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Abstract: This article explores the way in which a set of 32 technical terms, meant to
expound to students the articulation of argumentation (yukti) in several Sanskrit
treatises, was translated into Tamil during one of the stages of the gradual growth of
Tamil technical literature, of which the Tolkiappiyam seems to be the oldest representative.
The following issues are examined here: (1) the difficulties inherent in the pioneering
task which is termed here “First-translation”, (2) the possible strategies that can be used
in order to create a terminology in the target language, and (3) the subsequent attempts,
traces of which are found in several texts. The dilemma of Tamil authors is also
examined, who face a discrepancy between the terminological uses of Sanskrit grammar
(vyakarana), where anuvrtti rules are followed, and the prevailing conventions of $astric
literature, inside which they wanted to make a place for the Science of Tamil.
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1. Introduction: languages in contact

The question of Sanskrit-Tamil “bilingualism”” (or “tri-lingualism?”?) in Tamil

Nadu at various periods, and of what was achieved thanks to it in the
development of Tamil scholarly literature, is not often discussed, probably for
several contributory reasons.’” The present study will be devoted to the
examination of a clear-cut case, where a [not precisely identified] set of (ideally)
32 Sanskrit technical terms, originally referred to as 32 yukti-s and later called
tantra yukti-s (henceforth TY) was “FIRST-translated”* into a list of 32 Tamil
technical expressions, that first Tamil list being followed in the course of time

' I put the word “bilingualism” between double quotes because one might be tempted to
talk of Sanskrit-Tamil “diglossia”. However, the use of “diglossia” seems restricted in
the literature I have consulted to the description of cases where Sanskrit coexists with
various vernacular Indo-aryan languages (one could speak of a Bengali-Sanskrit
diglossia) or to cases where H-Tamil coexists with vernacular L-Tamil (see Britto [1986]
and E. Annamalai [2004]).

> The three languages are a. Vernacular Tamil, b. CTamil (Classical Tamil, or Centamil)
and c. Sanskrit (see Chart 1). As an example of “Sanskrit-Tamil tri-lingual” person, one
can mention Campantar, one of the three authors assigned to the Tevaram. See his
description of himself as: Muttamil nalmarai fianacampantan “Nanacampantan who knows
the four Vedas [and] the three-fold Tamil” (Teévaram, 3-2, 11). Campantar was not
referring to the fact that he was a native Tamil speaker, although he was most certainly
one. What he was claiming for himself in his song was mastery of two poetical
languages: Classical Tamil (called here muttamil “threefold Tamil”) and Vedic Sanskrit
(and its 4 Vedas). I do not say that he was consciously distinguishing vernacular Tamil
and literary Tamil. He may have perceived them as two sides of the same gold coin.
However, for us, he was a three languages user. Another element in the language
constellation would be Vernacular Prakrit.

® A first reason might be that a specialist of Tamil who wants to explore the field has to
do an enormous amount of reading, concerning a very technical literature. A second
reason is that there has been some polarization at times. See for instance the remark
made by Kamil Zvelebil in 1972 in an “Introductory Note” to his still incomplete
translation of the Tolkappiyam: “The Tolkappiyam has been translated, partly or fully, into
English before, with a strong pro-Sanskritic, and an equally strong anti-Sanskritic,
bias.” (JTS, 1, p. 43). It is not clear to me what a “pro-Sanskritic” (or an “anti-Sanskritic”)
bias is, although I understand he most probably refers to P.S. Subrahmanya Sastri and to
S. llakkuvanar's translations, but I suppose I must make explicit some of my own
(implicit) assumptions. They are the following: A. there have been Sanskrit grammars
before there existed Tamil grammars (for a chronology of Sanskrit grammatical
literature, see for instance Scharfe [1977]); B. Tamil seems to be the first non-Indo-Aryan
language for which a grammatical description was attempted in India; C. the person (or
the group of persons) who made the first attempt at a grammatical description of Tamil
had a good working knowledge of at least one Sanskrit grammatical text (but which one
is not clear) and of other Sanskrit texts, and part of the effort consisted in FIRST-
translating (i.e. translating for the first time and adapting) an existing terminology. It
must be emphasized that the task was a doubly difficult one, because (a) the target
language was quite different from previously “described” (or normalized) languages
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by several others, all of them being the subject of this study. The original
Sanskrit set might have been:

(6} [A1] adhikaranam, [A2] vidhanam, [A3] vyogah, [A4] padarthah, [A5]
hetvarthah, [A6] uddesah, [A7] nirdesah, [A8] upadesah, [A9] apadesah, [A10]
atidesah, [A11] pradesah, [A12] upamanam, [A13] arthapattih, [A14]
samsayah, [A15] prasangah, [A16] viparyayah, [A17] vakyasesah, [A18]
anumatam, [A19] vyakhyanam, [A20] nirvacanam, [A21] nidarsSanam, [A22]
apavargah, [A23] svasamjiia, [A24] parvapaksah, [A25] uttarapaksah, [A26]
ekantah, [A27] anagataveksanam, [A28] atikrantaveksanam, [A29] niyogah,
[A30] vikalpah, [A31] samuccayah, [A32] ihyam

an enumeration which is found in the Arthasastra®, but we can have no absolute
certitude that it was this specific Sanskrit text which was used as a source,
although this has been assumed by several scholars.” The Tamil text resulting
from the “FIRST-translation” (of this list or of a similar one) from Sanskrit into
Tamil, is an enumeration of 32 phrases, starting with nutaliyatarital and ending
with uyttukkontunarttal which has been transmitted to us inside the last verse
(or siitra) of the Marapiyal, “Chapter on conventions”, the 27" (and last) chapter
of the Tolkappiyam.” However, as we shall see, the two commentaries which are

and because (b) FIRST-translating a terminology (thus creating a new metalanguage) is
full of pitfalls and may fail to receive acceptance from the target community (creating no
samjiid). Besides, the task was not only to describe a language, but also to make explicit
(or to codify?) part of what made that language into a literary language (such as for
instance the “rules” of its metrics).

* A “FIRST-translation” is not a translation. It is an attempt at translating. It can fail or
succeed, partially or fully. It has to create its target (neologism). Ulterior translations
follow an already open inter-linguistic path [un chemin déja frayé], based on consensus.
® The enumeration appears at the beginning of Book XV.

®See below charts 5a, 5b and 5c. Other possible Sanskrit sources (such as the
Carakasamhitd) are presented in Appendix A.

7The Tolkappiyam is a “grammar” (in a wide acception of the term), which probably
incorporates as its core the first attempts at codifying a literary variety of Tamil, often
designated by the term Centamil “Pure Tamil” (see Chevillard [2008b]). In its present
form, it is divided into 3 books: Eluttu “Letters”, Col “Words” and Porul “Matters”,
which will be referred to here as TE, TC and TP. Each book has 9 chapters, and chapters
contain siitra-s (more precisely cittiram, in Tamil). Sitra references cannot be given
without specifying a commentator because the Tolkappiyam text is split variously
depending on the commentary used. The last siitra in the Tolkappiyam is thus TP656i, if
we read it inside Ilamparanar's commentary and TP665p, if we read it inside
Peraciriyar's commentary. There are differences, which we shall examine, between the
reading found in TP656i and the reading found in TP665p. Unless otherwise specified,
all references to the Tolkappiyam text(s) and commentaries are based on the 14-volume
edition by T.V. Gopal Iyer, which contains: the commentary by Ilamptranar on TE, TC
and TP (4 vol.: TE1i to TE483i; TC1i to TC456i; TP1i to TP192i; TP193i to TP656i) , the
commentary by Cenavaraiyar on TC (1 vol.: TClc to TC463c), the commentary by
Naccinarkkiniyar on TE, TC and part of TP (5 vol.: TE1n to TE483n; TCln to TC463n;
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available for the Marapiyal, by lamptranar (11" or 12" cent.) and by Péraciriyar
(13" cent.?), do not completely agree on how the list should be read and split.
And they do not agree either on the designation of the items (did the author of
the Tolkappiyam call them utti or utti vakai?)®, because, as we shall see, they
understand differently the first line of that sttra (TP656i/TP665p). The simpler
explanation is the one given by Ilampftiranar. Before examining one by one the
32 elements of the list, he starts with the preliminary explanations that TP656i is
an enumeration of the tantiravutti-s, that a tantiravutti is used “to point to a
specificity pertaining to the interpretation of a stitra” (ciittirattin par kitappatoru
porul verupatu kattuvatu), that tantiram , the 1% component of tantira-v-utti, has
the same meaning as n#l and that its ond component, utti, is a vatamolic citaivu
“deformed Sanskrit word”.’

Before going on with our examination of the 32 utti-s, or tantiravutti-s
(henceforth TU), it seems necessary to clarify in this introduction the purpose of
this study. Although the topic of TUs (and TYs) is interesting for its own sake,
because one cannot really read and understand Tamil (or Sanskrit) $astric
litterature fully if one does not have a clear grasp of the TUs (or of the TYs), our
primary goal in this article is however to examine a phenomenon which occcurs
when languages are in contact, on the basis of the texts left by those who used
them. The languages to be considered here, as far as Tamil Nadu is concerned,

TP1n to TP91n; TP92n to TP248n; TP-ceyln to TP-cey242n [there is a discontinuity in the
numbering because Naccinarkkiniyar's commentary is available only for chapters 1 to 5
and chapter 8 (Ceyyuliyal) of TP]), the commentary by Peéraciriyar on part of TP (2vol.:
TP249p to TP312p; TP313p to TP665p), the commentary by Teyvaccilaiyar on TC (1 vol.
TCl1t to TC453t), the commentary by Kallatanar on part of TC (TC1k to TC260k).

% See the remarks by T.V.Gopal Iyer (TVG) in the first paragraph of the entry utti in the
16™ volume (p. 228-230) of his 17-volume Tamil llakkanap Perakarati, where Péraciriyar's
viewpoint is explained. According to TVG, Péraciriyar contrasts a straightforward way
of giving information in a treatise (nfirceytikalaic cevvanam collutal), called utti, with a
sophisticated indirect way of giving information, which reveals one's refined knowledge
and will be pleasant to the learned, and which should be called utti vakai. TVG seems to
say that this corresponds to the original point of view of the Tolkappiyam, but the
explanation given by Ilamptranar, which we shall examine, seems to me more likely to
be the original point of view. That being said, Péraciriyar's point of view also belongs to
the history of Tamil thought, and we have to understand it.

° The “deformation” (yukti becoming utti) is in fact an adaptation to Tamil phonological
constraints. I have translated vata-moli (lit. “Northern word”) by “Sanskrit word” in
order to respect Ilamptranar's point of view, but it must be said that when the
Tolkappiyam mentions the “Northern words” (vata-col, another designation for vatamoli)
in TC391i and explains in TC395i & TC396i how to use them, what is said might
originally have also concerned Prakrit words. llampfiranar gives as an illustration for
“deformed (forms)” (citaintana) the Sanskrit dasa(n)- “ten” appearing in a Tamil poem as
taca.



J.-L. Chevillard: The Lists of 32 tantrayuktis 75

are presented in chart 1 (see below), and three of them have already been
mentioned."

C-Tamil (Classical Tamil/ Centamil) Sanskrit (several $astra-s)

Vernacular Tamil varieties Vernacular Prakrit(s)

[Chart 1: languages in contact]

Additionally, it must be observed that, it is not sufficient to characterize an item
as being a sanskrit word but that one has to specify from which particular sastra
(or discipline) it is taken. For instance, several of the items in list 1 have precise
meanings in the discipline called vyakarana," and these meanings can be very
different from those traditionally attributed to those items in the context of
discussions concerning the TY list. But, since the disciplinary field covered by
the Tolkappiyam includes, among other topics, part of what vyakarana deals with,
one cannot exclude the fact that, even while commenting on the Tamil
equivalent of a TY list, a Tamil commentator might prefer an explanation more
in conformity with the usage of sanskrit grammarians. One such case will be
discussed in section 15.

2. Four strategies for FIRST-translation

The type of contact between languages which we are a considering here,
namely the case of a “FIRST-translation” of a scholarly text, can be summarized
thus: one person (or a group of people), who was a native Tamil speaker, but
who was at the same time an educated Sanskrit user?, felt at some point the

19 The fourth item will play no role in this study of tantiravutti-s and tantra yukti-s, but is
included in this chart as a reminder that many items (vattam “circle”, etc.) have entered
the vocabulary of the diglossic {Vernacular Tamil, Ctamil} pair coming from Indo-Aryan
vernaculars, designated here as “Vernacular Prakrit”, to distinguish them from literary
Prakrits. The linguistic landscape also included other Dravidian languages.

"'Tt does not belong in the present article to fully discuss this question but I feel it is
necessary, at this stage, to give a few references: (a) there are entries in Abhyankar &
Shukla [1986] for the following 20 items from list 1: Atidesah (pp. 10-11), Uddesah (p. 82),
Upadesah (p. 85), Upamanam (p. 87), Ekantah (p. 99), Nidarsanam (p. 220), Niyogah (p. 222),
Nirdesah (p. 224), Nirvacanam (p. 224), Padarthah (pp. 236-237), Pradesah (p. 268),
Prasangah (p. 273), Yogah (p. 318), Vakyasesah (p. 346), Vikalpah (p. 352), Vidhanam (p. 355),
Viparyayah (p. 356), Vyakhyanam (p. 378), Samuccayah (pp. 417-418), Sambhavah (p. 208);
(b) this is also the case for two other items, found in other TY lists (see Appendix A):
Drstantah (p. 200), Prayojanam (p. 270); (c) several of these terms occur in Panini's
grammar, and/or in the Virttika-s of Katyayana, and/or in the Mahabhisya: See for
instance (in Oberhammer et alii [1996: 29-30]) the explanations given by Patafjali on the
distinction to be made between uddesah and upadesah. (d) additional information can be
found in Renou's TGS.

2Tt may be that one of the Tamil designations for Sanskrit, namely vata-moli “Northern
language” has given the impression to some in Tamil Nadu that Sanskrit belongs to the
North exclusively and is foreign to the South. The historical truth seems however to be
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need to express in C-Tamil some notion (or concept) for which there was in
Sanskrit a designation which was familiar to him (or to them), but which had
never been expressed in C-Tamil, because the need had not existed or not been
felt. He (or they) had at least the following range of options:
® Strategy A. import a Sanskrit word into Tamil (in some cases adapting
it to the Tamil phonological system)
e Strategy B. take an existing Tamil word and give it a new meaning
(preferably imitating a metaphorical use existing in Sanskrit)
® Strategy C. create a new Tamil word on the basis of Tamil morphologi-
cal resources (possibly emulating a device existing in Sanskrit
morphology)
® Strategy D. use a paraphrase (in some cases translating a Sanskrit
paraphrase of the original Sanskrit term)
Such an enumeration describes of course only the beginning of the process.
Other factors to be considered are (a) the success of the operation and () the
stability of the result, especially from a semantic point of view. If we imagine a
virtual Sanskrit-Tamil dictionary collecting the results of such “First-translation
acts”, we might see recorded inside that virtual dictionary the fact that a
tentative translation of a Sanskrit item X was not really accepted by the
audience for which it was intended and occurs only once in texts (the virtual
dictionary might also tell us whether some other word or expression was later
more successfully accepted as a translation of X). Other observations might be
that an item has become current which was originally intended as a translation
of X but that its ascertainable meaning widely deviates from the meaning that a
Sanskrit user, not knowing Tamil, would assign to X. There are in fact many
ways to fail to achieve a translation and there are many ways of producing
unintended results. Nevertheless, really preparing the virtual Sanskrit-Tamil
dictionary we have been contemplating here (as a thought experiment) might
be useful for retracing an important chapter in the history of rational thought in
Tamil Nadu. I hope that what follows will be regarded as a first step in that
direction.

that for many centuries Sanskrit has belonged as much to the South as to the North,
being nowhere a vernacular, but everywhere a language used by scholars. See the
position expressed by TVG in an interview in November 2005: “vatamoli nan erkanave
kariyiruntapati yaralum pécappatata moli. camaskirutam enrale tiruttiyamaikkappattatu enru
porul. antak kalattil arifiarkal tattamatu kaldcarattin parimarrattirkaka erpatuttik konta moli
vatamoli. itil mikavum kurippitappata ventiyatu vatamoliyaip peritum atarittu valarttavarkal
tamilarkale. utdranamaka upanitatankalukku vilakkamaka viyacar pirammactttiram elutindr.
itarku urai elutiya cankarar, matvar, ramanujar, srikantar, Sripati pantita aratyar aivarum
tamilarkal. cankararaiyum matvaraiyum nan tamilar enpatai ninkal kavanikkaventum. appotu
malaiyalam kannatam enkira pakupatu illai” (Amudhasurabhi, November 2005, pp.37-39). 1
express my gratitude to Mr M. Gobalakichenane for providing me with the text of this
interview (partially translated by him into French in the Lettre du Cercle Culturel des
Pondichériens, Collection N°1, 2008, p. 250).
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As an example of Strategy A., we have already encountered (1) utti
(from yukti), (2) tantiram (from tantra), (3) ciittiram (from skt. siitra). The first one
is homophonous with a number of lexical items, some of which might have the
same origin.” The same problem does not arise with the latter two, but the
question whether the meaning(s) of tantiram' and of ciittiram in Tamil literature
are in accordance (see (B) above) with the meaning(s) of tantra and of sitra in
Sanskrit literature defies simple answers, although the question has to be
raised, if only as a warning against premature (or naive) conclusions.

As an example of Strategy B., we can cite (1) niil. The term, like Sanskrit
siitra, originally means “thread, string”'®, but acquired another meaning of
siitra, namely “treatise”.' Interestingly, niil did not acquire the dual meaning of
“aphorism inside a treatise”, which siitra also has. In that case, the words used
were either ciittiram (applying strategy A) or niirpa.” As we have seen, Ilam-
puranar explains tantiram as being an alternative designation of nil."

The case of Strategy C. deserves a study of its own. I shall simply say
that examples of that category are typically seen when authors want to express
in Tamil distinctions which are made in Sanskrit by the means of upasarga-s
(preverbs)."”

As for Strategy D., we will see examples among the ufti-s (alias
tantiravutti-s, see next section) in the course of this article.

1 The T.Lex. distinguishes 5 items, among which the one we examine is utti *. Prominent
in Sangam literature is utti ', a head-ornament (for women [Tirumuru. 23], for horses
[Akam. 400-5]). Another one found in literature is utti* “spots on the hood of the
cobra” (see Narrinai. 129.7).

14 Gee section 12, where the use of tantiram in literature is examined, later in this article.

5 The values of nil in the Kural are discussed in section 13, later in this article.
Occasionally, siitra has also been borrowed (Strategy A) by Tamil with its primary
meaning: see the example under TC76c: kati-cittirattirku pon “gold for [making] a waist-
string” (Chevillard[1996: 168]). The pure Tamil equivalent is “arai-iian”.

16 Another value of nil is $astra “science, disciplinary field”. It is seen in several
expression of the form X-nil “the science of X”. See for instance: yanai niil
“elephantology” (under TC37c¢), icai-nfilar “musicologists” (under TC174c).

7 The use of niirpa as a (pure?) Tamil equivalent of cittiram in the sense of “aphorism
inside a treatise” seems to be late. I do not find any example in the Tolkappiyam
commentaries. T.Lex. lists only two meanings for niirpi: 1. a type of akaval-ocai (i.e. one of
the basic metrical sound patterns); 2. “Warp (in weaving)” [tariyir pinaikkum pa]. As an
example of 1., see for instance YV'® (p. 281) where that (metrical) sound pattern is also
referred to as olukicai akaval-ocai. But we see niirpi used as an equivalent of cittiram in the
llakkanak kottu. See p. 246 in TVG's edition, in the context of the explanations (atikarattal
moli varuvittal) pertaining to the Tamil equivalent of anuuvrtti.

'8 This might indicate it was not obvious to his Tamil audience that both mean the same.
! Here, they may use converbs (vinai eccam of the “ceytu” type) as specifiers of a main
verb. Etuttuk kattu “example” could, for instance, be an imitation of udaharana-.
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3. The muppattiru-vakai utti (32 TUs)

We now come closer to the precise study of the Sanskrit and Tamil lists which
we wish to compare. As already said, the designations of the elements in these
lists seem to have changed in the course of time, from yukti® to tantrayukti (TY)
for Sanskrit and from utti to tantiravutti (TU)*' for Tamil, as exemplified by
Ilampiranar, who glosses utti in the Tolkappiyam siitra TP656i by tantiravutti in
his commentary. He does the same for another sitra, TP644i, which
characterizes niil, and which is the first one where the word utti appears. The
end of that siitra is:

(2) [...]// tr-ainy kurram um inri neritin // muppattiru vakai uttiyotu punarin //
niil ena molipa nunanku molip pulavar (TP644i)

“...., avoiding the twice-five faults, if it is joined with/by the thirty-two-
fold utti-s (joints?), they will say it is a niil (“threaded-treatise”), (who
are) subtly-worded scholars.”

