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ABSTRACT

The main objective of the paper is to explore ust@erding of hierarchy and application in the franfaeference
of Dumont’s perspective, in the respect of Indiaste system, as to take into account the assetttiainthe principle of

encompassment, which defines a true hierarchyppdicable to it as well.
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INTRODUCTION

A famous and most cited book by Louis DumontdOMO HIERARCHICUS the caste system and its
implications in which, Dumont propounded the SINGLE TRUE PRIRCE in terms of ENCOMPASSES,
ENCOMPASSED, ISOLATION, SEPARATI@N BINARY OPPOSITIONor the caste. For Dumont: "A hierarchical
relation is a relation between larger and smabtlermore precisely between that which encompassestteat which is
encompassed” (Dumont 1970b:24.). With his definitad hierarchy, Dumont proposes to shift the fqmaint of accounts
that deal with the caste system (Gupta 2014:5%ldoe of the isolation and separation of casta®s fone another, which
we have found so prominent, we shall bring hienattohthe forefront (Dumont 1970b:30). But the pipte of the system
has yet to be ascertained. How should one go atiolri this regard, Dumont writes, “It is enoughdbserve that actual
men do not behave: they act with an idea in themds, perhaps that of conforming to custom”. (Duni®v0b:40)
Further Dumont writes.....the caste system is te sih mind, a state of mind which is expressed h® ¢mergence, in
various situation, of groups of various orders galtecalled “castes” (Dumont 1970b:71). This statamind provides the
orientation towards the whole, which in the eyesttadse who participate in it legitimizes their respive positions
(Dumont: 1970b149). Moreover, to adopt a valueoisntroduce hierarchy, and a certain consensusahfey a certain
hierarchy of ideas, things and people, is indispblesto social life (Dumont 1970b:54). It is thenef, only via ideology
that one can grasp the essence of the castes am&todknow the true principal behind the casteesysfGupta 2014:60).
The “single true principlé is “the opposition of the pure and impure” (Duntdr®70:81)This opposition underlies the
caste hierarchy, which can be translated into unmeority of the pure over the impure. This opgiosi underlies
separation because, the pure and the impure mustgighe separate, and it also underlies theidivief labor because,
the pure and the impure occupations must likewiseképt separate (Dumont 1970b:81). This hierarthpcaciple,
Dumont concludes, is responsible for the “lineadeorof castes from Ato Z......... " (Dumont 1970:96). @asé and Z
must exist empirically, for the “two poles are elfjyaecessary, although unequal” (Dumont 1970:93)r the sociologist,

Dumont writes,the decisive step is accomplished once a quakty iimpurity is attributed in a permanent manner to
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certain people. There, to a great extent will benfd the clue to Indian complexifipumont and Pocock 1960:18)his is
so because, Dumont believes that it “is generalhged that the opposition is manifested in somerasaopic form in the
contrast between the two extreme categories: Brabnamd Untouchables” (Dumont 1970b:84). The nesp $§ to
understand what makes this hierarchy a true hiey&r@ true hierarchy “cannot give place to powersash, without
contradicting its own principle”. (Dumont 1970:117).... But in concrete, we have seen that power, devalaetie
advantage of status at the overall level surreptitly makes itself the equal of status at the étiteal levels. (Dumont
1970:197).And yet, it is not the interstitial levels, or thgedian zone, which is important if one is to apfaieca true
hierarchy. Dumont categorically states:”For us.....haVhappens at the extreme is essential.”(Dumor0:196).In a
true hierarchy “that which encompasses is more itapb than that which is encompassed.” (Dumont 1B¥0)"For pure
hierarchy to develop without hindrance, it was alsgessary that power should be absolutely inféoi@tatus “(Dumont
1970:114).

The caste hierarchy, however, is not merely a tingaer but is “a series of successive dichotomy an
inclusions,” (Dumont 1970:106). For instance, thei@a is opposed to the block of the first threstes; Vishay's are
opposed to the block the Brahman and Kshatriyachwiiinally divides into two. (Dumont 1970:79) Inishmanner,

Dumont demonstrates again the relationship betweeencompassing and the encompassed.

The above, most briefly, are the essential mettogdchl points that Dumont makes in connection vitik
understanding of what constitutes a pure hierar@nd why the caste system should also be considaseduch.
(Gupta 2014:62).

