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Putting Hierarchy in Its Place
Arjun Appadurai
Departmentof Anthropology
Universityof Pennsylvania

In the essay thatfollows, I shall be concernedwith the genealogy of an idea.
But before I put forwardthis genealogy, I need to make two preliminaryarguments. The firstinvolves the anthropologicalconstructionof natives. The second
involves a defense of one kind of intellectualhistory.
The Place of the Native
On the face of it, an explorationof the idea of the "native" in anthropological discoursemay not appearto have much to do with the genealogy of the idea
of hierarchy.But I wish to arguethat hierarchyis one of an anthologyof images
in andthroughwhich anthropologistshave frozen the contributionof specific culturesto our understandingof the humancondition. Such metonymicfreezing has
its roots in a deeperassumptionof anthropologicalthoughtregardingthe boundedness of culturalunits and the confinementof the varietiesof humanconsciousness withinthese boundaries.The idea of the "native" is the principalexpression
of this assumption,and thus the genealogy of hierarchyneeds to be seen as one
local instanceof the dynamicsof the constructionof natives.
Althoughthe termnative has a respectableantiquityin Westernthoughtand
has often been used in positive and self-referentialways, it has graduallybecome
the technicalpreserveof anthropologists.Althoughsome otherwords takenfrom
the vocabularyof missionaries,explorers, and colonial administratorshave been
expungedfrom anthropologicalusage, the term native has retainedits currency,
serving as a respectablesubstitutefor terms like primitive, about which we now
feel some embarrassment.Yet the termnative, whetherwe speak of "native categories," or "native belief-systems" or "native agriculture," conceals certain
ambiguities. We sense this ambiguity, for example, in the restricteduse of the
adjectivenativistic, which is typically used not only for one sort of revivalism,
but for revivalismamong certainkinds of population.
Who is a "native" (henceforthwithoutquotationmarks)in the anthropological usage?The quick answerto this questionis that the native is a personwho is
bornin (and thus belongs to) the place the anthropologistis observingor writing
about. This sense of the word native is fairly narrowly,and neutrally,tied to its
Latinetymology. But do we use the termnative uniformlyto referto people who
arebornin certainplaces and, thus, belong to them?We do not. We have tended
36
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to use the word native for persons and groups who belong to those parts of the
world thatwere, and are, distantfrom the metropolitanWest. This restrictionis,
in part, tied to the vagaries of our ideologies of authenticityover the last two
centuries.Propernatives are somehow assumedto representtheirselves and their
history,withoutdistortionor residue. We exemptourselvesfromthis sortof claim
to authenticitybecause we are too enamoredof the complexities of our history,
the diversitiesof our societies, and the ambiguitiesof our collective conscience.
When we find authenticityclose to home, we are more likely to label itfolk than
native, the formerbeing a termthatsuggests authenticitywithoutbeing implicitly
derogatory.The anthropologistthus rarelythinks of himself as a native of some
place, even when he knows that he is from somewhere. So what does it mean to
be a native of some place, if it means somethingmore, or other, thanbeing from
thatplace?
What it means is that natives are not only persons who are from certain
places, and belong to those places, but they are also those who are somehow incarcerated, or confined, in those places.' What we need to examine is this attributionor assumptionof incarceration,of imprisonment,or confinement.Why are
some people seen as confinedto, and by, their places?
Probablythe simplest aspect of the common sense of anthropologyto which
this image correspondsis the sense of physical immobility. Natives are in one
place, a place to which explorers, administrators,missionaries, and eventually
anthropologists,come. These outsiders,these observers, are regardedas quintessentially mobile; they are the movers, the seers, the knowers. The natives are
immobilizedby theirbelonging to a place. Of course, when observersarrive, natives are capable of moving to anotherplace. But this is not really motion; it is
usually flight, escape, to anotherequally confiningplace.
The slightly more subtle assumptionbehind the attributionof immobility is
not so muchphysical as ecological. Natives are those who are somehow confined
to places by their connectionto what the place permits. Thus all the languageof
niches, of foraging, of materialskill, of slowly evolved technologies, is actually
also a languageof incarceration.In this instanceconfinementis not simply a function of the mysterious,even metaphysicalattachmentof nativeto physicalplaces,
but a functionof their adaptationsto their environments.
