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was construed and interacted with other parts of the Indian world
diminish.
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Showing the Way:
The Metatextual Field of the Tirumurukarruppatai

Emmanuel Francis
(CNRS, CEIAS, UMR 8564 AND EHESS, Paris)*

What I propose here is to have a glance at the variety of commentaries
available upon a classical Tamil text, the TZirumurukarruppatai
(“Showing the way towards the glorious Muruku” or “The glorious
guide towards Muruku”), a 317-line poem composed in the
akavall acirivappa metre perhaps in the 7" cent. CE, attributed to
Nakkirar, and praising the god Muruku/Murukan. This text has the
peculiarity of belonging to two distinct corpora. It is traditionally
considered as the first of the Pattuppattu, the anthology of ten long
poems which is part of the so-called Cankam corpus. It is also found in
the 11" of the 12 Tirumurasis, which constitute the Tamil Saiva
devotional canon. As such, the Tirumurukarruppatai has been the
object of several commentaries, both of literary and/or devotional
orientation. I also adopt here Genette’s term “metatext” (1979: 87; 1992:
82) to name commentaries, in order to mark the difference with what
Genette calls paratext.” These commentaries were composed from the
14™ cent. to perhaps the 18™ cent., spanning thus no less than half a
millennium in the history of transmission and interpretation of one of
the most popular Tamil texts. Manuscripts dating generally to the 19"

' I thank all the participants of the workshop who made useful comments and
suggestions, some of which are included in this contribution, the editors of the
volume for their careful reading and useful suggestions for improvement, and
colleagues to whom I am indebted for information on number 84, namely, Jean-Luc
Chevillard, Randy Kloetzli, Ruth Satinsky, Jacob Schmidt-Madsen and Christophe
Vielle. Thanks also to Sascha Ebeling for having pondered with me about some
unclear passages of the manuscripts.

Genette (1992: 82): “Under transtextuality I also include—using the obligatory term
metatextuality, modelled on  /anguage/ metalanguage—the  transtextual
relationship that links a commentary to the text it comments on.”
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cent., sometimes to the 18" cent., are the oldest testimonies available.
Some have revealed commentaries not yet noticed, as far as I know,
which are dealt with here.

I will focus only on the first six metrical lines (at#) of the poem due
to lack of time and space (as you can judge from the extent of the
present contribution, which does not deal with even 2% of the work). I
will thus propose a very preliminary look in five steps.

Firstly, I will present the commentaries available to us, whether in
print or in manuscript form, and discuss their dates.

Secondly, I will present an analysis of the six first lines (atis) of the
Tirumurukarruppatai, with a partial critical apparatus and a
translation. In my approach to these first six lines, I will consider all the
possible interpretations of its words.

Thirdly, I will provide the text of all commentaries available to me
on this portion of the poem, translate them, and, so that this long
tradition endures, comment upon them. I will occasionally compare
printed editions of commentaries against available manuscripts.

Fourthly, thanks to an examination of these commentaries, I will
compare the hermeneutic techniques deployed therein. I will thus,
from a general point of view of the history of commentaries in Tamil,
try to answer a few basic questions. How? What are the different
techniques for elucidating a passage: gloss, paraphrase? What kind of
information is provided (alternative interpretations, grammatical
point, mythological point, description of tropes, etc.). Why? Why were
different commentaries composed for one and the same text? Is it
because different ways of explaining were necessary on account of
diverse audiences? What is the aim of each specific commentary?

Fifthly, returning to the Zirumurukarruppatai (henceforth TMAP)
itself, I will compare the interpretations offered by these commentaries
on these first six lines, identifying agreements and points of
divergences in them.
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In the Appendices, I will present synoptic tables of the content of all
the commentaries available on the first six lines of the poem
(Appendix 1), T will collect elements of the Tamil commentarial
metalanguage represented in the extracts of commentaries that I quote
(Appendix 2) and a compilation of definitions of the TL based on the
first six lines of the TMAP (Appendix 3).

1. Tirumurukarruppatai Commentaries

The TMAP has been the object of a fairly important number of
commentaries, with no less than five old commentaries having been
published. Some have been published separately, but one can find them
all in what I will call here the Tiruppanantal edition (TMAP [1959]).

Besides old published commentaries, we also have printed
commentaries by modern scholars. Among commendable ones, we may
mention those by Arumukanavalar (TMAP [1853]), U. Ve.
Caminataiyar/U. V. Swaminatha Iyer (henceforth UVS) (Pattuppattu
[1956a]), Vaiyapurip Pillai (TMAP [1946]; TMAP [2001: 108-118]), Jean
Filliozat (TMAP [1973]), Po. V&. Comacuntaranar (Pattuppattu [1956b))
and Civafianam (TMAP [2003, part II: 1-235]). I will not be concerned
with these here and will mention again only Arumukanavalar’s
commentary, because it is also found in manuscript form.

The successive programmes for collecting MSS by the EFEO, CSMC
and NETamil have yielded only two among the five old commentaries
(namely Parimélalakar and Naccinarkkiniyar). The 54/56 different MSS
of TMAP, which are available to me in digital form, provide 34
testimonies of the root-text (mid/am) and 28 testimonies of
commentaries (urai).’ The commentaries of TMAP are found in

® Icannot determine yet if there are 54 or 56 MSS, as the MS testimonies TT1 and TT2,
which T could not physically examine, seem in fact to constitute one single
manuscript. So is the case of the MS testimonies TU2 and TU3. For the sigla of MSS,
see the list of manuscripts below. In quotations from MSS, I restore o, éand pulli
wherever they are not marked. The words MS/MSS henceforth designate either
the physical object that a MS is, which might contain several texts, or the MS
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different configurations in MSS. In general, we find just the
commentary—itself including the mulam, but quoted as segments
interspersed within the commentary—either in single-text MSS or
multiple-text MSS. But there are cases where we find first the entire
continuous miilam and then the wrai' The MSS TT1 and TT2, if they
indeed constitute a single MS, would be a special case of a MS
containing two different commentaries upon the TMAP one after
another.

At least two more MSS kept in the National Library, Calcutta, are
known to me, but I have not checked them yet. The MS Cal is
apparently the only extant testimony of Uraiyaciriyar’s commentary
(see below) while the MS Ca2, much damaged, is also a commentary, but
not identified in the catalogue.’

The systematic search for MSS has yielded two commentaries, not
yet known or edited: one is attributed in one of the three available MSS
to Mallaiytiirk Kulantaik Kaviracan and the other is anonymous. In total
I thus have knowledge of at least nine different metatexts of TMAP. Let
us review them in a tentative chronological order.

Parimélalakar (13% cent.)

A commentary, printed several times,’ is attributed to Parimélalakar,
known also for his commentaries on Tirukkural and Paripatal. This
seems to show that he is more interested in moral and religious texts
than in literature per se. Parimélalakar is generally considered as a

testimony of a text, which might in fact be found in a physical object which is a
multiple-text MS.

* There are five such examples (MSS C7, C8, T2, G9, T7), to which a sixth one might be

added (MSS TU2 and TU3, if in fact they happen to be a single mss).

The MS Ca 2 is described in the catalogue as being “with a commentary; the leaves

are very brittle”(uraiyutan katiyatu. étukal mikavum citilam).

¢ See TMAP (1885-18867?), an edition mentioned by Vaiyapurip Pillai (1943: xxiv), but
not available to me; TMAP (19457?), the date of publication of which is uncertain;
TMAP (1959: 115-149).
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predecessor of Naccinarkkiniyar and is dated to the 13" cent. The
commentary on TMAP is however suspected to be the work of a
different man with the same name or an apocrypha.® If so, its ascription
to the 13" cent. becomes de facto disputable. Besides the printed
editions, two manuscripts are available to me:

No. 1—Titled as such: C11, designated three times as tirumurukirruppatai
parimélalakar urai.,

No. 2—Anonymous: TT2 (dated to 1842), designated as tirumurukarruppatai urai,

Both MSS include at the beginning a commentary on the kdppu to
TMAP. Note also that the commentary in MS P1 is wrongly attributed to
Parimélalakiyar, but contains in fact Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentary
(see below).

Naccinarkkiniyar (14® cent.)

Naccinarkkiniyar, generally dated to the 14™ cent.,’ commented upon
the TMAP in his commentary on the whole Pattuppattu.'® Other texts
commented upon by Naccinarkkiniyar are the Tolkappiyam, the
Kalittokai, the Kuruntokai and the Civakacintamani. An anonymous
stanza enumerating the commentaries by Naccinarkkiniyar is our
primary source of knowledge on the existence of his partial Kuruntokai
commentary, which is lost. Cf. Wilden (2017). Naccinarkkiniyar thus
clearly appears interested in literary texts. The number of manuscripts

See Zvelebil (1995: 527), who dates Parimélalakar possibly to 13% cent. and mentions
that Naccinarkkiniyar criticizes Parimélalakar’s interpretation of Paripatal 11.57.
Lehmann (2009: 68) also dates Parimélalakar to the 13 cent.

See Vaiyapurip Pillai (1943: xxiv) on UVS quoting this commentary as vérurai and

not as Parimélalakar urai in notes to his Pattuppattu edition, T.P.

Meenakshisundaram in Chitty (1946: 77), Filliozat (1973: XXXVIII), Zvelebil (1995:

680).

° For the date of Naccinarkkiniyar, see Filliozat (1973: XXXVIII), Zvelebil (1995: 459),
Lehmann (2009: 68). Arumugham (1981: 3) places him “some time after the 14%
century A.D.”

1 See Pattuppattu (1956a: 32-79), TMAP (1959: 29-79) and TMAP (2003: 25-57).
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available to me, 19 in total, unambiguously demonstrates the high
esteem attached to his commentary on TMAP. These MSS are:

Nos. 1-15—Titled as such: C1, C5, C6, G2, G6, G8, 14 (seemingly dated to 1807), I5, P2
(dated to 1763 or 1823), SM3, SM4, T2 (dated to 1712), T3, T7, TT1.

Nos. 16-17—Anonymous: G10, SM1.

No. 18—Titled as Parimélalakiyar’s commentary but containing in fact
Naccinarkkiniyar’s: P1 (earlier than 1855), designated on its front title-page as
tirumurukarruppataikkup parimélalakiyar uraipatam. This is an abridged version
of Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentary, as it retains the verse-by-verse paraphrase, but
leaves out the explanations. This is also a rare case of user-friendly MS: on the
page, the miilam occupies the left side while the uraris on the right."

