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dude all the descendants of that person’s ancestors
in his or her father’s patriline seven generations
back and in his or her mother’s patriline four gen
erations back (1969: 400). The exact reach of the
sapinda rule, however, seems blurry (cf. Madan
1962: 68; Fruzetti and Ôstôr 19766: 115; Fruzetti,
Ôstor, and Barnett 1976: 166 f.; Vatuk 1975: 159
note3; Brown 1983; 49). 2

 In his article dealing with fats and other North
Indian Kshatriya castes, Tiemann counters Lévi-
Strauss by pointing out that the “four-goi-rule”
does serve to reiterate the value of gotra equality.
It is, therefore, not a superfluous or ritualistic
daboration. Tiemann wrote;

“By taking a woman in marriage from a particular got the
chances for further marriages in the same got are created. The
four-gor-rule ensures that the union should not be monopolized
by the man who has contracted the first marriage, and his
descendants for two generations. A check is put upon the
 possibility that by repeated marriages with members of the
same got they might develop an allegiance which claims their
loyalty to affines and cognates rather than agnates. Instead, the
newly created union between the members of two different got
•s to be founded on the broad basis of marriages between other

members of the two got“ (1970; 172).

Tiemann is right, I believe, that the rule
does work against the creation of ranked marriage
groups by banning the repetition of marriages for
three (not two!) generations.

The Jat kinship system, thus, has a certain
internal consistency. The marriage prohibitions are
mechanisms to regulate marriages to ensure inter
alia clan equality by putting a brake on both
exchange marriages which may lead to the for
mation of closely related elite clans, and on re
petitive unidirectional marriages which may create
 a hierarchical system of hypergamous clans. Yet,
these marriage prohibitions alone cannot prevent
conflicts in which opposing parties may both on
the basis of sober interpretation of Jat norms hold
strong and conflicting views as to the proper course
of action.

It would seem that the prohibitions on reversal
 and repetition and the “four gotra rule’’ have to
be seen in conjunction with the ^territorial rules,
particularly the rules of village and khap exogamy.
As Gould has noted “the tendency to regard affinal
and consanguineal kinship ties as mutually exclu
sive” goes hand in hand with the clan exogamy and

 - The sapinda rule has a European counterpart in the medi
eval Germanic custom of prohibiting marriage within the
seventh degree of consanguinity. The rule as interpreted
by the church created a very large and indistinct category
of non-marriageable persons and it proved too clumsy to
follow in practice (Duby 1985: 35 f.).

village exogamy, and with territorial stabilization
of kin groups in khaps or similar units (1961: 298;
see also Gould 1960: 478; Dube 1974: 279, 292 f.).

This particular configuration of elements
again seems to be related to the migrations of
the Jats. Their migration into the area probably
occurred not more than a few hundred years ago.
It was preceded by a migration from Sind into
the Punjab which was accompanied by a shift
from pastoralism to agriculture, and possibly also
a conversion from earlier Buddhist beliefs to either
Islam, Sikhism, or Hinduism depending on where
and when the migration took place (Habib 1976).
 In this perspective, the relatively unorthodox Hin
duism which Jats have adopted should not be a
surprise. This does not mean, however, that the
Kshatriya model employed by the Jats and some
other castes such as Gujars is somehow “shame
faced” as Dumont suggests (Dumont 1970: 91).
Dumont started his career by studying Sanskrit
 and by fieldwork in Tamil Nadu in South India.
It would seem that his analysis of North Indian
society is influenced by the fact that he had already
arrived at a general understanding of India when
he embarked on his North Indian fieldwork (see

Galey 1982: 21).
Gloria Goodwin Raheja has recently analysed

 rituals and prestations in a Gujar village in western
Uttar Pradesh. She disagrees with Dumont and
insists that neither inter-caste nor intra-caste re
lations are based exclusively on hierarchy, but in
certain situations on mutuality (Raheja 19886/; 31).
Moreover, she suggests analysing inter-caste rela
 tions from the point of view of a locally dominant
non-Brahmin farming caste rather than from the
perspective of a Brahmin caste (1988//: 26 and
248). While in the absence of a Brahmanical per
spective Dumont tends to see but a “shamefaced”
or distorted version of Hindu society, Raheja and
others have been able to establish a non-Brahmani-

 cal logic with roots in Hindu traditions (see Raheja
19886).

5. The Goela Case

In 1981 a dispute arose in Goela village between
 Maliks and Balyans, two Jat clans. Together with
the Tomar, or Salaklain, Jats settled in the Desh
khap in Meerut district, the Maliks and Balyans
form the three biggest Jat khaps in western Uttar
Pradesh (Bingley 1978: 47).

The Malik clan originally had 52 villages in
 the Muzaffarnagar, Meerut, and Ghaziabad dis
tricts. These villages formed the Gathwala khap.


