


























































































































lineages in Ten Teru. This is further evidenced by the name puuti 

pattu itself. Puuti probably derives from meaning earth. Earth 

is lower than the sky which is the domain of the king, who enjoys the 

fruits of the earth. Pattu means ten. Like ancu, it merely specifies 

the number of lineages within the group. 

The total structure of the kuppam looks like this: 

B. Ten Teru 

lineage name group 

1. Pallavaraayar } 

2. ToNTaimaan } 

3. Raankiyar } aracu ancu (5) 

4. Kaliyaraayar } 

5. Teevar } 

1. TaRancirar } 

2. KuRantai raayar } 

3. ValankoNTar } 

4. Aaraar } 

5. VeTTuvar } puuti paTTu (10) 

6. CammaTTiyar } 

7. Ceeppalaar 

8. Maakaali } 

9. MaRavaraayar } 

10. Narankiyar } 

According to the Pallavaraiyar chief, these groups initially 
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had their own settlements. These are still maintained to some extent 

though today most of the members of Ten Teru live in Pilavituti. The 

Pallavaraiyars initially settled in Pallavaranpattu PuTupaTTi. Long 

ago the majority of this group migrated to PilaviTuti. The ToNTaimans 

probably settled initially in ToNtaimaan ViTuti. The Teevars live in 

KoRantaraanpaTTu and Tiirttaan ViTuti. The Kaliyarayars live in 

Kaliyaraayar ViTuti and a nearby hamlet called Kattaali. MaakaaLis, 

though they seem not to have had an original place of their own, live 

in a hamlet called MaakaaLi teru near Pilavituti. There is also a 

Raankiyan vituti for Raankiyars, most of whom have also shifted to 

Pilavituti. It is unclear why PilaviTuti has become the central 

village for the naaTu. 

Ten Teru is a unique kuppam in another respect. Though all of 

its lineages have their own temples, Ten Teru as a whole has no single 

kuppam temple. The border temple in Cervaipatti that Ten Teru shares 

with Vata Teru is a Pillaiyar temple. It is therefore unsuitable as a 

kuppam temple, which is usually dedicated to village goddesses such as 

Mariyamman or to village protection deities such as Aiyanar. 

According to the Pallavaraiyar chief, Ten Teru has many temples: I~e 

constructed temples wherever we settled" (kc5-12). Its head village 

is PilaaviTitu, where the majority of four of the top five lineages 

now reside. The only Mariyamman there is now in ruins. Its idol was 

taken to karampakuti where a temple was built for it twelve years ago. 

However, no major festival is held in the new temple, reportedly 

because then the Karampakuti kuppam would claim honors for themselves 

during the festival. Another common (potu) temple is located in 
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nearby MuLLankuricci. It is also a Mariyamman temple. All those who 

are entitled to panku (a share in honors) in Ten Teru can get their 

respects here. 

The lack of a central kuppam temple indicates that Ten Teru 

never achieved full structural differentiation apart from Vata Teru 

and unlike Vata Teru and the other kuppams. A major reason for this 

probably lies in the fact that and the way in which Ten Teru split off 

from Vata Teru. Ten Teru could hardly have kept the Mariyamman temple 

in Tiruvonam as its kuppam temple, both because Vata Teru would not 

have permitted it and because Ten Teru had no access to it. It was 

located well outside the limits of Ten Teru and of Pudukkottai State, 

with which Ten Teru so strongly identified. Given the attainment of 

royal status by the Tontaimans Ten Teru became much more of a royal 

elite than a simple kuppam. The need for a kuppam temple to provide 

the basis of kuppam identity has been supplanted by the more important 

identification of the kuppam members with the raja and with his 

temples. The major of these is the goddess temple in Pudukkottai, in 

which Brihadambal was established by the Raja as the Tontaimans' 

central tutelary deity. Further, the interface of the raja as raja 

and the raja as the head of secondary lineage in Ten Teru was highly 

problematic. Who would receive first honors in the kuppam temple? In 

addition the internal differentiation of the kuppam into two strata 

suggests that relations with and identification with the raja have 

become more important than the solidarity of the kuppam. 