Of course, anthropologistshave long known thatmotion is partof the normal
round for many groups, ranging from Bushmen and Australianaborigines, to
CentralAsian nomadsand SoutheastAsian swidden agriculturalists.Yet most of
these groups,becausetheirmovementsareconfinedwithinsmall areasandappear
to be drivenby fairly clear-cutenvironmentalconstraints,are generallytreatedas
nativestied not so much to a place as to a patternof places. This is still not quite
motion of the free, arbitrary,adventuroussort associated with metropolitanbehavior. It is still incarceration,even if over a largerspatialterrain.
But the criticalpartof the attributionof nativenessto groupsin remoteparts
of the world is a sense thattheirincarcerationhas a moraland intellectualdimension. They are confinedby what they know, feel, and believe. They areprisoners
of their "mode of thought." This is, of course, an old and deep theme in the
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historyof anthropologicalthought, and its most powerfulexample is to be found
in Evans-Pritchard'spictureof the Azande, trappedin their moralweb, confined
by a way of thinking that admits of no fuzzy boundariesand is splendid in its
internalconsistency. Although Evans-Pritchardis generally careful not to exaggeratethe differencesbetween Europeanand Azande mentality,his position suggests thatthe Azande are especially confinedby theirmode of thought:
Aboveall, we haveto be carefulto avoidin theabsenceof nativedoctrineconstructing a dogmawhichwe wouldformulatewerewe to act as Azandedo. Thereis no
of witchcraft
elaborate
andconsistentrepresentation
thatwill accountin detailforits
to sequencesandfunctional
workings,norof naturewhichexpoundsits conformity
interrelations.
The Zandeactualizesthesebeliefsratherthanintellectualizes
them,
behaviorratherthanin doctrines.
andtheirtenetsareexpressedin sociallycontrolled
Hencethe difficultyof discussingthe subjectof witchcraftwithAzande,for their
ideasare imprisonedin actionandcannotbe cited to explainandjustifyaction.
[Evans-Pritchard
1937:82-83;emphasismine]
Of course, this idea of certainothers, as confinedby their way of thinking,
in itself appearsto have nothing to do with the image of the native, the person
who belongs to a place. The link between the confinementof ideology and the
idea of place is that the way of thought that confines natives is itself somehow
bounded, somehow tied to the circumstantialityof place. The links between intellectual and spatial confinement, as assumptionsthat underpinthe idea of the
native, are two. The first is the notion that cultures are "wholes": this issue is
takenup in the section of this essay on Dumont.The second is the notion, embedded in studies of ecology, technology, and materialcultureover a century, that
the intellectualoperationsof natives are somehow tied to their niches, to their
situations.They are seen, in Levi-Strauss'sevocative terms, as scientists of the
concrete.Whenwe ask wherethis concretenesstypically inheres, it is to be found
in specifics of flora, fauna, topology, settlementpatterns,and the like; in a word,
it is the concretenessof place. Thus, the confinementof native ways of thinking
reflectsin an importantway their attachmentto particularplaces. The science of
the concretecan thus be writtenas the poetry of confinement.2
But anthropologistshave always known thatnatives are not always so incarcerated.The Americananthropologicaltradition,at least as far back as Boas, and
most recently in the voices of Sidney Mintz (1985) and Eric Wolf (1982), has
always seen culturaltraitsas sharedand transmittedover large culturalareas, as
capableof change, and as creatingshifting mosaics of technology and ideology.
The Frenchtradition,at least in thatpartof it with roots in Herderand Vico, and
more recently in Mauss, Benveniste and Dumezil, has always seen the links, at
least of the Indo-European"linguaculture"(Attinasiand Friedrich1987), across
many geographicallyscatteredplaces. Even in British anthropology,there have
been minorityvoices, like those of LordRaglanandA. M. Hocart,who have seen
that the morphologyof social systems and ideologies is not confined by single,
territoriallyanchored groupings. It is now increasingly clear that in many instances where anthropologistsbelieved they were observing and analyzing pris-
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tine or historicallydeep systems, they were in fact viewing productsof recent
transregionalinteractions. Diffusionism, whatever its defects and in whatever
guise, has at least the virtueof allowing everyone the possibility of exposureto a
world largerthantheir currentlocale.