No. 19—Anonymous: C7 (dated to 1848 most probably), designated as
tirumurukarruppatai uraipatam in the heading and the final title-colophon. This is
also an abridged/adapted version as it converts the paraphrase into word-by-word
glosses. The entire continuous miilam is provided first, after which the glosses
come in columns.

Uraiyaciriyar (13"-15" cent.?)

Another metatext of the TMAP is known as the commentary by
Uraiyaciriyar, “the master commentator.”" I am aware of the existence
of only one MS of it, kept in the National Library in Calcutta and not
available to me:

No. 1—Described as “kurippukal: uraiyaciriyar uraiyutan kitiyatu’ in the
catalogue: Cal. It is dated to 1819.

The description indicates that this is the MS used by Vaiyapurip Pillai
(1943: xxiv-xxv), from whom we learn that it comes from Tirunelvéli
and that Pillai obtained a copy of it. It appears also that it is described

as uraiydciriyarurai in the MS paratexts. Pillai adds that from its style,
this commentary cannot be attributed to Ilampiiranar, who is also

! See Francis (2015), in which, misled by the title mentioned in the MS, T had not yet
realised that the uraiwas that of Naccinarkkiniyar.

2 See TMAP (s.d.), mentioned in Niklas (1990: 76), but not available to me; TMAP
(1943); TMAP (1959: 80-114); TMAP (2001: 133-154).
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referred to as Uraiyaciriyar (Zvelebil 1995: 248). Pillai guesses that he
may have belonged to the 15" cent.” while Lehmann (2009: 68) dates
“Uraiyaciriyar (anonymous)” to the 13" cent.

Kavipperumal] & Pariti (11*-13" cent.?)

The Tiruppanantal edition (TMAP 1959) provides two further
commentaries, by Kavipperumal and Pariti, which are presented as
intertwined (that is, a quotation of a fragment of the mulam is
followed by Kavipperumal’s and Pariti’s commentaries ad locum, and
so on)." According to Zvelebil (1995: 185), we also have commentaries
on Tirukkural by Pariti (alias Paritiyar) and by Kavipperumal (alias
Paripperumal). Both Pariti and Kavipperumal would thus have
commented on the same works as Parimélalakar. Their dates are not
known for sure: Zvelebil (1995: 528) dates Paripperumal to the 11" or
13" cent. with a question mark and Paritiyar to the 12" cent. In the
same book (p. 185), Zvelebil provides a list of important Tamil
commentators in chronological order, in which the commentators we
are concerned with appear in the following order: Naccinarkkiniyar,
Paritiyar, Paripperumal (identified on the same page, next entry, as
Kavipperumal), and Parimélalakar. Such inconsistencies in the dates
ascribed to these two commentators by Zvelebil indicate how much
uncertainty we have to navigate through. Zvelebil probably relies
here on divergent opinions found in secondary literature in Tamil.
Arunacalam (2005a: 94; 2005b: 60-62) dates Paripperumal, the
commentator of Tirukkural, to the 11" cent. Lehmann (2009: 68) dates
“Paritiyar,” the commentator of Tirukkural, to the 12" cent., and
“Kavipperumal/Pariperumal,” the commentator of Tirukkural, as well
as “Kavipperumal?? (Paritiyar),” the commentator of TMAP, to the
13" cent. Only one manuscript copy for each of these two different

B Vaiyapurip Pillai mentions that Naccinarkkiniyar’s and Uraiyaciriyar’s
commentaries are similar: for instance, ad a#/ 106, Naccinarkkiniyar anonymously
quotes a commentator that Uraiyaciriyar also follows.

4 See TMAP (1959: 150-176).
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TMAP commentaries is reported, of which none, unfortunately, is
available to me."”

Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik Kaviracan (18" cent.)

Three manuscripts provide a commentary, unreported as far as I know.
One of the MS ascribes it to Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan:
No. 1—Titled as such: G11, designated as {mallaiydjrkkulantaikkaviracar

tirumurukar{ruppajtiai} (fcf2al-2) and mallaiyiarkkulantaikkaviracan {tifru-
murukarruppatai urai (fcf3a1-2, from another hand?)

Nos. 2-3—Anonymous: C8, TU3.

This commentary is attested in two versions: a longer one with word-
by-word glosses and paraphrase (TU3, G11) and a shorter one that
leaves out the word-by-word glosses (C8). Mallaiyirk Kulantaik
Kaviracan seems to be Kulantaik Kavirayar, whom Zvelebil (1995: 371)
describes as hailing from Mitilaippatti, Civakankai, as (being) the son of
Mallaiytir Alakiya Cirrampalak Kavirayar, and as (being) the author of
two works (Manvitutitu, a deer-messenger-poem, and Tinakavitaip
pustakam on the god Murukan of Kunrakkuti in 5117 stanzas). Zvelebil
dates Kulantaik Kavirayar to the 18" cent. That he composed a poem on
Murukan might explain his interest in commenting upon the TMAP.

Arumukanavalar (19 cent.)

Arumukanavalar wrote a modern commentary on TMAP, derived from
Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentary.' 1 am just mentioning it en passant,

> See TMAP (1959: ix-x): kavipperumalurai tiruccerikotu nallaiyan koyil periya
pldcariyar  viftup  pirati,  paritiyurai, morfcanirp — pacupatipilaiyam
tamilpperumpulavaray vilatikiva periyacamik kavuntar vittup pirati, “The
commentary by Kavipperumal is (taken from) a copy from the house of the great
Pajari (i.e. head priest) of the temple of Nallaiyan at Tiruccenkdtu. The commentary
by Pariti is (taken from) a copy from the house of Periyacami Kavuntar, who shone
as a great scholar of Tamil in Moficaniir Pacupatipalaiyam.”

' See TMAP (1853).
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because this commentary, which first appeared in print, is also attested
in two manuscripts:

No. 1—Titled as such (i.e. the title-page of the printed book is copied): 12 (dated to
1864 most probably).

No. 2—Anonymous: G9.

The first MS is a copy of the first edition of Arumukanavalar’s
commentary, TMAP (1853). The second one might also be so, but it
cannot be excluded that it was copied from a later edition. See Francis
(2017).

Anonymous urai from Périir

Another so far unreported commentary on TMAP has surfaced recently
in the library of the Périir Cantalinka Atikalar Tirumatam in
Coimbatore, thanks to the efforts of Babu N. Ramaswamy and
S.A.S. Sarma in the frame of the NETamil systematic search for MSS of
the Cankam corpus:

No. 1—Anonymous: Pe 1.

This commentary consists of a line-by-line paraphrase in a relatively
modern colloquial Tamil.

Anonymous karutturai

An anonymous short metatext provides the syntactic structure of the
TMAP. It quotes selected words rather than full atis, with minimal
paraphrase, and strings them together. This metatext is described as
karutturaiin the catalogue (catalogue C, vol. 1, p. 222) and I will refer to
it as such. It is attested in a single manuscript and remains unprinted:

No. 1—Anonymous: C9.

Leaving out from the above list Arumukanavalar’s commentary (as it is
a modern commentary, first printed and secondarily attested in
manuscript form) and the unidentified commentary preserved in the
National Library in Calcutta (Ca2), which is yet to be checked, we thus
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have at least eight old metatexts on TMAP. We do not know much for
sure about their dates. That Naccinarkkiniyar dates to the 14" cent.
seems secure. Parimeélalakar is probably earlier, but, as the attribution
of the TMAP commentary to him has been contested, the date of “his”
commentary remains undetermined. Uraiyaciriyar’s date is uncertain
as are those of Kavipperumal and Pariti. Kulantaik Kaviracan is dated to
the 18" cent. The language of the anonymous urai from Périr, as the
extract given below shows, seems to point towards a rather recent date.
As for the anonymous karutturai, it is so succinct that it is difficult to
date, but its segmentation and analysis of the mu/am, appears to derive
from the earlier commentaries by Parimélalakar and Naccinarkkiniyar.
Although the relative chronology is thus still confused, it seems that we
can distinguish between two groups: early old or medieval
commentaries (Parimélalakar, Naccinarkkiniyar, Uraiyaciriyar and
possibly Kavipperumal and Pariti) and late old or premodern
commentaries (Mallaiylirk Kulantaik Kaviracan, the anonymous wurai
from Pértir, the anonymous karutturar).

Let us now, before looking at the texts of our commentaries,
examine the first six lines of the mui/am that we have taken as sample
for comparison.

2. Tirumurukarruppatai 1-6: Miilam

What follows is the text as well as translation of the first six atis of
TMAP, accompanied by a partial critical apparatus based on 25
manuscripts.” I provide, line by line, the metrical text in Tamil script,
the text with sandhi split in Roman, the critical apparatus and a basic
discussion on problematic words. Alternative translations are separated
by slashes. These first six lines consist of a description of Murukan: his
brightness (atis 1-3), his feet (a#7 4), his hands (a#/ 5), his being the
husband of Devasena (ati6).

Y C1,(C2,C3,C4,C7,C8,Cl0, C12,C13, C14, G1, G3, G4, G5, G7, G12, G13, 11, 12, 13, P1, P3,
T1,T2, T5.
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2 608 (WeuLiLl euevGetiL Hiflg(m
ulakam uvappa valan érpu tiri taru
1a: 2 6v6u (G3).—1c: eueuidlesr (G3).—1cd missing in C1.

starting (¢aru) to rotate (#iri) and rising (érpu) to the right side
(valan) so that/while the world (u/akam) rejoices (uvappa)

The phrase valan érpu denotes the circumambulation pradaksina-wise
around Mount Meru according to most commentators. Filliozat (1973:
67-68) further notes a double meaning so far unnoticed, as va/an “en méme
temps que désignant la droite, représente aussi le sanskrit balin « puissant »
et peut qualifier ici le Soleil.”