Before commenting on this unit of text, and in order to support the tentative
translation —especially the use of “joined” and “joints”— which I have
provided for it, I include, as a counterpoint, the Sanskrit sentence containing the
enumeration of TYs at the beginning of Book XV in the Arthasastra (AS). As has
already been explained, that enumeration (see 1 p.73) is embedded inside a
sequence that seems to be an elucidation of what makes the AS a sastra. A first
sentence explains what is referred to by artha, and a second sentence explains
what kind of topic is dealt with by the sastra which is called Arthasistra. This is
then followed by a statement which probably stands there to vouch for the
gastric character of the AS:

3)  tad dovatrimsadyuktiyuktam, [A1l adhikaranam, [A2] vidhanam,]...]
[A32] @thyam iti,
“that [sastra] is joined with/by (yuktam) the 32 joints (yukti),
namely (A1) adhikaranam (A2) vidhanam [...] (A32) ithyam”

where yukti and yuktam are both based on the same root YU] (“to join, to
unite”).” If we make the hypothesis that the Tamil phrase “32-vakai uttiyotu

* When not preceded by a specifier (be it “32” or be it “tantra”), yukti is explained as
“argumentation, reasoning” in ADSG and as “« connection » de mots par le sens” par
Renou (TGS, p. 255, with a reference to Kielhorn's Paribhasendusekhara, p.XII). See also
the translation by Oberhammer [1996: 161-162, pariksa “Untersuchung”] for the passage
in the Carakasamhita (st. 11.17) which enumerates four pramanam “Erkenntnismittel”, the
first three being aptopadesah “Glaubwiirdige Mitteilung”, pratyaksa “Wahrnehmung” and
anumana “Schlufolgerung” and the fourth one being yuktih “Denken in Zusammen-
hiangen” (the passage is found in Sharma, R.K. & Bhagwan Dash, vol. I, pp. 210-215).

* There being no ambiguity for us to use the same terminology as commentators, we
shall ourselves refer to the elements of the lists we discuss as TYs or TUs.
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punarin”® is a “FIRST-translation” (or a reminiscence) of the Sanskrit phrase
“32-yukti-yuktam”, we must observe that the incoherence between the “FIRST-
translation” strategies for yukti (strategy A, resulting in utti) and for yuktam
(strategy B, resulting in punarntu), has broken the echoing symmetry (or the
reassuring redundancy) present in the original wording. If strategy B had been
used for yukti, we would have had punarppu, instead of utti*

4. What stands between the Tolkappiyam and Ilampiiranar?

Before we can into a discussion of how the First-translation for the individual
elements of the TY list {adhikaranam, vidhanam, [...]; ithyam} was performed, we
have, for the sake of clarity, to say something about chronology. There is
supposed to be an important time gap between the Tolkappiyam and its first
commentator, Ilampiaranar. The latter has variously been dated between the
10" and the 12™ century.” The former remains a text difficult to date and
extremely divergent positions are found in print,* although there seems to be a

* The wording “joined with/by” used in 3 is meant to capture the fact that yukta is ambi-
guous: it could be semantically strong, in which case we would render it by “articulated
with/by (means of)”; but it could also be semantically much weaker, being then
rendered by “endowed with”, “possessed of (the 32 yukti-s)”. Preserving a degree of
ambiguity is necessary because English is used here as an instrument in the process of
examining a translation from Sanskrit into Tamil. I am grateful to Dominic Goodall and
to Vincenzo Vergiani for their very helpful comments on this and other passages.

» Another feature to be noticed in the phrase is the use of the -ofu case marker with
punartal, which reminds one of similar constructions found in the descriptions of words
(col) as made of letters (eluttu): See the last line in TC401c, eluttotu punarnta col (which
Cenavaraiyar rewords as eluttinan iyanra col) and see the definition given by Ilamptranar
for col, under TCli: col enpatu eluttotu punarntu porul arivikkum ocai. More details in
Chevillard[1996, p.477 (fn.401.1) and p. 37 (fn.1.4)]. A possible explanation for these
slightly strange constructions, which the commentators feel compelled to justify, is that
punartal itself might be semantically weakened, just as this might be the case for yukta
in 3 (see fn.22).

*One can note however the (rare) use of punarppu in nir-punarppu, which TVG
considers as an equivalent of tantiravutti (TIPA-16: 318).

» The most detailed discussion of the sources is in M. Govindasamy [1977:155-159]. He
places llampiranar in his chapter on the 12" century and discusses the arguments of
scholars who place him in the 11" century. He provides pointers to references to
llamptiranar by ancient scholars, such as Mayilainatar (13" century?), the first
commentator on Nannil (13" cent.?), who mentions the opinions of Ilampiranar. See
N359m (“iktu olkap pulamait tolkappiyattul ulan-kir-kelvi ilamptivanar enum étamin matavar
otiya v-urai y-enrunarka”) and see the second mention under N369m (“ini, ilampiirana-
viciriyar venkaipptivenpatanai munnitattirkum, ataikatalenpatanaip pinnitattirkum kattuvar”).
The 10" or 11" century dating is proposed by T.P. Meenakshisundaram [1974: p. 4]

% A review of arguments is found in Zvelebil[1995: 705-708]. Zvelebil writes: “The final
redaction of T. including Porulatikaram may be prob. fixed as 5™ c. A.D. However, it is
most prob. based on a much earlier Urtext [...] which could be dated back as far as c. 100
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general agreement that some parts are earlier than others. For instance, the two
satras, TP644i and TP656i; which we have mentioned so far are part of a section
containing 18 stitra-s (from TP639i to TP656i) which some consider as being
interpolated,” and which others consider as being part of a final redaction. If for
instance the dating proposed in Zvelebil [1995] is accepted, the instance of
FIRST-translation we are examining here might have been done in the 5"
century. That would leave us with a gap of 700 years between the original list of
muppattiru vakai utti (TP644i) and Ilamptranar's gloss where they become
muppattirantu vakaippatta tantiravutti (TP644i, com.). In between, a number of
treatises have been composed, many of which have unfortunately been lost
(such as Avinayanam, etc.). The remaining treatises and their commentaries
partly compensate for the loss because they contain many fragments from those
lost works. All these texts provide us with a wealth of information concerning
the TUs which I have tried to extract and present here. Among them, the most
important are the Viracoliyam (VC), the Yapparunkalam (YA), the Yapparunkalak
karikai (YK), etc. and the commentaries to these texts, the most complex one
being the Yapparunkala virutti (YV), which comments on YA. Interestingly, these
texts provide, as we shall see, lists of TUs, which differ from the one found in
the last satra of TP, but which mostly coincide with a list of TUs found in the
payiram (preface) section of the Nanniil commentaries. We summarize the
chronological information given so far in Chart 2.

B.C. (or earlier?). As extremist position A, one could quote S. Ilakkuvanar [1963: 9]: “it is
possible to conclude that Tholkappiyar might have lived in the age between 1000 B.C.
and 600 B.C. It may be somewhere about 800 B.C. or 700 B.C.” As illustration of the
extremist position B, I shall reproduce the beginning of a footnote found in
S. Pollock [(2006) 2007 (Indian edition), p. 399, fn. 39]: “while the Tolkdppiyam is often
dated to the early centuries of the first millennium, one sober assessment places it a few
centuries before the appearance of its first commentaries in the thirteenth century
(Swamy 1975).” The “sober assessment” referred to (which I could not consult) is
(according to p.644 in Pollock's bibliography): Swamy, B.G.L., 1975, “The Date of the
Tolkappiyam: A Retrospect.” In Silver Jubilee Volume, AORM 25: 292-317.

7 S. Ilakkuvanar (op.cit., p. 19-20), explaining that these 18 verses deal “with the kind of
books, the authors, the commentaries, the faults to be avoided in the books and the
devices supposed to be employed in the making of literature by the authors” remarks
that the proper place for including these verses should have been the Ceyyuliyal, and not
the Marapiyal. He then explains that “Stththiram and uththi are definitely the words of
Sanskrit language of later period. When Sanskrit was popular in Tamil Nad and when its
study became the fashion of the day, these verses might have been added at the end of
the book by some Sanskrit student who learnt Tamil without knowing where to insert
them in the body of the book”. I shall add that another possible explanation for the
incoherence is that the Tolkappiyam, as we now have it, is a compilation incorporating
treatises which were originally independent, and that the Ceyyuliyal is one of those.



J.-L. Chevillard: The Lists of 32 tantrayuktis 81

Period Event
[Before time T1] A Sanskrit list of 32 yukti-s (AS ?) exists
Time T1 (=5" cent. AD?) A sequence of 18 siitra-s containing the first
(pre-final® Tolkappiyam) Tamil list of 32 utti-s (list A) is included in
(first theories for niil “treatise”) the Tolkappiyam.

[Between T1 and T2] ® lost grammarians (6th-8"7)
(the term “tantiravutti” becomes| ® YA (10" cent.?)

current and replaces “utti”; theories| @ VC (11" cent. ?)

about niil become more complex) ® YV (11" cent. ?) (list B1)

[ ]

(the list B is made: is it a new VC commentary (12™ cent. ?) (list B2)
translation from Sanskrit?)

Time T2 (=12" cent. AD?) Ilamptranar comments on TP and produces
a gloss for the list of TUs (list A1)

[After time T2] ® Preface to Nanniil (list B3)
® Peéraciriyar modifies the TP list (list A2)
® Maran Alankaram list [see Appendix C]

(Chart 2: concise chronology)

5. The TUs in List A in its two variants

We now examine the individual TUs contained in List A, scrutinizing, to begin
with, the differences between list Al, based on Illamptranar's readings
(Chart 3a) and the list A2, based on Peéraciriyar's (Chart 3b). We shall then list
alphabetically the distinct items contained in these two lists. Because of the
variant readings and because of the difference in splitting between the two
commentators, the combination of list A1 and list A2 contains 40 elements (See
Chart 4).

* I believe that the dating of the Tolkappiyam has to be done piecemeal. For each chapter,
one must have a separate discussion, which will sometimes involve setting apart some
siitras or groups of siitras. One could for instance imagine that at some stage the
Tolkappiyam consisted of TE (Eluttu), TC (Col) and the Ceyyul Iyal, that last part, on
metrics, being the crown of the treatise. It would have resembled the Rgveda Pratisakhya
(which also ends with a sub-treatise on metrics). In that scenario, the chapters on akam,
puram, kalavu, karpu, etc. would have been added later, in a re-ordered version. And the
chapters on meyppitu and uvamai could have been added even later. Each of these
successive versions is thus “pre-final”.
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List A1: TP656i list (the TUs as per llampiaranar's reading)

(I1) nutaliyatu arital, (I2) atikara murai, (I3) tokuttuk kiral, (I4) vakuttu meyn niruttal,
(I5) molinta poruld tonra vaittal, (I6) moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal, (I7) varatatanan
vantatu mutittal, (I8) vantatu kontu varatatu mutittal, (I9) muntu molintatan
talaitatumarru, (I10) oppak kiral, (I11) orutalai moli, (I12) tankot karal, (I13) utampotu
punarttal, (I14) piran utampattatu tan utampatutal, (I15) irantatu kattal, (I16) etiratu
porral, (I17) molivam enral, (I18) kdarirru enral, (I19) tan kuriyitutal, (I20) orutalai
anmai mutintatu kattal, (I21) anai karal, (I22) pal porutku érpin nallatu kétal, (123)
tokutta moliyan vakuttanar kotal, (124) marutalai citaittut tan tunipu uraittal, (I25)
piran kol kiral, (I26) ariyatu utampatal, (I127) porul itaiyitutal, (I28) etir porul unarttal,
(I29) collin eccam colliyanku unarttal, (I30) tantu punarntu uraittal, (I31) fiagpakam
kdral, (I32) uyttukkont(u) unarttal.

(Chart 3a)

List A2: TP665p list (the TUs as per Péraciriyar's reading)

(P1) nutaliyatu arital, (P2) atikara muraimai, (P3) tokuttuk karal, (P4) vakuttu meyn
niruttal, (P5) molinta poruld tonra vavvayin moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal, (P6)
varatatanan vantatu mutittal, (P7) vantatu kontu varatatu unarttal, (P8) muntu
molintatan talaitatumarru, (P9) oppak kiral, (P10) orutalai molital, (P11) tankot karal,
(P12) murai piralamai, (P13) piran utampattatu tan utampatutal, (P14) irantatu kattal,
(P15) etiratu porral, (P16) molivam enral, (P17) karirru enral, (P18) tan kuriyitutal,
(P19) orutalai anmai, (P20) mutintatu kattal, (P21) anai karal, (P22) pal porutku érpin
nallatu koétal, (P23) tokutta moliyan vakuttanar kotal, (P24) marutalai citaittut tan
tunipu uraittal, (P25) piran kot kiaral, (P26) ariyatu utampatal, (P27) porul itaiyitutal,
(P28) etir porul unarttal, (P29) collin eccafi colliyan kunarttal, (P30) tantu punarntu
uraittal, (P31) iapakam karal, (P32) uyttukkont(u) unartal

(Chart 3b)

As can be seen by comparing these two tables, each list has 32 items, but only 24
of them are found identical in both lists, although their rank may differ. As for
the discrepancies, they are the following;:

® 12 andP2,18 and P7,I11 and P10, and 132 and P32 differ slightly.
® 13 (utampotu punarttal) is unique to List Al

® P12 (murai piralamai) is unique to List A2
[ J

15 (molinta porulo tonra vaittal) and 16 (moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal) are combined
into P5 (molinta porulo tonra vavvayin moliyatatanai muttinyi mutittal)
® 120 (orutalai apmai mutintatu kattal) is broken into P19 (orutalai anmai) and P20
(mutintatu kattal)
Combining the two lists alphabetically, we obtain the following 40 items:

1. atikara murai, 12 2. atikara muraimai, P2



18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
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. ariyatu utampatal, 126, P26
. anai karal, 121, P21
. irantatu kattal, 115, P14

utampotu punarttal, 113

. uyttukkontu unartal, P32
. uyttukkontu unarttal, 132
. etir porul unarttal, 128, P28

. etiratu porral, I16, P15

. oppak kdral, 110, P9

. orutalai moli, I11

. orutalai molital, P10

. orutalai anmai mutintatu kattal, 120

. orutalai anmai, P19

. karirru enral, 118, P17

. collin eccam colliyanku unarttal, 129,
P29

fiapakam karal, 131, P31

tantu punarntu uraittal, 130, P30

tankot karal, 112, P11

tan kuriyitutal, 119, P18

tokutta moliyan vakuttanar kotal,

123, P23

tokuttuk karal, I3, P3

24. nutaliyatu arital, I1, P1

25. pal porutku érpin nallatu kotal, 122,
P22

26. piran utampattatu tan utampatutal,
114, P13

27. piran kot kdaral, 125, P25

28. porul itaiyitutal, 127, P27

29. marutalai citaittut tan tunipu
uraittal, 124, P24

30. mutintatu kattal, P20

31. muntu molintatan talaitatumarru, 19,
P8

32. murai piralamai, P12

33. molinta porulotu onra vaittal, I5

34. molinta porulétu onra vavvayin
moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal,
P5

35. moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal, I6

36. molivam enral, 117, P16

37. vakuttu meyn niruttal, 14, P4

38. vantatu kontu varatatu unarttal, P7

39. vantatu kontu varatatu mutittal, I8

40. varatatanan vantatu mutittal, I7, P6

Chart 4 (items in lists A1 and A2)
[I = Ilampiranar; P = Péraciriyar]

6. Dikshitar's and Sastri's identifications of TUs with TYs

Remembering that our main goal is not to study the TUs for their own sake,

however important a task that might seem, but to determine which TYs they

might have been intended to FIRST-translate, we now turn to the task of

providing answers to that question. We have been preceded in this task by two

scholars, although they may have viewed the problem in a different light:

® V. R. Ramachandra Dikshitar (1896-1954), who in 1930, in an article
published in the Journal of Oriental Research (Madras), was, to my
knowledge, the first to propose an identification between some of the
TYs that are listed in the Artha Sastra and some of the TUs that appear
in the Tolkappiyam (with Péraciriyar's commentary)

e P.S. Subrahmanya Sastri (1890-1978), who in 1936, in his English
translation of Tolkappiyam Porulatikaram, also proposed a number of
identifications (making use of both commentaries, by Illamptranar and

by Péraciriyar)
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Possibly because the two scholars attacked the problem from opposite ends,” a
striking fact is that, among the 32 yukti-s from the AS list,

® 5 are equated with the same TU by Dikshitar[1930] and by Sastri[1936]

® 17 are not equated with the same TU by the two scholars®

® 10 do not receive a TU-identification by either scholar.
Leaving aside the 10 from that last group (namely [A03] yogal, [A04] padarthah,
[AO5] hetvarthah, [A14] samsayah, [A15] prasangah, [A21] nidarsanam, [A22]
apavargah, [A24] ptrvapaksah, [A30] vikalpah and [A31] samuccayah), I list the
identifications made by the two scholars in the following charts, the first one
containing the points of agreement, while the second and the third indicate
their points of disagreement.

TY (Artha Sastra) Sastri [1936] & Dikshitar [1930]
[A09] apadesah piran kol kiiral (125 & P25)
[A16] viparyayah muntu molintatan talaitatumarru (19 & P8)
[A18] anumatam piran utanpattatu tan utampatutal (114 & P13)
[A23] svasamjiia tan kuriyitutal (119 & P18)
[A28] atikrantaveksanam kiirirru enral (118 & P17)

Chart 5a: 5 points of agreement between
Dikshitar [1930] and Sastri [1936]

¥ Dikshitar was examining the full list of TYs and noting down those for which he saw
an equivalent TU, whereas Sastri was performing the symmetrical task of examining the
list of TUs and searching for an equivalent TY.

¥ T include under “different identification” the cases when one of the two scholars has
proposed a Tamil equivalent for a TY while the other has not.
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TY (Artha Sastra) Sastri [1936] Dikshitar [1930]
[AO1] adhikaranam | (12) atikara murai (P1) nutaliyatu arital
[A02] vidhanam NO IDENTIFICATION (P2) atikara muraimai

[A06] uddesah

(I3) tokuttuk kiiral

(P23)
kotal

tokutta moliyan vakuttanar

[AQ7] nirdesah

(14) vakuttu meyn niruttal

(P29) collin eccaii colliyan kunarttal

[A08] upadesah

(111) orutalai moli

(P12) murai piralamai

(I8) vantatu kontu varatatu

[A10] atidesah mutittal (P10) orutalai molital
[A11] pradesah 1(11121. " tz?rﬁtatana‘n vantatu (P16) molivam enral
[A12] upamanam | (110) oppak kiiral NO IDENTIFICATION
[A13] arthapattili  |NO IDENTIFICATION | (L2) molinta porulo tonra vavoayin
moliyatatanai muttinyi mutittal
[A17] vakyasesah NO IDENTIFICATION P6) varatatanan vantatu mutittal
Y

[A19] vyakhyanam

(I6) moliyatatanai muttinri
mutittal

(P4) vakuttu meyn niruttal

[A20] nirvacanam  |NO IDENTIFICATION (P27) porul itaiyitutal

[A25] uttarapaksah |NO IDENTIFICATION S;Zi)mf”-’ utalai-citaittut tan tunipu
[A26] ekantah (P19) orutalai anmai (??) (P21) anai kiiral

[A?ﬂ _ (I117) molivam enral (P15) etiratu porral

anagataveksanam

[A29] niyogah (121) anai kiiral (P11) tankot kiiral

[A32] ithyam

(P32) uyttukkontu unartal

(P26) ariyatu utampatal

Chart 5b: 17 points of disagreement on TYs between
Dikshitar [1930] and Sastri [1936]

85




86 Tamil Traditions of Commentary

TUs (Tolkappiyam) Sastri [1936] (mostly Dikshitar [1930]
based on Ilamptranar) | (based on Péraciriyar)

atikara murai (12) [A01] adhikaranam [A02] vidhanam
atikara muraimai (P2) (equivalent to 12) (equivalent to P2)
vakuttu meyn niruttal (14 & P4) [AOQ7] nirdesah [A19] vyakhyanam
orutalai moli (I11) [A08] upadesah [A10] atidesah
orutalai molital (P10)
varatatanan vantatu mutittal [A11] pradesah [A17] vakyasesah
(I7 &P6)
moliyatatanai muftinri mutittal (I6) | [A19] vyakhyanam [A13] arthapattih
molinta  porulo  fonra  vavvayin
moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal (P5)
molivam enral (117 & P16) [A27] anagataveksanam | [A11] pradesah
anai kiral (121 & P21) [A29] niyogah [A26] ekantah

Chart 5c¢: points of disagreement on TUs between
Dikshitar [1930] and Sastri [1936]

7. What are tantra yukti-s and what are they used for?

I have so far postponed the moment when I would have to explain what a TU
or a TY is, and what they are used for. One of the main reason for that is that I
wish to present a long view of the matter and that there have been a lot of
variations (and reinterpretations) in the course of history. This is a field where
no element seems to be stable® and yet an elusive sense of continuity persists.
The divergence of opinion between Sastri [1936] and Dikshitar [1930], to which I
have just drawn attention, looks like a good opportunity to make matters
clearer. We shall start with the easiest part, namely the examination of the 5
points of (apparent?) agreement listed in chart 5a.