It is even more evident that in today's complex, highly interconnected,media-dominatedworld, thereare fewer and fewer native culturesleft. They are oppressedby the internationalmarketfor the objects once iconic of their identity,
which are now tokens in the drive for authenticityin metropolitancommodity
cultures. They are pushed by the forces of development and nationalization
throughoutthe world and are attractedby the possibilitiesof migration(or refuge)
in new places. Natives, as anthropologistslike to imagine them, are therefore
rapidlydisappearing.This much many will concede.
But were there ever natives, in the sense in which I have arguedthe term
mustbe understood?Most groupsthatanthropologistshave studiedhave in some
way been affected by the knowledge of other worlds, worlds about which they
may have learnedthroughmigration, trade, conquest, or indigenous narratives.
As we drop our own anthropologicalblinders, and as we sharpenour ethnohistoricaltools, we are discoveringthat the pristinePunanof the interiorof Borneo
were probablya specialized adaptationof the largerDayak communities, serving
a specialized function in the world trade in Borneo forest products (Hoffmann
1986);thatthe San of SouthernAfricahave been involved in a complex symbiosis
with other groups for a very long time (Schrire 1980); that groups in Melanesia
have been tradinggoods across very long distances for a long time, trade that
reflectscomplex regionalrelationsof supply anddemand(Hughes 1977); thatAfrican "tribes" have been reconstitutingand deconstructingessential structural
principlesat their "internalfrontiers"for a very long time (Kopytoff 1987).
Even where contact with large-scale externalforces has been, till recently,
minimal, as with some Inuit populations, some populations in lowland South
America, and many Australianaboriginalgroups, these groups have constituted
very complex "internal"mosaics of trade,marriage,conquest, and linguisticexchange, which suggests that no one grouping among them was ever truly incarceratedin a specific place and confined by a specific mode of thought (see, for
example, Myers 1986). Although assiduous anthropologistsmight always discover some borderlineexamples, my generalcase is thatnatives, people confined
to and by the places to which they belong, groups unsullied by contact with a
largerworld, have probablynever existed.
Natives, thus, are creaturesof the anthropologicalimagination.In our dialogic age, this may not seem like a very bold assertion, but it ramifiesin several
directions.If anthropologistshave always possessed a large amountof information thathas militatedagainstthe idea of the native, how have they succeeded in
holdingon to it? How have places turnedinto prisons containingnatives?
The answer lies in the ways that places have been marriedto ideas and images, and here I resumean argumentinitiatedelsewhere (Appadurai1986a). Anthropologyhas, more than many disciplinarydiscourses, operatedthroughan album or anthologyof images (changingover time, to be sure) wherebysome fea-
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tureof a groupis seen as quintessentialto the groupand as especially trueof that
group in contrastwith other groups. Hierarchyin India has this quality. In the
discourseof anthropology,hierarchyis what is most true of India and it is truer
of Indiathanof any otherplace.
In the subsequentsections of this essay I shall show that ideas that become
metonymicprisons for particularplaces (such that the natives of that place are
inextricablyconfinedby them) themselves have a spatialhistory, in the evolving
discourseof anthropology.Ideas and images not only travelfrom place to place,
but they periodicallycome into compellingconfigurations,configurationswhich,
once formed, resist modificationor critique. By looking at Dumont's conceptualizationof hierarchyin India, I shall explore the archaeologyof hierarchyas
an image thatconfines the natives of India. In the last partof the article, finally,
I shall proposea theory aboutthe circumstancesunderwhich such resilient configurationstend to occur in the historyof anthropologicaldiscourse.
The Genealogy of Hierarchy
The recentwave of reflexivityamong anthropologists,especially those practicing in the United States, has alreadycreateda backlash,foundedon many reservations,includingtemperamentaland stylistic ones. But one of the reasons for
the backlashhas been the suspicion that the self-scrutinyof ethnographersand
fieldworkersmight be a prologue to the extinction of the object of our studies.
Faced with the disappearanceof natives as they imaginedthem, some anthropologists runthe risk of substitutingreflexivityfor fieldwork.I belong to that group
of anthropologistswho wish neitherto erasethe object in an orgy of self-scrutiny,
nor to fetishize fieldwork(without carefully rethinkingwhat fieldworkought to
meanand be in a changingworld), in the way thatVictorianeducatorsfetishized
cold bathsand sportas character-buildingdevices for the public-schoolelite. So
why engage in any sort of genealogy?
