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Abstract

This article provides a few observations on
some of the theories that the Sanskrit and the
Tamil grammatical traditions share about the
contexts in which the sounds of words change
and which kinds of changes these sounds can
undergo. The study shows that even if Tamil
grammarians freely rearranged the Sanskrit
material and adapted it to their concerns, it is
nonetheless plausible to claim that there was a
transfer of ideas from the Sanskrit tradition to
the Tamil one also in what we could call the
field of phonology.
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Résume

Cetarticle livre quelques observations relatives a
certaines théories que les traditions grammati-
cales sanskrite et tamoule partagent concernant
les contextes dans lesquels les sons des mots
changent, ainsi que les types de changements que
ces sons subissent. L’étude montre que, méme si
les grammairiens tamouls réarrangent librement
le matériel sanskrit et I’adaptent a leurs
préoccupations, on peut néanmoins affirmer
qu’il y a eu un transfert d’idées de la tradition
sanskrite vers la tradition tamoule aussi dans le
domaine que nous appelons « phonologie ».
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INTRODUCTION

Sanskrit and Tamil grammars often share common linguistic models.! For the great
part, this is the result of the Tamil tradition tapping into the repertoire of ideas

1 The term “grammar” deserves clarification. On the one hand, it is usually employed to translate

the Sanskrit word vyakarana and, on the other hand, the Tamil word ilakkanam. These are
however the names of two very different disciplines, which overlap only in part. Vyakarana
studies the formation of correct Sanskrit words (once established the semantic and syntactic
context of the sentence in which they will appear). When talking about Sanskrit grammar in
this article, it will be therefore necessary to extend the scope of the term grammar to include
another discipline called siksa, which is the study of the articulation of speech-sounds and their
modifications in particular contexts (many tenets of Siksa@ are in fact given for granted in
vyakarana texts). In the Tamil case, ilakkanam is a very broad field that not only includes the
study of linguistic matters, but also of literary ones, in particular aesthetic conventions
(the study of which falls, as far as Sanskrit scholarship is concerned, under a further category
called alarikarasastra, “study of embellishments”). The section of ilakkanam that I cover in this
article would correspond to the field of eluttival (“study of sounds/letters”), which is however
an anachronistic label if put in relation to the terminology employed in the texts I will take into
analysis. At times, I will also include elements from the field of colliyal (“study of words”).
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developed to describe Sanskrit. However, one should be aware that Tamil
grammarians were not at all slavish. It is actually a rather intriguing exercise that of
trying to understand not only what was adopted from one tradition to the other and
from which source(s), but also to figure out how the adopted ideas were in turn
adapted to account for the peculiarities of Tamil and how these ideas blended with
the original thinking of the Tamil grammarians.”

In this article, I will offer a few observations on some of the theories that the two
traditions share about the contexts in which the sounds of words change and which
kinds of changes these sounds can undergo. Borrowing a linguistic parlance that is
both modern and Western, I will deal with phonology, and in particular with the
conditions of application of phonological rules, i.e. sandhi rules, and the categories
such rules may be grouped in.? Furthermore, I will also try to highlight the fact that
although phonological theories are indeed shared by the two traditions under
scrutiny, these are in fact embedded in different linguistic frameworks.

The textual sources I will concentrate on in this study are, from the Tamil side,
the Eluttatikaram (“Book on Sounds/Letters”), i.e. the first part of the Tolkappiyam
(“The Grammar of Tolkappiyar”), the foundational grammar of Tamil composed
most probably some time during the 1% half of the 1*" millennium CE. I will also
take into account the two extant commentaries of the Eluttatikaram composed by
TIlamparanar. (12" ¢.?) and Naccinarkkiniyar (14" c.?). From the Sanskrit side I
will —for reasons that will be made clear later on— mostly focus on the
Vajasaneyipratisakhya (attributed to Katyayana), i.e. the Pratisakhya of the
Suklayajurvedasamhitd, along with Uvata’s commentary (12" ¢.).* En passant, 1