In Ten Teru's uniqueness we see the partial sedimentation of 

historical process in the structure of categories and groups. The 

61 



segmentary logic renders unnecessary certain rearrangements of 

categories and groups such as the elevation of the Tontaimans over the 

Pallavaraiyars or of Ten Teru over Vata Teru. The fact that the 

Tontaimans become kings rapidly makes it irrelevant within the context 

of the little kingdom that they are not the first lineage. Any member 

of Pudukkottai State or the subcaste has only to hear the term 

Tontaiman to know that one is talking of the royal family. The 

natural consequence of this politically generated cultural grammar is 

that certain types of rearrangements within encompassed segments need 

never be made, particularly given the lack of a kuppam temple. The 

Tontaimans would never appear to receive mariyatai in the local temple 

as Tontaimans (ina mariyatai) but only as rajas (raja mariyatai). 

Thus apparent contradictions are immediately resolved by resort to a 

higher domain (that of kingship over kinship) as well as to the higher 

segment (that of kingdom over kuppam). This process is not just 

convenient but necessary. 

There are many other empirical complexities which should but 

perhaps never can be fully explained. Like all complexity, they push 

us further in our search for order and make our acceptance of received 

structures more difficult. For example, in Ammanipattu, one of the 

nine kuppams which is located only a few miles to the west of 

Pilavituti, the Pallavaraiyars receive first honors in the kuppam 

temple. The explanation for this given by the nattampalam of 

Ammanipattu is that the Pallavaraiyars are received as honored guests, 

but this does not happen in other kuppams. What original relationship 

between Ammanipattu and Ten Teru might explain this is unknown to us. 
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In addition, we have some difficulty explaining the position of the 

Makali lineage within Ten Teru. Though they are classified in the 

puuti pattu, they have obviously been in competition with the Teevars 

for inclusion in the aracu ancu, for the two groups never receive 

honors together in the same temple festival. Within Ten Teru as a 

whole, there are a wide range of temples which do not correspond to 

any neat differentiation of lineages and villages within the kuppam. 

For example, in KaaTTaati, the local goddess temple (to 

ViiramaakaaLiyamman) provides honors to only three lineages: 

Pallavaraiyars, Kalinkaraiyars, and Tevars. While in a general sense 

we can explain the subversion and reconstitution of a presumed 

original structure by reference to the peculiar historical processes 

affecting this kuppam and the central identification of the kuppam 

with the Raja, there are many details about the particularities of the 

kuppam which we cannot begin to explain. 

As in all other social groups in Pudukkottai State kuttams or 

assemblies were held to decide various issues and questions such as 

those relating to the festival and to arbitrate disputes and settle 

problems as they came up within the community. Such assemblies took 

place in villages. The village ampalam would act as officiant and 

judge. In all the natus, the highest court of appeal for village 

assemblies was the nattu kuttam. This was also the body which would 

judge all issues which were of significance beyond the boundaries of a 

single village. It would be headed by the nattu ampalam(s), sometimes 

one, sometimes three persons who were ranked. The Ampu Nattu kuttam 

was not led by the nattampalam but rather by the Vellalar Kantiyars. 
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There were also kuppa(m) kuttams, which were officiated by the kuppam 

ampalam. Like the nattu kuttams, they were held at that temple which 

constituted and defined the relevant social and territorial unit. Ten 

Teru is again exceptional. No one was designated as the ampalam of 

the kuppam. Again this is no doubt because of the inherent 

contradiction that the king was not the senior member of his kuppam. 

The head of the Pallavaraiyar lineage was in effect the ampa1am. He 

was the first recourse for issues which concerned members of the teru. 

He was just called the Ayya, a simple term of respect meaning lord. 

The assemblies were held at his house, called the AyyaviTu. When 

asked why the meetings did not take place in a temple, the 

Pallavaraiyar chief was unable to give me an answer. The lack of any 

temple which served as the single focus for the identity of the group 

was obviously the reason for this departure from the normal structure. 

The political anamolies of this royal kuppam led to significant 

modifications at every level of structure (see kc5-12). 

The special position and particular dominance of the Ten teru 

kuppam was displayed not only within Ampu Natu but throughout the 

entire kingdom. During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 

Pudukkottai kings had settled Ampu Nattu kallars in villages 

throughout Pudukkottai. One or two and sometimes more AN families 

were given inam lands and certain special privileges in virtually 

every village in Kolattur Taluk and many villages in AlankuTi and 

Tirumayyam taluks. Their privileges included being allowed to accept 

temple honors on behalf of the Raja. These aranmanai mariyaatai came 

before all other honors. Many of these AN Kallars took the name or 
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suffix Cervai or Cervaikarar, deliberately modelling themselves on the 

great chiefs, the Vakappu Cervaikarars, with whom they are not to be 

confused. In a structural sense these Ka1lars were like the 

Cervaikarars. Their dispersed settlement, their local position, their 

relationship to the royal family through their maniyam lands and their 

kinship ties to the raja (whether actual or potential, mostly the 

latter) suggest a structural replication of the Cervaikarars at a 

lower level. They were settled for the same reasons as the Vakappu 

Cervaikarars: to secure Tontaiman rule and protect its institutions. 