All genealogies are selective, as any good historianof ideas would recognize. They areselective, thatis, not throughsloppinessor prejudice(thoughthese
could always creep in), but becauseevery genealogy is a choice amonga virtually
infinite set of genealogies that make up the problem of influence and source in
intellectualhistory.Every idea ramifiesindefinitelybackwardin time, andat each
criticalhistoricaljuncture,key ideas ramifyindefinitelyinto theirown horizontal,
contemporarycontexts. Nontrivialideas, especially, never have a finite set of genealogies. Thusany particulargenealogy must derive its authorityfrom the moral
it seeks to subserve. The genealogy I have constructedin the case of Dumont's
conceptionof hierarchyis one such genealogy, which subservesmy interestin the
spatialhistory of anthropologicalideas. Thus my genealogy, like any other genealogy, is an argumentin the guise of a discovery.
Thereis anotherway to characterizemy position. The sortof genealogy I am
interestedin has something in common with Foucault's sense of the practicehe
calls "archaeology," a practicewhich, when successful, uncoversnot just a genetic chain, but an epistemological field and its discursive formations. The dis-
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cursiveformationwith which I am concerned, at its largestlevel, is the discourse
of anthropologyover the last century, and within it the subdiscoursesaboutcaste
andaboutIndia.This sortof genealogizing is intendedto occupy the middle space
between the atemporalstance of certain kinds of contemporarycriticism (especially those affected by deconstruction)and the exclusivist and genetic assumptions of most standardapproachesto the historyof ideas.
In Dumont's (1970) conception of hierarchy as the key to caste society in
India, we see the convergence of three distinct trajectoriesin Western thought.
These separatetrajectories,which come togetherin recent anthropologicalpractice, are threefold. First there is the urge to essentialize, which characterizedthe
Orientalistforebearsof anthropology.This essentialism, which has a complicated
genealogy going back to Plato, became for some Orientaliststhe preferredmode
for characterizingthe "other." As Ronald Inden has recently argued (Inden
1986a), this led to a substantializedview of caste (reified as India's essential institution)and an idealizedview of Hinduism,regardedas the religiousfoundation
of caste. The second tendency involves exoticizing, by making differences between "self" and other the sole criteriafor comparison.This tendency to exoticize has been discussed extensively in recent critiques of the history of anthropology and of ethnographicwriting (Boon 1982; Clifford and Marcus 1986; Fabian 1983) and has its roots in the "Age of Discovery" as well as in the 18thcentury "Age of Nationalism," especially in Germany. The thirdtrajectoryinvolves totalizing, that is, making specific featuresof a society's thoughtor practice not only its essence but also its totality. Such totalizingprobablyhas its roots
in the Germanromanticismof the early 19th century and comes to us in all the
variationsof the idea of the Geist (spirit) of an age or a people. Canonized in
Hegel's holism, its most importantresult was the subsequentMarxiancommitment to the idea of totality (Jay 1984), but it also underliesDumont's conception
of the "whole," discussed below. In this sense, the dialogue between the idealistic and the materialisticdescendantsof Hegel is hardly over. In anthropology
and in history, particularlyin France, it is to be seen in Mauss's idea of the gift
as a total social phenomenonand in the Annales school's conception of histoire
totale.

Hierarchy,in Dumont's argument,becomes the essence of caste, the key to
its exoticism, and the form of its totality. There have been many criticisms of
Dumont's ideas about hierarchy.I shall be concerned here to deconstructhierarchyby unpackingits constituentsin Dumont'sscheme andby tracingthataspect
of the genealogy of these constituentsthat moves us out of India and to other
places in the ongoing journey of anthropologicaltheory. As we shall see, this
genealogy is in parta topographichistory of certainepisodes and certainlinks in
the history of anthropologicalthoughtin the last century. Since my argumentis
concernedlargely with the extra-Indianimplicationsof Dumont's ideas, let me
brieflyplace them in their Indiancontext.