2 For more case studies on related topics, see D’Avella in this issue, and Vergiani 2013.

3 1 offer here what is a recent and, in my view, effective definition of phonology provided by
Blevins (2009, p.325-bold GC): “Phonology is the study of sound patterns of the world’s
languages. In all spoken languages, we find sound patterns characterizing the composition of
words and phrases. These patterns include overall properties of contrastive sound inventories
(e.g. vowel inventories, consonant inventories, tone inventories), as well as patterns
determining the distribution of sounds or features of sounds (stress, tone, length, voicing, place
of articulation, etc.) and their variable realization in different contexts (alternations).” The
ideas from the Tamil and Sanskrit texts that I will analyse in this article fall under the scope of
the last part of this definition. Furthermore, in this article I use the term sandhi in the broad and
loose sense that is still commonly accepted in modern Western linguistics. See for instance
Matthews’ entry for sandhi in his 2007 Dictionary of Linguistics: “Ancient Indian term for the
modification and fusion of sounds at or across the boundaries of grammatical units. E.g. short
-a + i- fused in Sanskrit, both within vowels and across word boundaries, to -e-.”” For some of
the issues underling the definition of sandhi, see Andersen 1986, p. 1-2. See also fn. 7 for the
distinction between internal and external sandhi.

4 In a nutshell, Pratisakhyas are treatises describing the linguistic features of Vedic recitation.
For more details on how these texts are described within the traditional Sanskritic scholarship,
see for instance Ciotti forthcoming 2018.
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will also mention other Pratisakhyas and the Astadhyayi of Panini (5™ c. BCE?), i e.
the foundational work of Sanskrit grammar, and its first complete commentary,
namely the Kasikavrtti of Jayaditya and Vamana (7™ c.).

THE TAMIL THEORY OF SOUND COMBINATION

Basic information about the context where phonological rules apply and the
kinds of rules characterising Tamil is found in a few rules of the Eluttatikaram,
in particular in its sub-section called Punariyal (lit. “The study of
Combination”).’

In rule TEn107 we find the expression punar-nilai (“state of combination”),
which is used to define the linguistic state where two linguistic items occur one
after another, thus creating the condition for the last sound of the first item to
combine with the first sound of the following one:

uyiriru conmu nuyirvaru valiyu
muyiriru conmun meyvaru valiyu
meyyiru conmu nuyirvaru valiyu
meyyiru conmun meyvaru valiyumen
rivvena variyak kilakkun kalai

nirutta collé kurittuvaru kilaviyen
rayi riyala punarnilaic cutte (TEn107)

The case in which a vowel occurs after a linguistic item (co/) ending in vowel,
the case in which a consonant occurs after a linguistic item ending in vowel, the
case in which a vowel occurs after a linguistic item ending in consonant, the case
in which a consonant occurs after a linguistic item ending in consonant —when it
is clearly explained that [these four combinations] are such, those two kinds [of
linguistic items], namely the standing item (nirutta col) and the item that occurs
referring [to the standing one] (kurittu varu kilavi), are the mark of a state of
combination (punar-nilai).

In TEn108 we are informed that the items that can be found in a state of
combination are nouns and verbs and that their final and initial sounds (may they be
vowels or consonants) can undergo four kinds of punar-iyalpu (“modes of
combination), among which three entail tiripu (“change”) and one iyalpu
(“absence of change”, lit. “natural state”):

avarrul

nirutta colli nira keluttotu
kurittuvaru kilavi mutalelut tiyaiyap
peyarotu peyaraip punarkkun kalum

5 Hereafter, 1 refer to the rules of the Eluttatikaram according to the numeration found in
Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentary, thus using the siglum TEn (for Tolkappiyam Eluttatikaram
Naccinarkkiniyam). Despite the fact that Naccinarkkiniyar and Ilampuranar read the same
version of the Eluttatikaram, there is a discrepancy in the way in which they group its rules.
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peyarotu tolilaip punarkkun kdlun
tolilotu peyaraip punarkkun kalun
tolilotu tolilaip punarkkun kalu

munreé tiripita nonré yiyalpena

vankan nanké molipuna riyalpe (TEn108)

Among these [states of combination], as the first sound of the item that occurs
referring to the standing item joins with the final sound [of the latter], when one
combines a noun with a noun, when one combines a verb with a noun, when one
combines a noun with a verb, and when one combines a verb with a verb, there
are four modes of combination of linguistic items (moli), namely the occurrence
of three [kinds of] change (munré tiripu itan) and one [case of] absence of change

(ivalpu).