The AN Ka1lars were clearly settled to provide a local presence 

throughout the little kingdom of the royal subcaste and to be, in 

fact, the spies and informants of the little kings. Most of the 

Vakappu Cervaikarars and the local Cervais were from the Ten Teru 

Kuppam or Ampu Natu. This was difficult to establish since the 

addition of the surname Cervai often substituted for the pattapeyar, 

the lineage name which indicates kuppam membership. All other AN 

Ka11ars, even the Vakappu Cervaikarars use their pattapeyar in their 

name. So outside of Ampu Natu membership in the kuppam became less 

important for establishing identity than relationship to the raja. 

Many of these local Cervais, while from Ten Teru, were from the 

puutipattu, the lower ten karais. This may explain why the Cervais 

were content to let their pattapeyar drop while the Vakappu 

Cervaikarars maintained theirs. 

While we will be discussing the great military chiefs 

(Cervaikarars or Cartars) of Pudukkottai in detail elsewhere we might 

mention here that they were not only all Kallars, but that with one 
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exception they were all AN ka11ars. The exception was I1antari 

Ampalakarar, who was "gifted" to the Pudukkottai raja by the 

neighboring Raja (called the Ceetupati) of Ramnad, with whom the 

Tontaimans had contracted an affinal tie when the Cetupati married the 

Raja's sister. Further, all but one of the Ampu Nattu Cervaikarars 

were from the Ten Teru kuppam. Interestingly, there are always 

exceptions. As noted throughout this study, there is never a perfect 

correspondence between the so-called political and so-called kinship 

structures, however much they seem to determine each other. The 

structure of kinship and politics would lead one to predict that the 

cervaikarar who did not come from Ten Teru, however unimportant a 

Cervaikarar he may be, would at least come from a similarly high 

kuppam. Instead he came from Neiveli, one of the lowest kuppams. 

Some informants claimed that it did not even receive honors at Ampu 

Kovi1. This however might be more recent, dating after merger. In 

any case, the Neive1i Cervaikarars was one of the least important 

Cervaikarars. And yet, one of the more important Cervaikarars, the 

Kannanur Va1ankontar, came from the puuti patti. Whereas the reasons 

for the elevation of the Manna Velar Antakkulam Cervaikarars (of the 

Neive1i kuppam) remain unclear, the Kannanur chiefs, whatever the 

source of their initial position, were instrumental in the seventeenth 

century in securing the kingship of the Tontaimans. Thus their 

special position has a very particular historical cause. The other 

great Vakappu Cervaikarars come from the most important of the Ten 

Teru karais, the Pa11avaraiyars and the Rankiyaars. They have many 

marriage alliances with the royal family. This pattern holds all the 
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way down the political hierarchy. The Kurikarars are the next level 

below the Cervaikarars and above the Cervais. Some of the Kurikarars 

were from Ten Teru, from the kaliyarayar lineage, a member of the 

arasu ancu. Others were members of the Terketti Kallars, the same 

group that Ilantari Ampalakarar hailed from. Because of their 

relationship to Ilantari Ampalakarar their status, like his, was that 

of honoured guest within the little kingdom. Through him they too 

were connected to the Cetupati or Ramnad, who was an affine of all 

Raja. Further, as outsiders, they were not likely to provide the 

basis for any kind of internal threat. 

At the highest level in the political hierarchy were the two 

Jakirtars, whose status in the little kingdom was second only to the 

Raja. They represented the collateral members of the royal lineage. 

These Jakirtars were given extensive lands, which were less like the 

jivitam lands given to Cervaikarars than they were parcels of the 

little kingdom. They replicated in almost every aspect the set of 

social and political relations contained in the greater little 

kingdom. Not all Tontaimans were Jakirtars, and many of these 

Tontaimans appear to have hung about one or another of the royal 

houses. Another group of Tontaimans which was settled near 

Taccanpatti had the dubious honor of taking on the pollution of the 

royal family and conducting their funerals. They also represented 

them on other ritual occasions. 