Arrivingon the scene in the late 1960s, when Americanculturalparticularism, British structural-functionalism,and French structuralismhad come to a
ratherdull standoffin regardto the study of caste, Homo Hierarchicushad a gal-
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vanizing effect. It was widely (and vigorously) reviewed, and it generatednumeroussymposia, an armyof exegetes, acolytes, and opponents.For almost two
decades it has dominatedFrench structuraliststudies of ruralIndia, formed the
intellectual charter of the influential journal Contributions to Indian Sociology,

and generatedmuch empirical and theoreticalactivity both in England and the
UnitedStates. Dumont's ideas have been subjectto carefuland sympatheticcriticism by a host of scholars who have pursuedhis French intellectualroots, his
conceptionof ideology, his model of renunciationand purity, and the fit of his
ideas with Indian facts (see, for example, Berreman 1971; Das 1977; Kolenda
1976; Marriott1969; Parry1980; Srinivas 1984; Yalman 1969).
While difficultieshave been seen with almost every importantaspect of Dumont's methodologyand claims, most scholars workingon the caste systems of
SouthAsia (even the most obduratelyempiricistcriticsof Dumont)will grantthat
Dumont'sidea of hierarchycapturesthe distancebetween the value-assumptions
of Indiaand post-EnlightenmentEuropelike no previouscharacterization.
Thereare thus two trajectorieswithin which Homo Hierarchicusfits. One is
the trajectorythathas to do with the historyof Westernvalues. Dumont, as early
as the mid-1970s, had shown his concernwith the dynamicsof individualismand
egalitarianismin the West. This latterconcernhas intensifiedsince the publication
of Homo Hierarchicus, and Dumont's latest collection of essays (Dumont 1986)
makesit clearthatthe argumentabouthierarchyin Indiawas an episode in a longtermexercise in the archaeologyof modem Westernideology.
Yet, since Homo Hierarchicus also made a bold and sweeping structuralist
argumentaboutthe ideology of the caste system, it demandsassessmentand critique in its arealcontext as well. This it has amply received. What is now called
for is an effort to bring these two trajectoriesinto a unified critical discussion, a
discussionin which areal and theoreticalissues are not invidiously separatedand
ranked.This essay is a preliminarycontributionto this sortof unifieddiscussion.
PaulineKolenda(1976) has shown the ambiguitiesin, andpolysemy of, Dumont's use of the word hierarchyin Homo Hierarchicus, and has provideda valuablebasis for extendingour understandingof the roots of his idea of hierarchy.
Dumontowes a very large part of his understandingof caste society to Celestin
Bougie, aboutwhom I shall have more to say shortly. Bougle (1971) arguedthat
thecaste system was a productof the uniqueconfigurationof threerelationalproperties of the castes: separation,hierarchy, and interdependence.Dumont's advance is to finda principlelinkingand underlyingall threeanddevelopinga more
sweeping and abstractconceptionof hierarchythanBougle's.
The ingredientsof this conceptionof hierarchy,each of which has a different
genealogy, are(1) a particularconceptionof the whole; (2) a particularconception
of the parts;(3) a particularconceptionof the oppositionof pure and impure;and
(4) a particularcommitmentto the idea of the profoundlyreligious basis of caste
society. I shall considereach of these in turn, startingwith the idea of the whole.
Dumont'sidea of the whole is consciously derivedfrom Hegel, to whom he
attributesthe view thatthe hierarchybetween castes is a matterof the relationto
a whole. Hegel's Philosophy of History (1902), his most importantcontribution
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to GermanOrientalism,is the main link between Dumontand the tradition,going
back to Plato, in which a conception of the social or collective whole is the primary source of values and norms.3India, in this Hegelian view, ceases to be a
showcase for rankand stratification(which is a commonplaceof foreign notices
of India from the beginnings of the Christianera) and becomes instead a living
museumof that form of social holism that has been lost to the West. Less conscious, but equally decisive for Dumont's idea of the whole, is the conceptionof
the Ann6es Sociologiques, in which certainarchaicsocial forms, especially gift
and sacrifice, are seen as total social phenomena. Although I shall have more to
say on the topographicgenealogy of Mauss's ideas, it is worth noting that they
are the productof a particularFrenchphilological traditionthat seeks to link the
Indo-Europeanworld with the world of the primitive. Its topos is the spatiotemporallandscapeof the vanishedIndo-Europeanheartlandandthe scatteredislands
of early ethnography.In Dumont's conceptualizationof hierarchy,Hegelian holism andMaussiantotalizingcome together, and a decisive breakis made with the
earlierWesternobsession with Indianstratification.The subordinationof partsto
the whole is at the heartof Dumont'sunderstandingof the ideological basis of the
system of castes. This whole ("the system of castes") is takenby Dumontto be
complete, more importantthanits parts, stable, and ideologically self-sustaining.