A caveat is here in place. Tolkappiyar employs at least three different terms,
which I have for the time being translated as “linguistic item”, namely col, kilavi,
and moli. These are all used—apparently interchangeably, possibly metri
causa? —in the rules under consideration: col and kilavi in TEn107, and moli in
TEn108. Throughout the Tolkappiyam we can observe that these terms can at times
correspond to the English words “word” (whatever its actual definition may be) or
“morpheme”.® TEn108 seems however to induce us to interpret all these terms as
meaning (more or less) “word”, since it states that it is nouns and verbs that can
undergo a state of combination. In section 3 we will see that terminology allows the
commentators of the Eluttatikaram to tackle with internal sandhi, a major
theoretical concern that is described —but not overtly theorised— in the
Eluttatikaram.”

Reading on in the list of rules, TEn109 specifies that the three changes that
sounds can undergo are the modification of a consonant (mey-piritu-atal),
expansion (mikutal), and elision (kunral):

avaitam
meypiri tatan mikutal kunralen

rivvena molipa tiriyu maré (TEn109)

Modification of consonants, expansion, and elision. They say that such are the
ways of changing.

TEn112 further points out that, as far as expansion is concerned, this can consist
of a single sound (eluttu) or a group of sounds (cariyai), despite the two items in
combination may or may not share a syntactic relationship:

6 For a useful lexicon that accounts for the different nuances these terms may assume in the
Tolkappiyam (in particular in its second book, the Collatikaram or “Book on Words”, with the
commentary of C€navaraiyar), see Chevillard 2008.

7 The expressions internal sandhi and external sandhi are established by Miiller (1866, p.9):
“For shortness’ sake it will be best to apply the name of External Sandhi to the changes which
take place at the meeting of final and initial letters of words, and that of Internal Sandhi to the
changes produced by the meeting of radical and formative elements.” See also fn. 3.
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verrumai kuritta punarmoli nilaiyu
verrumai yalvalip punarmoli nilaiyu
melutté cariyai yayiru panpi

nolukkal valiya punarun kalai (TEn112)

At the time of combination, the state of a linguistic item in combination that is
denoted by case relationship and the state of a linguistic item in combination that
is without case relationship can manifest itself by means of two characteristics,
i.e. a sound or a group of sounds.”

A further terminological caveat is in place here. I have translated cariyai as
“group of sounds”, but one could also translate it as “morpheme”, in particular in
the sense of augment or oblique suffix.’

THE COMMENTATORS’ INTERPRETATION OF TEN107 anD TEN108

The set of rules that we have just seen tells us that phenomena pertaining to the
combination of speech-sounds, i.e. sandhi phenomena, happen between two
linguistic items, and that these are actually words of two kinds, namely verbs and
nouns. However, these rules seem not to take into account the fact sandhi
phenomena occur also inside words, when roots and affixes combine. Nonetheless,
since there are rules that account for these events later on in the E_luttatikdmm,lo the
commentators felt the urge to engage with this theoretical gap, so apparent in the set
of rules that are supposed to outline the general framework for the combinations of
speech-sounds.

In this respect, Naccinarkkiniyar explicitly remarks that the words that can
actually be found in punar-nilai are also cariyais and urupus (“case-endings”). In
particular, he mentions the word vi/avinai (“‘eagle-wood tree”’), which can be split
as vila- (nominal root) + -v- (glide sandhi) + -in- (cariyai, or oblique marker) + -ai
(accusative ending):

8 As Naccinarkkiniyar further points out in his commentary not all linguistic items bear a case
relationship with other linguistic items. Nonetheless, this does not prevent phonological rules
to apply. For instance, Naccinarkkiniyar offers two examples concerning cariyais, i.e. maka-v-
in kai (“hand of a child”), where the cariyai -in occurs between two items that share a case
relationship, and panai-y-in kurai (“reduction by a panai [measure] ), where the same cariyai
occurs where the case relationship is absent (I assume, very much tentatively, that
Naccinarkkiniyar understands panai as the agent of the action of reduction expressed by the
noun kurai. In this way the two items would not share a case relationship in the karaka/verrumai
system shared by the Sanskrit and Tamil traditions; see D’Avella in this issue).