In thinking about the set of issues involved in the 

structuring of identity within the royal subcaste, it is necessary to 

return briefly to the question of what happens to members of karais 
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when they migrate outside their original place of settlement. We saw 

that families which were resettled by the king maintained their local 

status in their original village and kuppam, while in their new places 

they did not merge with any new group but rather became the in loco 

representatives of the Raja. Other families, not settled at the 

specific instance of the Raja, tended over time to lose contact with 

their original kuppams and to accept honors from the new kuppam kovil. 

The families which were settled by the king were ususlly from Ten 

Teru. Once again, the position of Ten Teru is distinctive because the 

Raja, and relations with the Raja, provided the principal context for 

the formation and expression of identity not merely within the kuppam 

but outside it as well. 

The privileged position of the Ten Teru kuppam among the AN 

kallars was further exemplified by the special privileges accorded to 

women of the arasu ancu as well as of the families of Cervaikarars and 

other important nobles. They were virtually kept in purdah. The 

customary freedom and boldness of Kallar women was not in evidence. 

These particular Ka1lar women rarely left their domestic compounds. 

Visitors did not come inside their houses but were entertained in a 

separate house or mantapam constructed some distance from the domestic 

hearth. When these women did leave their houses, they did so in royal 

style, in covered palanquins. They also covered their bodies from 

head to foot when they went out (nilai mukkaaTu). The only Kal1ar 

women allowed to wear blouses (ravikkai), they also wore special 

earrings (meemeelaTu), a necklace of black glass beads (karukamaNi), 

and green and black glass bangles (paccai and karuviLaivi). 
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We have thus seen the many ways in which the royal kuppam was 

set off from and placed above the rest of ampu naTTu society, and the 

specific political and cultural dynamics of this hierarchical marking. 

Before moving on to consider in more detail the other kuppams within 

Ampu Natu (which I will do elsewhere). we will now discuss some 

further remarks by the Pallavaraiyar chief about the nature of 

hierarchy and status within his caste, and correlate them with what we 

have so far learned about the social structure of the state. 

Hierarchy and Honor: The Politics of Kinship 

I asked the Pallavaraiyar chief in many different ways what he 

meant by hierarchy and status. and how he could explain the way in 

which the Ampu Nattu subcaste was structured. In the early days, he 

told me. his forefathers had instituted the laws of society 

(camutaayam. 5-13). He was not absolutely sure why the Vata Teru and 

Ten Teru had been at the top of the subcaste. Perhaps, he said, the 

chieftains of these two kuppams were powerful and attained their 

rights due to their power. Here he mentioned that the two chieftains 

were brothers. Their other brother, as noted above, was the head of 

the Narankiapattu kuppam. There were reasons why the Narankiapattu 

brother must have slipped in status. Each kuppam has its own merit 

and only by merit, status, and dignity was each kuppam classified. 

The Pallavaraiyar chief used the English word "merit." Merit was 

determined by four things. First, merit was thought about in terms of 

antastu, which means status or dignity, and refers particularly to a 

royal model for what would constitute dignity. Second, merit was 
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measured by the temple in which one had kaniyacci or rights to receive 

honors. Third, merit was determined by one's life style, one's code 

for conduct (kattuppaaTu) and how strictly this code was enforced and 

followed. Finally, merit had to do with a group's scrupulous concern 

with social relations and in particular marriage ties (uravumuraika1). 

I quote from one interview at length: 

One has to maintain one's family status, one's temple, one's 

karai, and royal blood. Antastu can take its meaning from one's 

village, or kuppam, or natu. By dignity and status we do not 

mean money (kaacu), but rather having alliances within the 

uravumurai. To maintain and establish good alliances, one must 

maintain one's dignity and status. Even the poor of Ten teru are 

regarded as having higher status and others would desire to have 

an alliance with a poor PilaaviTuti Kallar. They feel that if 

they have an alliance (campantam) with PilaaviTuti, their status 

among Kallars will go up. We have this belief (nampikkai). Why 

are we superior to others? Because we maintain the camutaaya 

kaTTuppaaTu. We do not allow widow remarriage and we abide by 

the moral codes of our society strictly. Other Ka1lars may say 

that all Kallars are the same. It ia popularly assumed that all 

Ka1lars were KaLavaaNis (thieves). But we are not thieves. How 

can the ruling Ka11ars steal from others? Our Kallars are 

Panchayattars, Zamintars, Kurikarara, Cervaikarars, and 

Mirastars. We have to maintain law and order. Bow can we go off 

thieving? We decided that we should lead a life of kaTTuppaaTu 

and oRunku (restriction and order). Others are not like us. We 
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lead a life for mariyaatai and antastu (honor and status). Our 

Kallars base their lives on koovil and uravumuraikaL (marriage 

relations). Therefore, when we go out to seek an alliance, we 

ask the following questions: what is your karai? what is your 

koovil? what is your kuppam? Only if these questions are 

answered satisfactorily will we have an alliance (campantam). 