Dumont's idea of the whole representsone variantof the wider anthropological
commitmentto holism, a commitmentthat has elsewhere been opened to critical
examination.4
So much for Dumont's conceptionof the "whole." What abouthis conception of the parts?Here the plot gets thicker. Dumont's understandingof castes as
partsof a very particulartype of hierarchicalwhole comes fromtwo sources, both
of which he acknowledges. The first is Evans-Pritchard,whose classic study of
the segmentary nature of Nuer society influenced Dumont greatly (Dumont
1970:41-42). As Srinivashas recently emphasized, the topographicroots of the
segmentarynatureof Indiancastes comes from Evans-Pritchard'sanalysis of the
Nuer data, a special sort of African case (Srinivas 1984). In turn, Evans-Pritchard'sview has complex, though obscure, roots. One aspect of the Nuer model
doubtlessgoes back to RobertsonSmith's classic workon Semitic religion, which
contains a particularEnglish Orientalistpicture of Arabiansociety (Beidelman
1968; Dresch, this volume). On the other hand, the general roots of the classic
Britishsocial anthropologyof African political systems surely goes back to the
19th-centuryAnglo-Saxon traditionin studies of ancient law. Especially central
here is the work of Henry Maine, who is a critical theoristof kinship as a basis
for jural order.5Since Maine also worked on Indianlaw and society, in comparison with ancientRome, we have here a wonderfulcircle. Fromthe ancientvillage
republicsof India, via ancient Rome and comparativelaw, throughAfrican political systems and Nuer segments, back to Indiancastes.
But the othersourceof Dumont'sconceptionof the castes as "parts" is Bougle's image of the "repulsion" of the castes towardeach other, a fascinatingGallic precursorof Evans-Pritchard'sconception of the fissive tendencies of Nuer
segments(Bougle 1971:22; Evans-Pritchard1940:148).
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It is not easy to trace the roots of Bougle's emphasison the "repulsion" of
the partsfor each other, except as a synthetic insight based on the ethnography
and Indology available to him at the turnof the century. Since Bougle was not
(unlikeMauss)an Indologist, and since he was mainlyconcernedwith the history
of egalitarianvalues in the West, we can only guess thatthe arealinterestsof his
colleagues in the Annees Sociologique grouphad some effects on him. One such
specific influencewe shall note shortly.
Before we come to Dumont's critical contribution-the opposition of pure
and impureas the axiom of the entire caste system-we need to ask about the
largerview on which it is based, namely that in India, religion is the dominant
shaperof ideology andvalues. Althoughthis is somethingof a commonplace,and
has been noted by centuriesof observersfrom the West, Dumontplaces a special
emphasisandinterpretationuponthe religiousbasis of Indiansociety. One source
for this orientationagain is Hegel. But more proximateare Bouge1, mentioned
already, and A. M. Hocart. As to Bougle, he attributedthe hierarchicalHindu
conceptionof castes to the utterpredominanceof the priesthoodin India. On the
one hand,this predominancewas attributedto a weak stateorganization(andhere
we have a parallelto the link that leads from Henry Maine to Evans-Pritchard).
On the otherhand, Bougle attributesit to the centralityof the sacrifice in ancient
India. This, in turn, Bouge1 derives from Hubertand Mauss's classic work on
sacrifice and-you guessed it-Robertson Smith on the Semitic religion of sacrifice. So we are back in the shadow of Arabia.
But the other crucial source of Dumont's ideas about the religious basis of
A. M. HoIndiansociety is the workof the English anthropologist-administrator,
cart. AlthoughDumont makes many criticisms of Hocart's work on caste, he is
explicit in acknowledginghis debt to him on the centralityof religion to caste.