9 Naccinarkkiniyar for instance defines cariyai twice. While commenting on TEn112, he says
eluttinar cariyai yatalanum (“a cariyai is made of sounds”). Later on, while commenting on
TEn118, he says cariyai yenratan porul, veraki ninra irumoliyun tammir cartar poruttu iyaintu
ninratu enravaru (“[it] stands agreeably in favour of two separate words that join one another”;
note that here I translate moli as “word” on the basis of the examples discussed by
Naccinarkkiniyar before this very passage, for instance atuu-v-in kai “limb of a goat”).

10 See for instance the sub-section called Urupiyal (“The Study of Case-Endings”), which deals

with the sandhi occurring between nominal bases and case-endings.
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vilavinaik kuraittan enravalic cariyaiyum urupum nilaimoliyayé nirkumenpatu
nokki atanai nirutta collenrum mutikkunicollaikkurittu varukilavi yenrum kurinar |
itanané nilaimoliyum varumoliyun kurinar |

When one says ‘he cut (kuraittan) the apple-wood [tree] (vilavinai)’, aware that
cariyai and case suffix occur as the standing linguistic items, [Tolkappiyar]
defined those [i.e. the cariyai and the case suffix as] the linguistic items that
stands in front and the item that occurs referring to the [preceding] item that it
completes. Exactly because of this [Tolkappiyar] talked about the standing item
and the occurring one.

This consideration paves the way to rethink the scope of rule TEn108, which
seem to prescribe that the words that can be found in punar-nilai are verbs and
nouns. In this respect, Naccinarkkiniyar intends to include also the other two
categories of words that are singled out by Tamil grammar, namely, itai-c-cols
(“particles”, which according to rule 250 of the Collatikaram also include urupus
and cdriyais) and uri-c-cols'":

itaiyum uriyuntamaka nillamaiyir peyarvinaiyé kurinar | itaiccollum uriccollum
punarkkuri ceykaippattulip punarppuc cirupanmai |

[Tolkappiyar] mentioned nouns and verbs because itai[-co!] and uri[-col] do not
occur by themselves. When a [linguistic] procedure occurs in which an itai-c-col

or an uri-c-col are in a [state] of combination, it is less frequent to have a
combination [of sounds].

On his part, [lampuranar at first seems to engage with the same issue more
indirectly when commenting upon TEn107:

vilavinaik kuraittan enpatu avvurupu kurittuvaru kilaviyai nilaimoliyul atakki
irumolippunarcciydy ninravaru arika |

One should understand how the sentence ‘he cut (kuraittan) the apple-wood
[tree] (vilavinai)® occurs as a combination of two words, adjoining the item that
occurs having targeted that case ending [i.e. the accusative ending -ai] to the
standing item [i.e. vila].

Here, we have to understand that the occurrence of the cariyai -in- is a sandhi
phenomenon that can occur only if there is a state of combination, which in this
case does occur, albeit between morphemes and not between words. Furthermore,
[lampuranar’s remarks about TEn108 clearly reveal that he also intended to expand
the scope of the rule to include itai-c-cols and uri-c-cols:

itaiyum uriyum peyar vinaikalai ataintallatu tam aka nillamaiyin, peyar
vinaikatke punarcci kurappattatu |

11 I leave the term uri-c-col untranslated following the thoughtful consideration of Chevillard
2013, p. 13, fn. 19. Tentatively, its scope can be approximated to that of the categories of
adjective or adverb.
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Since itai[-cols] and uri[-cols] do not occur by themselves without joining nouns
and verbs, combination is described only for nouns and verbs.