® apadesah [A09] is explained by Dikshitar as “mention of other's opinion
by the side of one's own” and equated by him with “piran kol kiiral”, the
25" element in Peraciriyar's list. Sastri's translation for that last one is
“giving out other's opinion”. Both of them mention as a support the
short gloss given in the AS, namely “evam asau aha ity apadesah”.

 The count of “32” might appear as an element of stability, but some Sanskrit lists have
more than 32 elements, as we shall see. The Sanskrit designations of TYs are for the
greater part stable (although there are a few variations), but when one examines the
meaning associated with several of these TY designations, one sees a lot of variation (see
Oberhammer and Lele). And regarding TUs, the idea that there exists an immutable list
of 32 elements really looks like an idealisation when one examines the comprehensive
list included at the end of this article with its more than 100 elements.
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® viparyayah [A16] is explained by Dikshitar as “indication by contrast”
and equated by him with “muntu molintatan talaitatumarru”, the gth
element in Peraciriyar's list. Sastri's translation for the Tamil phrase, the
9" in Ilamparanar's list, is “adopting an order contrary to that
mentioned before”. Both of them mention the gloss given in the AS:
“pratilomena sadhanam viparyayah”.

e anumatam [A18] is explained by Dikshitar as “quotation from another
authority without dissent” and equated by him with “piran utampattatu
tan utampatutal”, the 13™ element in Péraciriyar's list. Sastri's translation
for the Tamil phrase, the 14" in Ilamptranar's list, is “agreeing with the
opinion of others”. Both mention the gloss given in the AS: “paravakyam
apratisiddham anumatam”.

e svasamjiia [A23] is for Dikshitar “one's own terminology” and equated
by him with “tan kuriyitutal”, the 18" element in Péraciriyar's list.
Sastri's translation for the Tamil (the 19" item for Ilampuranar) is
“coining technical terms”. Both mention the AS gloss: “parair asamitah
sabdah svasamjiia”.

e atikrantaveksanam [A28] is for Dikshitar “references to previous
portions” which he equates with “kirirru enral”, the 17" element in
Peraciriyar's list. Sastri's translation for the Tamil (the 18" item for
llamptranar) is “referring to what has been stated before”. Both
mention the AS gloss: “purastad evam vihitam iti atikrantaveksanam” .

Although it is reassuring to see two scholars agree on a fact, what is at stake
here may still not be obvious to the reader and I believe a few additional
explanations are required. TYs (and TUs) always seem to be invoked in the
explanation of segmented texts, the performance (by a teacher) and the
grasping (by a student) of the successive segments® being separated by the
process of explaining and understanding each one of them in succession, as
illustrated in the following (Chart 6a):

% A segment in such a text is referred to as a ciittiram [Skt. siitra] (see the discussion on
p- 77). For some texts, however, which do not belong to the earlier strata, the segments
are called karikai [Skt. karika]. Tamil differs from Sanskrit in that both ciittiram and karikai
are verse forms. A precise characterization of the meters used is beyond the scope of this
footnote, but one can say that a karikai is subject to greater metrical constraints.
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Segment 1

Segment M

Segment N

Explanations 1

Explanations M

Explanations N Chart 6a (what the teacher says)

Typically, the explanations are provided by the teacher who sees the
commented base text as simply being what is in Chart 6b:

Segment 1

Chart 6b (what the teacher sees)

In the process of commenting segment N, the teacher who explains can be seen
to resort to TYs (or to TUs, if that person speaks in Tamil). The five TYs we have
just examined, regarding which there is agreement between Dikshitar and
Sastri, can be seen to fall under several such purposes:

explaining how segment N relates to an earlier segment such as
segment M (see above atikrantaveksanam [A28])

explaining what it means to cite other authors' opinions: accepting
them? preparing to refute them? etc. (see above apadesah [A09] and
anumatam [A18])

commenting on the terminological use (see above svasam;jiia [A23])
explaining some specific feature of the wording of segment N which is
not immediately obvious. For instance, why did the author use an
apparently redundant expression? why did he place enumerated items
in this order? (see above viparyayah [A16])

What I mean when saying that the teacher is seen to resort to TYs is twofold.

It can be an overt action. The person who comments will explicitly
invoke a TY (or a TU)

It can be an implicit recognition. The participants, being familiar with
the field, recognize the case as falling under this or that TY (or TU)
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Another point of view is of course possible. Instead of directly linking the TYs
(or TUs) with the teacher and the teaching act, we can also link them with the
author and say that it is because the author has composed his treatise in
conformity with the scholarly (or scholastic?) norm which the TYs embody (or
make visible) that the teacher is able to explain the matter to the student, or that
an advanced student is capable of studying by himself a new treatise. If this is
possible, it can certainly appear as a great practical advantage, and this
certainly explains the fact that TYs have sometimes been praised very lyrically,”
as possibly providing those who mastered them with a universal “mode
d'emploi” (set of instructions for use) that would be applicable to all sorts of
treatises. Some Western scholars have smiled at this enthusiasm™ but it was
certainly communicative and this is probably what induced a Tamil author to
provide the scholarly universe —which must have been growing from the first
half of the first millennium AD onwards— of his language, in which treatises
were newly composed, with the List A of 32 items found in the Tolkappiyam, so
that it could be the equivalent of the Sanskrit TYs.

8. Tantiravutti-s as attested in commentarial usage

We have so far presented a theory: the lists of TYs and TUs represent a sort of
distilled practical knowledge, hidden under a small set of metagrammatical®

¥ Gee for instance the following verses found in Sharma, RK. & Bhagwan Dash
(Carakasamhita, vol.VI, pp. 444-445): yathambujavanasyarkal pradipo vesmano yatha | 1461 |
prabodhanaprakasarthas tatha tantrasya yuktayah “As the sun causes blossoming of the lotus
pond (lit. forest) and as the lamp enlightens the [dark] house, similarly the knowledge of
these tantra-yuktis serves the purpose of awakening (blossoming) and enlightening of
the physician”. ekasminn api yasyeha Sastre labdhaspada matili| 147 | | sa Sastram anyad apy
asu yuktijfiatvat prabudhyate | adhiyano’pi sastrani tantrayuktya vind bhisak | nadhigacchati
sastrarthan arthan bhagyaksaye yatha | 14811 “The physician who has good grasp even of
only one treatise can also understand other treatises quickly because of his proficiency in
tantra-yuktis or canons of composition. As a person fails to acquire wealth [in spite of his
best efforts] when fortune deserts him, similarly one who is not conversant with tantra-
yuktis (canons of exposition) does not understand the real implications of treatises even
if he has studied many of them”. See also Oberhammer[1996: 110], who translates: “Wie
die Sonne [am Morgen] den Wald der Lotosblumen [erweckt], wie die Lampe das Haus
[erhellt], so haben die Kompositionselemente eines wissenschftlichen Werkes den
Zweck, [dessen Verstindnis] zu wecken and zu erhellen. Einer, dessen Verstand auch
nur in einem einzigen Lehrbuch Fufs gefait hat, der wird, aufgrund [seiner] Kenntnis
der Kompositionselemente auch ein anderes Lehrbuch schnell verstehen. Ein Arzt [aber],
der die Lehrbiicher ohne die tantrayuktis [zu kennen] studiert, wird den Inhalt der
Lehrbiicher nicht verstehen, wie einer, den das Gliick verlassen hat, [keine] Reichtiimer
[erwerben wird].”

% See Wright's review of Lele.

% The metalanguage used by grammarians (and linguists) contains two subsets, possibly
overlapping. While the “grammatical” vocabulary allows one to talk about language, the
“metagrammatical” vocabulary can be defined as that which allows one to talk about
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vocabulary items, and the commentators accompany them by a number of
illustrations of actual use. This is what [lamptranar and Péraciriyar do for each
item of the list.

e For example, llampfranar tells us (under TP656i) that an instance of the
kiirirru enral TU® is found in TP311i, because that stitra announces that
among the (26+8) items enumerated by stitra TP310i, at the beginning
of the Ceyyuliyal chapter, the first two, namely mattirai and eluttiyal, will
not be explained again because they have already been explained in the
first book of the Tolkappiyam. Ironically, he himself then starts to
provide the students with a long résumé of what that information is,
which is not provided inside the Ceyyuliyal.

® He tells us that an instance of the tan kuriyitutal TU (19 item in his list)
is found in TC1li, where the technical terms uyartinai’” and akrinai
“neuter” are coined, and that one should understand that a professor
(aciriyar) can “baptise with a technical name” (kuriyital) a matter which
is not current in the (ordinary) world (ulakin kan valakk-inri).*®

e He tells us that piran utampattatu tan utampatutal (14" TU in his list) is
illustrated by the author of Tolkappiyam agreeing with Panini
(paniniyar) on the fact that the second case (irantam verrumai) occurs in/
on/at the ceyap patu porul.* But, since this is nowhere stated, we must
understand that this represents a tacit agreement: the author of the
Tolkappiyam must be considered to have silently adopted a number of
Paninian doctrines, such as the one mentioned.

But, alongside these slightly artificial cases and many others, where we are
supposed to understand (or to believe) that “this (or that) passage illustrates
this (or that) TU” simply because the passage has been picked up by llampfira-
nar as illustrating one item in the TU catalogue, one also meets with cases
where a commentator spontaneously and explicitly invokes a TU in order to
enlighten his audience. It must be emphasized that such a TU does not necessa-

grammar, ie., more precisely, as that which allows one to refer to the specific
conventions of grammatical discourse and to explain them. This is necessary because
such conventions are normally not obvious to the uninitiated student.

% The 18" item in Ilampiranar's TU list: “To say that [the matter has [already] been
told”. Said to be equivalent to the atikrantaveksanam TY by Sastri and Dikshitar.

¥1f interpreted as an ordinary word, uyartinai might have meant “upper class”. In
grammar, it refers to “humans” and is subdivided into “masculine”, “feminine” and
“epicene plural”.

% Interestingly, that may not be exactly what all users of the [A23] svasamjfia TY had in
mind: some of them may have thought that the idea was to signal the new terminology
adopted by a new school, as opposed to the commonly agreed terminology (samjfii). See
Aussant[2005: pp.7-10].

¥ The formulation is locative: irantam verrumai ceyappatuporutkan varum. llampiranar
might be trying here to translate Panini2.3.2: karmani dvitiya. The expression
ceyappatuporul is the standard technical name of one of the (6+2) mutanilai-s (alias karaka-
s) enumerated in TC108i, alias TC112c. See Chevillard [1996: 218-220] for more details.
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rily coincide with one of the TUs found in TU catalogues, such as List A (or List
B). We see for instance, inside the Yapparunkala Virutti (henceforth YV), an old
commentary on the Yapparunkalam (henceforth YA), the following passage
which explains the wording of the 10" segment inside YA (noted YA-10):

(4a) “ivai immuraiye vaitta karanam en?” enin, iyarcir ellic ceyyulullum iyanru
initu natattalin, cirapputaittu enru mun vaikkap pattatu. ennai? “cirapputaip
porulai munturak kilattal” enpatu tantiravutti akalin [YV"%, p. 59]*

If one asks for what reason [the 3 types of feet] have been placed in this
order [in YA-10],*' [answer that] since natural foot (iyarcir) can be
pleasantly used in all [types of] poetry (ceyyul), it has been placed first
(before the two other types). Why? This is because “Enunciate first the
(most) eminent item” is a TU.

In this passage, the expression cirapputaip porulai munturak kilattal (“Enunciate
first the (most) eminent item”) is characterized as being a TU and appears as a
standardized explanatory principle, which could be used on many other
occcasions. As far as the YV is concerned, we see indeed the same TU used
while explaining YA-1 (see YV"™, p.17) and YA-69 (see YV, p.279).
Interestingly, the wording of this phrase is reminiscent of the wording of
another phrase, which we see used 5 times inside the Cenavaraiyam, a
commentary on the 2" book of the Tolkappiyam (TC). That other phrase is:

(4b) cirapp-utai porulai-t tan initu kilattal “Enunciate only the (most) eminent
item”*

Similar observations can be made about other TUs explicitly named as such in

the YV or in the Cenavaraiyam,” such as:

(5)  collin mutivin apporul mutittal [YV"™*: p.166 (YA-39), p.346 (YA-86);
Cenavaraiyam: TC399¢]

(6a) “talaitatumarram tantu punarnturaittal” tantiravutti akalin [YV™*: p. 119
(YA-26), p. 245 (YA-58)]

* The notation YV means that the page numbers are given according to the currently
avalaible edition (see bibliography). However, some of our secondary sources refer to
other editions: YV¥7 (see references in TVG[2005b]) and YV*'*¥Y (page references
found in Tamil Lexicon).

! To make matters clear, it must be added that segment YA-10 enumerates 3 types of feet
(ctr), called iyar-cir “natural foot”, uriccir “proper foot” and potuccir “general foot”.

# See Chevillard [2008a:138] for the exact location of these 5 passages. For instance,
Cenavaraiyar uses it in TC11c to explain that a rule which apparently concerns only 3™
person verbs also concerns in fact 1** and 2™ person verbs. Note however that Cénava-
raiyar does not say that the expression is a TU. I am tempted to say this is a sort of
paribhasia. But as we shall see, some Tamil commentators say that paripatai falls under
tantiravutti. (See section 14).

# See Chevillard [2008a: 153] for pointers to the 13 TUs explicitely named inside the
Cenavaraiyam.
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(6b) muntu molintatan talai-tatumarram ennun tantiravutti (Cendvaraiyam:
TC190c¢)

(7)  “pal porutkerpin nallatu kotal” ennum tantira utti akalanum [YV'®: p. 94
(YA-20), p. 305 (YA-78)]

®)  “pira nul mutintatu tanutampatutal” ennum tantira utti [YV*®: p.204
(YA-52)]* [Cenavaraiyam: TC26c, TC463c]

) itu “kairuvam” ennun tantira v-utti (Cenavaraiyam: TC119c)
(10)  “wvakuttu-k kiiral” tantiravutti y-akalanum (Cenavaraiyam: TC179c)

Among the spontaneously used TUs, some do indeed belong to the Tolkappiyam
list” (see chart 4) but some do not, as is the case with “collin mutivin apporul
mutittal”, contained in example (6), which we shall later meet with, while
studying List B. It is also to be noted that some of the spontaneous TUs are not
found in any canonical list. They can be reformulations of standard TUs: see
“karuvam” (“we shall say”) in (9), which looks like a variant of “molivam” [117]
or of “uraittum”, an element of list B. They can also be totally independent from
any list, as is the case for “cirapputaip porulai munturak kilattal” and for “cirapp-
utai porulai-t tan initu kilattal ”* already discussed.

9. The TUs in List B in its three variants

I have already explained, in an earlier section (see Chart 2), that a number of
events took place between the time when the Tolkappiyam reached its final form
and the time when Ilampuranar composed his commentary”. Among these
events, there was the preparation of a new TU list, which we have already
named “List B”. We shall now examine the elements of List B, as found in its
three available variants. As a first specimen, I reproduce a list found in
Yapparunikala Virutti (YV), inside the very long section which comments on stitra
YA-95.% It runs as follows:

* The same TU is found verbatim p. 305 (in YV'™), although it not explicitly said by the
commentator to be a TU.

* See for instance in 7 the use of pal porutku erpin nallatu kotal “among several possible
interpretations, choose the right one” (122).

* The meaning of that phrase however reminds one of the siitra TC49i (alias TC49c): that
siitra says that the name of a collective entity can be based either on the members which
are the most eminent (talaimai) or on those that constitute the majority (panmai). See
Chevillard [1996: 116-117] for more details.

¥ The appearance of Ilampiiranar's work certainly acted as a stabilizing factor and it
must have become more difficult to tamper with the Tolkappiyam text, which must earlier
have been more fluid. However, as we have seen, Péraciriyar was still able to propose a
different reading for the last sttra.

* Satra YA-95 has only 7 lines. But the commentary on these 7 lines occupies 164 pages
in the 1998 edition (referred to here as YV"%). This means that the commentator is
largely on his own, especially in this case, where he is elaborating on the word piravum
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(11)  muppattirantu tantira uttiyavana: '[Y1] nutalip pukutal, [Y2] ottumurai
vaittal, // [Y3] tokuttuk kattal, [Y4] vakuttuk kattal, / / [Y5] mutivitan kiral,
[Y6] mutittuk kattal // [Y7] tanetuttu molital, [Y8] pirankot kiiral,// [Y9]
corporul virittal, [Y10] irattura molital, // [Y11] etuvin mutittal, [Y12] etutta
moliyin // eyta vaittal, [Y13]* inna talla // tituvena molital, [Y14] tannina
mutittal // [Y15] eficiya collin, eytak kiral, // [Y16] matterin tolital, [Y17]
piranil mutintatu // tanutam patutal, [Y18] tankuri valakkam // mikavetut
turaittal, [Y19] irantatu vilakkal, // [Y20] etiratu porral, [Y21] munmer
kotal, // 1Y22] pinnatu niruttal, [Y23] etuttuk kattal, // [Y24] mutintatu
mutittal, [Y25] collin mutivin // apporul mutittal, [Y26] totarccor
punarttal, // [Y27] yappurut tamaittal, [Y28] wuraittum enral, // [Y29]
vikarpattu mutittal, [Y30] tokuttutan mutittal, // [Y31] orutalai tunital, [Y32]
uyttunara vaittal” ena ivai [YV': 451-452] [YV'¢/P7: 405] [YV'7: 427].
[List B1]

This translates as: “the 32 TUs are those: Y1, Y2, ... Y32.” In this enumeration,
we recognize three of the TUs mentioned in the previous section:

® Y4 “vakuttuk kattal” approximately coincides with the TU seen in (10)

“vakuttuk kiiral”

® Y17 “piraniil mutintatu tanutam patutal” was seen in (8).

® Y25 “collin mutivin apporul mutittal” was seen in (5)
But the TUs explicitly mentioned in (4a), (6a) and (7) do not appear in the TU
list given in (8), although the YV makes use of them,” and this fact requires
some explanations. Citation (11) is extracted from an elaborate explanation
which started thus:

(12) ic cattirattut “piravum” enru colliyavatanané nillum, cittiramum, ottum,
patalamum, pintamum amarum [...] unarntu kolka.

Because he has said “et cetera” (piravum) in this sttra (YA-95), it must be
understood [that the siitra also refers to topics such as] the constitution of
nil (“treatise”), cittiram (“sttra”), ottu (“section”), patalam (“chapter”),
pintam (“book”) [...].

This statement is followed by elaborate elucidations and the passage contains a
number of citations (sometimes reduced to abbreviated paraphrases) from other
works quoted as authorities and illustrating the various topics touched upon.
The text which we have given in (11) is one of those citations (or paraphrases)
and is meant to make explicit the last one in a series of eight characterizations
given for niil “treatise”, to which we shall come back later (in section 13). The
citation seems to be attributed to one Patalanar urai (“the commentary by
Patalanar”), which has apparently been lost. The series of 8 characterizations of

“etcaetera” found on line 6 of YA-95. This also explains why it is essential to give precise
page references!

“Y13 appears in YV as “inna talla // tituvena molital”.

