s
            phallus which is considered an object of worship. It is believed that this Shivalinga belongs to the
            ancient period of Mahabharata and is interwoven around religious myths that essentially emphasize on the
            sacredness of the place for Hindus and emphasizes their ancient association with the place. Therefore,
            other communities including the Nepalis are known to legitimize their belonging to the place through the
            construction of religious symbolic spaces. In fact, legitimation in this context is a continuous process
            with all communities competing to build temples, statues, and
            manghims to legitimize their belonging. Therefore, resurrection of the past in the landscape to legitimize
            their present and define the future is a common pattern in both the dominant and the dominated groups. In
            all likelihood, such a practice reflects on the dialectical relationship of the agency with the structure
            to further the collective’s interests either as an ethnic group with their religion such as the Limbus or
            as a larger religious collective such as Hindus or Buddhists et al.
          


          
            Limbu as a scheduled tribe and their struggle for legitimation


            
              The Limbus struggle for legitimation in contemporary Sikkim largely relates to their classification as a
              scheduled tribe from 2003 onwards. In this context, their devaluation as non-ethnic Sikkimese can be
              understood in relation to the ST recognition of the B-L group in 1978. When the B-L group was recognized
              as ST in 1978 by the government of India, it reinstated their indigeneity as ethnic Sikkimese. In this
              sense, ST status for B-L group meant a new term given by the government of India for their previous
              existing legitimacy as indigenous Sikkimese, which evidently reflected in continued reservation of their
              seats in the legislative assembly. As noted by Gurung (2011: 294), ‘Though the Bhutias and Lepchas were
              notified Scheduled Tribes in 1978, the 12 seats reserved in the State Assembly continued to be ethnic
              seats meant exclusively for the Bhutias and the Lepchas. No change or amendment was thought necessary in
              the Representation of the People Act, 1950/51 (as amended in 1980), basically on the impression that the
              groups for whom seats were reserved on ethnic grounds earlier were alone scheduled tribes too requiring
              no separate reservation’. It is also known that the merger of Sikkim to India led to the abolition of
              ethnic seats for Nepalis as these seats were classified as General to include plainsmen residing in
              Sikkim which could be contested by B-L groups as well while the B-L group’s seats were reduced from 15 to
              12 (For details refer chapter 4 on section ‘Amendments to
              Representation of the People Act 1950 and 1951 of India’).
            


            
              Following B-L group’s recognition as a scheduled tribe in 1978, the Limbus are known to have asserted for
              ST recognition which was finally granted to them in 2003 but the Limbus remained dominated as their ST
              status was not at a par with the B-L group. Instead, they occupied a secondary position as a scheduled
              tribe. The Limbus were recognized as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ which carries a rather ambivalent meaning and
              implies both indigenous and immigrant at the same time. The devalued form of their ST status was also
              evident in legislative assembly seats as no seats were reserved for the Limbus. As a result, despite the
              Limbus being recognized as a scheduled tribe, they contested the election from General assembly seats.
              For the Limbus, this was a disparity as a scheduled tribe, but was done as they associated seat
              reservation in the legislative assembly to scheduled tribe status which essentially means indigenous to
              India and therefore to Sikkim as well. This was also because when the B-L group were recognized as STs in
              1978, they retained 12 seats in the legislative assembly along with other rights, reservations and
              privileges whereas the Limbus were categorized as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ with no reservation of ethnic
              seats in the legislative assembly. The narrative of B-L group as
              ethnic Sikkimese legitimized their unequal integration as a scheduled tribe of Sikkim as their seats were
              ethnic B-L seats and also as a political minority.13 To this
              end, the scheduled tribe status granted to the Limbus is just a new term to their subordinate position in
              the symbolic order. For the Sikkimese Limbus, this was problematic as they interpreted scheduled tribe
              status as indigenous. Second, reservation of their Tsong seat in pre-merger Sikkim was a testimony to
              their indigeneity in Sikkim. LMT document, further documents their historical association as Sikkimese
              but all these factors were seemingly not taken into consideration for the Limbus as a scheduled tribe.
              From Bourdieu’s perspective, this is inter-generational reproduction of symbolic violence whereby the
              newer categorizations appear to be inclusive while continuing with the older categorizations and
              structures that devalued and subordinated them in the first place.
            


            
              However, ambivalence is also seen in the cognitive structures of the Limbus, which relates to Bourdieu’s
              perspective that refers to cognitive structures as internalization of social structures. For example,
              while the ST category symbolically recognizes them as indigenous to India, the Nepali sub-category raises
              question on their symbolic recognition as indigenous. Such a paradoxical practice of inclusion and
              exclusion is also seen in the practice of the Limbus, where as a dominated ethnic group they have
              administratively accepted their recognition as ST of Nepali origin but on the other hand they have
              publicly declared themselves as separate from Nepalis, which is further portrayed in their newer cultural
              practices as symbolic forms and processes. Therefore, it is argued that the Limbus, as a dominated ethnic
              group by accepting the unequal social hierarchy as a natural order have reproduced the symbolic order of
              inequality because although ST or Scheduled Tribes basically means indigenous in India, but in Sikkim it
              means non-ethnic Sikkimese as it comes with an appendage of Nepali origin. In this context, by accepting
              to be recognized as ST of Nepali origin, in their struggle for legitimation, the Limbus have accepted the
              unequal social hierarchy as a natural order and continue to struggle for legitimation with assertion for
              seat reservation in the legislative assembly.
            


            
              Although the Limbus have been recognized as scheduled tribe, they can contest the election from general
              seats in the legislative assembly for which the Limbus have to either compete or work together with the
              Nepalis and the plainsmen whose seats are reserved as General. This is significant from Bourdieu’s view
              on collective identity and collective consciousness as such structural frameworks facilitate the
              identification of the Limbus as a Nepali and a Hindu thus giving continuity to their older categorization
              as a Nepali. Arguably, this would further determine their sphere of influence as well. On the contrary,
              their recognition as a scheduled tribe creates misrecognition among the Limbus as a recognition of their
              distinct cultural identity separate from the Nepalis whereas the appendage Nepali origin again indicates
              otherwise.
            


            
              From Bourdieu’s perspective, the historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity as a dominant symbolic
              system while legitimizing the stratified social systems of hierarchy and domination without powerful
              resistance and without the conscious recognition of their members also maintains and reproduces symbolic
              violence. According to Bourdieu, the answer can be found by
              exploring how cultural resources, processes, and institutions hold individuals and groups in competitive
              and self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination. In this context, it is the legitimation, which
              naturalizes the unequal power relations and hierarchies, as with the reservation of seats based on the
              status of ethnic Sikkimese. Arguably, if the Limbus have been categorized as STs of Nepali origin, then
              Bhutias too should have been categorized as STs of Tibetan origin. Therefore, such a categorization
              reflects on the world-making power of the dominant group as symbolic and cultural capital holders which
              is linked to the dominant worldview interlinked with historical particularities.
            


            
              As such distinctions are linked with the material and symbolic interests, it is seen that the distinction
              of Limbus as non-ethnic Sikkimese hinders their political representation and this stands as the core
              issue for the Sikkimese Limbus. The meaning of non-ethnic Sikkimese, as given by the dominant group, is
              basically derived in the context of not having seat reservations in the state legislative assembly which
              is largely seen in relation to the seat reservation for the Bhutias and the Lepchas and in relation to
              their history of the Tsong seat. Almost all educated Limbus talk about this injustice done to them in the
              context of LMT, which establishes them as indigenous to Sikkim and in the context of their history of
              Tsong seat reservation. From Bourdieu’s perspective, it may also be argued that by granting the Tsong
              seat to Limbus during the pre-merger post-colonial period, the dominant group intended to accumulate
              symbolic capital as a ‘capital of trust’ in the backdrop of a threat to their supremacy. Although the
              dominant group is known to have legitimized the Tsongs as indigenous, seemingly it was out of their own
              political concerns to maintain their supremacy. This argument is consistent in the post-merger period
              with the unequal integration of the Limbus as non-ethnic Sikkimese. For example, B-L group is known to
              have opposed the Limbus’ assertion for seat reservation in the legislative assembly. It was supposedly
              done for fear of diminishing their resources through further sharing but arguably, it was done out of
              cultural concerns as well. As noted by Gurung (2011: 299), ‘It seems that there has been a general
              apprehension among the members of the Sikkim Bhutia Lepcha Apex Committee (SIBLAC) that if seats for the
              Limboo and Tamang are reserved outside the 17 open seats, the domination of the Nepalis (possibly with
              plainsmen) over the affairs of the state will increase. In other words, the 12 Bhutia-Lepcha seats will
              no longer remain as decisive as it is at present in the making and unmaking of the government’.
            


            
              On a broader perspective, the dominant discourse of indigeneity in Sikkim also sheds light on the larger
              policies on the discourse of indigeneity in India as Scheduled Tribes and how it has been utilized in the
              asymmetrical federal state of India. In this context, it is evident that the dominant group utilized this
              model of positive discrimination to safeguard their political and economic rights. At the same time, it
              also reinstates the argument made in chapter 4 that the
              dominant group entered into alliance with the ruling power of India in order to protect its interests
              while furthering the interests of the Indian government. Therefore, it is posited that the alliance
              between the dominant group of Sikkim with the ruling elite representing the Indian government plays an
              important role in the perpetuation of symbolic violence on the
              Limbus through the continuation of exclusionary administrative policies which safeguards the political,
              economic, cultural and symbolic interests of the dominant group while excluding the others. It is also
              argued that these administrative policies have been largely driven by the expansion of Indian
              neo-colonialism and capitalism necessitating the Indian government to enter into an alliance with the
              dominant group to further their interests in Sikkim. In the post-merger period, the inclusion and
              exclusion process of the Limbus are fundamentally determined through the simultaneous processes of
              ethnicization (as General, as Nepali origin) and de-ethnicization (as ST) brought about by these
              administrative policies (which gives emphasis on the collectives as STs or SCs rather than focusing on
              the individuals, their history and their economic conditions).
            


            
              Generally, in the social context, it is seen that Sikkimese Limbus consider themselves as indigenous
              while the communities under the Nepali fold like to include the Limbus as Nepalis and the Bhutias like to
              make a distinction within the Limbus before considering them as indigenous. In one of my interviews with
              a renowned Bhutia elite, he clearly made a distinction between Tsongs and the Limbus by continuously
              evading the mention of the Limbus and made an emphasis on Tsongs as indigenous. Seemingly, the subtle
              separation of the Limbus and the Tsongs by the Bhutia political elites connotes Tsongs as indigenous and
              Limbus as immigrants from Nepal. Seemingly, such distinction goes even deeper as U Tsongs and Khar
              Tsongs, with U Tsongs as Buddhists and Khar Tsongs as Hindus. Such distinctions are quite similar to the
              division of Limbus by the high-caste Hindu Nepali Brahmins into Lhasa and Kashi gotra (refers to descent
              by patrilineage in Sanskrit) dividing Limbus by place of origin with Lhasa suggesting Tibet and Kashi
              suggesting Varanasi in India. Arguably, both these distinctions refer to the ‘cultural arbitrary’ and
              ‘world-making power’ of the dominant worldview to bring them within their sphere of influence by
              identifying with each dominant group. Accepting the dominant view of Kashi gotra means upholding the
              supremacy of high-caste Hindu Nepali Brahmins and allowing them into the internal fabric of the Limbu
              household by believing in their beliefs including believing in the fortune-telling of Brahmins which for
              many gullible laypersons becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. As noted by A.B Subba (2016: 22), ‘There is
              neither Kashi nor Lhasa gotra in Limboo sub-clans. Nobody has emigrated so far from Kashi. It was just a
              divide and rule policy during the merger of Sikkim with Indian Union and also by the King of Nepal,
              Prithvi Narayan Shah during his campaign for the unification of Nepal in 1770s’. As Lhasa refers to
              religious and holy place of Buddhists Bhutias and Kashi refers to holy and religious place of Hindus, it
              is understood that these distinctions are linked with religion in order to spread the dominant religion
              and worldview among the Limbus.
            

          
        

      

      
        
          Conclusion


          
            This chapter, while exploring the classification of the Limbus as a scheduled tribe in contemporary Sikkim
            with focus on the historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity posits that the contemporary classification
            of the Limbu is continuity to older classifications and structures that subordinated them. The main
            argument refers to the construction of Limbu as a scheduled tribe, which cannot be equated to indigeneity
            in Sikkim. Instead, this classification draws two different structural trajectories as scheduled tribe, and
            therefore separates from a Hindu. At the same time, their categorization as General along with the Nepali
            and plainsmen in legislative assembly facilitates their collective identity as ethnicized Hindu Nepalis.
            These two forms of objective structures for the Limbus in Sikkim while creating an ambivalent identity and
            position also leaves them dominated. Therefore, while the state maintains and reproduces the hierarchy of
            social structure through new terms and classifications creating ‘misrecognition’ among the dominated, the
            dominant discourse of Sikkimese indigeneity serves to legitimize the unequal integration of Limbus into the
            state structures of contemporary Sikkim. In doing so, the dominant group maintains their supremacy by
            maintaining the symbolic order of ethnic inequality, which according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence. It
            is also understood that ethnicities, identities and other distinctions are not to be absolutized or
            essentialized as they are merely constructions and are rather fluid by nature. As exemplified in this
            context, ethnicities are constructions by the state as it is only then that certain hierarchies emerge in
            the social structure, which fundamentally operates on the logic of inclusion and exclusion. Most
            importantly, the Limbus by accepting their classification as ST of Nepali origin have also accepted the
            dominant view thus reproducing their subordinate position in the symbolic order of Sikkim. From another
            perspective, the Limbu ethnic group as agency have entered into a dialectical relationship with the
            structure through their acceptance of ST recognition and as a subcategory of the Nepali group thus
            portraying their struggle for legitimation in the given social world, as an exclusive ethnic group with
            recognition of the Limbu language as a distinct language and through other distinct cultural practices.
          

        

      

      
        Notes

      
    


    
      
        1 La sogs rgyal rabs. LSG is six folios in length written in dbu med and was found in the
        private collection of T.D Densapa Barmiok A mthing (Mullard 2011: 56).
      


      
        2 ‘Greater-Sikkim’ denotes the wider region of Sikkim (which may fall outside the
        contemporary boundaries of the state), a region of the eastern Himalaya stretching from the watershed of the
        Arun river in the west to the Wang chu river in the east; the Mchod rten nyi ma range in the north to the
        plains of Siliguri in the South (Mullard 2011: 36–37).
      


      
        3 Excluding the migration of Tibetan refugees after the Chinese occupation of Tibet there
        seems to have been a substantial movement of Tibetans from eastern Tibet during the 1920s. These migrants
        settled in regions close to the Sikkim-Bhutan border (Mullard 2011: 37).
      


      
        4 Gurung 2011: 106
      


      
        5 According to Mullard (2011: 190), his book has attempted to show there was a development
        of traditional historical narrative for both the origins of the Sikkimese people and kings and for the state
        formation of the Sikkimese state. Eventually, these narratives, which began with changes made to the religious
        history of Sikkim by ‘jigs med dpo bo’ and others (see chapter
        seven, pages 165), matured into narratives of
        political identity in opposition to the growing presence of the British in Sikkimese affairs. According to him
        (2011: 188), these ideas were later incorporated into the historical works of nineteenth and twentieth
        centuries, as response to the British presence, and as part of the process of creating the first national
        histories for Sikkim.
      


      
        6 Although the British upheld Sikkim’s status as a British protectorate which is
        theoretically considered as non-colonized but in practice the Sikkimese royals were powerless while the British
        administered the kingdom. For details, please refer historical chapter on colonial Sikkim.
      


      
        7 Among us, i.e., the Rong, we acknowledge these mid-region folks as our own kith and kin.
        Formerly, we jocularly called this section of our tribesmen as ‘Nembang-moo Rongs who had built the Lepcha
        version of the Tower of Babel in the south-western part of Sikkim, where they were found in the not too-distant
        past (Foning 1987: 132). According to Foning (1987: 131), each clan name invariable ends in ‘moo’ meaning
        ‘dwellers of’ as they have derived their clan names from the locality or village they have originally come
        from.
      