To summarise, the commentators are making explicit a feature of the
Eluttatikaram that seems to be left unspoken by the text itself, i.e. that both
rules of internal and external sandhi are accounted for. In this respect, the wording
of TEnl08 remains puzzling. If we were to read the Eluttatikaram as an
autonomous text, i.e. without the help of its commentaries, one could also think that
TEn108 may reflect — or, in other words, be a relic of — an earlier stage of the Tamil
grammatical speculation that limited itself to the description of phenomena
affecting words, without investigating their sub-components and the phenomena
their sounds can undergo (see section 4 for the Sanskritic counterpart of this
approach). Alternatively, this rule may just serve as a general introduction, which is
then de facto surpassed by the concern of the rules dealing with internal sandhi.
What is certain is that both Ilampuranar and Naccinarkkiniyar are rather explicit in
moving beyond the apparently restricted scope of TEn108.

SIMILARITIES BETWEEN TAMIL AND SANSKRIT THEORIES

I would like now to point at two striking similarities that characterise the Tamil and
Sanskrit conceptualisation of sounds’ combination, namely the definition of the
context in which sandhi occurs and the classification of the kinds of sandhi rules.

I will try to do so by focusing on the texts that, to the best of my knowledge, are
particularly relevant for drawing a comparison with the Eluttatikaram and its
commentaries (in particular Naccinarkkiniyar’s one), namely the Vajasaneyipra-
tisakhya and its commentary by Uvata, called Matrmodaka.

Punar-nilai and samhitd

The expression punar-nilai, which is used to refer to two words coming one after
the other to form the condition of combination of sounds, echoes the Sanskrit term
samhita. The Vajasaneyipratisakhya in fact teaches that a sound is combined
(samhitah) to the one preceding it in rule 1.155:

purvenottarah samhitah (VP1.155)
A following [sound (varna m.)] is combined with the preceding [sound].

Uvata further specifies that the combining sounds are the last and the first of the
preceding and the following words respectively and that such condition of
combination is called samhita:

ita uttaram samhitocyate | purvena padantena uttarah padadih [|] samhitd yada

kriyate svarato varnatas ca tada dvipadasamhitocyate | yatha—“isé ttva tvorjé” |
kramasamhiteyam ||
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From here onwards the state of combination (samhita) is mentioned. The
preceding word-final [sound] is combined with the following word-initial
[sound]. When the state of combination is made by means of pitch-modulations
and speech-sounds, then it is called state of combination concerning two words.
For instance: isé ttva | tvorjé (Suklayajurvedasamhitd 1.1). This is a krama state
of combination/recitation.'?

The resemblance with the instructions of TEn107 and 108 is striking, but the
overall approach to this issue adopted by the Vajasaneyipratisakhya is more
complex than what it may appear at first. In fact, the Vajasaneyipratisakhya
contains another rule, namely 1.158, that defines samhita as a contiguity of sounds:

varnanam ekapranayogah sahita (VP1.158)

The state of combination is the union [i.e. the articulation] in a single breath of
speech-sounds.

Uvata indicates a way out from this seeming contradiction between rules 1.155
and 1.158. In fact, he states that the latter does not concern metrical texts (rcs), but
only prose text (yvajus), i.e. the prose parts of the Suklayajurvedasamhitd:

evam tavat padasamhitd rksu karttavya | yajussu tv ayam vidhih [|] varnanam
ekocchvasoccaranayogah pade va vakye visramah [|] sa ca pranasamhita |

Thus, in the case of metrical formulas (vksu) one must create a state of
combination'? depending on the verses [i.e. of the words within the verses (as per
rule 1.157'%)], but in the case of yajuses [one should follow] the [present] rule.
The articulatory employment of a single expiration of sounds [corresponds to]
the cessation [of the articulation]'” for a word or a sentence. And that is the state
of combination depending on the breath.

We are therefore presented with two possible models accounting for the context
of application of sandhi rules: one specifying that the combining items are the
sounds found at the edges of words, and one for which the combining items are
simply sounds.

Other Pratisakhyas comply to the former model, as for instance Rgvedapra-
tisakhya 2.1 samhita padaprakrtih (“the state of combination has [individual]
words as its raw matter”) and Taittiriyapratisakhya 24.3 nanapadasandhana-
samyogah padasambhitety abhidhiyate (“the conjunction of several words is called

12 Here the term krama indicates the krama-patha (“‘step-recitation’), which is a particular form
of recitation of the Vedic texts in words’ pairs (e.g. agnim ile | ile purdohitam | puréhitam
yajiiasya | puréhitam iti purah hitam | yajiiasya devam | devam rtvijam | rtvijam ity rtvijam).
For more details see for instance Abhyankar and Devasthali 1978.