L6V &LD (6hTUIM| &L MH&60T LM MBI

palar pukal Adyiru katal kantu dariku

2a: uevyssT (G3), uevpysp (13).—2b: epmwmy (C3, P1).—2c:
semLmaeser (C14), sLh&sesor (G1).—2d: Ly, (C1), L (C14, G7,
G12), Lmralg (G4).

as if (driku) seeing (kantu) (on) the sea (katal) the sun (Aayiru)
praised (pukal) by many (palar)

Gameum elen o & eh Gaesoralemml &eGlymeif]

6/0vu ara imaikkum cén vilariku avir oli

3a: Gameysum (T5), GCameyeum (G3).—3b: mMlemw& e (G3).—3c:
GaevoreLpmi (G4), Gaevsflemml (G12).—3d: s&HG\rmefl (G1).

he is the glittering (avir) and shining (vi/ariku) light (o/7) in the
sky/height/distance (cén), which twinkles [or: in front of
which one blinks] (imaikkum) unceasingly (o 4ra)/without
seeing (ovu ara)

The phrase dvara is generally split into & ara, “so that going and staying (9)
,cuts off/is severed (ara),” i.e. “unceasingly.” So does the TL s.v. 7, where
the first definition is based precisely on this passage (see Appendix 3). An
alternative split, as suggested to me by Eva Wilden, is ovu ara, “so that the
picture (ovu) cuts off/is severed,” ie. the sun dazzles the viewer.

Furthermore, as pointed out to me by Suganya Anandakichenin in a
personal communication, ovu could be an abbreviated form of dyvy,
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“cessation, ceasing, relinquishment, rest.” In any case ara can be considered
equivalent to -i/ (“without”): &/ dyvu ara would mean “without ceasing,
unceasingly” and ovu ara “without picture,” i.e. without seeing. The word
ofi can be analysed as a direct object to urunar(ati4), i.e. “those longing for
the light/brightness (that Murukan is)” or as a qualifier/apposition to
kanavan (ati 6), i.e. “(Murukan) the husband (who is) a light.” The word
imaikkum is a peyareccam to olf: “the light/brightness which twinkles” or
“the light/brightness in front of which one blinks.” Alternatively, it could
be considered as a peyareccam to uwrunar, “those longing for the
light/brightness, who blink (looking at it).”

WmIBFs STl weenlenL GhmeTmm’

urunar tarikiya matan utai non tal

4a: 2 mIBFS (C1, C2), ymieswrys (C3), ymumm (P1), eymimis (G4),
wymiesris  (G7, G13).—4b: prmmdw  (P1).—4c: wgesflemL  (G7),
wasIL (G13).—4d: Grmestmpml (C1), GesrmesromL (C3), GBmeTMTLEF
(G4), Gmmesrmmeir (G7), GeormesrGMITL (G13).

he has strong (n0n) feet (¢4/) destroying arrogance/ignorance
[or: possessing strength/beauty] (matan utai) in order to
protect [or: which protect] (¢2rikiya) those who are devoted to
[or: those who long for] (urunar) (him/the light, that he is) [or:
while devotees (urunar) revere (tarikiya) (him/the light, that
he is)]

The form tarikiya can be analysed as an infinitive," with Murukan as subject
(“so that he protects™) or urunar (“while devotees revere [him]”), or even as
a peyareccam to ta] (“feet which protect”). The word matan shows
polysemy: “arrogance, strength, beauty, ignorance, etc.” (see Appendix 3).
As for utai, it could be understood as utaital, “to destroy” (vinaittokai with
tal), or as utaiya, “possessing,” adjectival form of utaimai, “possession,
property.” The phrasematanutai nonralis a formula attested in Purananiru
75.6 and 213.1, Narrinai7.8, Pattinappalai 278. 1t is interpreted differently in
its several occurrences (see Appendix 3). Naccinarkkiniyar does not say a
word about it in his commentary ad Pattinappalai 278 (Pattuppattu[1956a)).

'8 See Rajam (1992: 757), who mentions, among examples, tdrikiyain Akananiiru 128.1.
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ClENIBIS CHWSS ClFLIMD HLEMS

cerunar téytta cel ural tatam kai

5a: Glemiestys (C3, C7, G5, G13), Qemieri[s] (C4).—5b: Coese
(61).—5¢: Qemaumiplxx] (C2), QFcoausT (C10) AasvanXIms[X] (G3),
QlEevsyLfl (G4, with illegible correction).

he has large (tatam) hands (kai) resembling (ural/) a
cloud/thunderbolt (ce/), which has/have destroyed (téytta)
the enemies (cerunar).

The word téyttais peyareccam to kai or to cel. According to Filliozat (1973:

68), this line alludes to the victories of Murukan over asuras as narrated in
the Kantapuranam.

LmIeNlev BMLINEIT 6UTET)| 6D S6TBT6L 63T

maru il karpin val nutal kanavan

6a: smafsy (C3).—6b: smLUfer (G1).—6c: sumenigHev (G12).—6d:
sevsreuest (final esor corrected into et by crossing out a culi) (T1),
siUNeT (G1).

he is the husband (kanavan) of (she who has a) shining (va/)
forehead (nutal) with a devotion/fidelity (karpin) without (/)
blemish (maru)

The one with a shining (v4/) forehead (nutal) is an Gkupeyar (“metonymy,”

to make it simple) for Teyvayanai (Sanskrit Devasena), the consort of
Murukan.

A continuous translation of these first six lines of the TMAP could be as

follows.

He (i.e. Murukan) is the light glittering and shining in the distance,

which unceasingly twinkles [or: in front of which one unceasingly
winks] (a7 3), as if seeing (on) the sea the sun praised by many (ati
2), which starts turning and rising in circumambulation, so
that/while the world rejoices (ati1),
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he has robust feet which destroy arrogance [or: which possess
strength/beauty] so as to protect his devotees [or: those who long
for him] [or: while devotees revere (him)] (af7 4),

he has large hands resembling a cloud/thunderbolt, which destroyed
the enemies (at75),

he is the husband of the one with the shining forehead and of
unblemished devotion (ati 6)

... (is the one who) by right resides on the mountain (a#/77).

We thus face some uncertainties concerning the meaning of words
(whether they show polysemy or are homonymic) and the syntax. For
instance, ofi, tal and kai can be considered as attributes of kanavan (as
explicated below by some of our commentators), itself an apposition or
attribute to wuriyan (ati 77, where the description of the first of the six
abodes of Murukan mentioned in the TMAP ends). But alternatively, o/
could also be analysed as a direct object to wrunar (“so as to protect
those longing for the light [that Murukan is]”). The overall meaning is
however clear: Murukan, the husband of Teyvayanai, is bright as the
sun, protects the devotees with his feet (at which the devotees bow)
and destroys the enemies with his hands. Now let us see how our
commentators interpret these six lines.

3. Tirumuruk3rruppatai 1-6: Urass

The texts of the commentaries below are given either after a printed
edition or a manuscript. They are first given in Tamil characters. I have
segmented the texts of the commentaries and numbered them for easy
reference. In texts taken from a printed edition, the word-split by the
editors is maintained, but not their punctuation. Note that in several
editions, the editors split the sandhi of the muilam quotations and
remove the word etu/enpatu, which concludes a quotation of the
mulam. In texts taken from a manuscript, I have standardised the
punctuation by systematically using the em dash, introduced pullis
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(dots placed over a letter), word spacings, and differentiated long ¢ and
éfrom their short counterparts.

The text in Tamil characters is then followed by its Roman
transliteration according to the 7amil Lexicon. In transliterating, I have
removed the external sandhi and marked with hyphens the boundaries
between constituents of a word. I have used bold characters to mark
any quotation of the muiilam, whether it is a complete metrical line
(ati), a word, or a phrase (understood here as more than one word but
less than a line or a word). I have also added the metrical line number
from which the quotation comes ({{1}} for instance).

The transliterations are followed by a translation. Quotations of the
miilam are not translated, as they appear above. The word-by-word
glosses are separated one from the other by em dash and the
translation comes immediately after each gloss (see PM13 for instance).

In indented paragraphs are my notes.

Parimélalakar ad TMAP 1-6"

PM] eeeeee 2 v5  (ouliL-oemevdllp CourGest 6T6tT  (W&HEMEVL|  (LPlg6M6UL(6h
QFmsvey  @mHeML QUMM  eyeTersgILGer  QuimEpasTn  UTLGLTSH W
QsesQaners  {{1-317}} ulakam uvappa .. malai-kilavop-é ena
mutalaiyum mutivaiyum colla orumai perra ullattutané oru kal patam
oOtiyatu ena kolka +ss+»» One should understand that the poem is recited
(otiyatu) all at once (i.e. in one session, without interruption) with a
single-minded heart”® when one utters ulakam uvappa and
malaikilavoné as the beginning and the end.

¥ After the Tirumurukarruppatai edition by Ko. Vativélu Cettiyar, TMAP (1945: 5-8),
who structures his commentary with editorial paratexts, making a distinction
between a patavurai (word-by-word glosses) and a vicésavurai. The Tiruppanantal
edition, TMAP (1959), does not provide the word-by-word glosses but only the
paraphrase. Some variants from the two MSS available to me (C11, TT2) are
occasionally provided.

2 Literally: “a heart which has got orumai.”
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The quotations ulakam uvappa and malaikilavoné constitutes the first two and last
two cirs of the poem. Note the shades of meaning of orumai (“oneness;
uniqueness; concentration of mind; knowledge of God; decision, determination;
truthfulness, veracity”). The two MSS available to me (C11, TT2) have etu (i.e.
enpatu) instead of ena.

PM2 eeeeee o ugiD 2 QULILI 6TEOTLIG| (LPHEV SH6TITEUEIT 6T60TLIG| 6USHTWLD 6Q(Th
Qgmoy {{1-6}} ulakam uvappa enpatu mutal kanavan enpatu varai-y-um
oru totar #sssssFrom the phrase ulakam uvappa up to the word kanavan
(it is) one clause.

The MSS C11 and TT2 have instead of PM2 the following phrase, for the
understanding of which I am indebted to Sascha Ebeling: @ssieoLw Hmeystens
HMHBHMBL QUSTOCHTT CHTHETER CFTOINIEUTET HBHETHIU AHSHEH 6ClFTEVE)I6UTET
itanutaiya tiruufla karuttai iyanrat ’ or tottiram colluvan atan-atu antam colluvan
(the original reading of eibg@s antam seems to be eygsn attam, but it is difficult
to make sense of it), “so that those who have accepted/agreed (iyanrator) (i.e.
“who have understood”) the beautiful (¢iruvui/a) content of it (i.e. the poem) utter
(colluvan, taken as particular form of infinitive as in middle Tamil and Malayalam)
the praise (fottiram) (of the reciter) and utter the end of that (i.e. explain the final
meaning of the poem).” The Tiruppanantal edition, TMAP (1959), has neither of
these sentences.