      
        8 The term ‘paharia’ is synonymous with parbatiyas and pahadis which basically means hill
        people and referred to Indo-Nepalese in Nepal. According to Gellner (2007), the dominant groups who spread
        throughout the country as landowners, priests, administrators, soldiers, and policemen, were the bahun
        (brahman) and chetri (kshatriya) castes. With them went associated low castes, principally kami (blacksmiths),
        sarki (leather workers), and damai (tailors). Together these groups are called parbatiyas (hill people) or
        pahadis. (Some refer to them as Indo-Nepalese). This was a simple but effective caste system and the tribal
        groups were slotted into the middle, below the chetris, but above the untouchable artisans (Economic and
        Political Weekly, May 1, 2007). However, the term has increasingly included the ‘matwalis’ and ‘paharia’ in
        Sikkim and Darjeeling also incorporates mongoloid features which in all likelihood represents the mixing of two
        races and cultures.
      


      
        9 The Tsongs are thus very unscrupulous about taking life and fond of flesh and blood,
        which at once proclaim itself of their savage propensities. (pg.23 under pedigree of Sikkim Kazis)
      


      
        10 Kamara means slave in Nepali with kamari used for female slaves and is linked with the
        imposition of country law criminalizing killing of cow, bahun (brahmin) and women. The law clearly drew a
        distinction in protecting a selective few but also was used as to tool to subjugate the indigenous people.
        According to the Limbu educated elite, people used to a certain cultural practice and being uneducated did not
        know the severity of the Hindu law and were executed for butchering a cow and punished for eating beef. The
        fine was outrageously hefty and led to doing away with their lands and resulted in becoming a slave, known as
        ‘kamara kamari’ in Nepal.
      


      
        11 With several independent coexisting principalities being absorbed to form a
        nation-state under the most powerful king as in the case of Nepal or as in the case of Bhutan with emergence of
        a king over several territorial chieftains.
      


      
        12 http://sikkimnow.blogspot.de/2014/07/dome-to-be-constructed-over-statue-of.html
      


      
        13 In 1978, only the Lepchas and the Bhutias were recognised as Scheduled Tribes and
        twelve seats were reserved in the legislative assembly to safeguard their political interests and quotas
        allocated in government employment and educational institutions. Special safeguards were justified in order to
        protect the ‘tribal’ interests of the Lepchas and the Bhutias who were rendered a political minority with the
        incorporation of Sikkim into India. However, no special provisions were made for the Damai, Kami, Lohar, Majhi
        and Sarki who were recognised as Scheduled Castes in 1978. The Nepalis would elect political representatives
        for the seventeen general seats (Arora 2007: 203)
      

    

  


  
    
      
        6Configurations of symbolic violence in Sikkim, Darjeeling and
        Nepal

      

      
        
          

          Introduction


          
            The central argument posited in this chapter is that the Limbus in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal have been
            unequally integrated into state structures based on the devaluation of their authentic Limbu cultural
            identity, which was first constructed and naturalized by the process of their ethnicization. In Nepal, they
            have been excluded as inferior Hindus by the dominant high-caste Hindu Nepali group1 based on their indigeneous culture, which includes several implicit
            characteristics such as Mongoloid race, Matwali jaat2, Janjaati3 and
            Kirat4 identity, despite their
            ethnicization to Hindu Nepali culture. In Sikkim and Darjeeling, their ethnicization to Hindu Nepali
            culture devalues them as inferior and immigrant as is also indicated from their administrative
            categorization as ‘Nepali’ and increasingly as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ which legitimizes their unequal
            integration into state structures. Invariably, in all three settings, the Limbus have been associated with
            Hinduism and yet remain dominated as ‘the cultural other’ or ‘the cultural inferior’.
          


          
            Therefore, this chapter, using the newer cultural practices among the Limbus, attempts to compare the
            configuration in Nepal with those in Sikkim and Darjeeling. In particular, the chapter engages with the
            publicly visible cultural phenomenon of manghim worship, as a symbolic form and process, to mainly
            introduce and interpret the varying manifestations of symbolic violence. On a broader perspective, this
            chapter explores and examines the concept of symbolic violence, ethnicity and inequality within state
            structures and in the regional context through comparisons.
          


          
            This chapter has been divided into three principal sections. The first section exclusively engages with
            ‘manghim’ worship among the Limbus in all three settings, while the second section attempts to add to the
            discussion with several other symbolic dimensions such as the script, appearance and icons. The third
            section briefly touches upon other newer cultural practices and their variations in each setting.
          

        

      

      
        
          “Manghim” worship among the Limbus


          
            ‘Manghim’5 or ‘temple’ worship among the Limbus is a relatively
            new cultural phenomenon, with the group inherently associated with animism. Therefore, these cultural practices are not intrinsic features of Limbu culture as a collective,
            but rather carry a political content and exist in relation to a particular configuration of the state. In
            this regard, following Bourdieu’s relational mode of enquiry which stands in sharp contrast to the
            ‘substantialist’ approach, I argue that manghim worship is relational, specific to relative competitive
            positions in particular social and historical contexts. Accordingly, the practice of manghim worship, as a
            symbolic form and process, along with other symbolic forms and processes that comes within its ambit,
            reflect the symbolic dimensions of power relations in the given social world. In other words, the symbolic
            struggle of the Limbus for social distinction, as embodied in manghims fundamentally exists in relation to
            other co-existing groups particularly the dominant groups, to safeguard the collective’s material and
            symbolic interests, through legitimation, within the framework of state structures. For example, as
            indigenous ‘Kirats’ in Nepal and as ‘ST (Scheduled Tribe) of Nepali origin’ in Sikkim and Darjeeling. At
            the same time, manghim worship as a symbolic dimension of power relations, also portrays the important role
            symbolic systems such as religion and culture play in legitimation and hence naturalization of unequal
            social order within the framework of state structures. Arguably, these ‘legitimate understandings’ of the
            social world by the subordinate Limbu group, which are inherently based on the conceptual discrimination of
            superior-inferior culture as a ‘taken-for-granted, natural, inevitable state of affairs’ is portrayed in
            the symbolic dimension of manghim worship. For Bourdieu, this is symbolic violence, as it distorts the
            authentic identity of an individual or a collective, for legitimation in the social world. Therefore, from
            Bourdieu’s perspective, such a distortion of authentic cultural identity not only relates to the ‘doxic
            submission’ of the Limbu ethnic group to the dominant worldviews through the devaluation of their cultural
            identity as inferior, but also suggests ‘something more insidious than the idea of false or wrong beliefs’,
            ‘a bending under the weight of domination’.
          


          
            Manghim worship in Nepal


            
              The existing concept of manghim seemingly originated in Nepal. The first manghims were established in
              Nepal during the first half of the twentieth century6 and are
              directly associated with Limbu legendary icon, Phalgunanda, also revered as ‘Mahaguru’ meaning great
              guru, in Nepali, Hindi and several other north Indian languages. Since its origin, the manghim is known
              to emerge as a symbol of indigenous Kirat identity mainly of Rai and Limbu ethnic groups, while the
              symbolic dimensions in manghim worship portray their Hinduization to the dominant Hindu Nepali culture.
              In this context, using Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence, I argue that the Hinduization of the Limbu
              ethnic group in Nepal has been fundamentally based on the internalization of the dominant view which
              differentiates the culture and cultural practices of animist Limbu ethnic group as inferior in relation
              to that of the dominant Hindu Nepali group. Arguably, this has also manifested in the concept of
              ‘reformation’ and in the Hinduized concept of ‘Kirat’, associated with manghim worship in Nepal.
            


            
              Understandably, the concept of Reformation, as propagated by
              Phalgunanda, is the core concept around which the cultural practice of manghim worship has originated
              thus implying a necessity for change in Limbu cultural beliefs. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
              Limbus perceive his main contribution as a reformer, for which he is regarded highly. In this respect,
              several elite Limbu interviewees in Kathmandu pointed out that Mahaguru Phalgunanda was a great reformer
              who made huge efforts to bring awareness about the demerits of existing Limbu culture, such as expensive
              cultural practices, animal sacrifices, and alcoholism. However, despite Hinduization and Reformation
              being two sides of the same cultural process of ethnicization, these respondents focused on Reformation
              while overlooking or understating the more prominent, dominant and significant process of Hinduization.
              From Bourdieu’s domination perspective, this relates to the ‘doxa’ of the social order, that naturalizes
              the dominant process of Hinduization and therefore portrays symbolic violence with the acceptance of
              domination as a natural order and hence indicates a lack of ‘conscious recognition of its members’
              towards the constitution and the reproduction of unequal social systems in which they exist. In a way,
              this also reflects the worldview of the Limbu ethnic group, with Reformation as the core concept upon
              which the process of Hinduization progressed. Nonetheless, while propagating Reformation, Phalgunanda is
              known to use the dominant Hindu Nepali religion as a yardstick to measure civilized culture as indicated
              through the adoption of dominant cultural beliefs and practices, which advertently or inadvertently
              portrays a ‘lack’ or ‘backwardness’ in animistic culture of the Limbus. Therefore, from Bourdieu’s
              perspective, manghim worship, arguably portrays the ‘doxic submission’ of the subordinate Limbus to the
              dominant worldviews and hence to Hinduization, thus directing their symbolic struggle towards
              ethnicization to the dominant Hindu Nepali culture, while still remaining differentiated from the
              dominant as inferior indigenous Kirats.
            


            
              From Bourdieu’s perspective, such a narrative and worldview of Reformation rather than Hinduization,
              seemingly carries an element of ‘misrecognition’. Referring to such misrecognition in symbolic practices,
              reiterating Bourdieu, Swartz (1997: 43) explains that symbolic practices, deflect attention from the
              interested character of practices and thereby contribute to their enactment as disinterested pursuits.
              According to him, activities and resources gain in symbolic power, or legitimacy, to the extent that they
              become inseparable from underlying material interests and hence go misrecognized as representing
              disinterested forms of activities and resources. In this context, it may be argued that the Reformation
              was a ‘misrecognition’ to Hinduization and that preaching in the Limbu language by a local Limbu cultural
              figure, was a ‘misrecognition’ to the cultural and political hegemony that was to follow considering
              cultural hegemony as the imposition of language. The historical particularities show that Phalgunanda’s
              religious and cultural reformation took place during the time when Hindu ideology and religion was
              already introduced in the social structure of eastern Nepal as criminal and civil law but the hegemony
              was compounded thereafter particularly with the imposition of a one language, one nation policy7. The impact of such hegemony has been huge and, according to Subba
              (1999: 125), no other concept could, perhaps, supersede ‘ethnocide’8 as a description of what happened to the Kiratas and other such peoples in eastern Himalayas. According to him, ethnocide for the Kiratas
              and Lepchas also meant the almost total replacement of their traditional values, beliefs, festivals,
              rituals and even language9. Therefore, considering that the
              dominant Hindu Nepali religion and cultural beliefs were already imposed as judicial measures in eastern
              Nepal during the time of Phalgunanda, in all likelihood he entered into a dialectical relationship with
              the structure, to protect the material and symbolic interests of the Limbus.
            


            
              While the majority of the Limbu cultural elites would view Phalgunanda’s influence as Reformation, rather
              than Hinduization, a highly-educated Limbu elite was relatively outspoken about Phalgunanda’s role in the
              Hinduization of the Limbu culture. According to him, manghim worship started with Phalgunanda who built
              several temples in Limbuwan10. But he regards him highly for
              another reason which is ‘championing’ the cause of the Limbu language by propagating the practice in the
              Limbu language as he translated and performed all the Hinduized rituals and prayer ceremonies in the
              Limbu language, a practice that his followers known as ‘Satihangma sect’, have maintained. Such an
              outlook of this Limbu cultural elite give an insight into other facilitating factors to Hinduization such
              as the use of indigenous language, but also brings us to Bourdieu’s concept of ‘misrecognition’ embedded
              in the disinterested pursuits which in all likelihood, made the process of ethnicization of the Limbus
              relatively easy, with a lesser degree of resistance. At the same time, it also gives an insight into the
              dialectical relationship between an agency and structure. Regardless, the respondent’s outlook on
              Phalgunanda championing the cause of the Limbu language may have looked significant for the corresponding
              time period; its long term outcome, however, has been questionable with a lack of persisting structural
              frameworks to preserve and propagate the Limbu language in Nepal. For example, although the Limbu
              language along with other indigenous languages have been included in the primary school curriculum as per
              the ILO guidelines, the implementation of it remains doubtful. According to Limbu respondents, the Limbu
              language is not taught as one of the languages in schools, not even in the Limbu-inhabited areas of
              eastern Nepal. Some schools have included the Limbu language but on ad-hoc basis with no proper
              incentives for both the students and the teachers. Clearly, such neglect reflects on the administrative
              policies of Nepal with continued implementation of the dominant view that gives least priority to
              indigenous languages. Such ‘cultural arbitrary’ and influence of dominant culture intertwined with
              modernity has had stronger impacts on the younger generation of Limbus who are unable to comprehend and
              speak Limbu language while the older generations can at least speak it, but may be unable to read and
              write. Moreover, the emergence and popularity of competing religions such as Loveism propagated in the
              Nepali language also indicates the increasing use of the Nepali language as opposed to the spoken Limbu
              language used by Phalgunanda and his followers.
            


            
              Furthermore, the concept of Reformation also gives an insight into the deeper socio-political issues
              intertwined with socio-cultural practices of the Limbus that resulted in progressive land loss to
              immigrant high-caste Hindu Nepalis. This mainly concerns violation of the treaties that had granted
              autonomy to the Limbu territories in return for the merger to the Gorkha kingdom of Nepal. The change in
              the government’s administrative policies led to the gradual
              dissipation of autonomy and conversion of their protected ancestral ‘kipat’11 lands into ‘raikar’12 lands, all of which
              resulted in large-scale migration and settlement of high-caste Hindu Nepalis in eastern Nepal followed by
              pauperization of the Limbus. Instead of implementing a policy of protectionism for the indigenous, the
              government governed by the dominant Hindu Nepali group had opened the doors that resulted in the
              exploitation of the indigenous Limbus13. Evidently, such
              socio-political changes created conditions of vulnerability and exploitation due to the Limbus mortgaging
              their ancestral lands to the high-caste Hindu moneylenders at high interest rates, which they often
              failed to pay back largely due to the compounded effect of these high interest rates. In this regard, the
              historical exploitation of Limbus in eastern Nepal by the high-caste Hindu Nepalis has been
              well-researched14. From Bourdieu’s concept of the ‘habitus’,
              Phalgunanda as an individual from the dominated group portrays his incorporated cognitive beliefs that
              limited him to see the possibility of altering the objective structures. Possibly, this explains why he
              called for change or Reformation in the intrinsic nature of the Limbus instead, as under the changing
              socio-political realities, their vulnerability as a dominated ethnic group had been already aggravated by
              their extravagant lifestyle and socio-cultural practices. From such a perspective, his concept of
              Reformation is fundamentally linked with protecting the material assets of the Limbus, mainly their
              ancestral lands, from the immigrant high-caste Hindu Nepalis. However, whether or not, such adoption of
              dominant cultural beliefs reformed the Limbu society is debatable, and relative, as ritual killing and
              consumption of animals with perhaps the cow as an exception, is still largely predominant in Nepali Hindu
              festivals. For example, the tradition of ritual killing and sacrifice of animals during Nepal’s most
              important and widely celebrated Hindu festival of ‘Dasai’. The Limbus are still prone to alcoholism which
              is largely a socio-economic problem brought about by a sense of despair in one’s inability to change
              their prevailing circumstances. Invariably, the dominant process of Hinduization remained persistent
              whereas the process of Reformation lost ground.
            


            
              In a similar manner, the Hinduized concept of ‘Kirat’, as propagated by Phalgunanda also indicates ‘doxic
              submission’ of the Limbus through ‘misrecognition’ and ‘naturalization’. But most importantly, it gives
              an insight into the dialectical relationship between agency and structure. It is known that Phalgunanda
              while teaching non-violence and other aspects of Hindu culture and rituals in the Limbu language, also
              asked other similar indigenous groups to embrace and accept the Kirat identity. From Bourdieu’s view of
              ‘position-takings’, such an engagement of the agency with the structure resulted in the process of
              Hinduization while also attempting to protect the material and symbolic interests of the subordinate
              Limbus and other similar groups. This has been evident with Phalgunanda adopting the culture and religion
              of the dominant group while also calling upon the unity of the Limbus and other similar indigenous groups
              as a collective, ‘Kirat’ community. Such a proposition was relevant and significant then with the history
              of Limbu language repression in Nepal by the dominant group and with the dominant Hindu religion and
              cultural beliefs already adopted as judicial measures in eastern Nepal. Second, it was significant to
              unite the indigenous subordinate groups with similar collective
              histories as dominated groups, and the Hinduized concept of ‘Kirat’ was clearly a legitimate distinction
              in the given social world.
            