13 T have translated here samhita as “state of combination”, but the same term in the Pratisakhya
context also refers to the continuous recitation of the Vedic texts, namely samhita-patha.

14 Ekapadadvipadatripadacatuspadanekapadah padah || “verses are made of one, two, three,
four, or many words”.

15 Visrama indicates the cessation of samhita.
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state of combination”). The definition of samhita that involves only sounds is
instead adopted in vyakarana, i.e. in what is mostly the tradition inspired by
Panini’s Astadhyayi. Rule 1.4.109 of the Astadhyayi reads parah samnikarsah
samhita (“the state of combination is the most immediate contiguity”), concerning
which for instance the Kasikavriti comments samnikarsah as varnanam
ardhamatrakalavyavadhanam (“the intervention of a half moraic lapse among
speech-sounds”). It seems therefore possible to argue that the Eluttatikaram was
closer to the theoretical model of describing the condition of sandhi application that
is relevant for the description of the metrical parts of the Vedas and that is found
across the Pratisakhyas and their commentarial tradition.

An idea similar to that of rule 1.158 is later on reiterated in the third section of the
Vajasaneyipratisakhya dealing in detail with the rules of sandhi.'® When the state
of combination (samhitd@) occurs (rule 3.1), the sounds of the two consecutive
words combine (rule 3.3):

samhitayam (VP3.1)
In the [krama] state of combination/recitation.
padantapadadyoh sandhi (VP3.3)

Combination [occurs] between the final [sound] of a word and the initial [sound]
of a word.

In his commentary to rule 3.3 Uvata states that when samhita occurs, the sounds
of the two consecutive words combine:

yah kascid vaidikasastrasandhi ucyate sa padantapadadyor veditavya iti | te
sandhayas catvaro bhavanti — svarayoh, vyarijanayoh, svaravyaiijanayos ca |
svaravyanjanayos tu dviprakarah — purvah svaro bhavati pascad vyarjanani,
vyaiijanani va purvani bhavanti pascat svara iti | svarayor bhavati yatha — a
idam — “edam” | varuna iha — “varuneha” | vyafijanyor bhavati yatha — sam
yaumi — “sayyaumi” | sam vapami — “savvapami” | svarapurvo bhavati yatha
— ise tvda — “ise ttva”, urje tva — “urjettva’ | vyarijanapurvo bhavati yatha — ut
enam — “ud enam” | paribhasasutram etat ||

Whatever combination concerning the Vedic texts (Sastra) is mentioned, this
should be understood as [the combination] between the final [sound] of a word
and the initial [sound] of a word. Those combinations are four: between two
vowels, two consonants, [and] a vowel and consonants. As a matter of fact (tu),
[the combination] between a vowel and consonants is twofold. There is a
preceding vowel followed by consonants. There are preceding consonants
followed by a vowel. [The combination] between vowels is as such: @ idam —

16 Uvata remarks in the introduction to this section: adhuna kramapraptah samskaro "bhidhiyate
lopagamavarnavikaraprakrtibhavalaksanah (“now the [grammatical] formation (samskara)
that concerns the krama combination/recitation is taught, which has elision, augment, sound
change, and natural state as its characteristic”). For more details on the content of this passage,
see 4.2.
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edam; varuna iha — varuneha. [The combination] between consonants is as
such: sam yaumi — sayyaumi;, sam vapami — savvapami. [The combination]
with a preceding vowel is as such: ise tva — isettva; urje tva — urjettva. [The
combination] with a preceding consonant is as such: ut enam — ud enam. This is
a rule setting the condition (paribhdsa-sutra).

Because of its reliance on the concept of pada (“word”) to define samhita, the
Vajasaneyipratisakhya also offers a definition of that term in rule 3.2. This rule is
however particularly succinct as it simply tells us that words are defined as those
elements having artha (“meaning” or “purpose”):

arthah padam (VP3.2)

A word has meaning/purpose.