Otherwise, we judge the other party as inappropriate, less 

dignifying, as if judging the quality of gold by the number of 

karats. Our mariyaatais are usually measured [by the nature of 

the honors we get] in temples and [the kind of] marriages [we 

contract] or when we convene the capai (assembly). When we 

measure the mariyaatai in those places, will we like less 

dignified lineages to take seats on a par with us. We say that 

their status is such that they are not fit to sit with us. 

There is much that seems circular in this statement. 

Definitions often appear tautological. But clearly there is a cultural 

logic which is at the base of these assumptions, apparent tautologies, 

and assertions. Much of this cultural logic has already been 

identified by the work of rnden and Marriott. There is an obvious 

interrelationship between substance (biogenetic substance, symbolized 

by blood and other bodily fluids, generated and maintained through 

marriage and reproduction) and code for conduct (which entails certain 

standards for marriage and other actions ranging from caste 

discipline, prohibition of widow remarriages, etc.). But we must 

stress that both the interrelationship of substance and code and the 

particular definitions of both reveal not so much a concern about the 
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improper mixing of substances, as suggested in the work of Inden and 

Marriott, but rather an emphasis on royalty, honor, and dominance. 

The Ampu Nattu Ka1lars are superior because they are ordered. 

Further, they have control not only of order but also over what 

constitutes order. Indeed, they define the epistemic formation (to 

borrow a concept from Foucault) of order for the social world of 

Pudukkottai. What is important is that the Ampu Nattu Kallars are 

leaders of society: rulers rather than thieves, kings rather than 

bandits. As kings they are the fount of honor. As the nobility they 

are the honored (and honorable) people of the little kingdom. 

The first model for the code for conduct is the royal model. 

This status or royalty is achieved by actions and through kinship 

networks with the royal family. These kinds of behaviors and these 

sorts of relationships are implied by the chief word used for status: 

antastu. The code for conduct also specifically denotes a conception 

of a rigidly prescribed order that must be adhered to. Order is 

better than disorder. Discipline is a vital component of status. 

Kattupatu, which can be taken to mean code for conduct and discipline, 

literally means something more like restriction, or even constriction. 

It derives from the root kaTTu, which means tied or knotted or 

restricted. The code for conduct includes rigid kinship behaviors. 

Concern about social relaionships is part of a general conception of 

status. One must avoid such things as widow remarriages. One must 

marry according to the wishes of the maternal uncle (~). Over and 

above this one must realize that kinship ties provide a way to elevate 

one's own position. Marriage with the Raja is best. Failing that 
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comes marriage with a Cervaikarar, failing that, with a Pallavaraiyar, 

or a member of Pi1aviTuti, or a member of the royal five karais, and 

so on down the line. 

Complicated marriage strategies and transactions reveal the 

highly complex structure of social relations, demonstrating both the 

functioning of social units such as karais and kuppams and the 

definition of units such as the aracu ancu. We also realize here the 

incapacity of any reified conception or representation of the kinship 

system to encapsulate the full range of potential strategies and the 

full political context within which kinship operates. For example, 

Ten Teru Kurikarar sought a son-in-law from a Neyveli kuppam 

Cervaikarar who accepted a daughter from a lower status in the 

"political" hierarchy to establish closer kinship relations with the 

Raja. Marriage has implications for more than the individual families 

involved in the affinal alliance. If, for example, one marries a girl 

from PilaviTuti, one becomes the son in law -- mappilai -- of the 

entire village. 

In choosing alliances the initial questions are basic: what 

is your lineage (karai), your temple (kovil), your territorial unit 

(kuppam or ~)? However, the resolution of any given affinal 

decision is far more difficult. Temples defined membership in social 

groups and also provided contexts in which these social groups were 

more finely gradated and ranked. Ultimately, social relations and the 

set of units, conceptions, rules, and strategies concerning them come 

back to a complex conception of status in its two interrelated senses: 

antastu and mariyaatai. Antastu was measured in the king's court; 
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mariyaatai was measured in the temple, in the subcaste assembly 

(capai), and in marriages. These were the primary institutions, 

therefore, upon which the social and political fabric rested. 