            
              While ‘Kirat’ has been an ancient term used by the predecessors of the Hindu Nepali dominant group much
              before the cultural socialization of the Hindu Nepali dominant group with the indigenous groups of Nepal,
              nonetheless it carries added layers of meaning in the given context with the subordinate Limbu ethnic
              group embracing and accepting the imposed concept as unique to their indigenous identity and hence as a
              natural symbolic order. This has been significant with the distinction of the Kirat identity being
              progressively associated with distinct Kirat culture and religion, which in all likelihood correlates
              with Bourdieu’s structural interpretation of symbolic violence as correctives to the Durkheimian social
              order of ‘logical integration’ which includes the use of symbolic systems for social domination and its
              reproduction through social differentiation, cognition and communication. Thus, in Nepal, such an
              identification defines and integrates the Limbus into a larger ethnic group of ‘Kirats’ considering
              ‘Kirat’ as a recognized group with their own ‘Kirat’ religion, culture and customs as also manifested in
              the practice of manghim worship. Nonetheless, such a distinction has also allowed the dominant group to
              subjugate the subordinate indigenous groups with the naturalization of their subjugated position in the
              hierarchy of the social structure validated on the basis of superior-inferior religion and culture,
              thereby legitimizing unequal social hierarchies which according to Bourdieu is symbolic violence.
            


            
              The legitimation of this unequal symbolic order has been visible with recognition of Mahaguru Phalgunanda
              as one of the national luminaries, for his pioneering work as a preacher of Kirat religion and culture.
              On the same note, his birthday has also been recognized as one of the public holidays of Nepal. All of
              these symbolic acts of recognition for ‘Kirat’ identity, indicate legitimization of the Hinduized version
              of inferior indigenous people of Nepal, thereby shedding light on the dominant group’s ‘world-making
              power’ as symbolic capital holders. Such a distinction as ‘Kirat’ also exemplifies Bourdieu’s argument on
              how conceptual discrimination becomes a social one. For example, ‘Kirat’ as a derogatory exonym by the
              Hindu group for uncivilized people living in the mountains to the north to ‘Kirat’ as Hinduized,
              indigenous ethnic groups of Nepal. Regardless, they remain differentiated from the high-caste Hindu
              Nepali group as an inferior people.
            


            
              Most importantly, the origin of a new type of manghim within Nepal with differing cultural beliefs
              seemingly sheds light on the influence of transnational processes, growing awareness, as well as on the
              contextual meaning of Kirat. In this respect, the newer version of manghim at Sano Hathiban in Kathmandu,
              with its emphasis on animism is a singular exception, and thus differs from the norm which is the older
              Hinduized version propagated by Phalgunanda and practiced by his followers. Displays of animistic
              symbolic objects such as the rooster head placed on the pathway leading to this new type of manghim
              symbolizes the shift to animistic cultural beliefs. Other differences concern dissociation from the
              Hinduized version with either absence or minimal use of the dominant group’s sacralized objects. For
              example, the Limbu manghim at the Kirateshwar temple complex
              displayed the trident at the apex of the manghim roof and in several other places in and around the
              manghim whereas in Sano Hathiban manghim, such prolific displays were not found. In the light of all the
              differences, the most prominent has been the establishment of a Rai altar alongside a Limbu altar within
              this temple thus giving visibility to these two groups as Kirats associated with manghim worship in
              Nepal. In this context, it is also important to mention that such an identification of Kirat in relation
              to manghim worship is known by few other groups, indigenous to eastern Nepal and categorized as Kirats by
              the dominant Hindu Nepali group. However, this concerns yet another topic for further research. As far as
              Rai and Limbu groups are concerned, these altars in one manghim indicates inclusivity for the
              distinctiveness of each group within the overarching Kirat identity while displaying their symbolic
              alliance as a closely-related, indigenous, animistic groups with a shared history of subjugation.
              Possibly, such a display also balances their dissociation from the otherwise established Hinduized
              version. However, despite all the emphasis on animism and dissociation from the Hinduized version,
              certain inconsistencies still exist such as their identification with the Kirat identity also visible in
              the marker with ‘Sano Hathiban Kirat manghim (Temple)’ written in Nepali; and also through their
              association with the Rai group who are a relatively more Hinduized group. Above all, the manghim itself
              symbolizes Hinduization of the Limbus as Kirats. In this context, all these inconsistencies associated
              with the animistic version of manghim reiterates Bourdieu’s argument that culture is not devoid of
              political content but rather is an expression of it. In Nepal, such a political content is historical and
              exists in relation to the marginalization of Kirats as an indigenous group by the dominant Hindu Nepali
              group, which is further linked to the concept of the nation-state largely structured around the worldview
              of the dominant Hindu Nepali group. Similarly, such a cultural practice also substantiates Bourdieu’s
              argument on collective properties being specific to relative competitive positions in particular social
              and historical contexts and not to intrinsic properties or essences. For example, the Limbus’ symbolic
              struggle for distinction as indigenous marginalized Kirats in relation to the dominant Hindu Nepali group
              rather than exclusively as Limbus. On a broader perspective, such a trend towards animism may also be
              interpreted in the light of transnational processes of indigenous awareness that values the
              distinctiveness of indigeneous culture as proposed, supported and popularized by UN. At the same time, it
              also indicates that Limbu culture has already undergone evolutionary processes of adaptation and
              dissociating those developments would be deleting history and projecting a part of truth as absolute
              truth. Moreover, with no corresponding changes in objective structures of the social fields, changes in
              cognitive beliefs alone cannot bring about transformation in society. In this respect, even the new type
              of manghim worship in Nepal essentially portrays the naturalization and reproduction of an unequal and
              consistent symbolic order in the given social world while also portraying the Limbu’s endangered cultural
              identity of animism in a tokenistic form.
            


            
              Furthermore, all manghims in Nepal share common characteristic features in donation slates with a long
              list of donors’ names inscribed on it, which is significant as it indicates that despite Hinduization
              associated with manghims, the state support for these Hinduized
              places of worship has been lacking. Considering Nepal’s history as a Hindu kingdom with state structures
              designed to impose and spread Hindu cultural beliefs and with the government providing financial support
              to several Hindu temples, this signifies exclusion. On the other hand, these slates with details of
              donors’ names and the donated amount reflect on the moral responsibility of these donors to contribute
              towards the preservation of their cultural identity as Kirats. From another perspective, it could also
              indicate expectations upon them to contribute, by virtue of being privileged among the collective.
              Understandably, the majority of these contributers belong to Limbu and Rai ethnic groups, many among them
              being relatively wealthy as ex-Gurkhas or as Gurkha recruits stationed abroad. Perhaps, this common link
              as Gurkha recruits also contributes to their identification as a collective. In a way, these slates
              usually made of marble or similar valued stone indicates an attempt to historicize the donors’
              contribution towards the preservation of their collective culture which could possibly act as incentives
              for future collections. At the same time, these slates also indicate one time funding for the
              construction of manghims which perhaps explain the rather sorry state of the Limbu manghim at the
              Kirateshwar temple area in Kathmandu, with lack of support for its maintenance and operation.
            


            
              Therefore, considering the symbolic dimensions of manghim worship, it is evident that this type of
              worship is still interpreted as backward within the framework of Nepal, as it is associated with the
              Hinduization of animist peoples. This is consistent with the posited argument that manghim worship in
              Nepal essentially portrays the naturalization of the unequal symbolic order in Nepal, that of the
              inferior indigenous Kirats and superior Hindu Nepali group. The manghim, in this regard, stands in
              relation to the dominant Hindu Nepali group with the Limbus having internalized the dominant worldview as
              expressed through their symbolic struggle for distinction as Kirats. The concept of reformation also
              substantiates this argument with the Limbus’ interpretation of their animist practices as inferior in
              relation to the institutionalized, organized and hierarchical religion of the dominant Hindu Nepali
              group. Evidently, the Limbus’ identification as Hinduized Kirats and ethnicized Nepalis have been
              associated with the devaluation of their authentic Limbu cultural identity which according to Bourdieu is
              symbolic violence. In this respect, the newer cultural practice of manghim worship, as a symbolic
              dimension of power relations in Nepal is fundamentally linked to cultural processes, producers, and
              institutions; and plays a crucial role in the reproduction of social inequality with ‘domination through
              legitimation’ that is ‘deeply embedded in dispositions as well as in objective structures’.
            

          

          
            Manghim worship in Sikkim


            
              As discussed in the previous section, manghim worship is known to have originated in Nepal and
              essentially portrays the Hinduization of the Limbus as indigenous Kirats which is known to naturalize
              their ethnicization towards the dominant Hindu Nepali culture. In a similar manner, manghim worship is
              also known to be a newer cultural practice among the Limbus in Sikkim. However, as a relatively newer concept with the first manghim15 established more than six decades after Nepal, in 1993 at Mangshila in North Sikkim,
              thus linking its origin to post-merger post-colonial administrative policies that has facilitated the
              establishment of several religious institutions through government funding including the
              manghims16. Therefore, it is evident that unlike in Nepal,
              Sikkimese Limbus have been constructing their manghims with financial support from the state since the
              post-merger post-colonial period. At the same time, considering the administrative classification of the
              Limbus as Nepali in colonial and post-colonial Sikkim, it is understood that the newer cultural practice
              of manghim worship in Sikkim started after the Hinduization of the Limbus as Nepalis to a relatively
              greater degree. In post-colonial Sikkim, this is particularly indicated through the official declaration
              of the Limbus as a Nepali group in 1975 and as ST of Nepali origin since 2003. In the context of the
              Limbus’ progressive administrative classifications as Nepali, such a declaration has been significant
              because even though the British colonials started categorizing Limbus as Nepalis since 1915; in
              pre-merger post-colonial Sikkim, administrative policies such as the Sikkim Subject Regulation 1961,
              reservation of the Tsong/chong seat in the 1965 state council indicates a temporary attempt to restore
              their indigenous cultural identity as ‘Tsongs’ or Sikkimese Limbus. Therefore, using Bourdieu’s theory of
              symbolic violence, I argue that the origin of manghim worship is inherently linked to the devaluation of
              the Limbu ethnic group’s cultural identity. While in Nepal, the practice of manghim worship naturalized
              their ethnicization to the dominant Hindu Nepali culture as inferior indigenous Kirats through
              Hinduization; in Sikkim it functions to naturalize their administrative classification as Hindu Nepali
              group and since 2003 through their recognition as ST of Nepali origin which essentially means inferior
              Hindus or tribal Nepalis or ethnicized immigrant Nepalis. In addition, it also portrays their persisting
              symbolic struggle for distinction and legitimation as indigenous Sikkimese Limbus through differentiation
              from the dominant and other dominated groups, to protect their material and symbolic interests thus also
              reflecting on the existing symbolic order of indigenous-immigrant.
            


            
              Invariably, the manghim’s origin has been associated with the Hinduization of Limbus in Nepal, and in
              Sikkim and with the naturalization of their administrative classifications which leads us to question how
              manghims portray symbolic power in Sikkim with the dominant group as Buddhists. In particular, does it
              portray the inherent symbolic order based on the dominant worldview of superior-inferior culture in
              Sikkim? Following Bourdieu, I argue that the answer lies in ‘domination through legitimation’ which is
              deeply embedded in both the ‘incorporated and objective structures as a two-way relationship’. This has
              been evident with the imposed administrative classification of the Limbus as a Nepali group and as ST of
              Nepali origin in the objective structures of social fields; as well as in the incorporated structures
              with Sikkimese Limbus’ complicity for these imposed administrative classifications indicating their
              ‘doxic submission’ to the dominant worldview. Symbolic power in this context is evident as it has defined
              their ‘habitus’ by shaping their dispositions whereby although they have appealed to be recognized as
              Limbus separate from Nepali identity17 and yet they have
              accepted the imposed classification of Limbus as a Nepali group and as ST of Nepali origin. This partly resonates with Swartz (2013: 98) as he proposes that when
              symbolic power becomes symbolic violence, the dominated fail to recognize social boundaries and are
              therefore capable of being altered to some extent. Considering the Limbu ethnic group’s appeal for
              recognition as indigenous Limbu at par with indigenous Lepchas, it is evident that they have initially
              attempted to push the social boundaries but having found it unalterable, settled with the imposed
              classifications, which at least provides them with some kind of recognition as legitimate Sikkimese
              Indians through positive discrimination policies. In all likelihood, the ST status, creates
              ‘misrecognition’ among the Limbus due to its association with the concept of indigeneity as tribes. On
              the other hand, the appendage, ‘Nepali origin’ indicates otherwise. According to Bourdieu, this is
              symbolic violence as it indicates the subtle forms of symbolic power that operates through incorporated
              and objective structures to legitimize the unequal social order. For example, even though the Limbus have
              been recognized as ST, their lands unlike that of the dominant Buddhist group have not been protected as
              tribal lands, in which case ST means ethnic or indigenous Sikkimese for the dominant Buddhist group but
              not necessarily for the Limbus. Such a differentiation within the ST status in Sikkim makes it clear that
              ST status alone is not equivalent to indigeneity in Sikkim. Therefore, the practice of manghim worship in
              Sikkim is arguably a visible manifestation of symbolic power portraying ‘domination through legitimation’
              which recognizes Sikkimese Limbus as inferior Hindu Nepalis or as inferior tribal Hindu Nepalis thus
              portraying the symbolic order of inferior-superior culture in newer layers of immigrant-indigenous.
              Simultaneously, it also gives an insight into the role of successive state structures, that of the
              federal state of Sikkim and the nation-state of the Indian Union, in the legitimation of unequal social
              order. In this regard, Sikkimese Limbus exist in relation to the symbolic power holders of Sikkim and
              that of the Indian Union. However, historical context is equally important as the construction of Limbus
              in Sikkim as Nepali, is a British legacy.
            


            
              Although manghims essentially portray Hinduization of Limbus, Sikkimese Limbus perceive manghims and
              manghim worship as unique to Limbu cultural identity primarily because they link it with the concept of
              legitimation as indigenous Sikkimese. Accordingly, manghims as a symbolic form and process, portray their
              struggle for social distinction which for Bourdieu is a fundamental dimension of all social life and
              reflects the larger issue of power relations among individuals, groups and institutions. This practice
              also substantiates Bourdieu’s argument on collective properties being specific to relative competitive
              positions in particular social and historical contexts and not to intrinsic properties or essences, as
              expressed through variations in the practice of manghim worship. In Sikkim, this variation becomes
              prominent with the group’s dissociation from the Hinduized concept of Kirat from Nepal, which
              fundamentally portrays symbolic power and accordingly their struggle for social distinction in the
              cultural milieu of Sikkim. Such a differentiation sharply makes a distinction from the closely-related
              Rai ethnic group in Sikkim who are more Hinduized as ethnicized Nepalis, are known for their immigrant
              background as Nepalis but most importantly associate themselves with the Kirat identity. In this respect,
              binary opposing distinction manifests between the Rai and Limbu
              ethnic group in Sikkim symbolizing indigenous-immigrant classification thus validating Bourdieu’s
              argument on ‘habitus’ to exist in relation to social structure. In this context, both these groups having
              internalized the social structures participate in the reproduction of an unequal social order. As a
              result, these symbolic classifications, borne out of power relations to preserve the material and
              symbolic interests of the collective within the state structures, find expression as separate manghims
              for the Limbu and Rai ethnic groups which varies from the manghim practice in Nepal where both the Limbu
              and Rai ethnic groups associate manghims with the Kirat religion, culture and identity as a single
              collective. Clearly, these separate manghims portray symbolic power whereby the Limbus’ dissociation from
              the Kirat concept may also be interpreted as dissociation from the Hinduized concept and therefore exists
              in relation to the dominant Buddhist group. On the other hand, the association of the Rai ethnic group
              with the Kirat concept clearly indicates that in post-colonial Sikkim Hinduized terms like Kirat is not a
              foreign concept and therefore exists in relation to the larger Nepali group in Sikkim. Essentially, these
              separate manghims, as symbolic dimensions of power relations, portray a dialectical relationship of
              structure and agency within state structures while also symbolizing their struggle for social distinction
              based on historical grounds which can neither be understated nor absolutized as a collective. For
              Sikkimese Limbus, the practice of manghim worship, as a symbolic form and process, is a cultural
              expression to the political content and clearly portray their struggle for distinction as indigenous or
              ‘ethnic Sikkimese’. Regardless, despite all the distinctions, manghim worship among the Sikkimese Limbus
              invariably portrays the ‘doxa’ of the social order. This is rather evident with their “natural attitude”
              towards temple worship as opposed to emulating the dominant Buddhist forms of worship.
            