Whatis interestingabout Hocart's own anthropologicalcareeris that it began in
the SouthPacific, where he conductedanthropologicalresearchesin Fiji, Tonga,
and Samoa. He was also Headmasterfor some time of a native school at Lau
(Fiji), and he wrote a learnedmonographon the Lau Islands. It was this experience of the centralityof chieftainshipand castelike specializationthat was on his
mind when, afterWorldWar I, he was appointedArchaeologicalCommissioner
in Ceylon, where he furtherdeveloped his ideas on caste and kingship. In fact,
his entire model of Indian society-centered on the ritualof kingship-is based
on his apperceptionof Ceylon, where the ritualof royaltyremaineda macroreality. Whenhe finallywrotehis comparativestudyof caste in the 1930s, it reflected
an understandingof Indiancaste thatechoed a Ceylonese redactionof his understandingof rank,chieftainship,andreligiousorderin the SouthPacific, especially
in Fiji.
An interestingvarianton this genealogy can be seen in Dumont's understandingof the contrastbetween the pure and the impure.Dumontacknowledges
the importantbut mistaken ideas of scholars like H. N. C. Stevenson (1954)
(whose work on status evaluationin the caste system may have been influenced
by his own earlierwork on the Chin-Kachingroup in Burma, whom Leach subsequentlyimmortalized).But he must have also been greatly influencedby Ho-
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cart, whose comparativework on caste (Hocart 1950) contains an important,
thoughtacit, emphasison the problemof ritualseparationandthe purityof chiefs.
AlthoughDumontdoes not explicitly attributethis partof his thinkingto Hocart,
there is a very interestingsection in Homo Hierarchicus where he notes that his
ideas about food prohibitionsin India are owed to an unpublishedcourse on sin
andexpiationtaughtby Mauss at the College de France,whereMausspartlydrew
his ideas from Hocart'swork on Tonga (Dumont 1970:140). Thus, in the central
matterof food prohibitions,which exemplify the contrastbetween pure and impure, which is in turnthe culturalpivot of Dumont's ideas on hierarchy,the topographicgenealogy leads back to Hocarton Tonga.
Let me conclude with a review of my findings. Dumont's conceptionof hierarchyleads from India in at least four majortopological directions:Africa, in
regardto its conceptionof the parts;ancientArabia,for its conceptionof religious
segmentationand solidarity;ancientRome, for its conceptionof juralorderin the
absenceof a powerfulstate;and the South Pacific (via Ceylon), for its conception
of the powerof taboo and the ritualimplicationsof specialization.But, of course,
there are two other discourses that mediate this one, discourses whose analysis
lies outside the scope of this essay. One is the metropolitandiscourse of anthropology, conductedat places like Oxford, the College de France, and the various
sites of colonial administration.The otheris the granderdiscourseof Orientalism,
whose strengthsand weaknesses are still with us in the anthropologicalstudy of
India(Inden 1986a, 1986b).
Hierarchy in Place
It remainsnow to ask, more generally, aboutthe circumstancesunderwhich
certainanthropologicalimages-such as hierarchy-become hegemonic in, and
confinedto, certainplaces. This questionis inescapablyboth historicaland comparative.
Fromthe comparativepoint of view, ideas or images thatbecome metonyms
for places in anthropologicaldiscourse appearto share certainproperties.First,
for the nonspecialistthey provide a shorthandfor summarizingthe culturalcomplexity thathas alreadybeen constitutedby existing ethnography.By extension,
they provide a handy guide for navigating through new (or newly discovered)
ethnographieswithoutgetting lost in the minutiaeof the locality. Althoughsome
ethnographiesbecome classics because they are compelling works of literature,
most routineethnographiesprofitfromthose summarizingmetonymsthatprovide
a point of orientationfor the nonspecialistreader.Of course, this does nothingto
increase the likelihood that the nonspecialist is likely to pick up the situational
diversitiesof these local worlds.
Second, from the point of view of the specialists who work on a place, certain ideas or images are likely to become hegemonic because they capturesomething importantabout the place that transcendsintraregionalvariationsand that
is, at the same time, problematic, because it is subject to ethnographicor methodological question. Thus, hierarchyis (at least in some of its Dumontianmean-
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ings) undeniably a striking feature of Indian society, but its exact status is profoundly debatable. For the specialist, images like hierarchy acquire their appeal
not because they ease the labors of traveling through the jungles of other people's
ethnographies, but because they are compelling ideas around which to organize
debate, whether such debate is about method, about fact, about assumptions, or
about empirical variations.