* As we have seen, some come from the Tolkappiyam list.
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niil, being now completed, is then followed by 6 citations from the Ceyyuliyal,
the 8" chapter of the TP, but we are not provided with the list of TUs contained
in the Marapiyal, the 9™ chapter of the TP, although the author of YV may have
known it because the TUs which appear in (6a), (7) and (8) belong to it. This
seems to indicate that the author of the YV knew of two lists of TUs.

e List A (from Tolkappiyam) was used by him, but not quoted.

e List B (from Patalanar urai) was used and quoted by him
Since the original text from which the author of the YV drew his list is not
available to us, we shall, from now onwards, refer to the enumeration given in
(11) as “List B1” and we shall first compare it with two other lists with which it
has a close resemblance. One of them (List B3), is contained in a verse which is
part of the preface (payiram) attached to the 12™-century grammar called
Nanniil, where we find the following:

(13)  [M1] nutalip pukutal, [M2] ottumurai vaippe, // IM3] tokuttuk cuttal, [M4]
vakuttuk kattal, // [MB5] mutittuk kattal [M6] mutivitam kiiral, // [M7]
tanetuttu molital, [M8] pirankot kiiral,// [M9] corporul virittal, [M10]
totarccor punarttal,/ / [IM11] irattura molital, [M12] etuvin mutittal,/ / [M13]
oppin mutittal [M14] matterin tolukal,// [M15] irantatu vilakkal, [M16]
etiratu porral, // [M17] munmolintu kotal [1 weemerkotal, [M18] pinnatu
niruttal,/ / [M19] vikarpattin mutittal, [IM20] mutintavai mutittal // [M21]
uraittum enral, [M22] uraittam enral, // [M23] orutalai tunital [M24]
etuttuk kattal, / / IM25] etutta moliyin eyta vaittal, [M26] inna talla tituvena
molital, // [M27] eficiya collin, eytak kiiral, // [M28] piranil mutintatu
tanutam patutal, // [M29] tankuri valakka mikavetut turaittal, //, [M30]
collin mutivin apporul mutittal, // [M31] onrina mutittal tannina
mutittal // [M32] wuyttunara vaippena vuttiyen nanke (Nanniil,
Mayilainatar uraiyum, UVS: 5) [List B3]

The editors (patippaciriyar) of YV and YV give the impression that they
believe List Bl to be a citation of List B3 because they refer to Nanniil.”
However, the differences between (11) and (13) are so numerous that it seems a
strange suggestion.” Conversely, U.V. Caminataiyar, in the introduction to his

*'Tt could be an incomplete quotation. All the 3 editions consulted present it in verse
form, but it is quite possible that some lines are missing or that the splitting into metrical
lines (ati) is not the original one.

%2 See YV, p. 452 (footnote) and YV'7, p. 427.

% In the editio princeps (YV''*/**V), by Pavanantam Pillai, such a suggestion (that the verse
comes from Nanniil) is not made. There is however a discrepancy in that edition between
p. vil (vol.1, 1916) where we see the spelling “matalanar” and p. 405 (vol. 2, 1917) where
we see the spelling “patalanar”. This discrepancy is probably the source for the variant
noted by U.V.S. in the introduction to his 1946 edition of Nannil with Mayilainatar's
commentary (p.xvii, fn. “ippeyar matalanarenrum valankum”. It is noteworthy however
that all three editions (1916-1917, 1973 and 1998) agree in the wording of the citation.
Neither Ira. Ilankumaran, nor Mé. Vi. Venukopalap Pillai tried to modify the citation, in



J.-L. Chevillard: The Lists of 32 tantrayuktis 95

(posthumous) 1946 edition of Nannil with Mayilaindtar's commentary, suggests
(p.xvii) that all the sfitra-s found in the Payiram section come from other books,
and that those numbered 9 to 13 were made by Patalanar.™

Before trying to describe more precisely the differences between List Bl
and List B3, we now examine the occurrence of a very similar list (List B2). It is
found inside the commentary on another grammatical text, the Viracoliyam (VC,
possibly belonging to the 11" century), whereas its commentary (VCC) possibly
belongs to the 12™ century and might be older than the Nanniil. The list of
tantiravutti-s runs thus, inside VCC (as part of VCC-180, the commentary to
180th verse™, or karikai)

(14) [V1] nutalip pukutal, [V2] ottumurai vaittal, // [V3] tokuttuk cuttal, [V4]
vakuttuk kattal, // V5] mutittuk kattal [Ve6l mutivitam kiral, // [V7]
tanetuttu molital, [V8] pirankot kiral,// [V9] corporul virittal, [V10]
totarccor punarttal,// [V11] irattura molital, [V12] étuvin mutittal,// [V13]
oppin mutittal [V14] matterin tolukal,// [V15] olintatu vilakkal, [V16]
etiratu porral, // [V17] munmolintu kotal [1 munmerketal, [V18] pinnatu
niruttal,/ / [V19] vikarpattin mutittal, [V20] mutintatuy mutittal // [V21]
uraittum enral, [V22] uraittam enral, / / [V23] orutalai tunital [V24] etuttuk
kattal, // [V25] etutta moliyin eyta vaittal, [V26] anna talla tituvena
molital, // [V27] eficiya collin, eytak kiiral, // [V28] piraniil mutintatu
tanutan patutal, // [V29] tankuri valakka mikavetut turaittal, //, [V30] collin
mutivin apporul mutittal, // [V31l onrina mutittal tannina mutittal //

[V32] uyttunara vaittal ena muppattirantam (VC"*: 178) [List B2]

The problem to be solved here is a chronological one: 6 texts are involved in the
understanding of the relationships between (11), (13) and (14). These texts are,
in tentative chronological order:
e the Yapparunkalam (YA), possibly composed in the 10™ cent.
e the Yapparunkala Virutti (YV), an extensive commentary on YA, possibly
composed at the turn of the 11™ century
e the Viracoliyam (VC), composed during the 11" century
e the Viracoliyam commentary (VCC), by Peruntévanar, possibly
composed at the beginning of the 12™ century [Zvelebil 1995,
Govindasamy 1977]
e the Nannil (N), composed in the late 12" or early 13" cent.
e the Nanniil commentary (Nma) composed by Mayilainatar (early 13"
cent. [Govindasamy 1977])
As far as the TUs are concerned, the simple facts are the following
® YA does not mention TUs

order to make it conform with the list found in the Nanniil editions.

* Mayilai Cini. Venkatacami [2003: 339-340] seems to think only only one verse is from
Patalanar. But T.V. Gopal Iyer (TIPA, vol. 16, p. 136) attributes several verses to him.

% There are however no serious differences between the three editions as far as the list of
TUs is concerned.



96 Tamil Traditions of Commentary

YV mentions TUs and gives a (versified?) list (List B1, see (11))
VC mentions TUs but does not give a list
VCC gives a prose list (List B2, see (14))
The prefatory section (payiram) of the N gives a versified list, but UVS
thinks that the Payiram is not part of the original Nanniil, which started
in fact with the Eluttatikaram.

® Nma contains the list, which appears as stitra 13 in the Payiram section

(List B3, see (13))
e List B2 and list B3 are quasi-identical, but differ rather widely from list
B1, both in terms of content and of order

It must also be noted that N was a dominant text in the 19" century and that the
first editor of VC, C.W. Tamoétaram Pillai, might have normalized List B2 in
order to make it conform with List B3. It must also be emphasized that the link
between List B2 and the VCC is stronger than the link between List B3 and the
passage that follows it inside the Nma. VCC displays real interest in the TUs
because it provides a lot of illustrations (all drawn from the Kural) whereas
Mayilainatar is happy to say that there are variants (and additional TUs). The
Nannul Viruttiyurai, a later commentary, does not take pains to illustrate every
case and simply says that “the list has been limited to the 32 most important
TU-s, for fear that otherwise there would be no limit” (Nvi, 14).> As a
conclusion to this first exploration, and before examining the next question, I
now present an alphabetized list which makes it easier to compare the 3
variants of List B, each item being characterized by a letter and by a number
indicating its rank in the corresponding list.

1. annatallatituvena  molital, V26  (cf. 17.onrina  mutittal tanninamutittal, V31,
innatallatituvena molital) M31

2. irattura molital, Y10, V11, M11 18.0ttumurai vaittal, V2, Y2

3. irantatu vilakkal, Y19, M15 19.0ttumurai vaippu, M2

4. innatallatituvena molital, Y13, M26 (cf. 20.collin mutivin apporun mutittal, Y25,
annatallatituvena molital) V30, M30

5. uyttunara vaittal, Y32, V32 21.corporul virittal, Y9, V9, M9

6. uyttunara vaippu, M32 22 tankuri valakka mika vetutturaittal, Y18,

7. uraittam enral, V22, M22 V29, M29

8. uraittum enral, Y28, V21, M21 23.tanninam mutittal, Y14

9. eficiya collin eytak kiiral, Y15, V27, M27 24.tan etuttu molital, Y7, V7, M7

10.etutta moliyin eyta wvaittal, Y12, V25, 25.tokuttuk kattal, Y3
M25 26.tokuttuc cuttal, V3, M3

11.etuttuk kattal, Y23, V24, M24 27 tokuttutan mutittal, Y30

12.etiratu porral, Y20, V16, M16 28.totarccor punarttal, Y26, V10, M10

13.etuvin mutittal, Y11, V12, M12 29.nutalip pukutal, Y1, V1, M1

14.0ppin mutittal, V13, M13 30.piraniin mutintatu tanutanpatutal, V28

15.0rutalai tunital, YV31, V23, M23 31.piraniin mutintatu tan utampatutal, Y17,

16.o0lintatu vilakkal, V15 M28

% varampinri varum uttiyul talaimaiparrik kiirum muppattirantil vantana kiirinar enka.
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32.pirankot kiiral, Y8, V8, M8 39.mutivitan kiiral, Y5, V6, M6
33.pinnatu niruttal, Y22, V18, M18 40.munmerkotal, YVcom 21,
34.matterintolukal, V14, M14 41.munmolintu kotal, V17, M17
35.matterintolital, Y16 42 yappuruttamaittal, Y27
36.mutittuk kattal, Y6, V5, M5 43.vakuttuk kattal, Y4, V4, M4
37.mutintatu mutittal, Y24, V20 44 vikarpattin mutittal, V19, M19
38.mutintavai mutittal, M20 45.vikarpattu mutittal, Y29

Chart 7: components of List B
(V=Viracoliyam; Y=Yapparunkala Virutti;
M=Mayilainatar commentary on Nanniil)

As a complement to this, it is important to note that Ilamptranar must have
known List B because, while commenting on the TP656i list (i.e. list A1), he
equates” item 23 in his own list (i.e. “tokutta moliyan vakuttanar kotal”) with the
item “collin mutipin apporun mutittal”, deviating slightly from the one which
stands in Chart 7 as “collin mutivin apporun mutittal” (Y25, V30, M30). He also
mentions at the end of his list 3 supplementary TUs, which have not been
included. Two of them “corporul virittal” and “onrena mutittal, tannina mutittal”

belong to List B and the third one “matterital” resemble two variants
(“matterintolukal” [V14, M14] and “matterintolital” [Y16]) which it contains.”®

10. More equivalences between List A and List B

The reader might wonder why I am not systematically providing English
translations for the TUs and for the TYs. One of the reasons is that a number of
translations exist. In addition to the works of Dikshitar [1930] and Sastri [1936]
already mentioned, one can enumerate:

® The 19™-century translation of the Nanniil “preface” by H. Bower”

® The 1963 Tolkappiyam translation by S. Ilakkuvanar

e The 2000 Tolkappiyam translation by V. Murugan

% Whether exactly the same interpretation is given to the two TUs by the commentators
who make use of them is of course a different problem. We have on the one hand the
examples given by Ilamptranar, who says that “tokutta moliyan vakuttanar kotal” is
illustrated by TE67i. We have Péraciriyar who says that this refers to the fact that forms
can be used as templates (vaypatu): he quotes TC223i “ceytu, ceyyiic ceypu ...”, where the
forms from the paradigm of “cey” must be understood as generating the paradigm of
other verbs: ceytu “having done” is the model for nakku “having laughed”, vantu “having
come”, kanfu “having seen”, etc. On the other hand, the Nanniil commentator
Cankaranamaccivayar invokes “collin mutivin apporun mutittal”  twice: 1. while
commenting on N109ca; 2. while commenting on N410ca, and the explanations he gives
seem to draw on something different.

% This seems also the occasion to mention an additional TU, which belongs neither to
List A nor to List B, “uraiyirkotal”, which Ilamptranar considers as an equivalent of the
6™ element in his own list: “moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal”.

¥ Found on pp.12-13 in the 1972 Kazhagam editions.
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® The translations contained in the 1999 dictionary of technical terms by
V. Murugan and M. Mathialagan
As far as TYs are concerned, one must mention at least:
® The 1981 book by W.K. Lele, which provides translations and discus-
sions of all the TY recognized in traditional literature
e The three volume Terminologie by Oberhammer et alii (1991, 1996, 2006)
which provides German translations of a great many Sanskrit passages
where TYs are discussed.
It would not be very useful to reproduce here uncritically all those translations
and the interested reader can consult them. Besides, my intention here is not to
look for an elusive true meaning of TUs or TYs, but rather to understand how
they can have been interpreted in so many different ways and what the
contradictions teach us about the chronology and about the success (or failure)
of those attempted translations which I call “FIRST-translations”.”’ As a step in
this inquiry, I now provide in a chart the list of equivalences proposed in
Murugan and Mathialagan [1999] between some items in List B3 and some
items in List Al. If those equivalences are accepted,” they show that only one
item (piran kot kiral, M8 or 125, “quoting the view of others”) is identical
between the two lists, that 12 items in list B3 can be considered as rewordings of
items belonging to list Al and that for all others items there is no exact
correspondence. A case deserving special mention is etiratu porral (M16 and 116)
which is said to mean “adoption of modern usage (according to Nanniil)” and
“anticipating in the given ciittiram the idea that is to be treated in the following
ciittiram (according to Tolkappiyam)”.

% See Section 2. Concerning the question whether it is really possible to successfully
translate everything from one linguistic universe to another one (and here from Sanskrit
to Tamil), it has to be noted that some terms carry with them an enormous quantity of
technical “baggage”. We shall examine later (in section 15) those terms which, in some
minds, evoke the anuvrtti principle. Such terms somehow defy translation, if by
translation we understand the production of a text in a target language that immediately
makes sense. For those terms, only an act of explaining seems possible, and the
explanation will be successful if one rebuilds at least partly, in the mind of the reader
(and in one's own), part of the original context. But First-translations can produce
unstable results, from a semantic point of view, although the text survives because the
tradition is conservative and the work has high prestige. The original author, living in a
bilingual (Sanskrit-Tamil) universe may have known what he intended to say, but the
later users of the received text might well have been unable to make sense of the text in a
monolingual (Tamil) context. This looks like the most probable explanation for the
countless (and anarchical) differences of opinion between them.

¢ The list of equivalences does not include the one proposed by Ilampiranar between
123 “tokutta moliyan vakuttanar kotal” and “collin mutivin apporun mutittal” (Y25, V30,
M30), which we have just discussed (See fn. 57)



J.-L. Chevillard: The Lists of 32 tantrayuktis 99

List B3 List Al
nutalip pukutal, M1 nutaliyatu arital, 11
ottumurai vaippu, M2 atikara murai, 12
tokuttuc cuttal, M3 tokuttuk kiiral, 13
vakuttuk kattal, M4 vakuttu meyn niruttal, 14
mutittuk kattal, M5 molinta porulotu onra vaittal, 15
pirankot kiiral, M8 piran kot kiiral, 125
irattura molital, M11 fiapakam kiiral, 131
oppin mutittal, M13 oppak kiiral, 110
>< etiratu porral, M16 >< etiratu porral, 116
munmolintu kotal, M17 molivam enral, 117
uraittam enral, M22 kirirru enral, 118
eficiya collin eytak kiiral, M27 collin eccam colliyanku unarttal, 129
piranin mutintatu tan utampatutal, M28 piran utampattatu tan utampatutal, 114
tankuri valakka mika vetutturaittal, M29 tan kuriyitutal, 119

Chart 8: List of equivalences proposed
in Murugan and Mathialagan [1999: 57-59]

11. What the Kural tells us about “nil”.

We have started this study by considering the FIRST-translation task (from
Sanskrit to Tamil) which resulted in the first TU list and which must have been
performed by a native Tamil speaker who had a good knowledge of Sanskrit
and its literature. Apart from the Tolkappiyam, there is another book, the Kural,
which is very famous and which has often been said to rely heavily on Sanskrit
literature.”” It may also have been composed at a date close to the composition
of some parts of the Tolkappiyam.®® We examine in this section the use the Kural
makes of the word niil, which we have already discussed several times, because
it constitutes the general topic of the group of 18 sitra-s (TP639i to TP656i)
inside which the utti-s (yukti-s), later called tantiravutti-s (TU) are presented.
This exploration, where we also examine derived words such as niilor, etc., can
be seen as a counterpoint to our exploration of the technical literature, because,
although the Kural is learned, it stands outside the realm of technical literature

%2 See Takahashi [1999]: “The Treatment of King and State in the Tirukkural”.

% Zvelebil [1995] gives A.D. 450-550 as most probable date for the Kural (p. 669) and says
(p.705) that “The final redaction of T. including Porulatikaram, may be prob. fixed as 5™ c.
AD..
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and provides a different perspective. Interestingly, it does not contain the word
tantiram (Skt. tantra), which we shall examine in the next section.

There are 18 occurrences to be considered, which is a rather high fre-
quency for such a short book as the Kural (which consists in 1330 couplets).
Only one of them (K1273) gives niil its ordinary meaning of “thread”* and the
remaining 17 have to do with treatises and the knowledge of treatises. An
especially interesting one is Kural 581, which is found inside the chapter Orr-
Atal “the employment of spies” and where niil is found in combination with
urai:

(15) orru m-urai-canra nil-u m-ivai-y-irantun / terr-enka mannavan kan (p. 656 in
Ko. Vativelu Cettiyar edition, vol. 2).*

There is much dissent among the commentators concerning the meaning of the
expression “urai canra nil”. As seen in the Tirukkural Uraikkottu [1990: 203-204],
their paraphrases are:
pukal amainta niti nil (Parimeélalakar)
muraiyamainta niilinai (Manakkutavar)
uraiyamainta nilinai (Paripperumal)
manu niti nil (Paritiyar)

® urai canra kalainiilkal (Kalinkar)
What is surprising is the replacement of urai by pukal “fame”. This seems to be a
rare meaning of urai.*® The paraphrases which are closest to what one would
expect from someone who is familiar with the TP* are those by Paripperumal
and by Kalinkar. It is possible that the meaning “fame” was induced by the
association with the word “canra”. The commentators are of course more
concerned with explaining how a spy, and a niil, can be considered as long-
range eyes.

* My conviction that “thread” was the normal meaning of nil for a Tamil speaker relies
for instance on the fact that in the 2002 Glossary of Tamil Inscription, among the 7 entries
on pp. 372-373, only 2 are connected with the realm of treatises and knowledge whereas
6 are connected with spinning activities. In literature, we also have nil as the result of
the spinning activity of a spider. See in Wilden [2008, vol.1, p. 436-437]: the lines: kanap
puravin ceval vayniir // cilampi yaficinai veriu(m) “where the cock of the forest dove [...] is
frightened on the pretty branch [even] by the spider that [makes] threads from [its]
mouth” (Narrinai 189_8-9).

% The translation provided by Ko. Vativelu Cettiyar is: “Let a king consider as his eyes
these two things, a spy, and a book of laws universally esteemed”. I am not sure it does
justice to the expression urai canra nil. The translation in the Tirukkural Uraikkottu is:
“Spies and celebrated codes of justice — know these two as a king's eyes.”

%The Tamil Lexicon (p.451) provides a quotation from the Patikam attached to the
Cilappatikaram: “urai canra pattini”, which seems to rely on the explanations found in the
Arumpatavurai: “pukal amainta pattiniyai” and in the commentary by Atiyarkku Nallar
“pukalamainta karputai makalai”.

“T would have expected these scholars to follow the Tolkappiyam, but that might simply
show I have not yet understood the real position of the Tolkappiyam in those days.
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Other occurrences of niil in the Kural provide a glimpse on a number of

scholarly activities such as
e compiling information (See niilor tokuttavarrul, Kural 322)

disputing/discussing (See nirampiya niil inrik kotti kolal, Kural 401)
trying to be the best (See niilarul niil vallan akutal, Kural 683)
reaching conclusions (See nilorkkum tunivu, Kural 533)
learning, studying (See avaiyakattu aficumavan karra nil, Kural 727)
forgetting (See niil marappar, 560)
being subtle (See matinutpam nilotu, Kural 636)
trying to be subtle (See nunniya nil pala karpinum marrum tan unmai
arive mikum, Kural 373)
And we are also confronted with the difficult question of deciding who exactly
were the antanar, this group of people® who seem to have a special place in the

social order and their own books®, which the Tolkappiyam calls “marai”.”