            
              Similarly, while manghim worship in Nepal has been associated with the birth of the Kirat religion; in
              Sikkim, it has been associated with the birth of the Yuma religion. This religious distinction among the
              Limbus in these two settings arguably portrays symbolic power in each setting and thus reiterates
              Bourdieu’s argument on collective properties being specific to relative competitive positions in
              particular social and historical contexts and not to intrinsic properties or essences. In this respect,
              the Kirat religion in Nepal reflects the dominant worldview and is therefore symbolically legitimate in
              Nepal while also portraying their shared history of subjugation as collective Kirats. In Sikkim, given
              the Limbu ethnic group’s struggle for legitimation as indigenous or ‘ethnic Sikkimese’, Yuma religion
              portrays their attempt for distinction exclusively as Sikkimese Limbus. At the same time, this religious
              distinction also indicate their historical struggle in Sikkim as Limbus, and not as Kirats. To this end,
              Sikkimese Limbus have named their manghims as Limbu manghims or as Yuma manghims after their Limbu
              goddess Yuma18 thus making it exclusive to Limbu identity and
              culture. On the other hand, Rai manghims are specifically named as Rai Kirat manghkims/mankhims, which
              clearly emphasize the Kirat identity as well. Together with the differing written form of manghim there
              is clearly a distinction between the Rai and the Yuma manghims or Limbu manghims. At the same time, their
              association and emphasis on Kirat identity possibly portrays the
              differing configurations of symbolic power in post-colonial Sikkim.
            


            
              Other nuanced variations also exist, particularly in relation to a Limbu icon associated with manghims.
              For example, Phalgunanda has been closely associated with manghims in Nepal for his contribution while in
              Sikkim, a similar position has been given to Limbu icon Srijunga II19 even though he belonged to an earlier time period and has had no influence on the
              origin of manghim in Sikkim. Therefore, I argue that the association of Srijunga with manghims in Sikkim
              is to fundamentally historicize their struggle against the cultural domination of the dominant Buddhist
              Bhutia group. In this regard, it is not surprising that the first manghim at Manghsila in north
              Sikkim20 has been named as ‘Srijunga Yuma Saam Mang Heem’ with
              Srijunga’s name preceding that of Yuma, a Limbu grandmother goddess which is a rather inconsistent
              practice, with Limbu cultural beliefs that otherwise gives much reverence to ancestral gods and
              goddesses. Srijunga manghim at Bermiok Martham in West Sikkim is another similar example. However, not
              all Limbu manghims in Sikkim have been named after Srijunga. Nonetheless, such ‘position-takings’ of
              Sikkimese Limbus with greater emphasis on Srijunga indicates the portrayal of a compelling history of
              resistance against the cultural domination of the dominant Buddhist Bhutia group which inadvertently also
              obscures their shared history of social, political and marital alliance. From another perspective,
              despite Phalgunanda’s pioneering contribution to the origin of manghims, Sikkimese Limbus are not known
              to associate themselves with the religious icon Phalgunanda. Such a practice of dissociation differs from
              that of the larger Nepali group in Sikkim who despite their history of subjugation as immigrant Nepalis
              celebrate ‘Bhanu Jayanti’ every year, after high-caste Hindu Nepali poet, Bhanu Bhakta Acharya even
              though he has not lived in Sikkim. Similar parallels could also be drawn with other later immigrant
              groups in Sikkim. Therefore, considering the Sikkimese Limbus’ ‘position-takings’ in relation to other
              co-existing dominated groups, I argue that the ‘habitus’ of the Limbus in Sikkim is that of the dominated
              within the dominated, with relatively weaker symbolic power as ‘worldmaking power’. At the same time, it
              also portrays their symbolic struggle for distinction as ethnic or indigenous Sikkimese, in relation to
              the dominant indigenous groups of Bhutias and Lepchas, by drawing a distinction from other dominated
              groups and particularly through dissociation from Nepalese Limbus. Thus, if in Nepal, manghims are
              associated with the Limbu icon Phalgunanda, in Sikkim it is Limbu icon Srijunga, who was indigenous
              Sikkimese but had nothing to do with Manghim’s origin in Sikkim.
            


            
              Undoubtedly, amongst all manghims, Srijunga manghim at Bermiok Martham in West Sikkim is more significant
              due to the local narrative of Srijunga’s association to the place. Echoing the beliefs of Sikkimese
              Limbus, the caretaker of the manghim narrated that the hill on which this manghim is located is believed
              to be the place where Srijunga had given sermons on Limbu language, literature and culture. However, a
              written marker historizing the place was not found. Nonetheless, the temple and the structures within its
              vicinity indicates that this temple was built as a memorial to Limbu linguist and martyr, Srijunga who
              was supposedly killed by the dominant Buddhist Bhutia group for devising a Limbu script, which was perceived as an act of separatism. This manghim named as
              ‘Srijunga Yuma Samyo21 Mangheem’, was inaugurated on 3rd
              December, 1998 with other components being added later such as an isolated bust of Srijunga with a
              written marker mentioning ‘Mahatma22 Srijunga Statue’ unveiled
              on 4th December 2006 followed by the inauguration of the village craft center on 20th December, 2012.
              Considering that Srijunga has been revered as Mahatma or great soul indicates that he is highly revered,
              similar to Phalgunanda in Nepal while also relating to the hinduized form of reverence for Srijunga.
              However, little is known of Srijunga addressed as Mahatma in Sikkim in the likes of Phalgunanda addressed
              as Mahaguru in Nepal. Instead, he is well-known among the Limbus as ‘Tyeongsi Srijunga’. Also, as these
              additions in the temple area have been associated with the tourism department of Sikkim, it is understood
              that the state government intended to promote this place for tourism. While Srijunga’s history to the
              place remains unrecognized by the concerned authorities, this manghim, as a memorial included in the
              tourist circuit, is likely to give more visibility to the Limbu ethnic group’s historical struggle
              against cultural domination.
            


            
              Nonetheless, all manghims in Sikkim predominantly portray the symbolic dimensions of power relations in
              the given social world. In this respect, Srijunga manghim at Bermiok Martham in west Sikkim also stands
              in relation to the dominant Buddhist Bhutia group and portrays the Limbus’ symbolic struggle for
              legitimization as indigenous Sikkimese, by emphasizing their ancient belonging to the place as symbolized
              by their icon Srijunga and his struggle against cultural domination. Their dissociation from the
              Hinduized concept Kirat and Nepalese Limbu religious icons in relation to manghim worship further carries
              political content towards the collective’s material and symbolic interests within the frameworks of
              Sikkim. Other variations include the preferential use and display of symbolic objects such as the Limbu
              symbol ‘Phangmuksam’23 adorning the apex of the manghim,
              whereas a Hindu symbol trident is used in Nepal. In the same manner, the Limbu priests following the
              Phalgunanda order of ‘satihangma sect’ are known to use the ancient Hindu scripture of ‘sama vedas’ in
              the belief that it is the religious text of the Kirats whereas similar practice is not known in Sikkim.
              In addition, the use of sacralized Hindu ritual objects is minimalistic in Sikkimese manghims as compared
              to Nepal. In Sikkim, usually a small corner within the temple is dedicated to the Limbu martyr Srijunga
              with his garlanded portrait and oil lamps, almost like a second altar alongside the main altar, which is
              unlike Nepal. In all likelihood, the portrait of Srijunga compensates for the lack of form, features and
              symbolic objects associated with the Limbu goddess Yuma as is otherwise the case with Hindu and Buddhist
              dieties24. Perhaps, the main altar is the only invariant
              symbolic form found within the Limbu manghims in all three settings. Some other makeshift structures made
              with bamboos and twigs lay outside, near the entrance of the Srijunga manghim indicating a performance of
              a Limbu animistic ritual. Otherwise, despite all the symbolic dissociations, Limbu manghims in Sikkim
              appears to be an amalgamation of Hinduism, animism, or even Limbuism with its characteristic Limbu
              symbols and in Sikkim one may also refer to it as Sikkimese Limbuism with its distinct features, thus
              portraying the Limbu ethnic group’s history as well as their dialectical relationship with the
              structures.
            


            
              Furthermore, although manghims in Sikkim have been largely built
              with state support, the role of socio-political factors in its emergence cannot be overlooked. First,
              post-colonial Sikkim has witnessed an influx of several new settlers alongside rapid development of this
              otherwise quiet, hilly state. As a result, the landscape of Sikkim has also become relatively crowded
              with the emergence of several religious instititutions, mostly through state support. In all likelihood,
              such change has made the newer settlers quite visible and supported in the context of their religious
              institutions, particularly during their prayer ceremonies and festivals. Possibly, all of these changes
              have influenced or affected the Limbus and other Sikkimese groups whereby they realized the lack of a
              community praying place in their culture and felt the need to reinvent, in order to make sense of their
              rather precarious place in a rapidly changing Sikkim. Arguably, they found their answer in a temple and
              religion of their own, that provided them with a platform to unite as a collective as well as legitimize
              their unique cultural identity, as Sikkimese Limbus. This would further provide them with incentives to
              preserve the Limbu culture and language, as is also indicated by the Limbu language being taught in
              schools, colleges and universities of Sikkim unlike in Nepal. In this regard, Limbu cultural associations
              and their cultural elites have played an important role in shaping the culture of Sikkimese Limbus.
              Arguably, with manghim, as a symbol of their unique cultural identity, the Limbus in Sikkim have become
              less obscure as a collective. In Sikkim, where every ethnic group is encouraged to develop and practice
              their own language and culture, such a ‘position-taking’ of cultural expression of Limbus is historical
              as well as strategic as it makes their struggle for distinction more legitimate. In addition, even though
              Sikkim lacked the rigid and dominant structural frameworks of Nepal, such as the imposition of
              one-language, one-religion policy, yet the cultural subjugation of the Limbus cannot be understated; and
              even though the dominant Buddhist group’s cultural influence in not visible in the cultural practice of
              manghim worship, they still embody symbolic power due to the devaluation of the Limbus as inferior
              Hindus. Understandably, this argument can be extended when considering Sikkim as a federal state of
              India.
            


            
              Evidently, manghim worship as a newer cultural practice has paved a path for further distinctions in the
              given social world whereby, these distinctions exists in relation to the dominant group and other
              differentiated groups, for the collective’s material and symbolic interests within the framework of state
              structures. In this case, cultural socialization brought about by historical factors such as the
              formation of nation-states by culturally different ethnic groups, immigration of newer differentiated
              groups into territories of indigenous and less differentiated groups, capitalism and immigration,
              colonialism, post-colonialism and their administrative policies among several others have all contributed
              to the transformation of social structures resulting in more distinctions and hierarchies. This is
              consistent ‘with the Durkheimian idea of an ongoing process of differentiation’ which Bourdieu draws upon
              to develop his ‘general view of society as a web of interweaving fields of struggle over various kinds of
              valued resources’. At the same time, symbolic power within each state structure particularly
              nation-state, also makes distinctions through their administrative classifications and dominant worldview as in the case of the Limbus as ST of Nepali origin in Sikkim
              and Darjeeling; and as Kirats in Nepal. Additionally, the distinction of Sikkimese Limbus from Nepalese
              Limbus through their particularities and variations in manghim worship also indicate the symbolic power
              of a state. These distinctions and hierarchies indicate that symbolic violence, ethnicity and inequality
              are products of a nation-state even as the state simultaneously pushes the message of equality as equal
              citizens. In this respect, the state monopolizes the symbolic power and accordingly shapes and
              naturalizes the unequal social order with their successive legitimation. At the core, Sikkimese Limbus
              through their distinctive manghim worship and its association with Srijunga portray their struggle to
              legitimize themselves as indigenous Sikkimese thus reflecting on the symbolic order of the
              indigenous-immigrant.
            

          

          
            Manghim worship in Darjeeling


            
              Manghim worship among the Limbus in Darjeeling is the most recent cultural practice in relation to Nepal
              and Sikkim. The first manghim was inaugurated during the time of my fieldwork, towards the end of 2016,
              at Bungkulung, a remote village in the Darjeeling hills within the Gorkhaland Territorial
              Administration25 (GTA) of the state of West Bengal. Therefore,
              this section while interpreting the varying manifestations of symbolic violence in the newer cultural
              practice of manghim worship in Darjeeling will also discuss its relatively delayed origin as a seemingly
              tokenistic form.
            


            
              Similar to Sikkim, the newer cultural practice of manghim worship in Darjeeling is clearly a
              post-colonial cultural phenomena linked to their administrative classification as Nepalis and since 2003
              as ST of Nepali origin which in a way, also indicates their Hinduization as ethnicized Nepalis or as
              tribal Nepalis. In this regard, manghim worship in Darjeeling is neither an intrinsic feature of
              authentic Limbu culture nor an outcome of direct cultural influence from Nepal or Sikkim as despite the
              Limbu ethnic group’s coexistence across immediate borders of Nepal, Sikkim and Darjeeling, the first
              manghim in Darjeeling is known to originate 83 years after Nepal and 23 years after Sikkim, with funding
              from the state government of West Bengal.
            


            
              Furthermore, considering the link between the origin of manghims in Sikkim and state funding, it becomes
              evident that similar state support had been lacking in Darjeeling. Primarily, these differences shed
              light on the nation-state’s differential policies for two different federal states, which prioritizes the
              construction of religious institutions including manghims in Sikkim while overlooking Darjeeling in West
              Bengal. For example, the construction of Limbu manghims in Sikkim have been funded by the Sikkim
              government’s ecclesiastical department whereas in Darjeeling, the first manghim was built with funds from
              the West Bengal Tribal Development Boards, which is understood as a recent, experimental and possibly
              temporary project of the state government particularly in relation to the Tribal Development Boards in
              Darjeeling. Moreover, such differential policies within one nation-state is noteworthy considering that
              Sikkimese and Darjeeling Limbus’ share the administrative classification as Nepali and as ST of Nepali origin. Arguably, the most visible outcome of such differential
              policies, has been on their distinction as Limbus and their history. For the Sikkimese Limbus,
              recognition of the Limbu linguist and martyr visibly historicizes the Limbus to pre-colonial Sikkim. In
              the absence of such state support in Darjeeling, the cultural identity and history of the Darjeeling
              Limbus remain obscure, with all the emphasis on the Nepali/Gorkha identity, thus reflecting the existing
              symbolic order of indigenous-immigrant that legitimizes the supremacy of the dominant Bengali group over
              immigrant Nepalis, while completely devaluing the history and culture of several ethnic groups otherwise
              grouped as Nepalis, Bhutias and Lepchas before the merger of Darjeeling to Bengal.
            


            
              Moreover, the very recent origin of manghim in Darjeeling also raises a question, as to how this manghim
              could possibly portray the varying configurations of symbolic violence in Darjeeling. To this end, it is
              understood that as a symbolic form, both old and new manghim, essentially portray the symbolic dimension
              of power relations in the given social world. Therefore, using Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence, I
              argue that the origin of manghim worship in Darjeeling is linked to the naturalization of their
              administrative classification as a Nepali group and as ST of Nepali origin, which inherently symbolizes
              inferior Hindu Nepalis or tribal Nepalis or ethnicized immigrant Nepalis, thus devaluing the Limbu ethnic
              group’s cultural identity while reflecting on the symbolic order of superior-inferior in the
              indigenous-immigrant layer. In addition, it also portrays their symbolic struggle as Darjeeling Limbus
              and Indian Limbus thus draw a distinction between Sikkimese Limbus and Nepalese Limbus, for legitimation
              within the frameworks of state structures, in order to protect their symbolic and material interests. At
              the same time, manghim as a symbolic form will differ from the larger Nepali/Gorkha group in Darjeeling.
            