It is necessary to take into account the contrimgiof at least Murray Milner (1994) and Michal N&if(1979).
Milner, in a vein reminiscent of Dumont argues thi@tus cannot be equated with power or wealth4199). Further, as
status is in expansible (i.e. if someone goes ep gomebody else somebody else must come dowa)loifver caste
climbs up, the upper caste must come down (1994:5,4,12,160).As the caste system according to Viloentralizes
ritual status (1994:58), the position of the Brahnm virtually unassailable. This conclusion ledditner to undermine

social mobility, and over-value inheritance andriggion (1994:205)

Milner assumes, as Dumont did before him, thatecagstem has been devised by Brahmans (1994:78&) thiei
other caste simply has acquiesced to their positiothe hierarchy. The fact that a “lower caste nsaygcessfully
demonstrate a “superior” lifestyle and yet not éodzcepted by Brahman and, conversely, that aneflimaste may not,
and most often, does not carry intrinsic legitimaeith subordinated castes, does not find the placévilners
analysis.(Gupta:2014:62).

From a Dumontian perspective again, but this tiraey\self-consciously, Michael Moffat argues thastearule
are so thoroughly internalized that lower castgdigate the hierarchy at subordinate level as wdbffat believes that
even at the level of the “untouchables” hierarchglearly evident. The “higher” member of the salled caste dominates
the “lower” level breaks down, it is because “of exhaustion of material resources of low human len&b pay others,
and of other human willing to serve them (1994:148)other words, caste domination is wrought bytarial resources
and not by spiritual, ideological and ritual corapice. If it were latter than the caste system iimgmily ideology, and
acceptance of it purely voluntary. This is as Dutmangues consistently iHomo Hierarchic usDumont’s principle of

ritual hierarchy operates on two levels, the opjmsibetween the Brahmin (as the very epitome asérece of purity) and
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the “untouchable” (as the carrier of impurity); ametween the Brahmin (as the figure of sacredirgtsgtus) and the king
(as the figure of the temporal/secular power). Sitle pure always necessarily encompasses the émauteast at the
level of the ideology (if not at the level of thacf), the Brahmin is placed at the top of the m@ma And, this is so not
only in relation to the progressively receding eadf less purity (or more impurity) as embodiedha person of other

castes, but also in relation to the king or thelaobf the temporal authority.

The caste system has conventionally been percéiyedholars as a hierarchy, based on the binarg<jign of
purity and pollution. Challenging this positionaténg sociologist Dipankar Gupta argues that antyonoof a fixed
hierarchy is arbitrary and valid only from the gmstive of the individual castes. The idea of défece, and not hierarchy,
determines the tendency of each caste to keepitdidiscrete nature, and this is also seen toumedf the various castes
which occupy the same rank in the hierarchy. FqrabDkar Gupta “the caste system as a form of diffeaton wherein
the constituent units of the system justify endogam the basis of putative biological differencdsiah is semaphored by
the ritualization of multiple social practices.” {fta 2014:141). By rituals we mean, all those dqmiactices that are
valorized and upheld irrespective of Weber's “meands” rationality. Providing fresh insight, Gughibits two further
characteristics which cannot be seen as its esfritaaay be understood as its properties. Thegeepiies ardlierarchy
and HypersymbolisnfGupta 2014:142).The discrete character of castenaintained by the enhanced valuation that
members of caste place on their own customs, ialpractices, and genealogical heritage. Thisllsh@and does imply
a value-loaded scale which places different castiéfferent position in the hierarchy. It is trugs Bougle said that Hindus
are obsessed with the right to be organized hikizally (Bougle 1991 :25), yet it needs to be réear that it is not as if
there is a consensus on the hierarchy .(Alfred Manabservation in Rowe 1968:205) ;Gupta (2014:142)

The caste system is often considered to be a grhgedrchy based on the purity-pollution scalesthir the
hierarchy that the caste system poses can be seemifarm and universal. The truth is that, therend@ agreement over
who should occupy which position in the hierarchyis not as if the Brahmans are universally ackieolged in Hindu
India to be the most superior community. There werful Kshatriya or warrior castes that consitfemselves as the
most superior castes, and belittle both the Bralsnsséatus and occupation, while there is an ovagaktement that castes
should be hierarchized, there are strong disagnetsmegarding the positioning of jatis of the saatatus.
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