Finally, neither of the above properties is quite sufficient to guarantee that a
particular idea (expressed as a term or a phrase) will become hegemonic in regard
to the construction of a place. It is also important that the image provide a credible
link between internal realities (and specialist accounts of them) and external
preoccupations (and their larger discursive contexts). The most resilient images
linking places and cultural themes, such as honor-and-shame in the circum-Mediterranean, hierarchy in India, ancestor-worship in China, compadrazgo in Hispanic America, and the like, all capture internal realities in terms that serve the
discursive needs of general theory in the metropolis.
This hypothesis about the images of place in anthropology needs to be put
into a historical perspective as well. Such hegemonic ideas not only come into
being in specific conjunctures but are also liable to being pushed out of favor by
other such ideas. What accounts for such shifts is not easy to talk about in a general way, or in a brief space, since it involves the gradual accumulation of small
changes in metropolitan theorizing; in local, ethnographically centered debate;
and in the relationship between the human sciences in (and in regard to) particular
places.
Assuming that such topological stereotypes cost us more in terms of the richness of our understanding of places than they benefit us in rhetorical or comparative convenience, how are we to contest their dominance? Here three possibilities present themselves. The first, exemplified in this essay, is to remain aware
that ideas that claim to represent the "essences" of particular places reflect the
temporary localization of ideas from many places. The second is to encourage the
production and appreciation of ethnographies that emphasize the diversity of
themes that can fruitfully be pursued in any place.
The third, and most difficult possibility, is to develop an approach to theory
in which places could be compared polythetically (Needham 1975). In such an
approach, there would be an assumption of family resemblances between places,
involving overlaps between not one but many characteristics of their ideologies.
This assumption would not require places to be encapsulated by single diacritics
(or essences) in order for them to be compared with other places, but would permit
several configurations of resemblance and contrast. Such a polythetic approach to
comparison would discourage us from thinking of places as inhabited by natives,
since multiple chains of family resemblance between places would blur any single
set of cultural boundaries between them. Without such consistent boundaries, the
confinement that lies at the heart of the idea of the native becomes impossible.
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Notes
Acknowledgments.Earlierversions of this article were presentedat the panel on "Place
and Voice in AnthropologicalTheory," at the 85th Annual Meeting of the AmericanAnthropologicalAssociation, Philadelphia,December 1986, and at the ResearchColloquium
of the Departmentof Sociology, University of Delhi, in January1987. I am grateful to
colleagues presenton each of these occasions for useful commentsand suggestions. Commentsby Paul Friedrich(on several drafts)and Paul Dresch (on an earlierdraft)forced me
to clarifykey points and eliminatecertainerrors.
'Fora fascinatingaccountof the ironies in the historicalevolution of such termsas native,
inlander, indigenes, etc., in the context of Dutch colonialism in SoutheastAsia, see Anderson(1983:112-128).
2LestI be seen as excessively criticalof the attentionthatanthropologistshave paid to this
poetryof confinement,I should add that some of the ethnographythat best combines descriptionand theorizingcapitalizeson the enmeshmentof consciousness in culturallyconstitutedenvironments:Evans-Pritchardon Nuer time-reckoning(Evans-Pritchard1940),
IrvingHallowell on Saulteauxmeasurement(Hallowell 1942), Steven Feld on Kaluli poetics (Feld 1982), andFernandezon the imageryof Africanrevitalizationmovements(Fernandez 1986).
3Hegel's own ideas about Indianreligiosity were greatly influencedby the romanticOrientalisttreatisesof Herderand Schlegel (see Inden 1986a and Schwab 1984).
4WhenI publishedmy own critiqueof anthropologicalholism, in the context of a critique
of Dumont's ideas (Appadurai1986b), I had not had the opportunityto see Fernandez
(1986). In this essay, Fernandezis concernedwith the mechanismsthat create "the conviction of wholeness" in African revitalizationmovements. He is thus able to propose a
more optimisticsolution to the problemof "culturalwholes" than I was. The time seems
ripe for a full-fledgeddebateaboutthe many dimensionsof the problemof culturalwholes
and the relationshipbetween them.
'Evans-Pritchardseems to have been conscious of this debt, and has stated that one of
Maine's most importantgeneralizationswas that "kinship and not contiguity is the basis
of common political action in primitivesocieties" (Evans-Pritchard1981:87). Of course,
Dumontwas also influencedby Maine, but I believe that in this regard,the influencewas
mediatedby Evans-Pritchard.
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