            
              First and foremost, the Limbu manghim in Darjeeling relates to the Sikkimese concept of the Limbu
              manghim, rather than that of Nepal, which is significant as it fundamentally reflects on the symbolic
              power within the frameworks of nation-states that can be interpreted as conceptualizations of similar
              characteristic features with a nation-state and differences with other nation-states. The tangible
              similarities with the Sikkimese concept are exemplified in its architectural form such as the lofty,
              three-tiered roof of the manghim; and in the preferred use of Limbu symbolic objects. Similarity is also
              visible in the naming of their place of worship as ‘Yuma mang heem’ portraying their alignment towards
              the Sikkimese Limbus’ emphasis on the Limbu goddess Yuma, thus dissociating them from the Kirat concept
              associated with manghims in Nepal. In all likelihood, such an alignment gives an insight into the
              important role of Limbu cultural elites and associations as agencies entering into a dialectical
              relationship with structures, thus shaping their culture for legitimation within state structures which
              is essentially an embodiment of symbolic power. In this respect, a Limbu cultural elite from Darjeeling
              explained that Darjeeling Limbus have ‘little to offer’, which is why they mostly follow Sikkimese Limbu
              tradition, as Sikkimese Limbus supposedly take the lead in their cultural practices. Here, ‘little to
              offer’ may be interpreted in the context of having lost their original Limbu culture as ethnicized Hindu
              Nepalis and therefore being left behind in their pursuit of reclaiming and reviving Limbu culture. Such a justification for their preference for the Sikkimese concept
              of manghim is relevant; and arguably, it also portrays their symbolic struggle for distinction as Indian
              Limbus as opposed to Nepalese Limbus. In addition, their preference for the Sikkimese concept is also
              structural, with the Bungkulung Limbu committee as a novice member of All India Limbu Mahasangh, the
              parent body of Limbu cultural elites in India largely led by Sikkimese Limbus. In this regard, it is
              understood that the alignment of Bungkulung Limbu manghim with that of Sikkim has been largely shaped by
              the influence of the Sikkimese Limbus’ cultural beliefs and practices.
            


            
              However, a few nuanced variations also exist in the Bungkulung manghim, which arguably indicates the
              differing configurations of power structures within the frameworks of West Bengal. For example, instead
              of a star-like Limbu cultural symbol known as Phangmuksam26 placed at the apex of the manghim in Sikkim, the Bungkulung manghim in Darjeeling
              has another Limbu cultural symbol called silam sakma27. According to an educated Limbu elite, the manghim organizing committee at
              Bungkulung chose to defer by choosing silam sakma instead, because they believed
              that silam sakma is unique to only one ethnic group called the Limbus while the star
              may not be, even though it carries a deeper meaning in Limbu culture. As a member of the All India Limbu
              Mahasangh, such an action by the Bungkulung Manghim Committee literally meant choosing to defer from the
              norms set by the All India Limbu Mahasangh largely led by Sikkimese Limbus. From another perspective, as
              their manghim has been funded by the Limbu Tribal Development Board under West Bengal, to differ from the
              norms set by the All India Limbu Mahasangh and therefore from Sikkimese Limbus was perhaps not much of an
              issue. These subtle variations from limbu manghims in Sikkim and Nepal clearly indicate that despite its
              rather recent origin, the manghim in Darjeeling primarily makes a distinction from Sikkimese Limbus as
              well as from Nepalese Limbus, thus portraying the varying configurations of power relations within the
              frameworks of these state structures. At the same time, such recent origin of the manghim and the
              allotment of state government funds for the revival and preservation of Limbu culture despite their
              recognition as ST in 2003, raises questions.
            


            
              The rather nascent state of the manghim in Darjeeling, implies infancy of Limbu cultural milieu which
              perhaps explains their distinct inclusive stand on religion as similar to protectionism. In this regard,
              an educated Limbu cultural elite in Darjeeling refrained from declaring his religion as Kirat or Yumaism
              and instead stated it as ‘simple Limbu religion’ or ‘animism’ alongside the practice of celebrating
              Nepali Hindu festivals. Such a stand is noteworthy particularly in relation to the coexisting Gorkha
              group in Darjeeling, who are known to practice many religions but declare one religion as their religious
              identity. For example, Buddhist Gorkhas/Nepalis are likely to include Hindu gods in their altar and
              celebrate all Hindu Nepali festivals as their own festival but they will clearly declare their religion
              as Buddhism. Undoubtedly, his honest answer, mirrors the socio-cultural practices but also the infancy of
              their Limbu cultural milieu, with Limbu cultural elites and associations yet to shape the worldview of
              the Darjeeling Limbus. For example, an aged Limbu man in the village of Bungkulung with an unshaved tuft of hair on his head called ‘Shikha’ in Hinduism
              explained that he keeps it to protect his soul, clearly explaining the internalized Hindu worldview that
              involves the practice of wearing a ‘Tuppi’ (in Nepali) on the crown of the head believed to be the seat
              of the highest energy chakra known as the crown chakra, but also believed as a doorway for the soul to
              leave the human body. From a structural perspective, this relatively inclusive stand on the Limbu
              religion could also be interpreted as manifestation of symbolic power whereby the Darjeeling Limbus,
              strategically dissociate from the ‘Kirat’ concept of Nepal and the ‘Yumaism’ concept of Sikkim, to
              achieve the distinction as Darjeeling Limbus. Nonetheless, there is no doubt that the Limbu goddess Yuma,
              is an intrinsic feature of animistic Limbu cultural beliefs in all three settings and that it is only
              lately that a religious distinction has been founded upon her identity. Therefore, it is understandable
              that the Darjeeling manghim has been named as Yuma manghim and that a written marker on the entrance wall
              of the temple educates its visitors on Yumaism28 thus
              portraying the tradition of the Sikkimese Limbus. Nonetheless, the Darjeeling Limbus have made a subtle
              distinction by simply naming their manghim as ‘Yuma mangheem’ instead of ‘Yuma Saam mangheem’ as is the
              norm in Sikkim. From Bourdieu’s perspective, such variation is significant as it sheds light on the
              varying configurations of symbolic power as expressed through the incorporated structures of the habitus
              of the Darjeeling Limbus. In this regard, it is perhaps important to take into consideration the history
              of the Limbus in Darjeeling as ethnicized Hindu Nepalis/Gorkhas opposed to the subjugation by the
              dominant Bengali group since the merger of Darjeeling to Bengal.
            


            
              As the origin of a manghim in Darjeeling is very recent, the role played by Limbu cultural elites and
              associations as cultural producers and institutions, in shaping the newer cultural practices and the
              cultural milieu either through their association or dissociation becomes visible. Seemingly, they follow
              the tradition of the Sikkimese Limbus by virtue of norms set down by Limbu cultural associations. For
              example, an educated Limbu elite in Darjeeling informed the researcher that the architectural design was
              put forward by the Limbu Mahasangh with a strict rule that everywhere Limbu manghim should have one
              single design as approved by them. The Bungkulung manghim committee chose to defer and modify according
              to their worldview, as the funds came from the west Bengal government, which portrays a different
              symbolic power in each setting.
            


            
              Although delayed, the origin of the manghim in Darjeeling is linked with their administrative
              classification as ‘ST of Nepali origin’ which essentially means tribals of Nepali origin or Hinduized
              tribal Nepalis. However, as in Sikkim, the Limbus in Darjeeling also ‘misperceive’ the cultural practice
              of manghim worship to a de-ethnicization process due to their administrative classification as ‘ST of
              Nepali origin’. Accordingly, they believe manghims are unique to their Limbu cultural identity because
              they link it with the concept of legitimation as an indigenous tribal group or ST while seemingly
              overlooking the Nepali term associated with it. For the Sikkimese Limbus, such cognitive beliefs of
              unique Limbu cultural identity associated with manghims have contributed to their symbolic struggle for
              distinction as indigenous in Sikkim. However, in Darjeeling, with its recent origin, no such assertions
              are known. Nonetheless, from a symbolic power perspective, the
              ST recognition of Limbus have been perceived as divisive to the collective identity of a larger
              Nepali/Gorkha group by the non ST groups mainly the high-caste Hindu Nepali groups29. Since the ST categorization is largely to help uplift the
              socio-economic conditions of the given group by granting certain privileges in tokenistic manner such as
              quotas or reservation of seats for government jobs etc, and since ST recognition is a central government
              initiative implemented throughout India, it has been viewed less as an act of separation and more in the
              light of material and structural support for backward tribal groups. Therefore, it is no surprise that
              other groups including the high-caste Hindu Nepalis have also appealed to be recognized as Other
              Backwards Castes (OBCs), to attain the associated benefits.
            


            
              In comparison, the establishment of Tribal Boards including the Limbu Tribal Development Board in
              Darjeeling has been perceived as divisive as well as a threat to the collective identity of the Gorkhas.
              Unlike the ST recognition which is associated with economic privileges, job opportunities and protection
              of tribal lands, Tribal Boards particularly caters to the cultural revival of these ST groups. For
              example, the Bungkulung manghim and Bungkulung community hall with further provisions for learning Limbu
              language classes have been built under the aegis of the Limbu Tribal Development Board which receives
              funds from the West Bengal Tribal Development Board. Arguably, construction of the manghim and other
              associated cultural pursuits such as the Limbu language has been perceived as divisive30 and hence as a threat for the collective Nepali/Gorkha identity in
              Darjeeling which has largely existed in relation to the dominant Bengali group. Therefore, in all
              likelihood, the origin of manghims in Darjeeling will gradually change the cultural milieu in Darjeeling
              with the Limbu ethnic group progressively existing in relation to the larger Gorkha group as a dominant
              group, while also drawing a distinction between the other coexisting dominated groups.
            


            
              Furthermore, such competing hierarchies as the Limbus was not known in Darjeeling until the formation of
              the Tribal Development Boards by the West Bengal government. In a way, such a distinction given to the
              Limbus has also shifted the power relations of the Limbus as dominated Gorkhas in relation to the
              dominant Bengali group, to Limbus in relation to the coexisting Gorkha group, as Tribal Boards are viewed
              by the West Bengal government as providing incentives to divide the larger Gorkha community in
              Darjeeling. This perspective was evident during the fieldwork when few Limbu cultural elites in
              Darjeeling expressed fear of the Gorkha community in their pursuit of reclaiming and re-establishing the
              Limbu culture31.
            


            
              Following Bourdieu’s structural perspective of symbolic violence, the domination of the Limbus in
              Darjeeling has been linked with their administrative classification as Nepalis, as it allows the dominant
              Bengali group to legitimize their supremacy over the linguistic Nepalis of Darjeeling as Nepali
              immigrants thus reflecting the symbolic order of immigrant-indigenous in West Bengal. With the
              classification of the Limbus as ST of Nepali origin, the distinction is rather nuanced and doesn’t change
              their social classification as Nepalis. In addition, their ‘position-takings’ in following the footsteps
              of the Sikkimese Limbus portrays the symbolic power of a nation-state through their differentiation from
              the Nepalese Limbus.
            


            
              Therefore, in Darjeeling, the group’s dissociation from the
              Hinduized concept of Kirat from Nepal and from the Sikkimese concept of Yumaism fundamentally portrays
              symbolic power and accordingly their symbolic struggle for distinction in the given social world.
              Clearly, the Limbus in Darjeeling exist in relation to the Gorkhas as ST Limbus; as Nepalis/Gorkhas in
              relation to the dominant Bengali group; as Darjeeling Limbus in relation to the Sikkimese Limbus; and as
              Indian Limbus in relation to the Nepalese Limbus thus portraying on the varying configurations of
              symbolic power and symbolic violence.
            

          

          
            Other symbolic dimensions of power relations among the Limbus


            
              This section attempts to portray other symbolic dimensions of power relations among the Limbus in Sikkim,
              Darjeeling and Nepal arguing that these cultural distinctions are ‘specific to relative competitive
              positions in particular social and historical contexts’. In other words, symbolic struggle of the Limbus
              for social distinction, as embodied in these practices fundamentally exists in relation to other
              coexisting groups particularly the dominant groups, for legitimation, within the framework of state
              structures.
            


            
              Script distinction: Kirat Srijunga script, Limbu Srijunga script and Limbu script


              
                Historically, the Limbus belong to animistic culture with oral history like many other indigenous
                groups of the eastern Himalayas, until they devised a script in the early eighteenth century. In this
                regard, Srijunga who was born in pre-colonial Sikkim, which now belongs to Nepal, has been recognized
                as a creator of Limbu script thus portraying the initial phases of the symbolic struggle against the
                hierarchical, institutionalized dominant culture characterized by their own script, religion and a
                common place of worship, which are otherwise not the features of animistic cultures. Supposedly, the
                Limbu linguist Srijunga paid a heavy price with his own life, for the creation of the Limbu script, as
                it was interpreted as an act of separatism by the dominant Buddhist Bhutia group of Sikkim32. In contemporary times, this script continues to portray the Limbu
                ethnic group’s symbolic struggle with added dimensions to it, mainly due to the emergence of other
                state structures in the eastern Himalayas and the dominant groups that came along with it such as the
                high-caste Hindu Nepalis in Nepal and the dominant Bengali group in Darjeeling. Therefore, the argument
                posited here is that the practice of using and naming the Limbu script portrays the Limbu ethnic
                group’s symbolic dimensions of power relations with the coexisting groups particularly the dominant
                group in each configuration and is accordingly a cultural expression of a political content, as
                expressed through the variations in the naming of the script in each setting. For example, Limbu script
                is a common script for both Rai and Limbu groups in Nepal which is why this script has been named as
                Kirat Srijunga script or Limbu script. However, in Sikkim, this script is exclusively used by the
                Limbus and is called Limbu script or just Srijunga script.
              


              
                Unlike in Nepal, the Limbu ethnic group’s symbolic struggle for distinction as indigenous in the social
                world of Sikkim becomes quite evident through the symbolic dimension of script. For example, use of
                Limbu script by the Rai group became a rather contentious issue with the Limbus claiming the script as
                exclusive to their ethnic group. The Rai group had to devise their own script after they were met with
                opposition for publishing a Rai calendar using Limbu script. The contention was on the topic of naming
                the calendar as Rai calender while using Limbu script. On the other hand, the Rai group had not devised
                their own script until it became an issue for the Limbus. Such a context substantiates Bourdieu’s
                argument that individual and collective processes are specific to relative competitive positions in
                particular social and historical contexts. Therefore, the meaning is not derived when the symbolic form
                and process is looked at in isolation as an intrinsic feature. With the Limbus having a relatively
                longer history in Sikkim, their symbolic struggle for distinction as indigenous in Sikkim, in all
                likelihood, is portrayed in the naming of Limbu script, as Srijunga script with no association with
                Kirat terminology, with which the Rais are associated with, also in Sikkim. At the same time, it also
                indicates that Rai ethnic group in Sikkim recently found it essential to assert their own Rai identity
                by devising a Rai calendar, thus giving an insight into the post-colonial administrative policies in
                Sikkim which supports the revival of ethnic group’s cultural identities in relation to Darjeeling and
                Nepal.
              


              
                The practice of using Limbu script, as a symbolic form and process also reflects on the role of Limbu
                intellectuals and cultural capital holders in shaping their struggle for distinction in each
                configuration. For example, B.B Muringla, Limbu cultural elite of Sikkim as a cultural capital holder
                and symbolic capital holder has been playing a huge role in shaping the culture of the Limbus in Sikkim
                with the introduction of Limbu script being one of them as well as designing a Limbu flag for the
                Sikkimese Limbus. In all likelihood, with modifications, it also gave the Sikkimese Limbus entitlement
                to the script which is why they claim its exclusivity in Sikkim. In 2017, Muringla was also awarded
                with India’s prestigious Padmashree award for his contribution towards the preservation and promotion
                of Limbu language and literature.
              


              
                Undoubtedly, in Sikkim, Limbu script has been given a relatively greater symbolic value as an exclusive
                script of the collective, which is historical and as is also evident from their effort to historicize
                the Limbu linguist Srijunga in memorials, manghims and with the recognition of his birthday as a state
                holiday in Sikkim. It is also seen in the development of the Limbu language in Sikkim with the language
                being included in the school curriculum and Sikkim university offering an MA course in the Limbu
                language since 2016, which attracts the Limbus due to the possibility of finding state government jobs
                as Limbu language teachers. Perhaps, the value accorded to the Limbu language is best reflected through
                Limbus themselves. For example, most Limbus from west Sikkim fluently speak the Limbu language as their
                mother tongue, alongside their heavily-accented Nepali, whereas their counterparts in Darjeeling speak
                Nepali as their mother tongue, although it is well-known that it was the first language of their
                grandparents. In Nepal, the language has been preserved to some degree, in its oral form but its use
                remains limited among the younger generation Limbus. On the other hand, although the Limbu language has been included in the primary school curriculum in Nepal,
                its implementation remains limited. In Darjeeling, tokenistic provisions for Limbu language classes
                have been recently included under the Limbu Tribal Development Board’s schemes with a plan to offer
                part-time evening classes in one or more Limbu-inhabited villages of Darjeeling. Such comparisons
                clearly show the increasing structural support for the preservation and development of the Limbu
                language in Sikkim, unlike in Nepal and Darjeeling.
              