PM3 eeeee 2 quaid 2 euliu {{1}} ulakam uvappa

PM4 eeeeee 2 60501065 HIWLITHESTFOTLLTSHEOTEYID 2 WIFHGCHTTT6TET LIFLD
eNmyseTTeTCermy Ny ulakam enpatu uyarntor mattatalalum
uyarntor-gyulla parama-v-irutikal-ayullor virumpa e+ Because the
word wulakam stands also for the learned ones (the phrase means) “as
great rsis who are learned desire (Murukan).”

PMS5 eeeees o LG TT 6S)(HLDL 6Tesl6m) W6MDW|LD Uyarntor virumpa eninum
amaiyum +s+sEven if one says “so that/while learned ones long for
(Murukan),” it is acceptable.

PM6 000000 mmm 6]'|j'|_| @mg@ {{1}} Va[ag érpll tI'I'I'-taI'U
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PM7 sseees qo010MES S HEHS6Tm valam-aka tirint-
arufukinra «ss»»« Which graciously turns clockwise (literally: so as to be
at the right side).

PMB8 eeeeee speitemmas  (&M1581  6usUD  eUTGeUTIT(HSHEVTEL &I  E&TGL(H
QeustraG\smsita @ gleusttn)l CleummwmClevpbgl HiflHmElstTm GClgeTLM(H
wery oI5 CQuMpHSTEOL WMES Scoblsmimer Glesflest @L&TGELL (I
LlsE  bheursemamib  @ssmsHuln urGbEsy  GeThsmef
uW(mEseTER) Clwesra Gl meTss @)cos6TMILI Llemwl 6UEVLDITS
QeussNgniwenowd onrai kurittu valam vara-véntutalal atu maka-méru
ena kolka itu anri verriyal eluntu tiri-tarukinratu enparum ular atu
poruntamai arika aktu erinanam enin i-m-maka-méru piumikku natuvu
atalanum itan ucciyil paraméccuran elunt-aruli iruttalanum ena kolka
iktu anri pumiyai valam-aka eninum amaiyum ssse As it requires one to
go around a thing, one should take that as (meaning) the great Meru.
Besides this, there are also people who say that it turns rising
victoriously. (About) that, one should know of its unsuitability. If you
ask how it is so, one should understand (that it is so) because this great
Meru is in the middle of the earth and because Paramesvara has
graciously taken his abode on its peak. Besides that, even if one says
(going round) the earth clockwise, this is acceptable.

Parimélalakar argues here that what is circumambulated is Mount Meru, which is
in the middle of the earth. He further notes that others interpret valam not as
“right side” but as “victory” (a possible meaning of that word), in which case there
is no circumambulation. He adds that there is no consensus on that. For
Parame$vara sitting on the Meru, see, for instance, the first verse of an eighth-
century Pallava inscription edited by Hultzsch (1895) in which Siva is described
practising yoga on the Sumeru (sumerugimifrjddhani [i.e. sumerugirimarddhani]
pravarayogabandhdsanam ... namami, “1 bow to him who tightly sits in profound
_yogaon the top of Mount Sumeru.”)

PMO sseeee LisuiT s (5TUNMI L6V s6toT() e, ({2} palar pukal Aayiru
katal kantu ariku

PM10 sseees LiguT} 6T6060TE FLOWSSTITEWD palar ellam camayattaralum by
the people of all religions—ysp QamressrmLiul L pukal kontata-p-patta
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who has been celebrated—&muim sydsseness Adyiru atittanai the
sun (atittan, personification of the sun)—sLev sLeS6v katal katalil on
the sea—ser[) Qi@ seorLnh Gumey kantu arku kantal pola - like
seeing.

Instead of these word-by-word glosses the MSS (C11 and TT2) and the
Tiruppanantal edition (TMAP 1959) have a paraphrase constituted by stringing the
glosses together: erévsurd FLOWISSTTTEID GClE&TesoTLILLILLL oY H&HSH6n60TE
&L6Ol6v &evoTLITN GUITeV el/dm camayattaralum kontata-p-patta atittanai katalil
kantal pola, “Like seeing the sun (atittan, personification of the sun), who is

celebrated by people of all religions, on the sea.”

PM11 eeeees gretmgH6otIe0 2 6uemd Y HHs  aHsdlerm  CQumphm
Qebenwwb sLeM usemLLD Nerenerwimy H(mHGssflullemesruyb Lulley
HpsHlensTd &Mliybpm s Qsmets enratanal uvamai atittan
utikkinra polut(in/il) cemmaiyum katalin pacumaiyum pillaiyar
tiruméniyinaiyum mayil nirattinaiyum kattirru ena kolka ss++s» Because
of saying (so), one should take it that the comparison shows that the
redness at the time the sun rises and the greenness of the sea (refer to)
to the lustrous/glorious body of the honourable son®" and the colour of
the peacock (respectively).

The MSS C11 and TT2 read &L\ ywessflwest cuppiramaniyan instead of piflaiyar.

PM12 seeee o om @emns@d Cassor eflemrug <efy qefl {{3}} 6 ara
Imaikkum cén vilariku avir oli

PM13 eeeee @ oim @ufleum O ara olivu ara so that ceasing ceases (i.e.
unceasingly)—@eows@n eN [ efNerrugn imaikkum vittu vilatikum
which  intermittantly  shines—Gesessr  gmy  cém  tdram
distance—eNerruggev Cammmi vilarkutal torram appearance—oiey
umLEQEliges avir patam ceytal to shine—epeafl Hmib ofi niram
colour/complexion/lustre.

! Pillaiyar, “honourable son,” is nowadays a name used for referring to Ganesa but
applies here obviously to Murukan, who is also a son of Siva’s. See TL s.v. pi//aiyar.
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PM14 eeeeee o4 5Gou o HgmrssHlten  Gomestn))  eeeflellifh  eflemrmidll
LMLEQFLSH T HHHDSS T (PenLWenomil s Fal (e Ikave
atitarattilé tonri oli vittu vilanki patamceykinra tiru nirattinaiyum
utaiyanum-3y ena kittuka -+ Consequently, one should connect so as
to say “being also one who possesses a lustrous colour which emits
brilliance (patam ceykinra) shining (vilariki) (and) emitting (vittu) light
(olf), appearing in the far distance.”

The Tiruppanantal edition (TMAP 1959) also reads ofivittu. The MSS C11 and TT2
in fact read gefleum [sic] o0 @) efNeriudd) ofivu [sic, i.e olivu] ara vittu vilariki instead
of olivittu vilariki, Both editions (TMAP 1945 and TMAP 1959) should thus be
corrected to ofivara vittu vilariki, “shining intensely and unceasingly.”

PM15 eeeeee @) g1616011) @6m0&5560 Hlenm 60 eS1L(H 6961 (&LD 6T6sTLIT(T (ST
itu anri imaittal niraital vittu vilatkum enparum ular e Besides,
there are some who say (that) imaittal (means) “which shines
(vilarikum) leaving (vittu) being full (niraital) (i.e. not shining fully).”

The MSS C11 and TT2 insert after ewssruny, wery enpdrum ufar the words @esflts
urLw inf patam, “Hereafter the text of the poem.”

PM16 *esee o m b7 STl ogeir 2 enL Comergner {{4}} urunar tarkiya
matan utai non tal

Note that for Guretrgmer nonta/ in Vativélu Cettiyar’s edition, we find, in the MSS
C11 and TT2, Gwresrmmst nonral, which is the form as found in the printed editions.

PM17 sseeee o m 51y Glouwgwimy urunar meyatiyar true
devotees—smmuggser srsgey tarikutal kattal to protect—oser 2 emL
SlpGeLw matan ufai alak’ utaiya possessing beauty—G@mmeit Hmeir
auedlw  smemmdw  Sursw  non  tal  valiva talikiya  cipatam
beautiful/glorious feet which are strong feet.

The MSS C11 and TT2 read ussQsemiseer patta-cenatikalai (Sanskrit bhaktajana)
instead of Quunugwry meyatiyar, and respectively @evafgsev ilakkittal [sic] and
@rsdgse irakkittal instead of sngser kattal

PM18 eeeeee renrGou  QoWIWIQUITEDTE  SHTSHEITMD  6U6SNUNED6ITU|EDL S STET
Fursseng  WeoLwenlb oyt enavé mey  atiyarai  kakkinra
valiyinaiutaittana cipatattai utaiyanum-3y sse- Therefore “being also
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one who possesses beautiful/glorious feet possessing strength, which
protect(s) the true devotees.”

The MSS C11 and TT2 read respectively ugsQsemusenst @evsHsHerm
pattacenarikalai  ilakkikkinra [sic] and ugsQseThsmeT  @rEHsHem
pattacenarikalai irakkikkinra instead of Quuwywrenys srederm meyatiyarai
kakkinra, and a\w unssens ciriya patattai instead of gunssens cipatattai, The
peyareccam kakkinra is, in a straightforward analysis, syntactically governed by
valiyinai. Semantically it could also be governed by cipatattai Hence my
translation “protect(s).”

PM19 seeeee Qamipi CaiSs Qa6 2 mip sLéams {5} cerunar téytta cel
ural tatam kai

PM20 eseees Qemipy 68I(Hea6T cerunar catturukkal enemies—Gguiss
Q&0 téytta ketutta which has destroyed—Q&ev Guan cel mékam
cloud—e mpsev @ssss uraltal ottal resembling—sgL&ema QUi s
tatam kai periya kaibig hands.

PM21 eeeees grertGou sz 1(HEHmeTs  GabHleas CoassHers GQFuglenw
wemLweurw Quiflw enssener WenLwenomis enave catturukkalai ketuttu
mékattinatu ceytiyai utaiya-v-dya periya kaikalai utaiyanum-
gy ees++ That is to say “being also one who possesses large hands which
possess the behaviour of the cloud having destroyed the enemies.”

The MSS C11 and TT2 read @Mlwgsmsener ciri [i.e. ciriyal attarikalai and
Abwgsrusener ciri[i.e. ciriyal attarikalai (“small hands”) instead of Quflw enssener
periya kaikalai respectively.

PM22 eeeeee 1om)| @60 smHl6iT eumet mis6y sewreusit {16} maru il karpin
valnutal kanavan

PM23 eeeee 0m)| @60 @HmWL @6vevns maru il kurram illata without
blemish—apler  uHeNrgrurasHenaryenLw Karp-in  pativirata-
pavattinai utaiya possessing the condition of a devoted wife (Sanskrit
pativratd)—euner @efl val oli brightness/lustre—migev Qmobm) nutal
nerriforehead—sewreusir Qammett kanavan kolunan husband.