In the Pallavaraiyar's statements we can perceive some key 

anxieties as well as modes of reflection about issues such as status 

and hierarchy. For example, the Kallars are concerned about their 

general reputation as thieves. The very word Kallan means thief in 

Tamil. No one disputes the fact that at certain times and places 

particular groups of Kallars engaged in predatory activity. Here we 

see the Pallavaraiyar chief making the argument that the way in which 

the royal 8ubcaste organizes its social relations makes it impossible 

that they could be thieves, or indeed affected in any way by this 

general reputation. Not only is the royal subcaste headed by a king, 

it provides almost all the nobility and elite groups within the 

society. The fundamental duty of these members of the elite is to 

subdue disorder, destroy lawlessness, and enforce law and order. In 

this context, we can better understand the Pallavaraiyar's subsequent 

statement: "most important of all is the kattupatu, the fact that our 

society [i.e., the AN Kallars] only exists as such because of a social 

contract in which the group corporately set and then enforced a 

comprehensive code for conduct. It is no accident of history that we 

are the ones who belong to the royal family, since we have all the 

virtues and qualities of a royal and noble group." 

The Pallavaraiyar chief continued his discussion of these 

questions by talking about the costs of status and the difficulties of 

the position of his group. l~e have so many things to do, so many 
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responsibilities. We have to conduct festivals. We have to feed 

people. Even if we have to starve ourselves we have to do these 

things. We have to follow our codes so rigidly that it is not 

uncommon for men, and even women, to marry very late in life. Thus 

our population has been declining for many years." 

Ultimately, however much one's capacity for appropriate 

behavior was encoded by one's birth, one's actual behavioral 

performance was the key. The Pallavaraiyar told me that, lIif someone 

else is able to follow all of our restrictions and codes we welcome 

them. They too can become Ampu Nattu kallars. 1I Code and substance 

were very definitely interactive. In a related vein, the 

Pallavaraiyar described the creation of political hierarchy at the 

level of the Cervaikarars in very similar terms. "The titles have not 

just been given away like that. There must be deeds attached to them. 

Rankiyar Tevar [perhaps the most powerful of the Cervaikarars] does 

not, for example, just go and solicit titles. Rather, the titles and 

privileges will be given to him in recognition of his service to the 

community and his heroic deeds, which will be mutal taram [first 

class]. Once privileges and honors are given, people will live only 

for them, preferring to starve rather than, for example, being served 

on anything but a twin plantain leaf. 1I Status thus has an etiology 

which has both to do with action and recognition, the two being 

indissolubly combined. Privileges and honor are of paramount 

importance, and they are more hotly contested than anything else. In 

the villages in which I worked more money was spent on disputes over 

honors often involving interminable litigation than on any corporate 
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village project. 

In the same way, as we have seen, politics {substitute for 

code} and kinship {substitute for substance} were interactive. 

Temples, because of their capacity to define social communities and 

provide honors related to these social units as well as to one's 

political standing within the context of the little kingdom, always 

appear to mediate this interaction. This will become particularly 

clear elsewhere when I examine contests over honor within temples. 

The guiding principles of social organization among the 

Kallars in Pudukkottai would be, I submit, unknowable without an 

appreciation of the particular significance of politics and without 

some sense of how politics has exerted its powerful influence at both 

infrastructural and superstructural levels over the period of the last 

three hundred years. Much of what we have discovered was anticipated 

by earlier discoveries about the structural history of Pudukkottai, 

and the relationship of structures of leadership and protection to the 

growth of temples and the development of hierarchical relations 

throughout the entire society of Pudukkottai. In addition, what we 

learn about the Kallars from this kind of ethnohistorically motivated 

field work enables us to understand far better than mere reliance on 

inscriptions and even oral traditions the historical processes which 

began early on with the initial settlement of Pudukkottai by Vellalar 

peasants in the ninth and tenth centuries and which continue today, 

albeit in vastly altered forms. Subjects as various as kinship, the 

significance of territory, authority, the growth of temples, the 

nature of caste dominance and subcaste settlement, would be far more 
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unclear and seem totally unrelated without the historical background 

and context of this investigation. 