            

            
              The role and representation of Limbu Icons


              
                Since the emergence of nation-states in Limbu-inhabited areas of the eastern Himalayas, the Limbu
                cultural world has been largely shaped by the influential rise of several Limbu cultural producers, the
                most prominent being the pioneers Srijunga, Chemjong, and Phalgunanda. Each of them are known to
                symbolize a certain symbolic system in the Limbu cultural world. For example, Srijunga is revered for
                devising a Limbu script, Chemjong for writing Kirat history33, and Phalgunanda symbolizes Kirat religion and identity. Seemingly, they have
                filled in, all that was supposedly ‘lacking’ in the animistic Limbu culture according to the dominant
                worldview such as the written form of language, written history and an institutionalized religion.
                Therefore, it is not surprising that each of these symbolic systems succeeded in making some degree of
                recognition for Limbus in the given social world, with script and religion as the most consequential
                ones. It is also significant that these pioneering Limbu cultural producers emerged only after the
                formation of nation-states by culturally different dominant groups, thus indicating the re-organization
                of their existing social order, following their devaluation as an inferior indigenous group.
              


              
                Apparently, each of these Limbu cultural icons represent the three main pillars of the existing Limbu
                cultural worldview, upon which further worldviews are being built by the newer Limbu cultural icons and
                cultural elites depending on the ‘relative competitive positions in particular social and historical
                contexts’, as exemplified through variations associated with manghim worship in Sikkim, Darjeeling and
                Nepal. However, these existing Limbu worldviews, essentially portray the dominant worldview
                internalized and reproduced by these cultural producers thus resulting in the emulation of the dominant
                culture by the Limbus. From Bourdieu’s structural perspective, this is significant, as it portrays the
                symbolic struggle of the Limbus as a collective which led the Limbu icons to enter into a dialectical
                relationship with the structures, as agencies, for legitimation, in order to protect the material and
                symbolic interests of the collective. For example, the original Limbu script’s resemblance to the
                dominant group’s Tibetan script, indicates the internalization of dominant culture while also providing
                an insight into the growing political and cultural dominance of the dominant Buddhist group in
                Sikkim34. Similarly, Phalgunanda’s propagation of Hinduized
                Kirat religion and culture portrays the political and cultural expansion of the dominant Hindu Nepali
                culture to Limbu territories in eastern Himayalas, while also linking it to preservation of the Limbu
                language, protection of Limbus’ Kipat lands through intrinsic change, and union of subjugated Rai and
                Limbu ethnic groups as a stronger indigenous Kirat group. In
                the same manner, Kirat historian Chemjong35 through his
                published works has contributed to the preservation of Kirat history including the history of Limbu
                kings, soldiers and laypersons following encounters with nation-building forces of the Hindu Gorkhas,
                Buddhist Bhutias and the British colonial power. Clearly, Srijunga’s search for Limbu script,
                Phalgunanda’s search for Limbu religion, and Chemjong’s search for Limbu/Kirat civilization, all
                indicate their symbolic struggle in the given social world for legitimization, amidst rapidly changing
                socio-political realities such as the loss of autonomy to their principalities, formation of
                nation-states and cultural dominance. Other factors such as colonialism that came along with
                capitalism, migration, and administrative classification in all likehood added to their symbolic
                struggle. On a broader perspective, these existing Limbu worldviews reiterates Bourdieu’s argument that
                incorporated structures of the habitus are essentially internalized social structures, and that
                cultural socialization creates further distinctions and hierarchies in the social world.
              


              
                Evidently, the worldview of these three Limbu cultural icons have contributed to shaping the Limbu
                cultural milieu, with Phalgunanda’s impact the most consequential particularly in relation to the
                Hinduization and ethnicization of the Limbus as Nepalis. Perhaps this explains the unparalled reverence
                for Phalgunanda in Nepal with his statue usually placed at the entrance of the Hinduized manghim, as an
                almost Godly figure for the Limbus. However, similar reverence for Phalgunanda is not known in Sikkim.
                Instead, Srijunga has been depicted as an almost Godly figure in Sikkimese Limbu manghims with his
                framed portrait placed inside the manghim, as a second altar in the corner. At the same time, Srijunga
                is also revered in all three settings which is significant as it seemingly indicates the key role Limbu
                language and script has played in the collective’s identity, without any religious connotation to it.
                Moreover, Limbus relate to him as he outstandingly symbolizes resistance to cultural domination. In
                this regard, it has been noted that the Limbu linguist Srijunga who was martyred for preaching the
                Limbu language in Sikkim defines and emphasizes Limbus’ history of resistance against cultural
                domination in Sikkim. For example, Srijunga Manghim at Bermiok in west Sikkim historicizes the place
                with a memorial statue and manghim named after him. The caretaker of the temple narrated the local
                belief of Srijunga being killed in the gorge down below the hill while the temple on the hill is the
                place where he supposedly gave sermons on Limbu literature, culture and language. Another example of
                historicizing Srijunga is the recognition of his birthday as a state holiday in Sikkim. Also, it is not
                uncommon to come across posters or paintings of bleeding Srijunga tied to a tree, and shot with arrows
                almost representing Christ on the cross who died for his people. One such framed poster by a Bengali
                artist was seen hanging on the wall of All India Limbu Association's office in Darjeeling. Another
                similar painting was seen on the outside wall of the Limbu manghim at Pashupati area in Kathmandu. Yet
                another such framed painting was displayed at the Limbu cultural association office, ‘Yakthung
                Chumlung’ in Kathmandu, alongside the pictures of Limbu Beauty Queens of Nepal.
              


              
                Undoubtedly, such an emphasis on Srijunga both in Nepal and in Sikkim gives visibility to the Limbus’
                history of resistance against cultural domination in Sikkim. At the same time, it also raises several
                implicit questions on the invisibility of Limbu martyrs in Nepal, with a history of relatively deeper
                cultural subjugation and use of state violence for repression. Therefore, it is striking and surprising
                that despite the history of the Limbus’ resistance to cultural subjugation, with several Limbu martyrs,
                they have earned no place in Nepalese Limbus’ history. Instead, Phalgunanda, a rather Hinduized social
                reformer is much revered for reforming the cultural practices of Limbus through Hinduization. In all
                likelihood, this invisibility also portrays the unchanged power structure in Nepal with continued
                dominance of the high-caste Hindu Nepali group while post-colonial Sikkim as 22nd state of the Indian
                Union has undergone several cultural transformations as also indicated through Nepali, English, Bhutia
                and Lepcha as the four main official languages of Sikkim whereas in Nepal, the Nepali language written
                in Devanagri script continues to flourish and remain as the only official language.
              

            
          

          
            Distinction of a Limbu appearance and characteristic


            
              While cultural signifiers on person, like the Limbu dress and ornaments may explicitly identify a Limbu
              from the others, it is also the facial features that implicitly differentiates a Limbu in a society, as
              it happens to people from other communities. Racially, Limbus are of Mongoloid origin so they have
              typical mongoloid phenotypes but so are the Bhutias and the Rais and several other communities identified
              as Nepali ethnic group. One could argue that the concept of a typical Limbu face is similar to the
              concept of inferior Kirat in its origin where a conceptual discrimination becomes a social one and has
              transformed with time. For example, the historical concept of ‘matwalis’ meaning drunkards applies to
              indigenous groups of Nepal including the Limbus thus demeaning them as dull and stupid, and therefore
              drunkards in comparison to the Hindu Nepali group.
            


            
              Arguably, the distinction of a Limbu face in a negative manner is conceptual and is an internalization of
              the social world which distinguishes them. For example, after an interview with the Limbu elite of a
              cultural association in Darjeeling, the researcher was asked if she was married. When the researcher
              responded that she was not married, he said, ‘you should marry a Limbu man because even though Limbus
              have small eyes they have big hearts.’ What stood out was his internalization of Limbus as an ethnic
              group with small eyes and not in a positive light so that Limbus compensated it with relatively bigger
              hearts.
            


            
              This being one of several experiences on similar topics portraying that Limbus had internalized their
              face in an inferior manner. While the Limbu elite interviewed above was a man in his 50s, it is mostly
              the youths who become very conscious about their looks. During one of the Limbu harvest festival in
              Sikkim, a Limbu student from Sikkim University who was also helping to run the program smoothly, spoke
              during one of the informal conversations and expressed consciousness for his eyes as they were relatively
              smaller than the other Limbus as well, for which he was often teased as a ‘Chinese’. But it also reminded
              me about the earlier anecdote as he was one of the nicest, gentlest and most soft-spoken people I had
              come across who took the responsibility of seeing that the visitors were well-looked after.
            


            
              Similarly, the non-Limbus are also known to hold a similar opinion about the Limbu facial features. For
              example, during an informal group conversation with a group of young students, I asked one of the
              students who was pursuing her studies on a Limbu tradition, if she was a Limbu as the other three
              students present there were working on their own ethnicity, to which she responded in total despair. When
              I said I wouldn’t know, she literally stretched her eyelids to make it tiny to display a typical Limbu
              feature to me. As invisible or ignored as it is, the implicit racial slurs do exist although in a rather
              subtle form, as internalized by the Limbus as well.
            


            
              There are others who share the Limbu identity as a mixed child, but express their pride for not looking
              like a typical Limbu while implicitly poking fun on the Limbu look that they have not inherited.
              According to them a typical Limbu look has a rather sleepy or drunken-like appearance. Seemingly, they
              have also internalized the worldviews of others towards Limbus. Clearly, all of these characterizations
              have been stereotypes with each and every Limbu looking different from one another. Perhaps, some
              resemblance within the same Limbu clan may be found. Nonetheless, all of these generalizations are
              noteworthy as it indicates that racial slurs exist in places least expected with a majority of mongoloid
              phenotypes inhabiting the place. Otherwise, it is understandable to recognize the difference outside
              Sikkim, in the plains of India as a minority with different racial features, as is usually experienced by
              persons with Mongoloid phenotypes.
            


            
              Such internalization of the Limbu face also extends to the concept of the Limbu characteristic as being
              dull-witted in relation to the dominant group, which exists in all three configurations with a difference
              in degree. For example, an educated Limbu elite in Kathmandu blamed the Limbu parents by hypothecizing
              that even if there were Limbu language schools, Limbu parents would not send their children to Limbu
              language school. What he did not mention is the lack of incentives to send their children to Limbu
              language schools such as provisions for government jobs as Limbu language teachers.
            


            
              Several other demeaning and negative characteristics are also associated with Limbus as their intrinsic
              features. For example, a Nepali proverb ‘Limbu lay katera kati dinchu bhancha’ meaning ‘ A Limbu after
              having cut (implies beheaded), says I will cut (behead)’ portrays them as instinctive cold-blooded
              savages where the thought of killing itself has no space before the act of killing. Both Limbus and
              coexisting non-Limbus within the Nepali group is known to use this proverb. Limbus mostly use it to warn
              when threatened while non-Limbus use it if a Limbu happens to commit a crime in society thus associating
              the root cause of crime to their intrinsic nature. As a soldier, the proverb possibly serves well with
              legitimized killing during wars. However, Limbus are no exception. Similar demeaning proverbs in the
              Nepali language exists for other ethnic groups as well. Perhaps, it would be interesting to find proverbs
              for Limbus in non-Nepali language such as the Lepcha language as Limbus are known to have coexisted with
              them much before their cultural socialization with the dominant Hindu Nepali group.
            

          

          
            Term distinction: Limboo and Limbu


            
              Arguably, the exonym Limbu exist in relation to the Hindu dominant group and Buddhist dominant groups of
              Nepal and Sikkim respectively. The British colonials are known to have mentioned them accordingly in
              their travelogues but often with variations, sometimes as Limbu and at other times as Limboo. However,
              the British colonials are known to mention them as Limbu in their administrative classifications. The
              Sikkimese Limbus on the other hand are progressively known to write ‘Limboo’ instead of the usual ‘Limbu’
              which arguably portrays a symbolic dimensions of power relations in the given social world.
            


            
              According to the Sikkimese Limbus, the choice was largely an unconscious one, in its origin. They believe
              that this administrative slip happened accidently when they petitioned for ST recognition. According to
              an educated Limbu elite, this happened in 2002 ST recognition when Limbus wrote double ‘o’ and hence in
              order to comply to the terms and conditions of ST category with a specific spelling, all the Limboos
              started writing with double ‘o’. Such a worldview was echoed by several other Limbu elites as well.
              However, the Limbus of Sikkim are not known to submit any proposal to rectify the spelling change. Also,
              a letter issued by SC and ST Welfare Department of the Government of Sikkim in 1987 to the ministry of
              Welfare, Government of India, New Delhi proposing a comprehensive revision of the SC and ST (Limbus and
              Tamangs) mentions Limbu with ‘u’ and not double ‘o’ thus portraying the lack of rigidity in the use of
              terms unlike today. Therefore, while it may have been an administrative slip, gradually the Limbus have
              grown to identify with this term distinction. A perusal through the documents portrays that since 1981
              the Limbu leaders and association members have progressively used Limboo. Nonetheless, this variation in
              terminology has been significant particularly in relation to its outcome as it differentiates the
              Sikkimese Limbus from the Darjeeling Limbus and Nepalese Limbus in written form. In particular, it draws
              a distinction from the Darjeeling Limbus within the same nation-state. In this respect, arguably, this
              portrays the Sikkimese Limbus’ symbolic struggle for distinction in Sikkim.
            


            
              From another perspective, recognition of Limbus as ST in India also sheds light on the ongoing process of
              generalization with Limbus increasingly writing their surnames as Limbu or Limboo to attain the ST
              benefits. As a result, the use of clan names as surnames is getting diminished and defunct, which in a
              way takes away the heterogeneity within the Limbu group as different clans. This is significant as it
              indicates that administrative classifications associated with positive discrimination policies within the
              framework of state structures can administratively reverse the process of ongoing differentiation in
              societies, for symbolic and material interests. Thus, it is known that the practice of writing Limboo or
              Limbu has become an increasingly conscious practice largely shaped by the administrative policies and
              accordingly defines the belonging of Limbus to a certain place. From a broader perspective, it doesn’t
              make any difference with Limbus categorized as ST of Nepali origin which essentially means tribal Nepalis
              or inferior Hindu Nepalis. Nonetheless, the possibility of essentializing the Limbus cannot be
              understated, without taking into consideration the variety that has existed within the group.
            

          
        

      

      
        
          

          Other newer cultural practices and their variations


          
            This section briefly gives an insight into other newer cultural practices and their variations in Sikkim,
            Darjeeling and Nepal to portray the Limbu ethnic group’s symbolic dimensions of power relations in relation
            to the coexisting groups mainly the dominant groups.
          


          
            Religious distinction: Kirat, Yumaism, and Animism


            
              As discussed in the previous section on manghims, the religious identity of the Limbus vary in each
              setting based on their relative competitive positions in social and historical contexts. However, a
              certain disconnect is also known to exist among the Limbus’ core beliefs and their practices, which is
              intended to add to the above discussion while giving further insight into the role of cultural producers,
              institutions and processes. In this regard, Limbus innately believe their religion is animism but write
              Kirat or Yumaism as instructed by their cultural associations. In Sikkim, Limbus officially write their
              religion as Yumaism or ‘Yuma Samyo’ after the Limbu grandmother Goddess Yuma whereas in Nepal, Limbus
              officially write their religion as Kirat as supposedly first proposed by the Limbu icon Phalgunanda and
              maintained by Kirat Yakthung Chumlung, an influential Limbu cultural association of Nepal. Essentially,
              these differential religious distinctions share one common goal which is legitimation in their given
              social world. For example, identification with the Kirat religion in Nepal strengthens their position as
              an indigenous Kirat ethnic group while also legitimizing them as a Hinduized indigenous group. Whereas in
              Sikkim identification with the Kirat group would be detrimental to their symbolic struggle for indigenous
              distinction as it would connote immigrant Hindu Nepalis. In such a context, religious identification is a
              political content to a cultural practice and largely represents Limbus’ struggle for distinction in their
              respective social worlds. Such a cultural practice, as a symbolic form and process also sheds light on
              the concept of ethnicity being relational which is otherwise constructed, imagined and internalized in an
              essentialist form.
            