The MSS C11 and TT2 read ufHemsTureusdHeneryeniw pativiruta-
pavattinai utaiya, a variant spelling of ufefggsrurasHeverweniw pativirata-
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pavattinai utaiya, and uggy pattar (“devotee,” used here as an honorific) instead
of kolunan.

PM24 eeeeee grerrGou (MM Bleveus ubHaNgsm LmeusHleneTwd  g6rfls
QBHBIUNEnETL WL W Q& UIeIWITn6TS G C\STWBeILTL enaveé kurram
illata  pativirata-pavattinaiyum oli taru nerriyinaiyum utaiya
teyvayanaikku kolunan-um-3y e+ That is to say “also being the
husband of Teyvayanai, who possesses a shining forehead and the state
of a Pativrata without defect.”

The MSS C11 and TT2 read ueSmisn pativiruta instead of udeQiysr pativirata
(with the same meaning) and eusTefETEALTTSGUUESTOWLTL - SiGleusTOS
QsWieuwimenestis eresrUm ey - @esflls urLb vallindcciyarkku pattar-avum-ay [sic, i.e.
pattar-um-3y?] — atu anri teyvayanai enparum ujar - ini patam (“also being
devoted to Lady Valli—alternatively, there are also some who say Teyvayanai;
hereafter the text of the poem”) instead of teyvayanaikkuk kolunanumay.

Naccinarkkiniyar ad TMAP 1-6%

NA] eeeeee 2 uECIDETUSI(PSHM SHETITEUSHT  6TEITER)IHGIENETTU|LD R(H CSTLI
{{1-6}} ulakam enpatu mutal kanavan ennum tunaiyum oru
totar +sss»sFrom the word ulakam up to the word kanavan (there is) one
clause.

NA2 seseee 2 uaid 2 eutin {{1}} ulakam uvappa

NA3 seeeee Faumettiongser o euin  civanmakkal uvappa eeeeee While the
individual souls rejoice.

NA2-3 are not found in any of the complete MSS available to me.

NA4 eesee0 2 050\ D6ITLIG) LIs0GILIMT(HGI6ITT(HG FTeLEVITL 5608605 WL LD
2 uNFHEM6TIL|D R(PSSHHENH LD 2 6wTFSHH BN GHGLOEs)ILD 60T (h)
2 6ULILIGIEUESTN SEBTITET LO6TOTE0! L& &I6UM(LPLD FeUTEITLOME:SHEM6T 2 68T & MM
{18} wlakam enpatu pala porul oru col dy nilattaiyum uyirkalaiyum
olukkattaiyum unartti nirkuménum intu uvappa enratanal mannitattu
valum civanmakkalai unparttirru «ses«Even though the word wlakam

2 After the 5" edition of Pattuppattuby UVS, TMAP (1956a: 32-34).
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(“the world”), being one word with many meanings, occurs here
denoting earth, living beings or good manner, here because of the word
uvappa (“while they rejoice”), it denotes “individual souls living on (the
place of) earth.”

None of the manuscripts has #eunsrwonsasener civanmakkalai, We find instead
various possible ways of writing Sanskrit jivatman in Tamil: Seurporssener
civarmakkalai, LTS G| DTS E6m6IT civattumakkalar, FourH M) LOMTEE&en6T
civarrumakkalai, geurponssener  civarmakkalai.  Apparently UVS  silently
standardises the orthography in editing civanmakkalai. Naccinarkkiniyar argues
here that several meanings are possible for u/akam, but that uvappa restricts the
options as only sentient beings can rejoice.

NAS o [ty Sifes] oy omer Sfpe (U} [valap érpu
tiritarw) érpu valan tiri-taru
As Naccinarkkiniyar changes the order of the miz/am when quoting it, UVS adds

the mulamin the “right” order right before, between square brackets.

NAG ssseee s10h51  WHTCLHEDEL EUELTHESH N  Hemevslgwiwn  eluntu
maka-méruvai valam-aka  tiri-talaiceyyum esssssWhich grows (i.e.
“rises”) turning, having risen, so as be on the right of the great Meru.

This means that the sun turns around the Meru clockwise, pradaksina-wise. Most
MSS have wa@wmensu makaméruvai instead of warCuomeneu makameéruvai,

NA7 eeeeee Lisuiy st @smu0my {2}} palar pukal fizyiru
NAB seeees sT6L6UTEFLOWSHT(HD LBWD Tupenm ellam camayattarum
pukalum Aayirrai +sse»» The sun whom those of all religions praise.

Note the accusative mark in Aayirrai, which clarifies that it depends on kantal in
the next gloss. Most MSS have camaiyattarum instead of camayattarum.

NAO eeeeee g1 (1) Sev0TLITIRI(S, {21} katar kantu arku

NA1Q «ee+ &L ECs sevoTLTMGUITeL katalitatté kantal pola eeeeesAs if
seeing in the sea”.
Naccinarkkiniyar clarifies here the syntactic structure by adding an explicit case-

ending in Aayirrai (NA8, accusative) and katalitatté (locative): the look is towards
the sun on the ocean.
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NA11L eeeeee @5 elemeTOWEFFa|6ULD eNFellyd eueme-  Wrfer  GleussTL
STEOTLISHEOTITEY Gl MflanieuD(pLd  euestTesTO U (P LIDMleubEHS  eTedTen 6o
6pmum| B\ (HEm6TE 618 (H &G LMMIGLITeV S &60T60)60T LOGBTEH STV
CrHTBEMMEE LTOWWS 0&s0ss500  Comleyeiwwn  [sic
CBreEaTfes@Gs &L usemwwb pruilhHmler GCFbsnwwd Gumey
wufedih LsenLWD H(HGWesflE QFbenLW|D CaTesTMEO 63T 6LI6TTTEEBTELEULD (LD
CameTemsEILLHEOW SIeters: [tU vinaiyecca-v-uvamam viraviyum varau
marapina enpa enpatandl tolil-uvamamum vanna-v-uvamamum parri
vantatu ennai Adyiru irulai ketukkum aru pdla tannai manattal
nokkuvarkku mayaiyai ketuttalil tolil-uvamamum [sic, emend to tolil-
uvamamum) tannai kat-pulanal nokkuvarkku katalil pacumaiyum
Adyirrin cemmaiyum pola mayilin pacumaiyum tiruméni cemmaiyum
tonralin vanna-v-uvamamum kollakitantamai kanka eeeeee This is a
comparison based on the absolutive (that is, kantu of the muilam)
(vinaiyeccavuvamam). Because of the phrase “they say that what is
known by tradition/usage come also mixed” (viraviyum variu
marapina venpa, i.e. viraviyum varum marapina enpa), there results a
comparison based on colour (vanna-v-uvamam) and a comparison
based on action (tolil-uvamamum). How? One should consider it
appropriate to understand (that there is a) comparison based on action
with regard to the destruction of illusion for those who look at him (i.e.
Murukan) with their minds, like the way the sun destroys darkness, and
a comparison based on colour with regard to the appearance of the
greenness of the peacock and the redness of his lustrous/glorious body,
like the greenness of the sea and the redness of the sun, for those who
look at him with their sense of vision.

The phrase viraviyum varidu marapina venpa is, as noticed by UVS, a quote from
Tolkappiyam, Porujatikaram, Uvamaviyal 2, i.e. cittiram 273 (Tolkappiyam [2010:
358]). This cittiram explains that comparison—defined in the previous cittiramas
being of four kinds, i.e. based on action (vinai), effect (payan), form/body (mey)
and colour (uru)—can also be a combination of several of these kinds. According
to Naccinarkkiniyar, the bright Murukan is thus compared twice with the sun: in
action, he destroys illusion like the sun destroys darkness; in colour, he is red on
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his green peacock like the rising sun is red above the green sea. See Arumugham
(1981: 54-55, 68).

NA12 seeeee [poum 6emind &5 Coetorafemiy &eNQTmefl:] 6 Qim @emod @b
21607 el {{3}} [Ovara vimaikkudi cénvilati kavirolf] 6 ara imaikkum
avir ofi
Note that Naccinarkkiniyar provides here an incomplete quotation of the milam.
The missing words are quoted below (NA16).

NA13 eeeeee @660 8 UNIHE) I WIkIS (6THLD SITiD AEZAAME I IEAl
Qum(mETEHEsTCLMN GClF6TN| HhIGHHL @6LEnEVWITE @eMSHSHIL LITTHHM &S
SMyesTLOME D eNem@d\estm eperfl iru vakal intiriyankalum tam cellutark’
uriya porulkal [i.e. porutkal] mél cenru tarkutal illai dka imaittu
parttarku karanam-akum vilatikukinra oli ssss»sThe brightness which
shines is the cause of blinking” so that the two types of senses do not
go and rest on the objects fit for them to go to.

The phrase ovara is here clearly glossed by tarikutal illaiyaka. The two types of
senses are mapam and katpulan mentioned in NA11.

NA14 eeeeee o eT687LIG| RETWSHCBTHELTAWTSIW QHTAMHOUWF O enpatu
or eluttu oru moli dkiya tolir-peyar +++s* The word 6 (is) a verbal noun
which is a word of one letter (eluttu).

NA15 eeeeee @QAeming560—s 6001861 60T @) &5Lp&6IT6v0TI9MNEBTLLD (HONSHH0 48]
BIGVSleOLWT [BILLD eeTUSeTTeewTie: [maittal—kankalin  italkal
irantinaiyum kuvittal atu nutal-atu imaiya nattam enpatanal
unarka +»»ee» One should consider that that (word) (atu, i.e. imaittal)
(means) “to close both eyelids of the eyes” because of the phrase “the
unblinking eye of the forehead” (nutalatu imaiya nattam).

The phrase nutalatu imaiya nattam is, as noticed by UVS, a quotation from the
katavul valttu (line 4) of Akandniiru, invoking Siva and referring to his third eye
(see Wilden 2014: 154).

NA16 eeeeee Coetor a6, ee61fl—& L L|6u6TITEy GrpTas @ 6uy
sevoT6t0f| LaIs6lemsvsumeumMlen|b Classtm| efemmai@&lettm peflullenesorwb cén

% Literally: “the cause of seeing and blinking.”
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vilatiku oli—kat-pulanal nokkuvar kannitankal ellavarrinum cenru
vilankukinra oliyinaiyum e+++s And a brightness which goes in all the
eyes of those who see with their sense of sight and shines.