It is thus necessary to rely on Uvata’s understanding of the rule to try to
extrapolate its full meaning:

samhitalaksanam uktam — “varnanam ekapranayogah sahita” (VP 1.158) iti |
adhund padalaksanam ucyate | arthabhidhayi padam, padyate gamyate jiiayate
‘rtho ‘neneti padam | yady evam nipatasyanarthakasya padasamjida na prapnoti
| naisa dosah [|] uparistad arthabhedanibandhanam padacatustayam vaksyati —
“namakhyatopasarganipatas ca” (VP 8.49) iti | tatrasya padasamjiia bhavi-
syati yatha — “kriyavacakam akhyatam upasargo visesakrt | sattvabhidhayakam
nama nipatah padapuranah ||” (VP 8.40) iti | sutrakarasya tv ayam abhiprayah

— padapratirupakasya padavayavasya padasamjia ma bhud iti | ato
‘rthagrahanam | ihaiva padasamjiia yathda syat — “govyaccham antakdya
goghatam” | iha ma bhut — “godhumas ca me” ||

The characteristic of the state of combination is told as ‘the state of combination
is the union [i.e. the articulation] in a single breath of speech-sounds’ (VP 1.158).
Now, the characteristic of the word is told. A word expressing meaning (artha-
abhidhayin) [is] a word by which meaning occurs, is received, is understood. If
so, the technical term ‘word’ does not include the meaningless particles (nipata).
This [here] is not a mistake: later on (uparistat), he will mention a fourfold set of
words that is the common basis (rnibandhana) for the difference concerning
meaning/purpose: ‘nouns, verbs, prepositions, and particles’ (VP 8.49). In this
respect, the technical term ‘word’ will apply to that [nipata], in fact ‘a verb is an
expression of an action, a preposition is a qualifier, a noun is the expression of an
item (sattva), and a particle is a metrical filler’ (VP 8.40). This is in fact (zu) the
intention of the author of the rules [of the VP]: the technical term ‘word’ should
not apply to the appendix of a word that resembles a word. Thus, the
interpretation of the meaning of the [rule] (alternatively: of the [word] artha).
Here indeed the technical term ‘word’ should be such [to include go in] ‘cow-
tormentor, for Yama (?) cow-killer’ (govyaccham antakdaya goghatam). Here,
[the technical term ‘word’] will not be [such to include go in] ‘and wheat for me’
(godhumas ca me).

The last remark implies that traditionally the word-by-word analysis of the
S’uklayajurvedasar_nhitd, which in turn is the source for the krama recitation of the
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same text, considers go in go-vyaccham to be a word (pada), but excludes go in
godhumas. We will come back later in section 5 to the difference between this
definition of “word” and the definition of “linguistic item” we encountered in the
Eluttatikaram.

The kinds of combinations

The categorisation of the kinds of phonological combinations is a further sandhi-
related aspect that is treated in a similar way by both the Eluttatikaram and the
Vajasaneyipratisakhya and their commentaries. As mentioned before, TEn108
teaches that there are three kinds of change and one unchanging state ([...] munre
tiripita nonré yiyalpena [ ...]). This passage is paraphrased by Naccinarkkiniyar as:

tiriyum itam munru iyalpu onru enru muntainulir kuriya annanku ilakkanamume

Those four rules that are mentioned in the old treatise(s), namely the occasions of
change are three and the [unchanging-]state is one.

Furthermore, TEnl109 specifies that the three kinds of change are the
modification of consonants, expansion, and elision ([...] meypiri tatan mikutal
kunral [...]).

This categorisation directly resonates with Uvata’s explanation of the term
samskara, which appears in Vajasaneyipratisakhya 1.1:

svarasamskarayos chandasi niyamah (VP1.1)

[This Pratisakhya is] a regulation concerning pitch modulations and
[grammatical] formations (samskara) in Chandas [=Samhita].

samskaro lopagamavarnavikaraprakrtibhavalaksanah |

[Grammatical] formation (samskara) has elision, augment, modification of
speech-sounds, and their unmodified state as its characteristic.

The similarities are self-evident in terms of the fourfold classification of sandhi
phenomena and I would venture to hypothesise that the use of the term ilakkanam in
Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentary is not by chance, but the result of his familiarity
with Uvata’s commentary (note that ilakkanam is simply the Tamil rendition of
Sanskrit laksana). A possible element that could help corroborate this hypothesis is
Naccinarkkiniyar’s use of the expression muntai nulil (“in the old treatise(s)”),
which explicitly indicates that our commentator thought that this classification was
borrowed from other sources.