            
              Additionally, the case of Darjeeling Limbus with no religious identification with Kirat or Yumaism
              portrays the role of Limbu cultural elites and cultural associations in shaping these differential
              religious distinctions. In this regard, the Limbu religious distinction is a rather new process among
              Darjeeling Limbus and accordingly the local cultural associations are yet to become organized and
              powerful enough to impose a religious identity which is why they portray their innate beliefs by
              expressing their religion as simple Limbu religion or animism along with the practice of Hindu Nepali
              festivals. This is chiefly because the Limbu religious identity has been seemingly imposed in the other
              two settings as far as the declaration of it in written form is concerned, which became apparent during
              interviews with Limbu intellectuals. Generally, the educated Limbus evade the question on their religion
              as religion in general is a rather contentious topic but when specifically asked whether Kirat or
              Yumaism, the Limbus in Nepal say they write ‘Kirat’ and in Sikkim they say they write ‘Yumaism’. Both in
              Nepal and in Sikkim, they do not use the word ‘practice’ but instead ‘write’. For example, an educated
              elite Limbu in Kathmandu acknowledged that his religion is animism but he writes Kirat as their cultural association Yakthung Chumlung has instructed
              likewise. Seemingly, the other Limbus are just following the dictat of their cultural institutions but
              from another perspective, these cultural associations also portray a deeper socio-political reality of
              Limbus in each configuration, whereby protection of the collective’s interests lies in their distinctions
              in the social world, through legitimation. At the same time, from Bourdieu’s perspective, this cultural
              process of religious identification also portrays the reproduction of symbolic violence within the group
              as a habitus which is essentially internalization of the social structure. In this respect, while the
              dominant worldview has been imposed upon the Limbus as Kirats, the Limbu cultural elites and associations
              are reproducing the same by imposing their worldview on the layperson Limbus.
            


            
              Regardless, there are also exceptional cases that portray non-conformity or defiance from the norms set
              by the Limbu cultural associations largely responsible in shaping the religious identity or even
              challenging their belief systems based on their relatively older belief systems, for example, Singtamey
              Sirijunga36, and Darap Mata also known as Darap Yuma37. Moreover, many Limbus are known to have adopted Christianity as
              their religion while still remaining close to Limbu identity, Limbu language and Limbu ethnic group. The
              impact of these religious assertions and distinctions upon them is likely to be an interesting topic for
              further research. Similarly, the link between Kirat and Kirateshwar temple is also an interesting topic
              for further research as it is believed that Kirateshwar temple and its vicinity at Pashupati temple area
              had been allotted for Kirats but no Kirats like Rais and Limbus were seen presiding as priests in this
              temple. In this sense the only small indication to Kirats involvement was through a tokenistic form of
              Limbu manghim built in this area.
            

          

          
            Development of cultural signifiers and distinction


            
              Several newer cultural markers or signifiers are seen to emerge in Limbu cultural milieu with Sikkim
              seemingly leading this process. Arguably, these cultural signifiers while defining the cultural identity
              of the Limbus also portrays their symbolic struggle in the given social world through distinctions. For
              example, the Limbu dress in Sikkim is seemingly akin to the Bhutia dress in its design and material
              content while the Limbu dress in Nepal is seemingly akin to the Nepali dress or as one of the recognized
              dresses of Nepal.
            


            
              As such, Limbus in Nepal sounded rather uncertain about Limbu dress. For example, daruwa suruwal which is
              a national dress of Nepal is considered as a Limbu dress for men. In such a context, the Limbu dress is
              arguably more Nepali oriented. Limbus in Nepal are unsure about their typical Limbu dress. According to
              an educated Limbu elite in Kathmandu, their cultural association, Yakthung Chumlung in Kathmandu have
              designed a Limbu dress but he doesn’t comply and assumes that perhaps daruwa
              suruwal, national dress for men, must be the original Limbu dress. However, he does believe that the
              dress called mekhli worn by aathpariya women must have been the
              Limbu women’s original dress. According to this Limbu elite, Aatpariya is an indigenous backward
              community found in the Dhankuta region of Nepal, considered as a prototype of the Limbus. Seemingly,
              for a decade or so, only older aathpariya
              women wear this dress. As such, Mekhli has been recognized as the traditional dress
              of Limbu women in Nepal. Arguably, their loose conceptualization of Limbu dresses indicates that it is
              relatively less important for them to prove their distinct Limbu identity in Nepal thereby portraying
              their symbolic order with the emphasis on Kirat identity.
            


            
              Another example is that of the creation of a Sikkimese Limbu flag which differentiates them from other
              Limbus in Nepal and Darjeeling. Perhaps the most distinct Limbu cultural signifiers lie with women than
              with men, in particular with the ornaments that signify Limbu women. The other nuanced variations lies in
              use of certain Limbu cultural signifiers more in some settings such as the use of Silam
              Sakma by Darjeeling Limbus, also printing it on their visiting cards. The other common cultural
              signifier is the Limbu altar which has a largely uniform design in these three configurations perhaps
              with the exception of the ritualistic symbols placed upon them.
            

          
        

      

      
        
          Conclusion


          
            This chapter, with its core focus on manghim worship, posits that the varying configurations of symbolic
            violence in these settings fundamentally exists in relation to the dominant groups within state structures.
            Accordingly, even though this type of worship is linked to Hinduism, it has been interpreted as inferior in
            Nepal, Sikkim and Darjeeling due to its association with the Hinduization of animist peoples. In addition,
            it is interpreted as foreign within the frameworks of Sikkim due to its association with the Hindu Nepali
            group. Other symbolic dimensions of the cultural phenomena also add to the discussion. Symbolic power and
            symbolic violence in relation to Limbus in these settings substantiates Bourdieu’s argument that
            ‘legitimate understandings of the social world are imposed by dominant groups’ as expressed in objective
            structures of the social fields and ‘deeply internalized by subordinate groups in the form of practical
            taken-for-granted understandings’ as expressed in the incorporated structures of the habitus.
          

        

      

      
        Notes

      
    


    
      
        1 In this book, this distinction is drawn considering the subjugation of low-caste Hindus
        based on their caste as is also evident from the dominance of high-caste Hindus in state structures Nepal.
      


      
        2 Jaat fundamentally means caste as derived from Hindi word jati but in Nepal all ethnic groups are supposed to have a caste and are therefore referred to as
        jaat. In this context, it refers to a distinct group whereby matwali means
        alcohol-drinking/alchohol-drinkers and jaat means group or a group of related indigenous
        ethnic groups. Increasingly, only indigenous ethnic groups of mongoloid racial origin are referred to or
        identify as matwalis. Although this term is derogatory in its origin, these indigenous
        groups have a “natural attitude” to the term and even refer to each other as matwali jaat thus portraying the
        doxa of the social order.
      


      
        3 Janjaati (also Janajati) meaning indigenous
        ethnic groups or rather tribe. According to Gellner (2017), this term seems to have come into Nepali from
        Bengali, via Darjeeling and started to be used in activist circles shortly before 1990.
      


      
        4 In Nepal, the term Kirant (or Kirat, Kirata, Kiranti) designates an ensemble of
        Tibeto-Burmese-speaking populations which inhabit the mountains in the east of the country (Schlemmer 2010:
        41). In this book, the focus is on Limbus and Rais as Kirat as there are several other
        ethnic groups who identify with Kirat culture and religion in Nepal.
      


      
        5 In Limbu language, ‘mang’ means diety and ‘him’ means place or house. It is also written
        as ‘mangheem’ or even ‘maangheem’. The term manghim also has several other deeper interpretations referring to
        the altar within the temple. However, in this book, I prefer to use the word ‘manghim’, and it essentially
        refers to ‘worshipping place’ or ‘temple’ or ‘house’ of Limbu goddess.
      


      
        6 A total of six temples were built between 1929 and 1942; others followed subsequently
        (Gurung and Dahal 1990: 23; Gaenszle in Arora and Jayaram (ed) 2013: 65)
      


      
        7 During the autocratic Rana regime (1846–1951) society was ordered according orthodox
        Hindu notions. The national legal code of 1854, the Mulukhi Ain, explicitly attempted to apply the
        ‘dharmasastras’ to the civil and criminal law of heterogenous kingdom (Höfer 1979 as quoted in Gellner 2007:
        1823). Such implementation of Hindu ideology was further supported through discourses and by the policy as one
        language, one nation policy in 1956 in favour of the dominant Hindu community, their language, their religion,
        and their culture (For more details on the implementation of the dominant culture through policies and
        discourses see Lawoti 2007: 203–205).
      


      
        8 Term coined by Stavenhagen
      


      
        9 Subba (1987: 74–75; 1999: 125) compares the end result of such processes to what
        Stavenhagen has called ‘ethnocide’. This is first characterized by the gradual alienation of land from Kiratas
        to Tagadharis and other categories through discriminatory legislative, administrative and judicial measures
        adopted by the Gorkha rulers in Nepal. The same was true for the Lepchas and Limbus under the Namgyals in
        Sikkim (Subba1999: 125).
      


      
        10 The Limbus tend to conceptualize the 10 Limbu principalities prior to the merger into
        the Gorkha kingdom of Nepal as one single polity called Limbuwan.
      


      
        11 Briefly, under this form of tenure an individual obtains rights to land by virtue of
        his membership in a series of ‘nesting’ kin groups (Caplan 1970: 03)
      


      
        12 Raikar has been described as a system of ‘state landlordism’ under which the rights of
        an individual to utilization and transfer of the land are recognized by the State so long as taxes are paid
        (Regmi 1963 in Caplan 1970: 03)
      


      
        13 According to Subba (1999: 125) ‘ethnocide’ of Limbus has been first characterized by
        the gradual alienation of land from Kirats to high-caste Brahmins.
      


      
        14 Read Caplan (1970), Sagant (1996/2008)
      


      
        15 According to an eminent Limbu author J.R Subba (2013: 272), the first manghim of Sikkim
        was constructed in 1983 in Mangshila, North Sikkim which is evidently an error with regard to the date.
        Seemingly, same error has been repeated in several other published works. Instead, the first recognized and
        recorded manghim was inaugurated in Manghshila, North Sikkim on June 6, 1993 by then chief minister of Sikkim,
        Mr. Nar Bahadur Bhandari, while the foundation stone for the construction of the manghim had been laid three
        years earlier by then ecclesiastical department minister of Sikkim, Mr. P.L. Gurung on June 4, 1990.
        Apparently, the land for the manghim was donated by the locals. According to another Limbu cultural elite,
        first manghim was a temporary one constructed in 1982 at Khechopari in West Sikkim. This remains to be
        verified.
      


      
        16 As of yet, 14 Limbu manghims have been constructed in Sikkim. Rai manghims have also
        been constructed.
      


      
        17 In 1973, Limbus made a public declaration that they are not Nepalis, yet in 1975 they
        were categorized as Nepalis.
      


      
        18 The fact that there is no god or goddess figure in the Limbu shrine already says a lot
        about the intrinsic nature of Limbu culture as no one has come up with particular features or symbols
        associated with her but it will not be surprising if a face or symbol of Yuma is created in future in Sikkim.
        Already, Yuma is believed to exist as a reincarnation in a virgin Limbu girl called Yuma mata or Darap mata
        even though she has not been recognized by the mainstream Limbu cultural elites in Sikkim.
      


      
        19 Limbus believe in mythical figure of Srijunga
        I, as the first person to devise the Limbu script but the Limbus seemingly forgot the script with time until
        Srijunga II found it again. This could also be interpreted as a creation of a myth to portray Limbu culture and
        civilization as ancient as that of the dominant groups.
      


      
        20 North Sikkim is considered to be the heart of dominant Buddhist group in the context of
        preserving their culture and lands from immigrant majority Nepalis as evident from state administrative
        policies such as 1937 proclamation of north Sikkim.
      


      
        21 Yuma meaning grandmother and Samyo meaning
        religion in Limbu Language (Subba J.R. 2013: 03)
      


      
        22 Meaning ‘great soul’ in Hindi, Nepali and other north Indian languages.
      


      
        23 Five-coned star symbolizing the nine cosmic realms of existence in Limbu culture.
      


      
        24 Both Hindu and Buddhist dieties are associated with form and/or symbolic objects or
        animals such as Goddess Durja with Tiger, goddess Saraswati with a white swan, musical instrument and books
        alongside her.
      


      
        25 In this book, Darjeeling implies Darjeeling and Kalimpong district within Gorkhaland
        Territorial Administration (GTA). This distinction is important as Kalimpong was carved out as a separate
        district very recently. At the same time, Darjeeling district is beyond GTA to include plains areas such as
        Siliguri. Limbu manghim is also found in Dooars area which was part of Darjeeling district in the past.
      


      
        26 Five-coned star usually placed at the apex of the manghims in Sikkim. For more details
        please refer J.R Subba (2013: 274).
      


      
        27 Silam meaning ‘path of the dead’ and sakma meaning ‘block’ in Limbu language. Silam
        sakma is a symbol used for blocking the path of the dead believed to be used while conducting rituals when the
        ancestors of Limbus were suffering from illness and untimely death (Subba J.R. 2013: 278).
      


      
        28 This marker contains the explanation of Yumaism religion by J.R. Subba, one of the
        prominent Limbu cultural elites from Sikkim.
      


      
        29 The low caste Hindu Nepali group are categorized as Scheduled Castes (SC) and
        accordingly receive certain privileges through the positive discrimination policies of the government.
      


      
        30 The Rai ethnic group of Darjeeling from the larger Gorkha community of Darjeeling is
        known for publicly denouncing the scheme by rejecting the state government’s offer for Rai Development Board in
        October 2015 based on their views that it would divide the larger hill community as well as the Rai community.
        They were the first and only community to publicly denounce the offer of Tribal Development Board. https://www.telegraphindia.com/1151014/jsp/siliguri/story_47845.jsp
      


      
        31 Tragically, one of the interviewed Limbu cultural elite leading a newly-established
        Limbu Cultural Youth Association who had expressed similar fear, was hacked to death around a month later in
        December 2016, while his assistant survived brutal injuries. Kumar Subba also known as Kumar Kandangwa (Limbu),
        as mentioned in his visiting card, was the president of Yuma Yakthung Tribal Youth Phujombho, Darjeeling, West
        Bengal. His assistant Binny Limbu was grievously injured. The Limbu Youth Cultural Association, a breakaway
        from the Limbu Cultural Board also works for revival of Limbu culture although they did lament about shortages
        of funds https://www.telegraphindia.com/1161230/jsp/siliguri/story_127541.jsp
      


      
        32 For details, please refer chapter 2.
      


      
        33 ‘Kirat Itihas’ (1948) meaning Kirat History was his first book, followed by English
        translation ‘History and Culture of Kirat People (1966). In this book, his concept of Kirat has been rather
        broad including several other indigenous groups. However, focus remains on Limbus. According to Gurung (2011:
        128), he wrote Limboo-English dictionary besides publishing many books on Limboo literature and culture.
      


      
        34 According to A.B Subba (2016: 62), Iman Singh Chemjong, Limbu icon who was influenced
        by Nepali language added Devanagari alphabets to Limbu script but were of little use to Limbu accent.
      


      
        35 Although born in Darjeeling with exposure to Christian values that also manifests in
        his works. Later appointed to prestigious position in Nepal and increasing influence of Hindu Nepali culture in
        his published works.
      


      
        36 According to J.R Subba (2013: 10), Singtamey Sirijunga claims to be the reincarnate of
        Srijunga I of ninth century and seemingly negates the Limbu script, language and yumaism justifying his own
        script, language and spirituality not known to Limbu society.
      


      
        37 Darap Yuma is a self-proclaimed incarnate of Great Limbu Goddess Tagera Ningwaphuma
        (Yuma Mang). She lives in West Sikkim’s village of Darap which is how she partly derives
        her name. She is also known as Darap Mata where ‘mata’ in Hinduism means mother usually referred to ‘mother
        goddess’. It was seen that she is ignored and unacknowledged by mainsteam traditional Limbus, as a false
        incarnate as Limbus largely do not believe in incarnation. Some even believe that she has been implanted as an
        agent from Nepal to break the solidarity and stability of Limbu society in Sikkim. On the other hand, it was
        seen that she is quite revered and popular among the layperson Limbus. Her framed picture was seen in shared
        taxis either owned or driven-by Limbus in West Sikkim. Since such a practice to keep the pictures of Gods and
        Goddesses in the vehicles near to the driver’s seat is known in this region, it is understood that she has been
        internalized as Goddess who is supposed to protect you from unfortunate accidents. Darap mata exemplies those
        elements of a goddess having claimed access to miraculous powers, to which laypersons generally get drawn to.
        She also stands out in her white dress and headdress apart from being relatively young female God symbolizing
        innocence and purity which is highly valued in Limbu society.
      