The imperfect fit between politics and kinship remains to be 

explained. Here, the structural system of segmentation must be seen 

in terms of certain implicit rules which determine cognition and 

perception of the system. It is because of these rules that what 

appears to an outsider to be contradictory may not be so to an 

insider. Or, rather, if and when it does become a contradiction the 

system changes accordingly, or there will be conflict. But many 

changes need never be explicitly made. Any attempt to represent the 

system in these cultural terms means for the outsider a problematic 

analytic. We must determine the structure of the system while at the 

same time realizing that the structure reflects but does not determine 

the cultural reality. This cultural reality can be represented 

structurally, but the structures must always be framed by relevant 

rules of perception and action. 

Similarly, rules can become abstract analytics in much the 

same way as structures. Bourdieu has addressed this problem in his 

critique of the normative basis of most anthropological analysis, and 

has suggested among other things the replacement of the concept of 

rule by one of strategy.63 His criticism is instructive but overly 

polemical. He is correct that at the level of action the intervention 

of time (naively constructed notions of before and after if not of 

causality) makes the rule a fiction. However he is wrong that the 

notion of rule is therefore totally irrelevant. Rules are like 

structures. They are good for representation, both for outsiders and 
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insiders. This is the great conjunction, the epistemological ground 

where the anthropologist and the informant meet or for that matter 

where the historian and his data interact. The anthropologist cannot 

understand the strategy without being told the rules, and he cannot 

understand the rules without some notion of the structure. Structures 

and rules are both inhabitants of the domain of intersubjective 

meaning, as is true with all symbols. 

To further complicate matters, the domain of intersubjective 

meaning is never as clearly bounded as we would like it to be, by 

virtue of the simple fact of the necessary, though always partial, 

intrusion of the outside analyst, as well as the constant 

incorporation of new groups within local society. Given not only the 

factor of time but also the structure of variation over space, new 

lineages within kuppams, new representatives of the royal family 

within villages, etc., are also for a time outsiders. As we observe 

we always participate, and vice versa. So called insiders do the 

same, though with the order of observation and participation reversed 

in emphasis. As limited as structures and rules might be for 

understanding the total social reality we must realize that structures 

and rules are not just for outsiders like us, and that is why they 

will continue to inform (or if you follow Bourdieu, to haunt) our 

analysis. However, Bourdieu as well as Foucault and Habermas caution 

us correctly that all representations are interested representations, 

not in the simple sense of individual material interest but in that 

context is always presenting new and particular purposes, constraints, 

possibilities, and problems of dominance. 64 What is ultimately 
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required, therefore, is not only an ethnosocio10gy of knowledge, but 

also a sociology of knowledge, although I would insist that the terms 

of this latter sociology be constructed from the former 

"ethnosociolbgy • .,65 

To conclude, the state in medieval south India, at its 

fundamental level of segmental construction, was ultimately the 

expression of a set of social relationships. These were constituted 

and mediated by institutions we are used to labelling (misleadingly) 

as religious, and had as their center the Raja. The Raja made his 

presence felt in a great variety of ways. I have shown here that the 

royal caste, and in particular the royal subcaste, was so 

fundamentally ordered in terms of the relations of and with the Raja, 

that it is impossible to isolate our study of kinship (or social 

organization) from our study of the state. 66 I have argued elsewhere 

that relations with the king were in no way defined solely by 

"kinship," but rather that social relations of the type I have been 

discussing here constitute only one part of the total set of political 

relations which made up the little kingdom. Royal honors and 

privileges were by no means restricted to members of the royal 

subcaste, which as we have already seen explains in part the 

particular structure of the subcaste as well as the ubiquitous 

occurrence of exceptions to any straightforward kinship rule. 

The argument 1 have put forward here is only part of a larger 

argument which would demonstrate that gifts from the king to all sorts 

of "subjects" are the dynamic medium for the constitution of political 

relations. Gifts of land and privileges provided the basis for a 
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political hierarchy in which Jakirtars were superior to Cervaikarars, 