Note that oliyinaiyum is in the accusative case and is coordinated with
talinaiyum (NA20) and kaiyinaiyum (NA22). They are all governed by utaiya
(NA22). Uraiyaciriyar makes the syntactic structure explicit in the same manner
(UR7fL).

NA17 eeeeee 2 quii  erpibg  Hfld  (HTUIDODES — HLMHSETITLITEIE
ST epel QwieTEESTISeieULD QsmeTEhHrisT efNeneaTplpdss {{1-
3} uvappa eluntu tiriyum fdyirrai katal kantu ariku avirkinra oli ena
tolil-uvamam kollum kal vinai mutikka e+ When considering the
comparison based on action, one should syntactically construe the
action as “the light which glitters (i.e. the one which makes one blink)
as if seeing (on) the sea the sun which turns/moves rising so as to
rejoice.”

NA18 eeeeee o a1 T(LHSI Siflyepruimenms &LMEEEOTLTIRI(G)&
GaevorefemmiGlasmelGlwiest  euettTetITO UM ClSBTET(ERRISTEY aflem6sT(Plgss
{{1-3}} uvappa eluntu tiriyum Aayirrai katal kantu ariku cén vilariku oli
ena vanna-v-uvamam kollum kal vinai mutikka +ee* When considering
the comparison based on colour, one should syntactically construe the
action as “the light shining in the distance as if seeing (on) the sea the
sun which rises and turns so as to rejoice.”

Naccinarkkiniyar associates here two qualifiers of ofi, each one with one of the two
aspects of the double comparison. According to Filliozat (1973: 68), for
Naccinarkkiniyar “la lumiére qui fait cligner et celle qui brille au loin sont celles de
la méditation intérieure, paupiéres closes, et celle de la vision extérieure.”

NA19 eeeeee {{4}} o miBT BB ws6T 2 0L CrmetpmsT wrunar tarikiya
matan utaindn tal

NA2Q seeeee getTemenrsg  CoyhLHeuTsmer  SHellenaremuliCUTSES  i6UenTS
SR SNIWTENLEOL 2 OLSSN G STFRTLTEIL aueSlullemest|smnL
sneflenerwb fannai cérntavarkal ti-vinaiyai pokki avarai tarikiya
ariyamaiyai utaittarku karanam-akiya valiyinai utaiya
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talinaiyum ssees» And feet that possess strength and are the cause for the
destruction of ignorance, (feet) which protected them (avarai, i.e. the
devotees), who have joined him (tannai, i.e. Murukan), by dispelling
their evil deeds.

NA21 seeeee Qamipy Cass Qss 2 p sL s {5} cerunar téytta cel
ural tatam kai

NA22 seeeee 941015505 flwmenr NN BlgenwiommLLL
QuEe LT LW ensullenetwb 2 enw alittal kuriyarai alitta itiyai

maru-patta perumaiyinai utaiya kaiyinaiyum utaiya eee»*Who has
hands possessing largeness, which are different from thunder, which
destroyed those deserving to be destroyed.

NA23 seeeee 1om)| @60 sHL6iT 6umeT MG Seworeusit {16} maru il karpin val
nutal kanavan

NA24 seseee Dp&ESDHLNVEVTS SIM&& ML emesTIL LD 6 lOLIMHHSIL
H&H606em6tTW (ML @IHET6ST LOS&6IT ClSHUIEUWITERESTIITY SHevoTeU6edT 11141
karpu illata aramkarpinaiyum oli poruntiya nutalinaiyum utaiya intiran
makal teyvayanaiyar kanavan +eesThe husband of the honourable
Teyvayanai, daughter of Indra, possessing virtuous devotion and who is
devoid of wrathful devotion and a forehead where abides (poruntiya)
brightness.

UVS mentions in note the variant arutkarpu (“gracious devotion”) for
arakkarpinaiyum. An example of wrathful devotion (marakkarpu) would be that of
Kannaki, the heroine of the Cilappatikaram, which resulted in the burning of
Maturai, the capital of the Pandya king who had his husband Kovalan, mistakenly
accused of theft, executed.

NA25 eeeeee QIQLIWLIEDT (WDHFWETTTT LHLSSDHGW HMEHSDHE&W 2 flemo
Cgmestp I-p-peyarai mun karindr pataittarkum kattarkum urimai
tonra +ess»eHe (i.e. the poet) mentioned this noun (kanavan) first (i.e. in
the beginning of the poem) so that his (i.e. Murukan’s) disposition for
creating and protecting appears.

NA26 ¢+eeee M0N0 &ML 60TEUTED)| &6V &6uT6L G\ 6BTEDTLIS | Fr60T (h)
PHEQeTsTEID glenswrwmi Hermg {6} maru-v-il karpin vanutal
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kanavan enpatu intu murukan ennum tunai ay ninratu e The phrase
maruvil karpin vanutal kanavan (“the husband of she with the bright
forehead without blemish”) is placed here in an association referring to
(ennum) Murukan.

Naccinarkkiniyar argues here that the description of the spouse indicates that

Murukan is referred to here, not Indra, who also has a thunderbolt, but is not the
husband of the one with the bright forehead.

NA27 seeeee qpaflufemenriyLd SerfleneoTwLd &I emesTLd 2 emLW
sevreuQestes wwss ({3} oliyinaiyum {{4}} talinaiyum {5} kaiyinaiyum
utaiva {{6}} kanavan ena mutikka +sseeOne should syntactically
construe as “the husband possessing brightness, feet and hands.”

Uraiyaciriyar ad TMAP 1-6*

UR1 seeee 2 quaid 2 aulin eusvetr Cuiy Hifism {{1}} ulakam uvappa valan
nérpu tiritaru
Note the variant reading nérpu (instead of érpu), about which see below.

UR2 see0ee o suas8lanieitemr  LISOeVIUNTSHEHD  EIY  GOHemeU  6U6VLTS
wmeuis @b Coynass sweb ulakattil ulla paluyirkalum makila méruvai
valam-aka  yavarkkum — nér-aka  culalum eeeeWhich  rotates
straightly/directly (i.e. with impartiality?) for everyone clockwise
round Mount Meru so that all the many living beings in the world
rejoice.

UR3 eseeer Lo} Ussi @smuimy sLb seorineiug {2} palar pukal fdyiru
katal kantu danku

URA4 see0ee g6v75)  qeeflumm  sridluflest  LIW6TEST6TOUTF  LISO(HLD  L|S (LD
GTUhemms SLOLESIS sesTLrh Gumew fanatu oliyal katciyin payan
kolvar palarum pukalum Adyirrai katalitattu kantal pola eeeeesAs if
seeing on the sea the sun which many—all those who obtain the fruits
of their actions by this sight because of its brightness—praise.

* After the Tirumurukarruppatai edition by Vaiyapurip Pillai, TMAP (1943: 1).
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URS5 eee0ee 551 60lh)  LisremOW|d Y B S601H (HEWes luyd  Gumsstmy  wulleSim
LI&6mLOW|LD NeTtenerwmyH (HGwesfluyld et  H(HHICEUTTSEGL
L6ULILIL6VTEY  @)6ueu6soTenaTid 2 euemwsamlILLLE katalin pacumaiyum
atittan tiruméniyum ponru mayilin pacumaiyum pillaiyar tiru
méniyum manattal karutuvorkku pulappatalal i-v-vannam uvamai
kara-p-pattatu «-=eesBecause those who meditate with their minds
perceive the greenness of the peacock and the lustrous complexion of
Pillaiyar (Murukan) (respectively) as the greenness of the sea and the
lustrous body of the sun, this comparison based on colour is stated.

Instead of pulappatalal one would expect the more standard pulappatutalal.

URG *oees paum  @QevsGhn Coesor aferriug, <ely eefl {{3}} 6 ara
imaikkum cén vilariku avir oli

UR?7 seeeee spmuiimmlesr epsfl Guimeuls GLImg Q&M 6r&&Teu(WD eLfleum
aflemmiI@GeUS TS ETaUTSHEMSWWD &LbS HTTHH G el (HeNsrrisrhsrm
eefulenetwyb Adyirrin oli pola potu ceyyamal e-k-kalamum olivu ara
vilankuvat-aki manavakkaiyum katanta tarattilé vittu vilanka-ninra
oliyinaiyum +sss» And a brightness which keeps twinkling in the
distance which has gone beyond (i.e. is beyond) the organ of speech
(vakkai) and the mind (manam), being something that shines
unceasingly (ofivu ara”) all time, without making the daytime (potu)
like the brightness of the sun does.

I understand that the light which is Murukan, because it is permanent, is unlike
that of the sun, the day-maker, which rises and sets. The word ofiyinaiyum is
coordinated with talinaiyum (UR10) and kaiyinaiyum (UR12). They are all
governed by ufaiya (UR12). Naccinarkkiniyar makes the syntactic structure
explicit in the same manner (NA16).

UR8 seeeee @gy(g  GComu@Hlunsdlefl  CQumeflQgsieorvsd  eufleum
@usvuimest geeflepwisnLw CoeuHeVESH Gy SHWD Lpwrs a9l
efNerruar Hletm epeflQwestmyomd ifarku coma-curiyakkini oli cellamal
olivu ara iyalpana oliyai utaiya tévar ulakattilé akamum puramum aki
vittu vilarika-ninra oli enrum am ssee» About this (i.e. this brightness),

% Literally: “so that ceasing ceases.”
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some say (that it is a) brightness which keeps twinkling being inside
and outside (akamum puramum ki) in the world of the gods, which
always has a natural brightness and does not disappear (ce/lamal) (as
does) the brightness of the moon, the sun and the fire.

URY seeeee 2 miBis s wsmenienlL Comer smer {{4}} wrunar tarkiya
matan utai non tal

URI10 eeeeee geiteneorienL Goumenysd — STRIGLD W6  6T6oTd|  6T6dTen)(6h
QEmEmEs Q&[G euedw greflenerwyib fannai ataivorai tarnkum yan
enatu ennum cerukkai ketukkum valiya talinaiyum eee+ss And strong feet
which destroy the arrogance which says “me, mine” (i.e. which
represent the ego), which protect those who take refuge in him (i.e.
Murukan).