    

  


  
    
      Conclusion


      Symbolic Violence and Ethnic
      Inequality

    

    
      This book mainly deals with the symbolic dimension of ethnic inequality in the northeastern Indian borderlands by
      taking the case of the Limbu ethnic group. It argues that the subordination of the Limbus in Sikkim, Darjeeling
      and Nepal can be understood with the application of Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence. To this end, using
      Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic violence, this study interprets symbolic violence as binary opposing
      distinction of the dominant and the dominated which exist within the framework of state structures for collective
      identities. It argues that with emergence of state structures mainly the nation-states, the dominant group
      constructed the Limbu as an ethnic group, which was less valuable than the dominant group based on certain
      cultural characteristics. The Limbu by accepting and incorporating this dominant view naturalized the dominant
      view in the dominant and the dominated.
    


    
      The guiding question specifically asks as to how symbolic violence is reproduced among the Limbus in these given
      settings. The book links this question to the inclusion and exclusion of the Limbus on the basis of their
      ethnicization and to the particular configuration of the state, dominant group and ethnicity. In this regard,
      this book examines three historical phases of the Limbus’ unequal integration into the state of Sikkim, which are
      also different configurations of inequality: pre-capitalist states, colonial and post-colonial states. This
      historical study indicates that their unequal integration into the state structures in all three phases have been
      legitimized through the devaluation of their authentic identity thus linking structural inequality with symbolic
      dimensions of inequality. In pre-colonial Sikkim, they have been constructed as an ethnic group inferior to the
      dominant group and structurally marginalized. Similarly, in colonial Sikkim, another layer of dominance added
      with their categorization as a Nepali group that further devalued them as immigrants within the framework of a
      nation-state that valued indigeneity. At the same time, this layer of dominance obscured their previous
      construction as an inferior group thus adding subtle form to subordination. In post-colonial Sikkim, the Limbu
      identity underwent several transformations based on the political interests of the dominant group, which
      eventually settled with their categorization as a scheduled tribe of Nepali origin. Arguably, this added yet
      another layer of dominance as it essentially reinstates their identity as Nepali immigrants while also devaluing
      them as a tribe, which implies indigenous but also backward and less civilized. The Limbu in all three historical
      phases have accepted the dominant view, which these categorizations
      stand for, and by incorporating them have naturalized the dominant view among the dominant and the dominated.
    


    
      Why do the Limbus engage in such a practice of complicity to the dominant view when such incorporation continues
      to keep them subordinated? The empirical Chapter 6 on newer cultural
      forms and processes among the Limbus in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal attempts to answer this question. The answer
      mainly relates to Bourdieu’s structural theory of practice connecting agency and structure in a ‘dialectical
      relationship’ instead of a direct, unmediated response to external structures. This is evident with the dominated
      Limbus accepting the dominant view with an objective to protect their material interests which the structural
      frameworks of the state provide on a tokenistic level through administrative policies that symbolically devalue
      them in the first place. For example, as ST of Nepali origin, the Limbus are subject to positive discrimination
      policies such as job quotas as STs but at the same time they are also excluded from seat reservation as an
      indigenous ethnic group of Sikkim in the legislative assembly as non-ethnic Sikkimese implying an immigrant
      background. But the answer is much more complex as according to Bourdieu, this is further linked to a two-way
      relationship between the cognitive and objective structures which involves internalization of the social
      structure. Chapter 6 on symbolic forms and processes indicates how
      the Limbus’s cultural forms and practices portray their struggle for legitimation in the given social world. For
      example, in Nepal, they have internalized that by adopting or emulating the dominant culture so that they will be
      accepted, legitimate and valued but their subordination in Nepal indicates otherwise. In Sikkim, where the
      historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity as a symbolic system and as a dominant view has maintained the
      supremacy of the dominant group, the Limbus’ subordination as a Nepali group is quite eminent. In this regard,
      their categorization as ST of Nepali origin gives continuity to the older process of symbolic violence through
      the binary opposing distinctions of indigenous and immigrant, which in contemporary Sikkim refers to ethnic
      Sikkimese and non-ethnic Sikkimese. This is further explored and elucidated in Chapter 5 on the Limbu as a scheduled tribe in contemporary Sikkim.
    


    
      Based on the empirical Chapter 6 on the newer cultures processes of
      Limbus in three different configurations, it has been posited that ‘manghim’ or temple worship among the Limbus
      besides being a relatively new practice, is not an intrinsic feature or essence of the Limbus as a collective,
      but is rather relational, specific to relative competitive positions in particular social and historical
      contexts. This is evident with the distinctions in their cultural practices in different configurations, all of
      which portray their power relations in each social world, which necessitates dialectical relationship between
      agency and structure. It also gives an insight into symbolic dimensions of power relations as expressed in the
      newer cultural forms and practices and their variations among the Limbus in all three settings. This book shows
      that the transformation in Limbu cultural forms and practices as in the case of manghim worship indicates a
      dialectical relationship with the structure but also a bending under the weight of domination thus leading to the
      distortion of their authentic cultural identity. The objective is to legitimize themselves in the given social world by adopting the dominant culture and religious practices as in the
      case of Nepal or by drawing an exclusive Sikkimese Limbu cultural identity. On a broader perspective, this
      chapter on the comparative study of the Limbus adds to our understanding that ethnic identities should not be
      essentialized as these identities have been constructed and shaped in relation to coexisting groups, mainly the
      dominant group, within the structural frameworks such as the nation-state. It also contributes to our
      understanding that symbolic systems such as religion, language, and myths that form the components of culture
      play a crucial role in shaping ethnicity.
    


    
      As symbolic violence essentially relates to the issue of legitimacy, it is argued that symbolic violence is
      reproduced through the concept of legitimation in which the dominated Limbu group accepts the unequal social
      hierarchy as a natural order and struggles for legitimacy in the social world. This argument is empirically
      founded on recent cultural practices, symbolic forms and processes of the Limbu ethnic group in Nepal, Sikkim and
      Darjeeling. This book also explores and analyzes the symbolic dimensions of power relations of the dominated with
      the coexisting group mainly the dominant, and how the competitive hierarchical social order is reproduced.
      Contextually, I have argued that as symbolic forms and processes, the newer cultural practices of the Limbus in
      Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal are not just a cultural expression of their unique Limbu ethnicity but rather
      carries political content through their struggle for distinction and exemplifies the operation of a dominant
      symbolic system like religion, historical narratives, and discourse on a dominated group.
    


    
      Further, I have argued that symbolic violence is reproduced because of the reproduction of the conceptual
      worldview of opposing binary distinctions brought about by a dominant symbolic system of the symbolic power
      holders as a‘worldmaking power’, in which the logic of inclusion applies to them and that of exclusion to the
      dominated, thereby creating unequal hierarchies in the social world, where the dominated struggle for
      legitimation. This argument has been empirically founded by examining the dominant discourse of indigeneity in
      Sikkim derived from the historical narratives written by the dominant group. I have argued that as a symbolic
      system, the dominant discourse of indigeneity with its binary opposing classification of indigenous and immigrant
      has reproduced symbolic violence while maintaining the supremacy of the dominant group in the social structure of
      Sikkim. My findings have been based on the deconstruction of the discourse of indigeneity in relation to the
      Limbus and Sikkimese indigeneity and through critical examination of its legitimation. Second, I have attempted
      to examine the operationalization of this discourse in relation to the unequal integration of Limbus as a
      scheduled tribe in contemporary Sikkim by focusing on its social and political implementation. Although the focus
      of this empirical chapter has been on Sikkim, it can be extended to Nepal and Darjeeling in the context of a
      symbolic system as ‘culturally arbitrary’, which does not mirror the social reality but rather the ‘cultural
      arbitrariness’ of the dominant group.
    


    
      In this book, inter-generational reproduction of symbolic violence has been linked to the inclusion and exclusion
      of Limbus on the basis of their ethnicization and to the particular configuration of the state, dominant group
      and ethnicity. It has been argued that the Limbus in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Nepal have been included and excluded
      on the basis of their ethnicization by the culturally different dominant groups in each of these configurations
      as they have been perceived as a threat to their supremacy. Findings based on empirical work largely support the
      hypothesis as substantiated below.
    


    
      In Sikkim, their ethnicization (and administrative categorization as Nepalis or in contemporary times as ST but
      as a subcategory of a Nepali category) as Hindus and as ethnic Nepalis have worked to their disadvantage as such
      ethnicization is perceived as a threat by the dominant Buddhist group and hence they are denied their equal
      political and symbolic rights which has been legitimized by the historical narrative of Sikkimese indigeneity
      that has constructed the Limbus as the ethnic others. Their struggle for distinction as indigenous Sikkimese or
      as ethnic Sikkimese, for legitimation, is evident from the dissociative and exclusive cultural practices of the
      Limbus, from that of the Limbus in Nepal largely brought about through the internalization of the dominant
      conceptual worldview of indigenous and immigrant. In Darjeeling, their ethnicization as ethnic Nepalis has been
      perceived as a threat by the culturally different dominant Bengali group and hence have been marginalised as
      Nepalis. This has been evident with the historical marginalization of the Limbus as Gorkhas. Their categorization
      as a scheduled tribe in the contemporary period reproduces symbolic violence as they continue to be symbolically
      devalued as inferior Hindu and as immigrant Nepali. In Nepal, they are excluded as inferior Hindus by the
      culturally different dominant Hindu group based on their indigeneity. This is evident from the subjugation of the
      Limbus as Kirats/Kiratis despite the adoption of the dominant Hindu culture, language and practices.
    


    
      In all three configurations, their cultural processes are largely linked with the concept of legitimation within
      a nation-state and portray their struggle for distinction in each configuration for legitimation thereby
      validating Bourdieu’s theory that symbolic violence elicits the consent of the dominated for legitimation while
      the dominant maintain their supremacy through their symbolic systems such as religion and discourse to create
      unequal social hierarchies where the logic of inclusion applies to them and exclusion to the dominated. This is
      evident in the case of the Limbu as an ethnic group in Sikkim, Nepal and Darjeeling. Dominant groups as symbolic
      power holders are also seen to be a world-making power imposing a conceptual worldview of opposing binary
      distinctions, which is internalized by the dominated group to accept the unequal hierarchy as natural order and
      hence legitimizing the unequal symbolic order. This is also a practice evident in Sikkim, Darjeeling and Bengal
      with the use of the symbolic systems largely embedded in their conceptual worldview of superiority derived from
      their culture.
    


    
      Findings also suggests widely used terminology to name an ethnic group has largely been exonyms decided by the
      dominant group as symbolic power holders. For example, the Limbus as Monpas, Tsongs, Paharias, Nepalis as used by
      the Buddhist Bhutia group of Sikkim and as Limbus, Kiratis and Nepalis as used by the dominant Nepali Hindu
      group. The successive dominant groups in alliance, such as the British colonials and government of India, are
      also known to reproduce the dominant view. In contrast, the use of endonym yakthumba has been relatively
      limited and unknown to non-Limbus, which in all likelihood reflects on
      the role played by the symbolic capital holders as a ‘world-making power’ in imposing the conceptual worldview of
      the social world. Further, it is argued that the use and disuse of terminology to name ethnic groups, plays on
      the ethnicization of Limbus towards the dominant culture beside reflecting on the concept of legitimation being
      closely linked with the dominant culture within a nation-state. For example, the use of Tsong as a legitimate
      term during pre-merger Sikkim while it was abolished in the post-merger period with the recognition of the
      generalized term Limbu. Another example would be the recognition of Limbus as ST not simply as ST but as ST of
      Nepali category in India, which indicates Limbus as inferior Nepalis or inferior Hindus thus further symbolizing
      overarching Hindu culture categorically and administratively.
    


    
      To sum up, it is posited that symbolic violence is directly linked to legitimation (as illustrated through their
      newer cultural practices) that in all likelihood, originated with the construction of the nation-state. Perhaps
      there were no real ethnic groups in the area before the nation state was constructed in which case, in all
      likelihood, there was no symbolic violence with loose interactions and no real hierarchies. Such a proposition
      would also mean that symbolic violence gets deeper and more invisible with the hardening of the concept of
      nation-state with more unequal competing hierarchies. In the case of the Sikkimese Limbus, it has been shown that
      symbolic violence has been reproduced and has deepened with their categorization as Nepalis during the colonial
      period and in the post-merger period it has continued with their categorization as ST of Nepali category clearly
      linking symbolic violence to their administrative categorization and ethnicization. Therefore, this study
      concludes that although the institution of nation-state facilitates ethnicization towards the dominant culture,
      the dominated despite their ethnicization remain dominated through distinctions and hierarchies that
      differentiate them from the dominant. This mainly involves devaluation of the dominated that legitimizes their
      unequal integration into the state structures.
    


    
      The Limbus as an ethnic group also show that cultures are in a process of constant transformation through further
      differentiation based on power relations further linked with cultural socialization brought about by capitalism,
      colonialism, neo-colonialism, and nation-state in order to safeguard collectives’ material and symbolic
      interests, as it transforms from pre-modern to modern societies adapting and adopting to dominant cultures
      through a dialectical relationship with the structure. Broadly, the case of the Limbus relates to several other
      smaller ethnic groups in the northeastern Indian borderlands with the issue of legitimacy and their struggle for
      legitimation
    


    
      Several questions arise based on their categorization as a scheduled tribe. Considering the meanings associated
      with scheduled tribe status: Are all Limbus in Sikkim indigenous, backward and less civilized? Given the
      transformation in their culture with institutionalization of their religion as exemplified in “manghim” or temple
      worship, do they really qualify as an animistic scheduled tribe? How do Limbus from all walks of life and from
      different socio-economic classes relate to scheduled tribe identity in this given time and space? Similarly, how
      can a generalized ST status define the Bhutias with a highly developed and highly institutionalized Buddhist
      religion at a par with the Hindu religion. While animistic practices may prevail among the Buddhist Bhutias in
      villages, the common scheduled tribe category to fit all the Bhutias is debatable particularly in this given time
      and space. These categorizations clearly do not reflect the social reality, as it is. Instead, it serves to
      maintain the structural inequalities by creating more hierarchies and layers of dominance that create more
      struggle for legitimation in the given social world. From Bourdieu’s perspective, these classifications tell us
      about ‘world-making power’ and the importance of symbolic dimensions of inequality in perpetuating inequality
      within state structures. These symbolic dimensions of inequality are inherently embedded in the dominant culture
      as religion, myth, language at al. which with time and space have added layers of subtlety to obscure the real
      nature of domination. It is evident that these classifications largely represent the dominant view. For example,
      Limbus as ST of Nepali origin, whereas Bhutias are not classified as ST of Tibetan origin. Similarly, Limbus’
      classification as a scheduled tribe but contesting election from general seats in the state legislative assembly
      all point to the disparities and mismatch between their classifications and their opposing structural allotments.
      Essentially, they tell us about imposed structures that the Limbus are struggling in for legitimation to protect
      their material and symbolic interests.
    


    
      
        Limitations and suggestions


        
          Although this book historically explores the depth and reproduction of symbolic violence, it mainly does so
          in one setting. It would be beneficial if further studies conduct historical analysis of all three
          configurations in all three historical periods.
        


        
          Fieldwork conducted in Nepal did not include eastern Nepal but mainly relied on elite Limbus and their
          symbolic spaces in Kathmandu. These cultural elites had migrated from eastern Nepal but it still does not
          equate to conducting fieldwork in the villages of eastern Nepal.
        


        
          Further, this book, by looking at the concept of legitimation as a struggle for distinction in the social
          world has dealt the cultural process as being mutually exclusive from processes of imitation and processes of
          cooperation practiced by communities in this region. While the book has linked the local and regional
          cultural practices of Limbus to the concept of legitimation and its relation to the dominant group, it has
          not been able to clearly link the process with legitimation to a nation-state, particularly in the context of
          India through their cultural processes. I would also like to mention that this book and its findings are
          limited and, in all likelihood, cannot be generalized.
        


        
          As for suggestions for further research, the concept of immigrant is vague and biased in this region and it
          would be perhaps interesting to make a comparative study on the concept of immigrant and its relation to the
          nation state by studying how the term applies differently to different communities since the construction of
          the nation state. It is also interesting to explore the concept of equality by looking into the policies that
          support the concept of collectives in comparison to individuals. Another suggestion would be to study the
          ways in which nation-states create ethnic inequality based on symbolic order while supporting the idea of an
          equal multicultural society.
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