12. What is a tantiram, in Tamil literature?

We have already mentioned, at the beginning of this article, the fact that
[lampiranar, while explaining the expression tantiravutti (TU), which he uses to
gloss utti, says that tantiram means the same as niil, and that his comment might
mean that such an equivalence was not obvious for all Tamil users. The term
certainly has a complex history.”” We have already noted that tantiram is not
found in the earliest strata of Tamil literature. According to the Index des Mots
de la Littérature Tamoule Ancienne, it occurs in none of the Ettut Tokai or the
Pattup Pattu and it is not seen either in the Tolkappiyam or in the Kural. The only

% I know of course that the term antanar is usually supposed to refer to “brahmins”. The
difficulty is to reconcile that identification with the frequently made statement that a
great part of the Tamil literature was made by Jains. Without going to the same
extremity as S.Ilakkuvanar [1963] who translates antanar (in TE102i) as “the
learned” (op. cit. p. 40) and parppan (in Kural 134) as “a research scholar” (op. cit. p. 444),
it seems reasonable not to accept uncritically interpretations of texts which have been
transmitted in a strong religious context, after possibly being created in a different one.
¥See Kural 543: antanar nirkum arattirkum atiyay ninratu mannavan kol.

"See TE102i: ella v-elutt-um velippatak kilantu // colliya palli y-elutaru valiyin // pirappotu
vituvali uralcci varatt(u) // akatt-elu vali y-icai y-aril tapa nati // alapir kotal antanar maraitt-e.
llamptranar explains antanar maraittu by “parppar vetattuk kannatu”.

7 According to Abhyankar and Shukla's A Dictionary of Sanskrit Grammar [182-183] , the
word “is frequently used in the Mahabhasya, in the sense of ‘intended’ or vivaksita. [...]
The word is also explained in the sense of ‘important’.” See also Renou [TGS: 156]. On
the other hand, in Nyaya Siitra 1.1.27, tantra seems to refer to a philosophical school. See
Ganganatha Jha's translation (vol. 1, p. 345): “Doctrine is of four distinct kinds: — (1)
doctrine common to all philosophies, (2) doctrine peculiar to one philosophy, (3)
doctrine resting on implication, and (4) hypothetical doctrine.” (sali caturvidhah
sarvatantrapratitantradhikaranabhyupagamasamsthityarthantarabhavat).
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important ancient text where this term has a visibility is the Cilappatik{immf2
where we find several interesting examples:
e a reference to the tantira karanam (Cilap. 16-180) which the commentator
explains as “karavata niil””, i.e. “A treatise on theft” (T.Lex, p. 744).
® a mention of the tantira vinaifiar (Cilap. 26-41) which appear as one
among four series: “karuma vinaifiarun kanakkiyal vinaifiarum // taruma
vinaifiarun tantira vinaifiarum” apparently in a royal context. The
commentary is sadly missing, except for the portion that tells us that
the karuma vinaifiar are the purokitar (i.e. the purohita-s, the priests), and
we can probably hypothesize that the kanakkiyal vinaifiarum are the
accountants (or the mathematicians?), the taruma vinaifiar might be the
judges, but are the tantira vinaifiar the magicians, as suggested by R.S.
Pillai [1989: 101]?7* We would like to know.
® An appearance in an even longer enumeration (Cil. 16-167) of 8
techniques which thieves use: “mantiran teyva marunte nimittam // tantira
mitané kalan karuviyen // rettuta nanre yilukkutai marapir // kattun
makkal ...” ™
At a later period, we find “tantiram” in the Tevaram, always accompanied by
“mantiram”, and a standard explanation is that it refers to the “manual acts
done in worship”” or to the agama-s” See for instance:

72 The Index also lists occurrences in Iniyavai Narpatu (18-2) and Acarak Kovai (34-4).

7 The Arumpatavurai says: tantirakaranam — karavatanil; kalavunilir  collukira
kiriyaiyumam. (“Tantirakaranam [means] the treatise by Kharapata; it is also the action
described in the treatise on theft” (Cilappatikaram [UVS], p. 422). Interestingly, Kharapata
is known to the 7™ century Pallava king Mahéndravarman, author of the Sanskrit play
Mattavilasa-Prahasanam. See Lockwood & Bhat [2005: 154-155]: Namah kharapatayeti
vaktavyam yena cora-sastram pranitam! “You should say, ‘Glory be to Kharapata’ — who
taught the science of theft!”.

7 His translation of the series is: “the priests, [...], the time-keepers, moral teachers and
magicians”. Dikshitar [1939/1977, p. 342] has: “the puréhita [...], financiers, upholders of
dharma, and executive officiers”. Daniélou and R.S. Desikan [1961: p. 198] seem to have
missed one item in the enumeration, having only “aux prétres, aux percepteurs d'impot,
aux administrateurs”. And R. Parthasarathy [1993: p. 228] has “the royal priests, tax
collectors, guards and officials”.

7 R.S. Pillai [1989: 68] translates: “Thieves who live on stolen goods have practices //
Like magic, mystery, medicine, omen, cleverness // Place, time and tool, from which to
choose.”

76 See VMS’ explanations for the following Tevaram hymns: 6-016(1) mantiramum
tantiramum anarpolum "is Vedic hymns and manual acts done in worship"; 6-096(5)
tantiramantirattaray arulikkontar "redeemed [the] living beings by manual acts in worship
and mantiram."

7 See VMS’ explanations for the following Tevaram hymns: 6-054(8) mantiramum
tantiramum maruntum akit "Being the mantiram of five letters, dkamam-s and rites
performed according to the rules of akamam-s."
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(16) tantiram ariyat takkan velviyait takarttasianru (Tev. 4-065_5) “on that day
when the Lord destroyed the sacrifice of Takkan who did not know the
proper procedure.” (VMS)

See also the famous hymn:

(17) mantiram _dvatu niru; vanavarmeélatu niru; // cuntaram _dvatu niru;
tutikkappatuvatu niru; // tantiram _avatu niru; camayattil _ullatu niru; (Tév.
2-066_1)

“The sacred ash is our mantra, // the ash covers the bodies of the
gods; // the sacred ash is all beautiful things, // the ash is all that is
praised. // The sacred ash is the tantra text, // the ash is the core of our
faith” (transl. Indira Viswanathan Peterson, 1991, p. 277)

13. The genesis of a rational universe: defining niil, a siitra style for Tamil

We now leave the world of men and celestial beings and return to technical
literature and its long history in Tamil. I shall try to provide in a more detailed
way pointers to the successive stages through which it may have passed.
Although this was probably not the case at the beginning, at some point in its
history this literature became self-conscious and technical texts began to
incorporate, as appendices, a description of what technical literature should
look like.”® That self-consciousness was of course part of a wider movement
towards a norm, which had been expressed in Sanskrit and in other languages”
of India and which was percolating into the Tamil-speaking universe in the
form of an unstable terminology. We see traces of the many Tamil attempts in a
number of texts, none of which are easy to date.”

78 Whether the norm was indeed used for composing new books is of course a question
to be asked (if we compare the situation with our modern world, where a NORM is
implemented in many individual books) but which is difficult to answer, because all we
seem to find is a succession of singular books. Another possible point of view is to say
that, in the multilingual Indian universe, Tamil itself was becoming a “scientific” topic,
as the result of an effort emulating those efforts which had long ago resulted in the
ripening of disciplines such as Vyakarana, Nyaya, Arthasistra, etc. In this context,
“scientific” (trans-linguistically) means “which can be characterized by a siitra (or a
tantra, etc.)”. This means that some users of Tamil were competing for defining a
“perfect siitra” for Tamil. In that way, the SINGLE norm can coexist with a PLURALITY
of attempts (or intentions) of creating a treatise. But all that remains for us to see is the
book which succeeded in being composed as an incarnation of this norm, and which
contains, as an appendix, a self-conscious tentative description of the norm that it
wanted to implement.

”See N. Balbir [1987]: “The perfect siitra as defined by the Jainas”. Interestingly in that
case the number “32” is attached to “the number of dosa-s” (op. cit. p. 10).

% Another text might have been included in the present enumeration: Nakkirar's com-
mentary on Iraiyanar's Kalaviyal. It quotes old verses characterizing niil and cittiram.
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[A] An early instance is found in the marapiyal, the last chapter inside
the Tolkappiyam. That chapter contains, from TP 639i to TP 656i, a
characterization of what a niil “treatise” is or should be. That characteri-
zation describes the two types of niil, called mutal niil and vali niil, the
second type being further subdivided into four. The description
mentions the constitution and the various components involved:
cittiram, kantikai, urai. It also explains the ten defects (citaivu) to be
avoided and enumerates those technical devices, the TUs, which we
have been examining since the beginning of this article, and which are
called the utti-s (skt. yukti) in the TP.

[B] Another early instance is found inside what is now considered as
the 8™ chapter of the TP, the Ceyyuliyal, in the group of six siitra-s
starting with TP 468i and ending with TP 473i. The Ceyyuliyal may have
originally been an independent work and the following paragraphs
point to possible contradictions which would be solved if this was the
case.

[C] Another instance is found inside the Payiram section of the YV, that
commentary to the YA which we have already examined a number of
times [cf. supra 11 and 12]. That section combines a number of
anonymous verses with verses explicitly said to belong to the
Tolkappiyam, all of them being surrounded by prose explanations.®'

[D] Still another instance is found inside the last section of the YV.* The
starting point in that case is also niil, but niil is subdivided this time into
three types, called tantiram, ciittiram and virutti® Among the features
mentioned, we find the seven dciriyar mata vikarpam-s, the ten faults
(kurram), the ten qualities (manpu), the thirteen urai, and the 32 tantira-
vutti-s, for which the complete list that we have already reproduced in 8
is given, whereas the other features are not completely enumerated,
because the enumerations have been made in the Payiram section (see
C). As we have already explained, while discussing 10, the modern
editors of the YV link these elements with the Nannil, but this is
unlikely* and it is said that these elements stem from a lost text, the
Patalanar urai, mentioned just after these elements.*

81The passages to be considered are on the following pages: YV'**[2-5, 10-14].

B2 [YV'5: 451-452] [YV'*V7: 405] [YV'7: 427].

% It is not clear whom the commentator is quoting while making this enumeration.

% See the explanations by UVS and TVG (vol. 16 of TIPA, p. 136) already mentioned.

% To give an example, the pattu vakai manpu are said in YV (which does not give the list)
to start with curuska vaittal, but the N siitra referred to by the YV editors is “[1] cururkac
collal [2] vilarnika vaittal // [3] navinrork kinimai [4] nanmoli punarttal // [5] ocai yutaimai [6]
yalamutait tatal // [7] muraiyin vaippe [8] yulakamalai yamai // [9] vilumiyatu payattal [10]
vilankutd ranatta // takuta nilir kalakenum patte.” Interestingly, the VC version of that list
(called tantirakunam, cf. Infra) starts with “[1] curunka vaittal [2] vilanikac collal // [...]” and
its order is slightly different because [7] and [8] exchange their positions.
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® [E] The passage just mentioned is followed inside YV by a series of six
verses which seem to be borrowed from the Ceyyuliyal,*® 8" chapter of
the TP, although the author of the YV does not say that he is quoting
from the TP, as he often does. The interesting (and strange) fact,
however, is that although these six verses start as an explanation of niil,
still another classificatory scheme is mentioned in those verses, which
explain ciittiram, ottu, patalam and pintam.

e [F] Interestingly, if the YV was really quoting from the TP (and its
ceyyuliyal), the choice of six verses was made carefully, so as not to
make it apparent that the explanation of nil was part of a wider
explanation, where niil was one item among seven varieties (elu nilam)
of what, collectively called yappu and defined in TP384i, is the metrical
level standing above ati, “line”. The complete enumeration of seven
varieties is 1. pattu, 2. urai, 3. niil, 4. vaymoli (alias mantiram), 5. pici, 6.
ankatam (alias cor-kurippu), 7. mutucol

* [G] Another possible reason for the YV not to quote the TP completely
is that the author may have objected to having too many contradictions
in the terminological usage. If the seven varieties just enumerated
above are varieties of yappu, they have to be metrical forms, made of
lines, which forces one to give a special meaning to the word urai. This
might be the reason why the YV preferred to cite verses giving the
opinions of two other authors (whose works are now lost).

* [H] One of them, Palkayanar, mentions the fact that “even though urai
(and also nil) are not divided into metrical lines, this is not to be
rejected”,” a statement that presupposes that commentaries are usually
written in prose.* And he also says that the same is true of three other
genres: moli,* pici and mutu-col.” Still another verse by him explicitly
mentions eight genres. The enumeration is: 1. pattu, 2. urai, 3. nil, 4.
mantiram, 5. pici, 6. mutucol, 7. ankatam, 8. valttu and ends with piravum
(“and others”).

e [II The other one, Narrattanar, says essentially the same thing about
urai and niil, which do not have to be divided into metrical lines. And
he says this also applies to vaymoli, to pici and to mutucol.

The general impression drawn from all these fragments is that the early
treatises were struggling to stabilise the meaning of words borrowed or
translated from Sanskrit. As words borrowed, one can mention: ciittiram (siitra),
utti (yukti), tantiram (tantra), virutti (vrtti), mantiram (mantra), patalam (patala),

% They are identical with the group of six starting with TP 468i and ending with TP 473i.
¥ wraiyotu niilivai atiyila natappinum // varaivila enpa vaymolip pulavar (YV'**®, p. 453).

8 As far as niil is concerned, the statement seems to make more sense for Sanskrit
grammatical literature, in which the siitra is not a verse form, as opposed to karika.

% This could be the equivalent of the vay-moli.

% moli pici mutucol minrum anna (YV'*, p. 453).
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pintam (pinda), matam (mata). As Tamil words used as equivalent of Sanskrit
words, one can mention nil (stitra), vay-moli (mantra). As words which are
probably used as Tamil equivalents of Sanskrit words, one can mention kurram
(dosa?), urai (bhasya?), pici “enigma, riddle” (brahmana?), mutu-col (proverb?). As
words of unclear origin, one can mention kantikai “concise commentary”,”
ankatam “satire”. Another general impression is that these early theoreticians
were sometimes translating classificatory schemes without necessarily being
interested in all the branches of the original scheme. This is seen in the fact that
nil and ciittiram get the lion's share (after pattu, of course) in the descriptive
schemes, whereas some other items are dealt with very briefly. One of the main
goals was of course to standardize for Tamil the equivalent of the siitra style. It
was decided that siitra would be translated as niil when it referred to a whole
treatise and that individual siitra-s would be referred to as ciattiram. An
additional difficulty in the adaptation was that the siitra in Sanskrit was not a
metrical form, but rather a prose form constrained by aphoristic brevity
achieved by such means as anuvrtti, requiring words or expressions stated once
to continue to be supplied through several subsequent siitra-s, whereas the
genre which was being defined for Tamil was a metrical one, making use of a
metre which would be called aciriyam/aciriyappa (or niirpa?),” based on a
rhythm/beat (tiikku) specified as akaval (or akavalocai). And as far as recon-
duction techniques of anuvrtti were concerned, they never seem to have been
very strictly adapted to Tamil, although the intention was probably there to use
them, and although a number of Tamil theoreticians knew how they were
supposed to operate in a Sanskrit text, as can be seen from the explanations they
give concerning the technical term atikaram, one of the 32 tantiravutti-s.

As other sources of information (besides the YV and TP), we have also
mentioned the VC, that Tamil Buddhist grammatical text, possibly belonging to
the 11™ century, and its commentary (VCC). Especially interesting is verse (or
karikai) 180 of the VC. That verse reads:

(18a) tantira vutti kunamata meyuraitark kantannil // vantiya lenkon mutald
yulamalai marrumunna // vantiyal cittira menrin navumalan karamenre //
tantiya laccilar conna ravarraiyufi carntariye. (VC 1942: 270)

°! Note that a proper noun (khandika) is mentioned in Panini 4.3.102, from which the KV
derives “khandikiyah”.

> However, it became possible, after a few centuries had elapsed, to find the equivalent
for Tamil of an opposition between siitra and kariki, because it became at some point the
fashion to write treatises in a new (and more constrained) meter, called kattalaik
kalitturai. The VC and the YK make use of that metre.

% Qur reference is to T.V. Gopal Iyer's 2005 edition, where the verse is on p. 678. Inside
the 1942 edition, the verse is numbered 178 (and found on page 270), whereas inside the
1881 editio princeps (dated vicu varusam, cittirai macam) (Chicago University library, S.
Vaiyapuri Pillai's copy) by Ci. Vai. Tamotaram Pillai, the verse is the 38" inside the 5*
section (Alanikarappatalam), on p. 183.



J.-L. Chevillard: The Lists of 32 tantrayuktis 107

Only the first part of that verse is of concern to us here,* and the commentator
glosses it, in a preliminary way, thus:

(18b) tantiravuttiyum tantivakunamum  dciriyamatamum tantiravuraiyum
tantiraniilirconna  venkolum  etuvum  etuttukkattum  piramanamum
mutaliyanavum (VC 1881: 183)

He then proceeds to give a list of the 32 tantiravutti, which we have already
examined (See (14), above). That list is followed by a list of ten tantirakunam
(Sanskrit tantra-guna), which turns out to be almost identical with the list of 10
beauties (alaku or manpu) of a niil, but which does not seem to have much in
common with the list of tantraguna-s found in the Sanskrit text Yuktidipika (See
Oberhammer 1996:109). Then comes a list of the seven aciriyamatam, which is
almost identical with the one in N10m (except that items 1 and 2 have
exchanged places). Finally, there is a list of fourteen tantiravurai, which is quite
similar to but has one more item than the “patinminru vakai urai” mentioned in
the YV, although both start with “cittiram torral”.” It must be noted that the
explanations and the examples seem in fact rather clumsy. A possible
explanation is that the form used for composing the VC, the tilatam verse, i.e. a
form of kattalaik kalitturai,® is not at all adapted to the siitra style (much less
than the aciriyam®).

14. Do paribhasa-s exist in Tamil technical literature?

Another important ingredient, for the Sanskrit speaking world, in the
characterization of a siitra literature lies in the presence of paribhasa-s.”® In the
case of the Sanskrit grammatical tradition, we find in Panini's Astadhyay? some

% Unlike a cattiram (siitra), a karikai (karikd) can contain several unconnected topics
grouped together. The second part of the karikai deals with special figurative poetic
genres (cittirac ceyyul), such as malaimarru, etc.

* This time, the full list of thirteen does not appear in the Nanniil, but in the payiram
section of the YV. It reads: patinminru tiram avana [1] cattiran tonral (VAR?), [2] col
vakuttal, [3] corporul uraittal, [4] vinatal, [5] vituttal, [6] vicetam kattal, [7] utaranam kattal, [8]
aciriya vacanam kattal, [9] atikara varavu kattal, [10] kotuttu mutittal, [11] virittuk kattal, [12]
tunivu kiiral, [13] payanotu punarttal.

% See VC"?, p. 174, footnote.

%7 So called because it was the metre appropriate for teachers.

% See for instance Renou [1963:178], reprinted in Balbir & Pinault [1997:582]. “Mais la
nouveauté qui devait étre la plus importante, au moins par ses effets indirects, est celle
des paribhasa ou « regles interprétatoires » : axiomes qui doivent étre présents a l'esprit
de l'usager en sorte qu'on puisse en suppléer le contenu a I'endroit précis qui convient. Il
n'y avait rien de pareil dans les Br. ot le discours progressait sans implications
« gouvernantes ». Dans les Si., le procédé a concouru a 1'économie de mots, puisque les
choses enseignées par voie de paribhasa, s'appliquant en principe « a tous les sacrifices »,
comme précise Sankh 1.1, 29, n'auront pas besoin d'étre redites. Le systéme des paribhasa
du rituel n'est ni aussi cohérent ni aussi articulé que celui des pbh. paninéennes qui
dépendent souvent d'un indice révélateur puisé dans les sti. mémes (un jiidpaka) ...”.
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paribhasa siitra-s, “meta-rules”,” with a high level of metagrammatical'®

vocabulary. Other meta-rules are contained in texts that comment on the
Astadhyayi, such as Patafjali's Mahabhasya . The need was felt to regroup these
meta-rules together in special treatises, such as the Paribhasasamgraha, attributed
to Vyadi, or the Paribhasendusekhara, composed by Nagesabhatta, or in special
subsections of treatises, such as the 2" chapter of the Siddhantakaumudi,'"" the
famous reordered version of Panini's Astadhyayi by Bhattoji Diksita, or the 17
chapter (Nyayakhanda) inside the Prakriyasarvasva.'” In the case of the Tamil
grammatical tradition, although metagrammatical vocabulary exists, the
necessity does not seem to have been felt for an independent treatise to be
composed, which would deal with meta-rules. However, the Sanskrit word
paribhasa itself is used at least once in a Tamil text, under a suitably adapted
form. We find indeed inside the initial part of the YV the following
explanations:'”

(19a) cattiram aru vakaippatum. peyarc cittiram, vitic ciittivam, vilakkiyar ciittiram,
niyamac cittivam, atikarac ctittiram, fidpakac cittiram ena. [...] paripataic
ciittiram enpanavum ula. avai mtut tantira uttiyulle pattu atankum enak kolka.
(YV¥*, p.11-12).