UR11 eeeeee Qamipis Couiss Qg 2 mip sL&ms {5} cerunar téytta cel
ural tatam kai

UR12 eeeeee 60751 Si(meiteulfl  [blsvevrg) wmULCLTeRT P55
@uCwmiCumetim Qulw ewswWeneaTwb o eww fanatu arul vali nillatu
maru-pattorai alitta iti-y-éru ponra periya kaiyinaiyum utaiya ++sss» Who
has big hands which are like the thunderbolt, which destroyed those
who opposed (him) (i.e. his enemies), not remaining in the path of his
grace.

Vaiyapurip Pillai (1943: 1 n. 1) notes the variant alittu for alitta.

UR13 eeeeee 1om) @60 SmLN6iT summmgev seworeusst ({6} maru il karpin
vanutal kanavan

UR14 seeeee (g mmiblevsums Si[m]ssneniujenL i @S TedTLOS6TT
QgWieuwnenerwnisessteusit kurram illata afralmkarpai utaiya intiran
makal teyvayanaiyar kanavan eeeHusband of the honourable
Teyvayanai, daughter of Indra, who has a virtuous love without
blemish.
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Kavipperumal & Pariti ad TMAP 1-6*

2 608 (PeUlill ... ... .. 6UITEBD)| &6V 8 6T0T6L60T {{1-6}} ulakam uvappa........
vanutal kanavan

It is not clear from the Tiruppananta] edition how the milam is quoted by these
two commentators, as only the beginning and last words of the milam passage
commented upon (from 3 to more than 10 atis) are printed and as they are
immediately followed, before the next mi/am passage that is commented upon, by
both the kavipperumalurai polippu and the paritiyurai kurippu (in other words,
this edition mingles the text of the two different commentaries, found in two
different MSS).

&G (HLOMEHEDT Qumgliy kavi-p-perumal urai
polippu sseses Kavipperumal’s commentary, explanation.

This appears to be an editorial paratext of the printed edition.

KAV eeeeee o 111G 6N(HOLWD Lilg 6T(HGI GLO(HEMEU 6U6VLDTE 61 (HE 6T
LISVITEYID LsLpLLLL Y HlES560T &L60LECS SHetTLTleumss eLflafleuevrosy
afemii@Geusmil BevorL HITSHSHleL Glaesm eflemr@Gdlettn  esfluflenesrud
&6Ten6sT JOLHGHT Tl Fomgseurdflwenyl LiflsHlerm (SHmmiEdleTm)
QEFm&HEGL uedlb 2 6meumsT FTLMSHRISENETILD LIEOSEUTHEM6T OMLSS
G&b GumstTm susTall 60&UNeM6BTWLD 2 6BL W (HDHMLEEV6VTEH SHMLINEm6DTILLD
el  QFEMbs GpOHMullemeTud 2 eLWw  CSUIEIWITEN6STWITTE &S
SESTOUEITTW6T6eVedT Uyarntor virumpum pati eluntu méruvai valam-aka
varukinra palaralum pukala-p-patta atittan katalitatté kantal otta olivu
illamal vilankuvat-ay ninta tarattil cenru vilanikukinra oliyinaiyum
tannai ataintor-akiya cimatavaciriyarai parikkinra (tarikukinra)”
cerukkum valiyum ulav-ana cirpatarikalaiyum pakaivarkalai maytta
mékam ponra alaviya kaiyinaiyum utaiya kurram illata karpinaiyum oli
cerinta  nerriyinaiyum  ufaiya  teyvayanaiyarkku — kanavan-ay
ullavan ssessHe who is the husband of the honourable
Teyvayanai—possessing a forehead with abundant light”® and a

% After Tiruppanantal Tirumurukarruppatai edition TMAP (1959: 150).

7 The parentheses appear as an editorial paratext, meaning that this word must be
left out.

% Literally: “on which lustre tightly resides.”
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devotion without blemish—who has (1) a brightness/lustre which
shines from a great distance, being something which unceasingly
shines, which is like, when looking above the sea, the sun who is
praised by many and which comes clockwise round Mount Meru having
risen, in such a way that the learned long for/like, (2) beautiful/
glorious feet which have intrepidity/courage/indulgence (cerukku)—
which surrounds (parikkinra) (protects) (tarikukinra) the glorious
masters of severe penance who have taken refuge in him—and
strength, and (3) lengthy hands which are like the clouds that have
killed the enemies.

On cerukku, see below. Jean-Luc Chevillard wonders where the story of a cloud
killing the enemies is taken from. Is it a feat of Indra’s?

eNengsid vilakkam +eeees Clarification.

This appears to be an editorial paratext of the printed edition.

KAV2 seeeee Giemerit Nememsrwimiflest QFbBim Goeslls@ uHSHHamIb 6uly
SILTHEHSGD LFMEF LUNEEEGHE SLID 2 euenowmid i/aiya pillaiyarin
cem niram ménikku atittanum avar amarnt-irukkum paccai mayilukku
katalum uvamai am +sss»eThere is a comparison (of) the sun with the
red-coloured body of the younger son (i.e. Murukan, as younger brother
of Gane$a) and (of) the sea with the green peacock on which he is

seated.
KAV3 seeeee griyy erombasl 1{1}} érpu eluntu +e+s--having risen.

ufldlwenrs @MUY pariti urai  kurippu eseeesPariti’s commentary,
summary.

This appears to be an editorial paratext of the printed edition.

PT1 eeeeee 2 qusld 2 60E)6OTEH6TOTET)6TTEM  6TEBOTLIS S| [BT6OTE @6Vl FD  Fou
Cusruserrdlu 2 WFsQsTESser {1} ulakam ulakinkan ulla enpattu
nanku ilatcam civa-pétarikalakiya uyir-tokutikal the classes of living
beings which are the eighty-four /ak#s of classes of living beings which
are in the world.
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The eighty-four /lakhs (en pattu napku ilatcam) of classes of living beings are
referred to for instance in the Maitrayaniya Upanisad Vulgate 3.3 (p. 102 for the
text and p. 129 for the translation by van Buitenen: “The totality of beings which
determined by three gunas, evolve from eighty-four lacs of wombs [yoni],
constitute the variety of its [i.e. bhatatman's] forms.”). See also Garudapurana
11.3.104 (total types of yonis, “wombs”), 11.12.2ff. (total types of jantus, “living
beings™), 11.49.13 (total types of sariras, “bodies”); Satinsky (2015) for this number
as lifespan (p. 4), total of mahakappas to be passed before salvation (p. 9), and
“sum total of conceivable birth situations (yomi)” (p. 10). The same
number—obviously denoting totality—is mentioned in the anonymous urai from
Pértir but in connexion to makkal.

PT2 eeeees LioO eTeVeuTE swwgsTmn {2} palar ellam camayattarum
people of all religions—@pmuim1 @emerwi @fwesr Adyiru ilaiya ciriyan
the young sun (i.e. the rising sun)—sesrLmaikug 2 gwwrerg Gume
kantu Zariku utayamanatu polalike the rising (of the sun).

PT3 eeeees oym (UmLCusid) WNysmen Qummnd ({3} 6 wra (patapétant”)
pirakacam porunti (variant reading) brightness occurring—Gsesor
aflemmaE oeNGITmerfll gyaTwsHSHevd eNeTrdll SiPenssujenLwl geflwimest
H(mGwesfl cén vilatiku avir oli kayattilum vilanikiya alakai utaiya oli-y-
ana tiru-méni lustrous body which is a brightness possessing beauty
(i.e. which is beautifully bright), which shines even in the sky.

The variant geyp ¢ ura would mean something like “so that é occurs, remains.” If
we take ¢ in the meaning of “going and staying,” we would have the exact
contrary meaning to ¢ ara. The gloss of Pariti however seems to indicate that he
takes din the sense of ofi, “brightness.”

PT4 esees Qz6b 2 m1d @usseners Gumetrm {53} cel ural itikalai ponra which
is like thunderbolts.

PT5 eeeeee qumeit mised  Neomsndlger  Cumedin — HISeDsVW|EHL
Qsweuwrener mrefwmy {{6}} val nutal pirai cantiran ponra nutalai

» This is an editorial paratext by the modern editor, who points out that the reading
ovurais a patapétam (“a variant reading”) of 6vara. This variant is reflected in the
gloss itself (pirakacam porunti).
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utaiya teyvayanai nacciyar the honourable lady/goddess Teyvayanai
possessing a forehead which is like the crescent moon.

Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik Kaviracan ad TMAP 1-6*

MKK1 sseeee 2 05 eulil eueoGesriy Sflsm ueofysn @mwmr] [sic
BLHSET LTk Cameum efenwods @ eh Caetorafermy seNQymgd) [ sic]—erg—
{1} ulakam uvappa valan érpu tiri-taru {{2}} palar pukal Adyafru]|sic]
katal kant’ Zariku {{3}} 6 ara imaikkum cén vilariku avir oli [sic, i.e.

olif]—etu—s++++ The phrase ... (means)

Note the variants Ayaru for Adyiru and ofi for ofi (also in MKK2). The two other
MSS (C8, TU3) read Aayiruand ofi.

MKK2 esseee 2 qumid 2 winCsmy  {{1}} wlakam  uyarntor learned
people—e euiu  eNmu uvappa virumpa so that/while (they)
rejoice—eueu@esiiL 6usu@L 2@ Qum valan érpu valamé alaku pera to
the right (i.e. clockwise), beautifully—&ifl Quuiges tiri peyartal to
move/rise/turn—gm eumssv taru varutal to come (possibly used here
as auxiliary verb)—ueoy uenw@ury {{2}} palar palamaiyor those of
olden times—ysw gsg pukal éttu to praise—esm{wimi < [H]Ss6T
fAdlyajru atfijttan the sun—sLev sws&\yriy katal camuttiram the
ocean—sesrLmemy [sic] sesLm{m} Gumev kamfu Zan [sic, i.e. Zarikul
kantafl} pola as if seeing—epeaup @ieNssri1 {{3}} 6 ara olivu inri
without ceasing/unceasingly—@enwliy Heopey Imaippu niraivu
fullness—Gssssr gmy{b} cén turaim} distance—eNerrugs 6N [ efNerris
vilarikavittu vilarika wmuch shining/stopping and shining =
twinkling—eieN§ @ip@ avir alaku beauty—eu) [sic] efenés|b off [sic,
i.e. oli] viflakkajmlight.