Cervaikarars to Kurikarars, Kurikarars to Cervais, and so on down the 

line to local subcaste, lineage, and village "headmen." This 

political hierarchy was partially rooted in kinship. But the 

principal means for the formation and articulation of a political 

community were royal grants of rights to land and of various honors, 

emblems, titles, and perquisites. These grants symbolically and 

morally linked individuals with the sovereignty of the king. Kinship 

was affected by other forms and modalities of relationship. It was 

only one component of the formation and constitution of the political 

conununity. I have sought here to specify both the part that kinship 

played in this larger community, as well as the necessity to view 

kinship as part of a total field of social relations. Anthropologists 

and historians must both realize and begin to accept the implications 

of the centrality of the king for constituting this total field of 

social relations at various (and varying) moments in India's history 

if they are ever to begin to understand the cultural dynamics of 

social and political change in the colonial period. This is also 

necessary to achieve an understanding of the particular place of 

kinship within the newly constituted social, political, and economic 

context of modern India. As Stein has persuasively reminded us in his 

paper, the culture of the old regime continues to be important through 

to the present day.67 

80 



81 

0 
a. Aapu Ma!1.l a. T~lL1 Jia!1.l .. 
tI. Al.n~ut1 Matl.l II. Va!l.a &itu 

c. Ucjana1 lia:u o. Var;rp~!" liatu 

,s. 'ot t T'Yfpal&i Jiatu 'P. Viralluti liitu 

-'- - Tin.va liatu e. ~.a liatu q. 

f. lila OPn~111 liatu 
.. 

r. ClJVVayaJ liatu (Donh) it 

,. Nfl 
c.n.k1li ". t u 

~ a. C1JVVayal .. atv (south) ~ 

h. ~ul~~~il,. liitu t. V1c.ank.1 .a:u " 1. Ceia.a:tu liatu u. uvi "atu 

j. P.pP~ Jiatu ". T1nm.&:lula Jiatu 

~. ,alaiyu.r lia:u w. Pnma.aJ~r Ji.tu 

1. Vu .... l&1 liatu 14 
~ Doll Sllb ... W\~t~s of V"co.,; ~ .. ~atu 

rrGVRE 1: KALLAR NATVS IN PUTUKK0TTAI 



FIGURE 2: 

~ a PAIIOYA 

Adh1'1)l5traH"e PrO\tfl)Ca, 

COLA AND PANTIYA NATUS IN PUTl~KOTTAI 

82 



• l' c T 
T 

o 

• 

FIGURE 3: MAP OF PUTUKKOTTAI STATE 

IIA. or 'I'M. 

fl'UDUK KOTTAI .TATE. 
IaAl.a. I ' ............ . 

A_alii .... __ . 

::: ::..:;:;::: .... .... '-_ ....... ....­....... _"1111_ .. "" .. ." ....... .. .. _ ....... ... 
~ .. --

r 'fJ'::;' 

.:. ~:=: ...... .. -.. _ ... ............ 
, .... ,-........ ....... .. " ... -..... ......., ..... -...... -. " ........... ........... • _._,. .. 1,.... 
.............. --
: ::..:;~= .... ......-- .. 

-:.&- ..... - ••• ~ ... ......... ~ 

83 

o 

• 

.., 

t) 



FOOTNOTES 

* This paper has been prepared for delivery to the South Asian 

Anthropologists Group Meeting. London School of Economics. May. 

~ and should be considered both preliminary and provisional. 

I must apologize for the fact that the transliteration is a mess. 

Whatever order may be apparent in this paper is due solely to the 

efforts of Lee1a Wood. 

1. A Manual of the Pudukkottai State. 2:526, 527, 542, 546; also 

Inscriptions (Texts) of the Pudukkottai State (Pudukkottai: Sri 

Brihadamba State Press, 1929), Inscriptions 1-19 (hereafter cited 

~); see also Chronological List of Inscriptions of the 

Pudukkottai State (Pudukkottai: Sri Brihadamba State Press, 

1929). 

2. Manual, 2:547-548. 
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Columbia Press, 1972). 
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6. Manual, 2:548. (Interestingly, in later oral traditions that I 

collected temple honors were singled out as the major cause of 

the rivalry -- mariyaatai takaraaru in the Ma1aiyakovi1, a temple 
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which marks one of the most important boundary sites between 

konatu and kanatu. Here one must also note the treatment of the 

war in copper plates of Tekkatur and of the Konattu Maravars). 

7. Ibid., 2:544. 

8. Ibid., 2:544. 

9. Ibid., 2:548. 
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58. See Dumont, Une Sous Caste de L'Inde du Sud. 1957. 

59. See Dirks, "The Pasts of a Palaiyakarar: The Ethnohistory of a 

South Indian Little King," The Journal of Asian Studies, 41, no. 

4, 1982. 

60. See the discussion about the significance of soil for social 

identity in E.V. Daniel's forthcoming book. 
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kantiyars was that the Vellalars, being outsiders to the 
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