Several types of translations are possible for this passage, depending on the
type of knowledge which is presupposed from the reader. Readers familiar
with the Sanskrit grammatical terminology, as expounded inside Abhyankar
and Shukla's A Dictionary of Sanskrit Grammar (henceforth ADSG) might be
offered a preliminary “translation” (or gloss) such as what follows in 19b,"™
although the phrase jfigpaka siitra might appear problematic to them, because
jAapaka “indirect or implicit revealer” usually seems to be understood as an
“indicatory wording”'® which appears inside a siitra, rather than as a category
of siitra.

* See for instance, the two siitra-s “tasminn iti nirdiste piirvasya” (P 1.1.66) and “tasmad ity
uttarasya” (P 1.1.67). Katre [1989: 26] writes about 1.1.66: “This is a metalinguistic rule
(paribhasa) and denotes the right context before which the operation takes place”. About
1.1.67, he says: “This indicates the left context after which the operation indicated
obtains.”

1% See footnote 32.

1" That chapter contains thirteen siitra-s, numbered 34 to 46. The two siitra-s mentioned
in footnote 2 are S 40 and S 41.

12 That chapter contains 118 nyaya-s (See Narayanapisharoty, K.P., 1998, pp. 538-550).
The work was composed by Narayana Bhatta in 1616.

1% This is contained in the section commenting the cirappup payiram “special preface”.

1% Note however that there is no entry for tantrayukti in the ADSG.

1% See in ADSG, p. 163, the entries jfidpaka and japaka samuccaya.
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(19b) “There are six types of siitra-s: samjiia-siitra-s, vidhi-siitra-s, pratisedha-siitra-s,
niyama-siitra-s, adhikara-sitra-s'* and jiiapaka-sitra-s.'” There exist also those
called paribhasa-siitra-s. [But] one can consider that they are included here
under tantrayukti-s.”'®

It must, however, be noted that, although the continuation of this passage
characterizes the word ciittiram as a vata-molit tiri-col “a word adapted from
Sanskrit”, and although the six expressions vitic ciittiram, niyamac cittiram,
atikarac cittiram, Aidpakac cittiram, paripataic ciittivam and tantira utti are visibly
borrowings from Sanskrit adapted to Tamil phonology (the original Sanskrit
expressions being those used in my translation), two expressions, peyarc
ciittiram and vilakkiyar ciittiram could be described as loan translations. And the
reason I have “translated” them as samyjiia-sitra-s and pratisedha-sitra-s is
because they are part of a traditional Sanskrit list of six types of siitra, which
ADGS reproduces from a verse contained in the commentary on Katantra 1.1.2
(20) samjiia ca paribhasa ca vidhir niyama eva ca | pratisedho’dhikiaras ca sadvidham
sitralaksanam (ADGS, p. 432, s.v. stitra)

It is clear that the lists in (19a) and (20) do not coincide exactly. It must also be
noted that although the apparent identity of the designations, allowed by the
borrowing, might lead one to think that the meaning is the same, the author of
the YV provides us with Tamil explanations concerning the six subdivisions of
cattiram,'” and it is these explanations, and not the (apparent) Sanskrit
translation, which can really tell us what these expressions are intended for, in
their original context. We cannot expect them to necessarily coincide with what
someone familiar with Sanskrit grammatical literature would spontaneously
read into them. For instance, the explanation concerning stitra-s of the atikarac
ciittiram type is as follows:

(21) atikarac cittiramavatu, arrolukku, ariman nokkam, carccivali (var. caraccilvali) olukutal,

tavalaip payttu enpanavarrul onru erkum vakaiyal iyaintu porul vilaippatu (YV 1998, p 11)

Such a passage, when literally translated, would probably be understood
differently by someone more familiar with the Paninian tradition and by
someone who has only studied Tamil grammatical literature. For the
Sanskritist, the expression adhikara-siitra “governing siitra”, if used in order to
render atikarac cittiram, would bring to mind a central feature in the
organization of Panini's grammar, which S.D. Joshi and S. Bhate describe in

1% Superintending aphorism, which gives its meaning in the number of aphorisms that
follow. (Abh. p.15). This seems identical with adhikara (Abh.p. 14) “governing rule” and
related with the 4™ meaning of Adhikarana (Abh. p. 14).

17 In Sanskrit terminology, as described in Abhyankar [1986: 163], jiiapaka means
“indirect or implicit revealer”, i.e. “indicatory wording” found in a sitra, but “jnapaka
siitra” does not seem to be a received category.

1% Readers who do not wear Sanskrit spectacles might however consider, rightly, this
translation as unsatisfactory.

1 These explanations stand in the omitted section in (1).
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their 1984 book The fundamentals of Anuvrtti. Additionally, the expression
tavalaip payttu “frog jump”, found inside (3), would bring to the Sanskritist's
mind the expressions mandikapluti “frog jump” and manditkagati “frog gait”,'"
which according to Renou [1940, Vol. 1, p. 85] refer mostly to an audacious
(“audacieux”) procedure (“procédé”) made use of in late commentaries, in
order to extend the power of anuvrtti. Similarly, ariman nokkam “lion's
(backward) look, (as he advances)”, would bring to their mind the
simhavalokana, which Renou [1940, Vol. 1, p. 85] describes, possibly facetiously,
as “une autre extension grave”, i.e. “far-reaching extension”'"".

15. Some difficulties in interpreting TYs: anuvrtti features

Despite the enthusiastic view (see fn.33) which can be had of TYs (and of TUs),
because of their utility, it remains a fact that they are not an easy subject. In the
case of TYs, the main reasons which make the subject into a complex one are 1.
that several divergent enumerations of TYs exist, some having more than 32
terms, 2. that some of the TYs are understood very differently by different
authors, as can be seen from the glosses and examples which they provide, and
3. that many of the individual TYs have a long history as technical terms in the
field of vyakarana “grammar”, which does not seem to recognize the category of
TY,'” although it is possible that one subset of the TY list may have been linked
with an attempt to describe the anuvrtti mechanism, which it is necessary to
master, if one wants properly to decode the siitra-s of Panini's grammar.'?
Examining this question does not directly belong in the present study, but it is
nevertheless necessary to say something about it in order to explain some of the
statements made by Ilamparanar while explaining the second element in his list
atikara murai*** It is also required, if one wants to understand some of the
discrepancies between Dikshitar [1930] and Sastri [1936], which we have listed

10 Cf. ADSG, p. 298.

" One can imagine the smile on his face while examining the successive (sometimes ad
hoc) reinterpretations. See also ADSG, p. 428, entry simhavalokitanyaya.

"2 Lele [1981] says that Panini himself knew the TYs, but this opinion does not seem to
be accepted by all: Abhyankar includes no entry for tantrayukti in his dictionary.

"8 Note for instance the presence of the words yoga “(following) rule” and nirdesa
“mention (of a term)” in the vdrttika cited in (6) (cf. infra). Both of them belong to several
TY lists, although with a different meaning. But stability of meaning does not seem to be
a key feature of enumerations. Another item found with a different meaning in the TY
lists and in Katyayana's vocabulary is vidhina. “prescription” Cf. lavidhanad vihitam (Vt.2
ad Panini 1.3.12) “[the endings called parasmaipada and atmanepada] have been prescribed
after the prescription of [the section heading] lasya” (transl. Roodbergen: 1991: 294]. See
also the discussion on vidhi and vidhana in Bhate [1970: 171]. Renou [1942: 494] explains,
concerning vidhana (in the section devoted to non-paninian terminology): “Whitney
propose « fait de mettre a part »”.

" See also the passage (TClc, par.6, p.38 in Chevillard [1996]) where Cénavaraiyar
explains how Sanskrit grammarians (vata niilar) understand the word atikaram.
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in Chart 5b. Those discrepancies involve the two first TYs in the AS list on the
one hand, and the two first TUs in the Tolkappiyam list on the other hand. The
facts are the following.
® adhikaranam [AOQ1] is explained by Dikshitar as “that division of a book
which centres round a chief topic and deals wholly with that topic” and
is equated by him with “nutaliyatu arital”, the 1* element in Péraciriyar's
list.

e Contrary to that, adhikaranam [A01] is equated by Sastri with “atikara
murai”, the 2" TU in Ilamparanar's list, which he translates by
“deciding the extent where one serves as adhikara siitra or a word or
words in a sfitra taken along with the siitra-s that follow”

® In contradistinction to that, Dikshitar, who follows Péraciriyar and
reads the 2™ TU as “atikara muraimai”, equates it with vidhanam [A02],
which he translates as “the subject of treatment in due order”

e Finally, Sastri does not propose a TY equivalent for “nutaliyatu arital”,
the 1% element in Ilamptaranar's list, but translates is as “understanding
the purport of a siitra”

If Dikshitar's understanding of [A01] adhikaranam and [A02] vidhanam seems to
be in accordance with the views which are expressed in the chapter XV of the
Arthasastra,"® it is not obvious that the Tolkappiyam commentators would have
agreed with his translations (or with his identifications). Sastri's remarks, on the
other hand, seem to be more in line with the commentators' point of view, but
cannot be understood without making a small incursion into Panini's grammar
because the phenomenon he refers to is based, according to tradition, on siitra
1.3.11 in the Astadhyayi, which reads:

(22) svaritenadhikarah “an adhikara is marked with a svarita accent” (Joshi
& Bhate [1984])'"7

That siitra is complemented by a varttika, which says

(23)  adhikarah pratiyogam tasyanirdesarthah “ An adhikara "heading rule’ is meant
for the non-mention of X with regard to each (following) rule” (Joshi
& Bhate [1984])

> He adds in a footnote: “Adhikara-siitra is one which does not operate by itself but it is
taken on to the succeeding siitra-s. The device is used for the sake of brevity.”

1% According to several sources (such as Fezas [1994]), adhikarana [A01] and vidhana [A02]
have to do with the division of the AS into “books” (adhikarana), “chapters” (adhyaya)
and “sections” (prakarana), the vidhana [A02] being the “table of contents”, which
occupies chapter 1 in Book 1.

" The translation given here and for the following 2 item is the one by S.D. Joshi and
Saroja Bhate in their 1984 book The Fundamentals of Anuvrtti (p. 1), where the recurrence
mechanism is examined in a very detailed way. 105 conventions governing anuvrtti are
summarized on pp. 271-279.
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Another explanation (or description of the phenomenon) is found in the
Kasikavrtti, where it is said that:

(24) “the word-form which is marked with svarita-quality presents itself in the
following rule, because it is appointed over (i.e., commissioned to do so)”
(Joshi & Bhate [1984])

That such an organizational system (of some Sanskrit texts) was known to a
Tamil commentator like Ilampuranar is clear from the statement he makes'®
while commenting on the TU “atikara murai” and also from the examples he
gives'”. However such a rigid organizational principle (as is the anuvrtti) is
probably not characteristic of the Tolkappiyam, which, partly for metrical
reasons, does not seem to strive especially for brevity of expression. One may
also wonder whether the commentators think that the list of TUs found in in
TP6561/TP665p applies to the the Tolkappiyam itself. Must a treatise describe
itself? One could of course also think that they provide illustrations for the
various utti-s drawn from the Tolkdppiyam, because it is an easier task and
because their students already know the T. It remains however difficult to say
what their real opinion may have been. They may also have been quite puzzled
by the presence of some items in the list and by the task of distinguishing
seemingly synonymous expressions.

16. The strategies used in the First-translation of TYs

We finally come back to the question of the strategies which have been used for
the creation of the TU lists, and which we try to distinguish, using the letter A,
B, C and D (see the beginning of the article).

Among them, Strategy A, which consists in directly importing a
Sanskrit word, was used extremely sparingly in List A, which contains 2 (or
possibly 3) Sanskrit words and one borrowed from Prakrit. They are:

e atikaram (Skt. adhikara), which appears in atikara murai (12) or atikara
muraimai (P2)

® iiapakam (Skt. jiapaka)'

, which appears in the TU siapakam kiiral.
e anai (Pkt. ana, Skt. ajiia), which appears in the TU anai kiiral (121/P21).

Sanskrit words are used even more sparingly in list B, which has only 2:

"8 oru ciittirattile karutina porulai vaittu varukinra cittirattul otatu atan kariyam dyina kiriya -
vali atanaic ciittiran torun konarnturaittal “having reserved (for future use) the topic of one
stitra, not having to formulate it again in [each] following sitra, when what is to be
effected by that [siitra-s] is said, bring it to each of the [following] saitras!”

" He refers to the reconduction of item “kacatapa” (a phonological context) from rule
TE204i to rule TE205i.

120 The possible third Sanskrit word is tantu (inside 130) See discussion in fn. 124 (infra).
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® ¢tu (Skt. hetu), which appears in the TU étuvin mutittal
® vikarpam (Skt vikalpa), which appears in the TU vikarpattin mutittal.

However, if these two last TUs are likely candidates for being the translations of
the TYs hetvarthah and vikalpah, the correspondences are not so obvious for the
first three, and we have seen that Sastri and Dikshitar disagree (see Chart 5c) on
the TYs which must be considered as the originals for anai kiiral and for the two
competing variants atikara murai and atikara muraimai.

As far as Strategy B is concerned, which consists in using Tamil items
but giving them a new meaning, one is tempted to see it used in the making of
oru-talai moli (I111) as a calque of ekantah. [...]

Strategy C might have been used in order to solve the very difficult
problem caused by the absence of upasarga-s in Tamil."*!

Strategy D is probably the one which has been used the most because
quite a number of TUs look like translations not of the TY term itself, but of the
gloss which normally accompanies it. The strongest argument for that is that all
TYs are nouns, in which one can distinguish one or several preverbs, combined
with a verbal root and a nominal suffix. By contrast, all TUs are nominalized
sentences. This means that a direct equation between one TY and one TU never
seems to be possible, because TYs are too compact. TUs rather appear as glosses
of TYs, or, possibly, as Tamil translations of traditional (Sanskrit?) glosses of
TYs. More precisely, there seem to be resemblances between the TUs and
several of the Sanskrit glosses seen in the 15" chapter of the Arthasastra.'” The
following chart (Chart 9) reproduces those Sanskrit glosses and indicate a few
TUs'® that might be adaptations:

Artha Sastra glosses TUs

1. yam artham adhikrtyocyate tad adhikaranam

2. sastrasya prakarananupiirol vidhanam

3. vakyayojana yogah
4. padavadhikah padarthah //

12 Making use sometimes of Tamil converbs (vinai eccam) in a strange way.

122 That I make use of the AS glosses in this inquiry does not mean that I believe that they
were the source. I have currently no precise opinion on the question, because I think the
preliminary task is to bring the data to a state of “availability for comparison” which will
make it possible to draw conclusions later. As indicated in the Appendix, the TY
literature in Sanskrit is quite copious. Besides, the original source for List A might very
well be a Prakrit text. And all sorts of texts can be usefully compared (see for instance
Hara [1974, pp.79-80], where Kaundinya's commentary is compared with the the 15%
chapter in the Arthasastra. This promises to be a long inquiry.

12 The fact that most cells on the right-hand side of Chart 9 are empty simply means that
my inquiry is not over and will be continued in forthcoming articles.
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Artha Sastra glosses TUs
miilahara iti padam
5. hetur arthasadhako hetvarthah
6. samasavikyam uddesah tokuttuk kiiral, 13

7. vyasaviakyam nirdesah

vakuttu meyn niruttal, 14

8. evam vartitavyam ity upadesal

9. evam asav ahety apadesah

piran kot kiiral, 125

10. uktena sadhanam atidesah

vantatu kontu varatatu mutittal, I8

11. vaktavyena sadhanam pradesah

varatatanan vantatu mutittal, 17

12. drstenadrstasya saidhanam upamanam

13. yad anuktam arthad apadyate sarthapattih

moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal, 16

14. ubhayatohetuman arthah samsayah

15. prakaranantarena samano rthah prasangah

16. pratilomena sadhanam viparyayah

17. yena vakyam samapyate sa vakyasesah

18. paravakyam apratisiddham anumatam

19. atisayavarnana vyakhyanam

20. gunatah sabdanispattir nirvacanam

21. drstanto drstantayukto nidarsanam

22. abhiplutavyapakarsanam apavargah

23. parair asamitah Sabdah svasamjiia

24. pratiseddhavyam vakyam ptirvapaksah
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Artha Sastra glosses TUs

25. tasya nirnayanavakyam uttarapaksah

26. sarvatrayattam ekantah

27. pascad evam vihitam ity anagataveksanam

28. purastad evam vihitam ity atikrantaveksanam

29. evam nanyatheti niyogah

30. anena vanena veti vikalpah

31. anena canena ceti samuccayah

32. anuktakaranam ithyam

Chart 9 (Artha Sastra TY glosses)

17. Conclusions and perspectives

I have now reached the end of this paper but certainly not a fully conclusive
position concerning the problem I have started here to explore. I would like to
try now to sum up some of the points made and some of the problems
encountered.

® The scholar who composed the final Tolkappiyam statra (TP656i
/TP665p) must have been a bilingual (Sanskrit-Tamil) scholar and he
certainly knew what he was trying to say from the point of view of
Sanskrit, although the exact nature of his original source (List X)
remains hidden to us (but several scholars think it was the AS list).

® Those who came after him and memorized/used his text had to
understand it in a Tamil monolingual context, and their degree of
proficiency in Sanskrit may have been quite variable.

® In the practice of commenting, there arose different interpretations as to
which TU might be applicable in a given context.'*

2 To give one more example of dissent between commentators, both Ilampiranar and
Naccinarkkiniyar think that the phrase “nirral ventum” found in TE34i/TE34n (a siitra
which deals with kurriyal ikaram) must be reconducted in TE36i/TE36n (a siitra which
deals with kurriyal ukaram). However, Ilamptranar says (under TE36i) that the
reconduction is accomplished thanks to the TU “tantu punarntu uraittal” (I130/P30)
whereas Naccinarkkiniyar says (under TE36n) that this happens thanks to the TU
“atikara muraimai” (P2). Naccinarkkiniyar's statement is in conformity with Péraciriyar's
illustration of P2 (under TP665p). Ilampiiranar does not explicitly mention TE34i and
TE36i while generally explaining 130 (under TP656i) but his explanations might have to
do with the fact that one jumps over TE35i, whereas Péraciriyar's interpretation of the
same TU seems to be completely different. And the word “tantu” inside the phrase
“tantu punarntu uraittal” could be the Sanskrit noun tantu “thread” (see T.Lex. p.1747) in
the context of Ilampdranar's interpretation whereas it must be the converb of tarutal
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e In the field of Sanskrit scholastic literature, several concurring TY lists
were in use and a number of commentators produced a number of
glosses which often differed widely as to what the intended meaning of
individual TYs might be (See Appendix A).

® An additional difficulty was that many items in the TY lists were also
technical terms with a precise meaning in the field of vyakarana, that
meaning being different from the one attributed to them in the context
of the TY lists.

e Inside the Tamil community of scholars, the need was felt to prepare a
new list (List B), but it is not clear whether that new list was intended
(@) as a reformulation of List A, meant to remove unclarity of
expression, (b) as an original translation from Sanskrit, based on a
precise list (list Y) probably not identical with List X, or (c) as an
original Tamil creation, drawing eclectically on many theoretical
sources and at the same time rooted in practice.

e The partisans of List A may have resisted the introduction of the new
list but as seen in actual practice, they welcomed some of the new
additions and even the combination of lists A and B was not sufficient
for all commentarial use, as is seen in the use of stray TUs. Nobody
however seems to have tried to compile a list of paribhasa-s.

Coming now to the modern period, the main problem which one faces when
trying to read Tamil $astric literature is often simply to understand the texts
which luck has handed down to us. What I mean by problem with
“understanding the text” is the following;:

e We know what scholars of the past seem to have done (and are
remembered for) but we often do not know what they were trying to
do and what their academic and linguistic background was.'”

e We do not know enough about the way subjects were taught and about
the interaction between the various schools

e We often do not have very reliable editions of the texts, but preparing
such an edition requires not only rigorous methods of textual criticism
but also at least a basic understanding of these very difficult subjects.

Fortunately, we have the good fortune that a lot of work has been done in the
modern period by scholars, several of whom have been cited in this article, who
understood the difficulty of the task and who devoted their efforts to the critical
retrieval of lost knowledge systems. The best homage we can pay to those

used inside an idiomatic expression in the context of Péraciriyar's interpretation.
12 See fn. 39 where I raise the question whether Ilampiiranar is quoting Panini 2.3.2.
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scholars is to read their work' and to try to continue it, recognizing like them
the need to take a wide view of the matter. Hopefully, thanks to ongoing
cumulative work, the wish expressed by Jean Filliozat and Louis Renou in 1954,
in the “avant-propos” to Renou's 1954 Vocabulaire du rituel védique " will
continue to be progressively fulfilled, one recent addition being the TFPSI
(Terminologie der friihen philosophischen Scholastik in Indien) prepared by Gerhard
Oberhammer (et alii), which examines the use and meanings of more than 350
Sanskrit technical terms across several disciplines, and which is especially
useful for understanding all the interpretations provided for TYs. It is only by
painstaking comparison of individual glosses for TYs and TUs, making
extended use of the TIPA, TIFPS, as well as many other works enumerated in
the bibliography that one can hope to finally rediscover the lost bridges that
have linked Tamil and Sanskrit technical literatures for a long time.