There is however a difference in the way the word ilakkanam/laksana is used by
the two authors: in Uvata’s commentary laksana is used as the last member of an
exocentric compound (bahuvrihi), thus meaning something like “having as its
characteristic”. On the other hand, Naccinarkkiniyar uses ilakkanam as a noun, thus
the translation “rule”.
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SHARED MODELS, BUT DIFFERENT CONCERNS

As we have seen, the Eluttatikaram and the Pratisakhyas define punar-nilai and
samhitd in a similar way, i.e. as the combination of complex linguistic items and not
simply as the combination of speech-sounds, as it seems to be instead the case of
Vedic prose (as per VP1.158) or vyakarana. As a consequence these texts need to
define what those complex linguistic items are. When they do so, we have the
possibility to observe that the two grammatical traditions answer different
linguistic and theoretical agendas. On the one hand, the Eluttatikaram covers both
external and internal sandhis (as the Astadhyayi also does) and, therefore, needs to
define the linguistic items in a way that covers the domains of both word and
morpheme. In this respect, we meet a fourfold definition of co/ in the rules 158 and
159 of the Collatikaram as peyar (“noun”), vinai (“verb”), itai (“particle”), and uri,
with itai including both cariyais and case-endings. On the other hand, the
Pratisakhyas limit themselves to describe external sandhi (arguably, with a few
exceptions that are not dealt with here) given that they aim at reconstructing the
samhita- and krama-pathas, i.e. two of the possible recitations of the Vedic texts
that are in turn built upon their word-by-word recitation (pada-pathas).
Accordingly, the Vajasaneyipratisakhya offers a definition of pada (“word”) that
includes nouns, verbs, prepositions, and particles, i.e. all the elements that are
singled out in the word-by-word recitation of the Suklayajurvedasamhitd.

If the concern for internal sandhi is a point of convergence between the
Eluttatikaram and the Astadhyayi, the two differ from one another not only because
of the already mentioned word- vs sound-oriented definition of punar-nilai/
sambhita, but also for the scope they attribute to this concept for their representation
of phonological phenomena. In fact, punar-nilai is the condition for the application
of all phonological rules in the Eluttatikdram, but the same does not hold true for
samhita in the Astadhyayi. In the latter, not all sandhi rules fall under the condition
of samhitayam (“in the state of combination™).'” Most probably the principle of
economy is at the basis of such a difference, since the Tamil phonological
phenomena are less variegated than the Sanskrit ones and may be effectively
accounted for without postulating a non-samhita-related condition for the
occurrence of certain sandhis.

The difficulty in drawing a clear-cut line between these theoretical approaches to
the description of sandhi conditions is evidence of the fact that even if Tamil

17 Differentiating between rules that happen under the condition of samhitayam and rules that do
not allows Panini to ingenuously account for the different outcome of sounds’ modification in
similar phonological contexts. For instance, i — iy in front of a dissimilar vowel in internal
sandhi (see rule 6.4.77 aci snudhatubhruvam yvor iyanuvanau of the Astadhyayi), buti — y in
external sandhi (see rule 6.1.77 iko yan aci, which falls under the scope of rule 6.1.72
samhitayam).
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grammarians were aware of the content of Sanskrit grammars, they freely
rearranged that material and adapted it to their concerns. Nonetheless, it seems
plausible to claim that there was a transfer of ideas from the Sanskrit tradition to the
Tamil one also in what we could call the field of phonology. It is indeed always
dangerous to claim that a certain author was aware of someone else’s ideas unless
this is explicitly stated. In particular, in the case of the grammars that are here under
consideration, there are centuries of oral transmission and a potential unknown
plethora of lost texts that link our extant sources. As for our specific study, for
instance, although it is difficult to prove that Naccinarkkiniyar knew specifically
Uvata’s text, it seems reasonable to think that Naccinarkkiniyar had a certain
degree of familiarity with some Sanskrit sources dealing with the theory of sandhi.
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