] am drawing inspiration from the legacy we have received from our teacher, T.V.
Gopal Iyer, in the form of all the books he has written, and especially from two of them:
® the Tamil llakkanap Perakarati “A Tamil Grammatical Encyclopedia” in 17 volumes
(2005), which covers the various subfields of Tamil grammar and poetology, and
which contains in volume 16, in the section entitled “payiram, marapiyal”, almost 70
entries devoted to items such as “atikira muraimai” (p.197), “ariyatu
utampatal” (p. 203), “anai kiiral” (p. 212), “irattura molital” (p. 216), ..., all of which are
elements of at least one of the several lists of 32 utti-s (alias fantiravutti-s) [see
Appendix B, which provides the page references for these 70 entries]
® the Pirayoka Vivekam (1973), where T.V. Gopal Iyer has shown, by preparing the four
appendices which occupy the pages 414 to 474, how important he considered it for a
specialist of the Tamil grammatical tradition to also have a knowledge of Sanskrit
grammatical literature [These appendices are: Vatamoli ilakkanac ceytikal “Sanskrit
grammatical information” (pp. 414-424), Uraiyil kanappatum vatamoli ilakkana aciriyar,
niilkal parriya kurippu “Sanskrit grammarians and grammars mentioned in the
commentary” (pp. 425-439), Etuttukkattu vatacorkalum corrotarkalum “Sanskrit words
and phrases used as examples” (pp. 440-452), Ilakkana marapuparriya vatacorkalum
“Sanskrit technical terms” (pp. 453-474).]
' This was the first volume (totalling 176 pages) in a new “collection de vocabulaires
techniques du sanskrit”, and they wrote the following: « Au point ot nous en sommes
des études indiennes, il serait éminemment souhaitable que nous puissions disposer de
répertoires décrivant le vocabulaire propre a telle ou telle des grandes disciplines qui
composent l'indianisme classique. [...] Les dictionnaires de 1'usage ne peuvent donner ici
le détail nécessaire. On sait que le vocabulaire sanskrit se répartit rigoureusement selon
les “techniques”, que le langage de la grammaire, de la logique, des sciences, des
philosophies, des arts, etc. forme, sinon autant de cloisons étanches, du moins autant de
systemes largement indépendants les uns des autres. Il est important de les étudier tels
qu'ils se présentent, avant d'amorcer une étude comparative. » That volume was to be
followed in 1957 by the 542 pages of the new edition of Renou's Terminologie
grammaticale du sanskrit, (the 1* edition had appeared in 1942).



118 Tamil Traditions of Commentary

Appendix A: the TY lists

In addition to the Arthasastra list'®® of TYs, there are other well-known lists, such
as those found inside medical treatises, namely the Carakasamhita (CS)"® and the
Susrutasamhitd (SS), and their commentaries. They do not coincide exactly but
there is much overlap. Detailed individual presentations are found in
Lele [1981] and in the 3 volumes published by Oberhammer et alii (1991, 1996 &
2006). These occurrences can be summarized by the following chart, which is
given in alphabetical order, on the basis of the compiled list given by Lele,
which contains 39 terms. Among those,
e L13 (upamanam) is found only in the AS

e [22 (naikantah/anekantah) is found only in CS and SS.
e L9 and L19 are in complementary distribution
e L11, 125,127 and L36 are found only in CS*
e L16 (Drstantah) is a variant found in the Visnudharmottara-Purana.
® The remaining 30 items are common to all lists, if we overlook
variations seen in items L1, L4, L7, L15, L18, L22 and L31.
Lele (pp. 34-160) A (=Arthasastra), Oberhammer et alii
C (=Carakasamhita), (I1=1991, 11=1996, 111=2006)
S (=Susrutasamhita)
L1. Atikranta- A28, C25 (Atitaveksa), I, p. 22: “Bezugnahme auf
veksanam 523 Vorhergehendes”
L2. Atidesah A10,C12, 510 I, pp. 22-24: “Einbeziehendes
Hinweisen”
L3. Adhikaranam Al,C1,S1 I, pp. 26-27: “Thema”
L4. Anagata- A27,C26 I, p. 34: “Bezugnahme auf
veksanam (Anagataveksa), 522 Folgendes”
L5. Anumatam A18, C22, 520 I, p. 42: “Gebilligtes, Billigung”
L6. Apadesah A9, C11,S8 I, p. 71: “[Begriindender] Hinweis”,
“Begriindung”

1% See the enumeration provided in 1 (inside section 1) and the short glosses provided in
Chart 9 (in section 16).

2 Tn the case of the Carakasamhita, there is a list of TYs towards the end of the
Siddhisthana. That list is contained in some verses attributed to Drdhabala, which runs
thus: tantradhikaranam yogo hetvartho’rthah padasya ca | 14111 pradesoddesanirdesavakya-
Sesah prayojanam | upadesapadesitidesarthapattinirnayah 11421 | prasangaikantanaikantah
sapavargo viparyayah | pirvapaksavidhananumatavyiakhyanasamsayah 11431 | atitanagata-
veksasvasamjiiohyasamuccayah | nidarsanam nirvacanam samniyogo vikalpanam 11441 |
pratyutsarastathoddharal sambhavastantrayuktayah | (see CS, vol. VI, p. 436). Explanations
and illustrations for the individual TYs are provided by Cakrapanidatta, who belongs to
the 11" cent (according to Oberhammer [1991: 143]).

0 They are: uddharah, pratyutsarah, prayojanam, sambhaval.
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L7. Apavargah A22,C18,511 I, pp. 71-72: “Einschréankung”, “Aus-
(Apavarjah) setzen [der Giiltigkeit einer Regel]”
L8. Arthapattih A13,C13, 513 I, pp. 88-92: “Selbstverstandliche
Folgerung”, “Implikation”
L9. Uttarapaksah A25, (notin C), (notin S) | I, p. 20: “Antwortende
Stellungnahme”
L10. Uddesah A6, C6, S5 II, p. 28-30: “Angabe [des
Gegenstandes]”
L11. Uddharah (notin A), C35, (notin S) | II, pp. 30-31: “[Antwortendes]
Hervorheben”
L12. Upadesah A8, C10, 57 II, pp. 33-36: “Anweisung”, “Unter-
weisung”
L13. Upamanam A12, (notin C), (notin S) | II, pp. 43-49: “Vergleich”,
“Analogie”
L14. Uhyam A32,C28,532 II, pp. 56-57: “Anzupassendes”,
“[Von einem selbst] Abzuleitendes”
L15. Ekantah A26, C16 (Aikanta), S16 II, pp. 58-59: 1.” Ausnahmslos [ver-
tretene Auffassung]”, “Eindeutige
[Aussage]”, 2.”Universelle
[Aussage]”
L16. Drstantah -— II, pp. 120-122: “Beispiel”, “Beleg”
L17. Nidarsanam A21, C30, S28 11, p. 134: “Beispiel”, “Beleg”
L18. Niyogah A29, C32 (Samniyogah), II, p. 137:*Vorschrift”, “Weisung”
529
L19. Nirnayah (notin A), C14, S19 II, p. 140-142:“Erwiderung”, “Ent-
scheidung”,”Urteilende Erkenntnis”
L20. Nirdesah A7,C7,56 II, pp. 143-144: “Detaillierte Angabe
[eines Gegenstandes]”
L21. Nirvacanam A20, C31, S27 II, pp. 144-146: “Worterklarung”,
“Verdeutlichung”
L22. Naikantah (notin A), C17, 517 II, p. 146: “Nicht eindeutig
(Anekantah) [festgelegte Aussage]”, “Nicht als
einzige [anerkannte Meinung]”
L23. Padarthah A4,C4,3S3 IT, pp. 153-156: “Wortgegenstand”,
“Lehrgegenstand”, “Kategorie”
L24. Piirvapakshah | A24, C20, S8 II, pp. 167-168: “[Gegnerische]
Stellungnahme”
L25. Pratyutsarah | (notin A), C34, (notin S) | III, pp. 62-63: “Entgegensetzen”
L26. Pradesah Al1,C5,59 I, pp. 64-65: “Einbeziehung”,
“Reprdsentative Darlegung”

31 The verse cited in fn. 129 contains in fact “(a)rthah padasya”.
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L27. Prayojanam (notin A), C9, (notin S) I, pp. 76-78: “Zweck”,
“Beweggrund”

L28. Prasangah A15,C15, 515 I, pp. 78-83: 1.“Wiederaufnahme”,
2.” Abgeleitete Folge”, “Ableitung
[der Konsequenz einer Annahme]”

L.29. Yogah A3,C2,52 I, pp. 97-99: “Sinnzusammenhang”

L30. Viakyasesah Al17,C8, 512 I, pp. 115-117: “[Sinngeméfie]
Ergénzung des Satzes”

L31. Vikalpah A30, C33 (Vikalpanam), III, pp. 131-132: “Alternative”,

S30 “Zulassigkeit mehrerer

Moglichkeiten”

L32. Vidhanam A2,C21,521 III, pp. 141-142: “Anordnung”,
“Erkldrende Differenzierung”

L33. Viparyayah Ale, C19, 514 III, pp. 143-144: “Darstellung des
Entgegengesetzten”

L34. Vyakhyanam A19,C23, 525 I, pp. 171-173: “Erklérung”,
“Erkldrende Darlegung”,
“Zusitzliche Erkldrung”

L35. Samuccayah A31, C29, S31 I, p. 230-231: “Sowohl-als-auch”,
“Verkniipfung”, “Summierung”

L36. Sambhavah (notin A), C36, (notin S) | III, p. 232-235: “Entstehungsrund”,
“Enthaltensein”, “Dazugehoren”

L37. Samsayah Al4,C24,524 I, p. 204-212 : “Zweifel”

L38. Svasamjiia A23, C27, 526 I, p. 269-271: “Terminus technicus”

L.39. Hetvarthah A5,C3,54 I, p. 282-284: “Verdeutlichung”,
“Verdeutlichender Sachverhalt”

These are the possible sources which may have inspired the adoption of TUs by
the Tamil scholarly tradition. These texts are however not the only possible
sources of inspiration. As observed by Dikshitar [1930: 82], there is a mention of
the TYs inside a work belonging to the field of Logic: the Nyayabhasya by
Vatsyayana, but this text does not seem to contain a list of TYs, although many
of the individual TYs that appear in the AS, CS and SS lists also appear in the
text."> We do not know what the early influences were, on the pioneers of
Tamil technical literature.? Besides their interest in the grammatical disciplines,
they may have been eclectically interested in those other disciplines, such as
logic, which had developed or were developing collections of sitra-s.'® A
possible answer to this question might lie in an examination of the wider
context of the TYs, namely the characterization of niil “treatise”.

The statement referred to is: “paramatam apratisiddham anumatam it hi
tantrayuktih” (NySBh_1,14, [p. 121 in the Taranatha Nyaya-Tarkatirtha edition, Calcutta :
Metropolitan Printing & Publ. 1936-1944 (Calcutta Sanskrit Series, 18 & 19) [according to
GRETIL text].

B Another global impression, if the Kural is a good guide, is that they were probably
more interested in the Arthasastra than in medical works.
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Appendix B: global list of TUs (tantiravutti-s)

The following list combines the items found in Chart 4 (i.e. “List A” in its two
variants: I= llamptranar; P= Péraciriyar), the items found in Chart 7 (i.e. “List
B” in its three variants: V= Viracoliyam; Y= Yapparunkala Virutti) and a number
of stray items [indicated by an initial (C)]. A page reference is given for those

that appear in TVG's TIPA (vol.16).
1.(A) atikara murai, 12

2.(A) atikara muraimai, P2 (p. 197)
3.(C) aruttapatti [mentioned by
several commentators  (e.g.
Peraciriyar under P5)]

4.(A) ariyatu utampatal, 126, P26

(p. 203)

5.(B) annatallatituvena molital, V26
(var. innatallatituvena molital)

6.(A) anai karal, 121, P21 (p. 212)

7.(B) irattura molital, Y10, V11, M11
(p. 216)

8.(A) irantatu kattal, 115, P14 (p. 222)

9.(B) irantatu vilakkal, Y19, M15
(p. 223)

10.(B) innatallatituvena molital, Y13,
M26 (var. annatallatituvena
molital) (p. 223)

11.(A) utampotu
(p. 228)

12.(C) upatéca muraimai (cf YV1998,
p- 195)

13.(A) uyttukkontu wunartal,
(p. 230)

14.(A) uyttukkontu unarttal, 132
15.(B) uyttunara vaittal, Y32, V32
16.(B) uyttunara vaippu, M32 (p. 232)
V22, M22

punarttal, 113

P32

17.(B) wuraittam enral,
(p- 232)

18.(B) uraittum enral, Y28, V21, M21
(p. 233)

19.4(C)  wuraiyirkotal [alias  for
"moliyatatanai muttinri mutittal"
de)]

20.(B) ericiya collin eytak karal, Y15,
V27, M27 (p. 235)

21.(B) etutta moliyin eyta vaittal, Y12,
V25, M25 (p. 236)

22.(B) etuttuk kattal, Y23, V24, M24
(p. 236)

23.(A) etiratu porral, 116i, P15

24.(B) etiratu porral, Y20, V16, M16
(p- 237)

25.(A) etir porul unarttal, 128, P28
(p. 237)

26.(C) etirmaruttal (ennum utti) [see
YV1998, p. 105 &p. 626]

27.(C) ekakkaram [alias for "orutalai
moli" (I111)]

28.(B) etuvin mutittal, Y11, V12, M12
(p- 239)

29.(A) oppak karal, I10, P9 (p. 242)

30.(B) oppin mutittal, V13, M13
(p. 243)

31.(A) orutalai anmai, P19 (p. 243)

32.(A) orutalai anmai mutintatu
kattal, 120

33.(B) orutalai tunital, YV31, V23,
M23 (p. 244)

34.(A) orutalai moli, I11
35.(A) orutalai molital, P10 (p. 244)
36.(B) olintatu vilakkal, V15
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37.(B) onrina mutittal tannina
mutittal, V31, M31 (p. 246)

38.(C) onrena mutittal tannina
mutittal [llamptranar
supplementary item]

39.(B) ottumurai vaittal, V2, Y2

40.(B) ottumurai vaippu, M2 (p. 248)

41.(A) karirru enral, I18, P17 (p. 266)

42.(C) kiruvam [see (9)]

43.(C) cirapp-utai porulai-t tan initu

kilattal [see (4b)]

44.(C) cirapputaip porulai munturak
kilattal [see (4a)]

45.(A) collin eccam colliyanku
unarttal, 129, P29 (p. 284)

46.(C) collin mutipin apporun
mutittal [alias for "tokutta

moliyan vakuttanar kotal", 123]
47.(B) collin mutivin apporun
mutittal, Y25, V30, M30 (p. 285)
48.(B) corporul virittal, Y9, V9, M9
[also Ilamptiranar
supplementary item] (p. 285)

49.(A) napakam karal, 131, P31
(p. 286)

50.(A) tantu punarntu uraittal, 130,
P30 (p. 287)

51.(C) talaitatumarram tantu
punarntu uraittal [see (6a)]
52.(B) tankuri valakka mika
vetutturaittal, Y18, V29, M29

(p. 290)

53.(A) tankot karal, 112, P11 (p. 290)

54.(B) tanninam mutittal, Y14

55.(B) tan etuttu molital, Y7, V7, M7
(p. 294)

56.(A) tan kuriyitutal, 119, P18 (p. 293)

57.(A) tokutta moliyan vakuttanar
kotal, 123, P23 (p. 295)

58.(B) tokuttuk kattal, Y3

59.(A) tokuttuk karal, I3, P3 (p. 296)
60.(B) tokuttuc cuttal, V3, M3 (p. 297)
61.(B) tokuttutan mutittal, Y30

62.(B) totarccor punarttal, Y26, V10,
M10 (p. 298)

63.(B) nutalip pukutal, Y1, V1, N1
(p- 308)

64.(A) nutaliyatu arital, I1, P1 (p. 308)

65.(A) pal porutku érpin nallatu
kotal, 122, P22 (p. 323)

66.(B) pira nGn mutintatu tan
utampatutal, Y17, M28

67.(B) pira nGn mutintatu tan
utanpatutal, V28 (p. 329)

68.(A) piran  utampattatu  tan
utampatutal, 114, P13 (p. 330)

69.(A) piran kot karal, 125, P25

70.(B) piran kot karal, Y8, V8, M8
(p. 331)

71.(B) pinnatu niruttal, Y22, V18, M18
(p. 332)

72.(A) porul
(p. 340)

73.(A) marutalai citaittut tan tunipu
uraittal, 124, P24 (p. 350)

74.(C) matterital [lampdranar
supplementary item (TP656i)]

75.(B) matterintu olukal, V14, M14
(p. 351)

76.(B) matterintu olital, Y16

77.(B) mutittuk kattal, Y6, V5, Mb
(p. 354)

78.(A) mutintatu kattal, P20 (p. 354)

79.(B) mutintatu mutittal, Y24, V20

itaiyitutal, 127, P27

80.(B) mutintavai mutittal, M20
(p. 355)

81.(B) mutivitan karal, Y5, V6, M6
(p. 356)
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82.(A) muntu molintatan
talaitatumarru, 19, P8 (p. 359)

83.(C) muntu molintatan
tatumarram [see (6b)]

84.(A) murai piralamai, P12 (p. 360)

85.(B) munmeérkaotal, YVcom 21,

86.(B) munmolintu kotal, V17, M17
(p. 360)

87.(A) molinta porulotu onra
vavvayin moliyatatanai muttinri
mutittal, P5 (p. 362)

88.(A) molinta porulotu onra vaittal,
15

89.(A) moliyatatanai
mutittal, 16

90.(A) molivam enral, I17, P16 (p. 363)

91.(B) yappuruttamaittal, Y27

92.(B) vakuttuk kattal, Y4, V4, M4
(p. 366)

93.(C) vakuttu-k karal [see (10)]

talai-

muttinri

94.(A) vakuttu meyn niruttal, 14, P4

(p. 366)

95.(A) vantatu kontu varatatu
unarttal, P7 (p. 367)

96.(A) vantatu kontu varatatu

mutittal, I8

97.(A) varatatanan vantatu mutittal,
17, P6 (p. 371)

98.(B) vikarpattin mutittal, V19, M19
(p. 372)

99.(B) vikarpattu mutittal, Y29

100. (C) vitanta moliyinam verufi
ceppum [Nma, p.xxi, attr. to
Parimana Niil]

101.(C) vitappuk kilavi veéntiyatu
vilaikkum (ennum utti) [YV1998,
p-56]

102.(C) vilankac collal (ennum nan
marapu) [YV1998, p.105 & p.
647]

103.(C) vilankac collal ennum (nin
manpu) [YV1998, p. 647]
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Appendix C: Maran Alankdram list (verse 25)
This list is found on p. 26 of the edition by TVG

© 0 NG W=

ulliyatu unarttal

uraimurai vaippu

tokaipera nattal

vakaipera kattal

virintavai ivai ena vilumitin kiittal
tokutta moliyin vakuttana kotal
muntumolintatan talaitatumarru
palaporutku erpin nallavai kotal
molinta porulotu onra vaittal
molintanam enyal

molivam enral

irantatu kattal

etiratu porral

moliyatatanai muttinyi mutittal
vantatu kontu varatatu mutittal
varatatu kontu vantatu mutittal
piran kol kiiral

tan kol kiiral

piran utampattatu tan utampatutal
ariyatu utampatal

. anai kiiral

tankuriyitutal

tantu konarntu uraittal

marutalai citaittut tan tunipu uraittal
matterintu olital

irattura molital

. onrinam mutittal

tanninam mutittal
mattu uruppinava manankolak kiiral
uyttukkonfunarttal

tipakavakaiyal cirappuk kiiral

collin eccam colliyanku unarttal
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with a foreword by Rev Fr V M Gnanapragasam, s.j., The South India Saiva Siddhanta
works publishing society, Tinnevelly, Limited, Madras.

Britto, Francis, 1986, Diglossia: A study of the theory with application to Tamil, Georgetown
University Press, Washington, D.C.

Caminata Aiyar, U.V. (patippaciriyar), 1946 (2" posthumous edition), Pavananti
Munivariyarriya Nanniil mitlamum Mayilai Nataruraiyum, Chennai (= Nma)

Caminata Aiyar, U.V. (patippaciriyar), [1927] 1985, Ilanikovatikalarulicceyta Cilappatikira
milamum arumpatavuraiyum Atiyarkkunallaruraiyum, Tamilp palkalaik kalakam, Taficavir
[reprint of 3 edition].
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Caminata Aiyar, U.V. (patippaciriyar), [1948'] 1968°, Yapparusikalak Karikai (Kunacakarar
uraiyutan), Taktar U. Ve. Caminataiyar Nal Nilaiyam, Chennai. [the 1% edition itself is
posthumous with a mukavurai by S. Kaliyanacuntaram, UVS's son] (=YK'*%®).

Candotti, Maria Piera, 2006, Interprétations du discours métalinguistique, La fortune du
sttra A 1.1.68 chez Patafijali et Bhartrhari, Firenze University Press.

CS = Carakasamhita, see Sharma, R K. & Bhagwan Dash.

Chevillard, Jean-Luc, 1996, Le commentaire de Ceénavaraiyar sur le Collatikaram du
Tolkappiyam, Publication du département d’Indologie N°84.1, Institut Francais de
Pondichéry & Ecole Frangaise d’Extréme-Orient, Pondichéry.

Chevillard, Jean-Luc, 2008a, Companion Volume to the Cenavaraiyam on Tamil Morphology
and Syntax (Le commentaire de Cenavaraiyar sur le Collatikaram du Tolkappiyam : Volume 2),
Collection Indologie 84.2, Institut Francais de Pondichéry/ Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-
Orient.

Chevillard, J.-L., 2008b, "The concept of ticaiccol in Tamil grammatical literature and the
regional diversity of Tamil classical literature”, in Kannan M. (Ed.), Streams of Language:
Dialects in Tamil, French Institute of Pondicherry, Pondicherry, pp. 21-50. [NB: the editor
of the volume has added incorrect English translations for a few French sentences in fn.6,
7,8,22 &51]

Cilappatikaram (See: Caminata Aiyar, U.V., [1927])

Comba, Antonella, 1994, « L’enseignement médical en Inde / Une méthode d’exposition
(tantra-yukti) : V'adhikarana ou spécification du sujet », pp. 151-164, in Balbir, Nalini (Ed.),
Genres Littéraires en Inde

Cuppiramaniyan, Ca. Ve. (patippaciriyar), 2007, Tamil Ilakkana Nilkal (milamum
muluvatum — kurippu vilakkanikalutan), Meyyappan Patippakam, Chidambaram.

Daniélou, Alain, & Desikan, R.S., Le Roman de I'anneau (Shilappatikidram), Traduit du
tamoul par —, Connaissance de I'Orient, Collection UNESCO d'oeuvres représentatives,
Gallimard, Paris.

Deshpande, Madhav M., 1993, Sanskrit and Prakrit, Sociolinguistic Issues, MLBD Series in
Linguistics, Volume VI, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi.

Dikshitar, Ramachandra V.R., 1930, “Tantrayukti”, pp. 82-89, Journal of Oriental Research,
Vol. IV, Madras.

Dikshitar, Ramachandra V.R., [1939] 1978, The Cilappatikaram, translated with an
introduction and notes by —, The South India Saiva Siddhanta Works Publishing Society,
Tinnevelly, Limited, Madras.

Fezas, Jean, 1994, “Remarques sur la forme de deux traités de I'Inde Ancienne:
I'Arthasastra et le Kamasiatra”, pp. 123-150, in Balbir, Nalini (Ed.), Genres Littéraires en
Inde.

Glossary of Tamil Inscriptions, see Subbarayalu, 2002.

Gopal Iyer, T.V., [Kopalaiyar, Ti. V&.], 1973 (patippaciriyar), Pirayoka Vivekam, Milamum
— Uraiyum, Tancavir makaraja carapdjiyin caracuvati makal niil nilaiyam, Tanjore.
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Gopal Iyer, T.V., [Kopalaiyar, Ti. Vé.], 1973 (patippaciriyar), Ilakkanak Kottu, Milamum —
Uraiyum, Taficaviir makaraja carapojiyin caracuvati makal nal nilaiyam, Tanjore.

Gopal Iyer, T.V., [Kopalaiyar, Ti. Ve.], 2005a (patippaciriyar), Viracoliyam, Srimat
Antavan Acciramam, Sriranikam.

Gopal Iyer, T.V., [Kopalaiyar, Ti. V&.], 2005b, Tamil Ilakkanap Peérakarati, 17 volumes.
Tamilmanpatippakam, Chennai. [See especially vol. 16 (Porul: pattiyal, payiram,
marapiyal) which contains his explanations for the TUs]

Gopal Iyer, T.V., [Kopalaiyar, Ti. Ve.], 2005¢, Maran Alankaram, Milamum palaya uraiyum
vilakkankalutan, Srimat Antavan Acciramam, Srirankam.

Govindasamy, M., 1977, A Survey of the Sources for the History of Tamil Literature,
Annamalai University, Annamalainagar?

GRETIL (= Gottingen Register of Electronic Texts in Indian Languages), available at
<http:/ /www .sub.uni-goettingen.de/ebene_1/fiindolo/gretil htm>

Hara, Minoru, 1974, review of Pasupata Stitram with Pafichartha-Bhasya of Kaundinya,
translated with an Introduction on the history of Saivism in India, by Haripada
Chakroborti, Calcutta, 1970, Indo-Iranian Journal, Vol.16, Number 1, pp.57-80.

Hayashi, Takao [2007] « Combinatorics in Indian Mathematics », pp. 109-111 in Helaine
Selin & Roddam Narasimha (Eds), Encyclopedia of Classical Indian Sciences.

Hakkuvanar, S., Tholkappiyam, In English with Critical Studies, [First Edition: 1963; Second
Edition: 1994], M. Neelamalar, Educational Publishers, Madras.

llankumaran, Ira., 1973 (patippaciriyar), Amitacakarar lyarriya Yapparunkalam (Palaiya
Viruttiyuraiyutan), Tirunelveli, Tennintiya Caivacittanta Nuarpatippuk Kalakam,
Chennai.

Index des Mots de la Littérature Tamoule Ancienne, Index des mots de la littérature tamoule
ancienne, 1967/1968/1970, Vol. 1 : a-au., Vol. II : ka-tau; Vol. III : na-na., Publication de
I'Institut Francais d'Indologie n°37.

Jha, Ganganatha, (1912-1919) 1984, The Nyaya-Siitras of Gautama, with the Bhasya of
Vatsyayana and the Vartika of Uddyotakara [reprint], 4 vol., Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi.

Joshi, S.D. & Bhate, Saroja, 1984 The fundamentals of Anuvrtti, publications of the Centre
of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, Class B, N°9, University of Poona, Pune.

K = Kautilya’s Arthasastra (list of TYs is found in 15.1.1-70).

Katre, Sumitra M., 1989, Astadhyayi of Panini, Roman Transliteration and English
Translation by —, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi.

Kielhorn, Franz, [1874'] 1960°, The Paribhasendusekhara of Nagojibhatta, edited and
explained by —, Part II, Translation and Notes, Second edition by K.V. Abhyankar,
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona.

Kielhorn, Franz [1880', 18927, 1962°] 1985, The Vyakarana-Mahabhasya, Edited by —,
Revised and furnished with additional readings, references and select critical notes by
K.V. Abhyankar, Volume I, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona.
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Kiparsky, Paul, 1979, Panini as a variationist, edited by S.D. Joshi, The MIT Press, in
collaboration with the Centre of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, University of Poona, Pune.

Kovintaraja Mutaliyar, Ka. Ra. (patippaciriyar), 1942, Ponparri kavalar Puttamittiranar
iyarriya Viracoliyam milamum Peruntévandr iyarriya uraiyum, Pavanantar Kalakam,
Chennai. (= VC®%)

Kural (See Vativelu Cettiyar, Ko. (patippaciriyar), 1904)

Lele, Waman Keshav, 1981, The doctrine of the Tantrayukti-s [Methodology of Theoretico-
Scientific Treatises in Sanskrit], The Chaukhamba Surbharati Studies 3, Varanasi.
[reviewed in Wright[1982]

Lockwood, Michael & Bhat, A. Vishnu, 2005, Metatheater and Sanskrit Drama, Second,
Revised and Enlarged Edition, Tambaram Research Associates, Madras.

Mayilai Cini. Venkatacami, [1959'] 2003?, Maraintu Pona Tamil Nilka], Carata Manikkam
Patippakam, Chennai. [Unfortunately the 2003 edition of the book has been recomposed
but the page numbers in the table of contents have not been updated]

Meenakshisundaram, T.P., 1974, Foreign models in Tamil grammar, Dravidian Linguistics
Association, publication 15, Trivandrum.

Mookerji, Radha Kumud, [1951] 2003 (reprint), Ancient Indian Education, Brahmanical and
Buddhist, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi. [pp. 318-319 deal with Tantra-Yukti]

Murugan, V. (Ed.) & Mathialagan, M. (Ass. Ed.), 1999, A Dictionary of Tamil Literary and
Critical Terms, Institute of Asian Studies, Chennai.

Murugan, V., 2000, Tolkappiyam in English, Institute of Asian Studies, Chennai.
N = Nannul

Narayanapisharoty, K.P., [1931-1993] 1998, The Prakriyasarvasva of Melputtur
Narayanabhattathiri, compiled by -, Editor M.S. Menon, Published by Guruvayur
Devaswom, Guruvayur, Kerala

Nma = Nannil milamum Mayilai Nataruraiyum (see Caminata Aiyar, U.V., 1946)
Nvi = Nannil Viruttiyurai (see Tantapani Técikar, Ca., 1957)

Oberhammer, Gerhard, 1991, Terminologie der friihen philosophischen Scholastik in Indien,
Band I (A-I), Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna.

Oberhammer, G., Prets E., Prandstetter, J., 1996, Terminologie der friihen philosophischen
Scholastik in Indien, Band II (U-Pi), Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Vienna.

Oberhammer, Gerhard, Prets, Ernst, Prandstetter, Joachim, 2006, Terminologie der friihen
philosophischen Scholastik in Indien. Ein Begriffsworterbuch zur altindischen Dialektik,
Erkenntnistheorie und Methodologie. Bd III. (Pra-H). Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, Vienna.

Paranjpe, Vasudeva Gopala, 1922, Le Virtika de Katydyana, Une étude du style, du
vocabulaire et des postulats philosophiques, These présentée pour le doctorat de I'université
de Paris.
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Parthasarathy, R., 1993, The tale of an anklet, An epic of South India, The Cilappatikaram of
Ilanko Atikal, translated, with an introduction and Postscript by —, Columbia University
Press, New York.

Pavanantam Pillai, Ca., 1916-1917 (patippaciriyar), Amitacakarar Iyarriya Yapparunkalam.
Miilam (Palaiya Viruttiyuraiyutan), “Minerva” Press, Madras. [1916: pakuti-1; 1917:
pakuti—Z] (= le916/1917)

Peterson, Indira Viswanathan, (1989) 1991, Poems to Siva. The Hymns of the Tamil Saints
[Indian edition], Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi.

Pillai, R.S., 1989, Cilappatikaram, translated by —, Tamil University, Thanjavur.

Pollock, Sheldon, 1995, review of Balbir[1994] (Genres littéraires en Inde), Journal of the
American Oriental Society, Vol. 115, No. 4., pp. 685-689.

Pollock, Sheldon, (2006) 2007, The language of the Gods in the World of Men, Permanent
black [first indian edition published by exclusive arrangement with the University of
California Press], India.

Rajam, V.S., 1981, A Comparative Study of Two Ancient Indian Grammatical Traditions. The
Tamil Tolkappiyam compared with the Sanskrit Rk-Pratisakhya, Taittiriya-Pratisakhya, Apisali
Siksa, and the Astadhyayi, A dissertation in Linguistics, University of Pennsylvania.
[unpublished Ph.D. thesis]

Renou, Louis, [1942'] 19577, Terminologie Grammaticale du Sanskrit. (TGS), Librairie
Ancienne Honoré Champion, Paris.

Renou, Louis, 1956, Vocabulaire du Rituel Védigue, Vol.1 in Collection de vocabulaires
techniques du sanskrit (dirigée par Louis Renou et Jean Filliozat), Librairie C.
Klincksieck, Paris.

Renou, Louis, 1963, “Sur le genre du siitra dans la littérature sanskrite”, Journal Asiatique
251, pp. 165-216, reprinted in Balbir & Pinault [1997], pp. 569-620.

Renou, Louis, Filliozat, Jean, et alii, [1947"] 1985, L'inde Classique [Manuel des Etudes
Indiennes], Tome Premier, Librairie d'Amérique et d'Orient Adrien Maisonneuve, Paris.

Renou, Louis, Filliozat, Jean, et alii, [1953'] 1985, L'inde Classique [Manuel des Etudes
Indiennes], Tome II, Ecole Frangaise d'Extréme-Orient, Paris.

Roodbergen, J.A.F.,, 1991, “Time for a little something”, pp.293-321, in Deshpande,
Madhav, M. & Bhate, Saroja (Eds), Paninian Studies. Professor S.D. Joshi Felicitation
Volume, Center for South and Southeast Asian Studies, University of Michigan, Number
37.

Ruben, W., 1926, "Zur Friihgeschichte der indischen Philosophie", pp. 351-357, Beitriige
zur Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte Indiens, Festgabe Hermann Jacobi zum 75.
Geburtstag (11. Februar 1925), herausgegeben von Willibald Kirfel, Bonn."*

3% [Quoted by Renou, 1963, p. 203, note (39), concerning the Caraka Sambhita: “Une trace
indirecte du style sii. est la présence des tantrayukti, dont on a l'analogue en fin du
Kautiliya (cf. W. Ruben Mélanges Jacobi, p.354): survivance des anciennes paribhisa (ci-
dessous note 81).”].
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Sarma, Sreeramula Rajeswar (transl.), 1991, “The pratyayas: Indian Contribution to
Combinatorics”, Indian Journal of History of Science, 26(1), pp.17-61. (translation of
Alsdorf [1933])

Sastri: see Subrahmanya Sastri, P.S.

Scharfe, Hartmut, 1977, Grammatical Literature, vol. V, Fasc. 2 in A History of Indian
Literature, edited by Jan Gonda, Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden.

Sharma, R.K., & Bhagwan Dash, (1972) 2008 [reprint], Carakasambhita [Text with English
translation & critical exposition based on Cakrapanidatta's Ayurveda Dipikal, 7 vol.
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Varanasi.

Smith, John, D., 1986, review of Joshi, S.D. & Bhate, Saroja (1984), The fundamentals of
Anuortti, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London,
Vol. 49, No. 2., pp. 401-402.

Subbarayalu, Y, 2002, Glossary of Tamil Inscriptions / Tamilk Kalvettuc Collakarati, 2 vol.,
with an editorial note [patippurai] by —, Published by Santi Sadhana (Charitable Trust),
Chennai.

Subrahmanya Ayyar, V.M., Chevillard Jean-Luc, & Sarma, S.A.S., 2007, Digital Tevaram.
Kaninit Tevaram., Collection Indologie n° 103, IFP / EFEO, Pondicherry

Subrahmanya Sastri, P.S., [1936] 2002, Tolkappiyam, The earliest extant Tamil Grammar,
with a short commentary in English, Vol. II, Porulatikiram, The Kuppuswamy Sastri
Research Institute, Chennai.

Subrahmanya Sastri, P. S., [1930] 1999, Tolkappiyam. The Earliest Extant Tamil Grammar,
With a short commentary in English, Volume I, Eluttatikiram, The Kuppuswamy Sastri
Research Institute, Chennai.

Subrahmanya Sastri, P. S., 1946, An enquiry into the relationship of Sanskrit and Tamil,
University of Travancore.

S = Susrutasambhita (list of TYs is found in Uttaratantram 65)

Takahashi, Takanobu, 1999, “The Treatment of King and State in the Tirukkural”, in
Noboru Karashima (ed.), Kingship in Indian History, Manohar, New Delhi.

Tamil Lexicon, [1924-1936 & 1938-1939] 1982, Madras, University of Madras [6 volumes &
supplement]

Tamotaram Pillai, Ci. Vai. (patippaciriyar), 1881, Ponparri kavalar Puttamittivanar iyarriya
Viracoliyam. Iktu Peruntevanar wuraiyotu Yalppanam Ci. Vai. Tamotaram  Pillaiyal
palatecappiratiraparnkalaik kontu paricotittu (“) Ur Ti. Kumaracamic Cettiyaral taficavitr
Catavatanam Cuppiramaniya Aiyaratu Vittiydvarttani accukkiitattil patippikkappattatu.
Cennappattanam. Vicu varusam Cittirai macam. (= VC'*")

Tantapani Téecikar, Ca. (patippaciriyar), 1957, SrT Matavaccivaiianacuvamikal iyarriya
Puttamputturai ennum Nannill Viruttiyurai, Tiruvavatuturai Atinam (= Nvi)

TCc = Tolkappiyam Collatikaram, as per Cénavaraiyar

Tirukkural Uraikkottu, Porutpal, 1990, mtanram patippu, Tirukkural Patippuniti Veliyitu,
Sri Kacimatam, Tiruppanantal.
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TIPA = Gopal Iyer, T.V., [Kopalaiyar, Ti. Ve.], 2005b
TFPSI (See Oberhammer et alii, 3 vol., 1991-1996-2006)
TGS (see Renou, 1957)

TPi = Tolkappiyam Porulatikaram, as per Ilamptranar.
TPp = Tolkappiyam Porulatikiram, as per Péraciriyar.
TU = Tantira v-Utti

TVG (see Gopal Iyer, T.V.)

TY = Tantra Yukti

Vasu, Srisa Chandra, [1906', 1962%] 1995, The Siddhanta Kaumudi, Edited and Translated
into English by —, 2 vol., Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi (reprint).

UVS (see Caminataiyar, U. Ve.)

Vativelu Cettiyar, Ko. (patippaciriyar), [1904] 1972-1976, Tirukkural milamum
Parimelalakar uraiyum: Arattuppal, Porutpal & Kamattuppal, Maturaip Palkalaikkalakam
[3 vol.].

VC = Viracoliyam

VC'®! (See Tamotaram Pillai, Ci. Vai., 1881)
VC"* (See Kovintaraja Mutaliyar, Ka. Ra., 1942)
VC* (See Gopal Iyer, T.V., 2005a)

Venkatacami Nattar, Na. Mu., [1940] 1999 (24th ed)(Ed.), Amitacakarar lyarriya
Yapparunkalak Karikai Malamum Kunacakarar Iyarriya Uraiyum, Kalaka Veliyitu, [Ist
ed. 1940], Madras. (=YK"*).

Venukopalap Pillai, Me. Vi, [1960] 1998, Yapparunkalam (Palaiya Viruttiyutan),
Ulakattamilaraycci Niruvanam (IITS), Chennai. (=YV"%)

VMS (see Subrahmanya Ayyar, V.M.)

Wilden, Eva, 2008, A critical edition and an annotated translation of the Narrinai, 3 vol.,
Critical texts of Cankam Literature 1.1, 1.2 &1.3, Ecole Francaise d'Extréme-Orient
&Tamil Man Patippakam, Chennai.

Wright, J. C., 1982, review of Lele[1981] (The doctrine of the Tantrayukti-s), Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, Vol. 45, No. 2, pp. 415-416

Wujastyk, Dominik, 1993, Metarules of Paninian Grammar. Vyadi's Paribhasavrtti, 2 vol.,
Egbert Forsten, Groningen Oriental Series Volume V.

Wujastyk, Dominik, [1998] 2003% The Roots of Ayurveda, Selections from Sanskrit Medical
Writings (revised edition), Penguin Classics.

YA = Yapparunkalam (text commented by YV)
YK = Yapparunkalak karikai
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YK™* (See Venikatacami Nattar, Na. Mu.)

YK"* (See Caminata Aiyar, U.V., [1948'] 1968%)
YV = Yapparunkala Virutti

YV (See Pavanantam Pillai, Ca., 1916-1917)
YV"? (See Ilankumaran, Ira., 1973)

YV (See Venukopalap Pillai, Mé. Vi., 1998)

Zimmermann, Francis, “Terminological problems in the process of editing and
translating Sanskrit medical texts”, pp. 141-151, in Paul U. Unschuld [1989], Approaches
to Traditional Chinese Medical Literature, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht /
Boston / London.

Zvelebil, Kamil, V., 1972, “Tolkappiyam”, Journal of Tamil Studies, 1, pp.43-60,
International Institute of Tamil Studies, Madras.

Zvelebil, Kamil V., 1995, Lexicon of Tamil Literature, Handbuch der Orientalistik, Zweite
Abteilung, Neunter Band, E.J. Brill, Leiden / New York / Koln.
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