These word-by-word glosses are given in scriptio continua (for instance
2 uswwiBCsTmauueNmbu wakam uyarntor uvappa virumpa). 1 have introduced,
for the sake of clarity, em dashes between the glosses, even to the point of
splitting letters. Note the glossed vilarika while the miilam has vilarik(u). The term

*° After the MS G11 (fir1-f2v7), which is in script iocontinua and with minimal
punctuation. Some variants from the two other known MSS (C8, TU3) are
occasionally provided.
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taru is glossed varutal (“to come”). Both roots are auxiliaries: tarutal denotes an
action outside the control of the speaker and varutalthe starting of an action. The
term palar is glossed by palamaiyor (“those of olden times”), which however does
not appear in the polippu (“abstract, summary”) below. Note also the divergent
gloss of imaippu as niraivu, which is rendered in the polippurai as niraintu.
MKKS3 eeeees @igi65r GlUMILL—2 wWThS[6]T efiHou eueuGL opE GlumL
CuWFH[BI] eumHElsTD LBD {gtHsUL[L]Lel UHEsenenns FipsSHTsHlet
sem{Ceanill 2 engw{sTlougHCo sesrLm [sic] Gumev{su} euflefNetr
Beomhg AHHMTSSHC0 e[ eNerrus [sic] Herm oerhlw  [sid
{eNem}sab[2 |emLsaTwl @ mhalsTer & (HGwesflenwiwjenLiLeles 6TetT{meu
aumi itan polippu—uyarnt/o]r virumpa valamé alaku pera peyarnftu]
varukinra palarum {éftta-p-paftfta atittanai camuttirattin kan{né}
utaiya-fkaflattile kanta [sic, i.e. kantall pola olivu inri niraintu
atitdarattilé vittu vilarika-ninra [sic, i.e. vilanika-ninra) alakiya [sic, i.e.
alakiyal {vilafkkam-[ujtaitt-aya irunt-ulla tiru-méniyai utaiyavan enfra
afruessess Explanation (polippu) of this—a way of saying “He who
possesses a beautiful/lustrous body that permanently has (utaitt-aya-y
irunt-uf/2") brightness, which remains much shining in the distance,
which is unceasingly pervading (niraintu), as if seeing the sun which
many praise on the sea at the time of sunrise, which comes turning (i.e.
which starts revolving, taking varukinra as an auxiliary verb), to the
right side (i.e. clockwise), beautifully, so that/while the sages long
for/like it.”
Note that we have the spoken variant kantap polav against kanta{r} pola in the
word-by-word glosses above (MKK2). For vilarika-ninra, vilarika-ninra is expected.
The spelling a/akiya stands for alakiya. The confusion ///is attested elsewhere in
the MS G11, as seen above (MKK1-2), but in the reverse direction (o/i for oli). The
MS TU3 reads vilakka{mput{aifttay instead of {vilafkkam/utaittayay.
MKKA4 seeees quevsit gl ereoflleni{id} <wio {1} valan érri eninufmf
4m +s+++ One can even/also say “having raised strength/victory.”

°! Literally: “has remained possessing.”
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Compare with the alternative meaning mentioned by Parimeélalakar (PM8). The MS

TU3 reads valan instead of valan.

MKKS5 eseees @pmim SLHE Sesor[Lm|d [sic] esettmeugeaTmey suwsHrsder
usenLW D Glu@menwwbd eTensmwimy  gulwi(merflesr UL  suTEEBT(LPED
FWHHTE5H G Weng[Ww]eh QFlidHlermeu yHlsseor Gesfl siremer{wim}iy
HmCwell Onasrswwrss [s|maleug {2}} Adyaru katalkantu [a]m [sic,
i.e. ZJanku) enravatanal camuttirattin pacumaiyum perumaiyum
pillaiyar éri arulina mayil vakanamum camuttirattile utaify-aji
ceykinra atittan meéni pillaify}ar tiru-méni  pirakacamum-aka
kfarutuvatu «ssse By the phrase (enrav atanal) fidyaru katark kant/a]m
li.e. kantaarik(u)], it is to be taken (i.e. understood) that (Zka) the
greenness and the bigness/excellence of the sea (refer to) the peacock
vehicle which Pillaiyar graciously mounts and that the body/form of
Aditya which rises on the sea (refers to) the brightness of the
beautiful/lustrous body of Pillaiyar.
The MS TU3 reads @mumy sLb sernak@sstsusermsy Adyaru katal kantu darku
enravatanal and has just usesw pacumai instead of pacumaiyum. The MS TU3
lacks pillaiyar ériyarulina while the MS C8 reads fsrememwmy eplwmesfeomeur
pillaiyar éri-y-arulinavar.

MKKG6 #eeees 01  eSlenns& G sTedTmeUSHerTTeY Y HHHem Goesfl Li[ep]og!
QE{twyd NeTemsm{ilayF &H)(HGLesfl GlFbenL [LMMIHEL @svemevll eTeiTLIg)
{3} 6 ara imaikkum enravatanal atittan meéni ploflutu cely}yum
pillaify}ar tiru-méni cemmai mjajrutal illai enpatu ++++*By the phrase
ovarav imaikkum is meant that there is no difference (marutal illar)
between the beauty of the beautiful body of Pillaiyar who makes the
time (and that of) the body of Aditya.

The MS TU3 reads Gurgy potu instead of pfoflutu. 1t is possible that Pillaiyar (i.e.
Murukan) is here qualified by mistake as the one “who makes the time,” a
description better fitting Aditya as day-maker, as in Uraiyaciriyar’s commentary
(UR7). Alternatively, the designation of Pillaiyar as time-maker can be a means to
confer him a royal status.””

’2 On the king as responsible for the time, see Scheuer (1982: 110 and n. 57).
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MKK7 eeeeee o BT Ay weaeoL Cwmetmri—erg {{4}}  urunar
tarikiya matan utai non tal—etu— s+++ The phrase ... (means)

MKKS8 eseese o M7 iemLp@smy urunar ataintor those who have taken
refuge in (him)/have experienced him—gridfwuir @ridgHlev [sic]
tarikiya iratcittfiJl [sic, i.e. iratcittal] to protect—wgetr oup@E matan
alaku beauty—e enL o esorLmdlw ufai unt-akiva which occurs—Gmmesr
w6 non vali strength—smer [urlsw £l [p/atam feet.

Note in the muilam quotation the variants urunar rarikiyafor urunart tankiya.

MKK® eeeeee @)\ s5607 QUi —oiemLBGHTemi]ul @redalermel
Sip&l[emerr]{wj}b L1669 63 60T L (LPEBIL_LLI LITHLITE M 86061 WL (LD 6D L LI 65T
efletmleu @uwmi itan polippu—ataintor/ai] iraccikkinra alakifn/ai{yufm
pala-vinaiyum  utaiya  Sri  patarikalaiyum  utaiyavan  e[nral
druesese Explanation of this—a way of saying “He who also possesses
glorious feet that possess beauty and strength (pa/am), which protect(s)
those attaining/taking refuge in (them).”

The MS TU3 reads sueQevwwypenrw valiyaiyum utaiya instead of palavinaiyum
utaiya. The MS C8 reads #jumsweniweustt cir patam utaiyavan instead of
Sripatanikalaiyumutaiyavan.

MKK10 *sees Qemim[i]s Coilss Qssiamps sLsams—werug—{{5}1}
cerunafr] téytta cel ural tatam kai—enpatu— es+» The phrase ... (means)

MKK11 seeeee Qampy  s881G&HmeTs — cerunar  catturukkalai  the
enemies—GCsigs wrl]elgs (eytta mafylvitta caused to be
killed—@Q&ev sapmid cel kirram Yama—e pp @ss ural otta which
resembles—sL&ema Quflw ubws (b} tafam kai periya sriatta{m} great
beautiful/glorious hands.
Note in the muilam quotation the variant celluralt for cellural.

MKK12 «eeeee {@}seor QUMY [—*] F58I(HESemeT WLMLNSSHIS Fahenmul
@55 Qulw UHWSHSRIS6TWenLWeIsT eetmeu ymi {Iftan polippu [—*]
catturukkalai mayvittu kdrrai otta periya sri attarikalai utaiyavan enra

aru e Explanation of this—a way of saying “He who possesses
glorious/beautiful hands (attam < Sanskrit hasta), large, which
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resembles Yama/Kala (kdrru) having destroyed (mayvittu) the
enemies.”

The MS TU3 reads sepmi kirram instead of kdrraiy, while the MS C8, as seen
above, misses the paraphrase altogether. According to the TL, while kzrram can be
animate or inanimate, kdrru is narrowly only animate, as it designates Yama, the
god of death, or his assistant Kala.

MKK13 eeeeee Qlgcvsnim[1D]6 SLE[0S]L  sTeTUSD(E CssHensl GCLTG
Qaer@ss[UlulL sl aefllgib o cel urafl] tatam klai] enpatarku
mékattai polé kotukka-[p]-patta kai eninum am eeeesFor the phrase
celluralt tatakkai, one can even say “hands which give like a cloud.”

The verbal form kotukka/pjpatta is morphologically a passive form. The literal
meaning of the phrase kotukkappatta kaiis “hands by which it is given.” The MSS
C8 and TU3 read polak instead of pole.

MKK14 sseses miefleb &mINeir sumemmigey sewreusii—erg—{{6}} maru-v-il
karpin vanutal kanavan—etu— s+ The phrase ... (means)

MKK15 sseeee [0m))] @b /maru/ kurram defect—@ev @eveumsnw il
illamai without—sm\ et sy karpin karpu devotion/fidelity—eurmsit
@ [sic] val oli [sic, i.e. oli] brightness—[msev QmmM n/ujtal
nerri—forehead—sewseusit smhger kanavan kantan husband.

Again we find here ofifor o/i (see MKK1-2).

MKK16 eee2ee @601 GUTAILL—@GHOW  @6vsurs  sSmLileneTwd  perfl
QBpHMEWL LW QG UleuwTeneaTa:ss [Sic] semTeusTmysiTemoussT eTetTmEL
ewmi itan polippu—kurram illata karpinaiyum oli nerriyaiyum utaiya
teyvayanaikki [sic, i.e. teyvayanai-kku|l kanavan-ay ullavan enra
aru eeesssExplanation of this—a way of saying “He who is the husband of

Teyvayanai possessing a forehead of brilliance and a devotion without
blemish.”



288 Commentary Idioms of the Tamil Learned Traditions

Anonymous Uraifrom Périir ad TMAP 1-6*

PE1 eees 2 qus weulin erssrugy {{1}} wlakam uvappa enpatusesss The
phrase ... (means)

PE2 eeeeee GoumasGoumas g sTHD 6T6B0TLISHS| BHTEY| G6VLEFD UMM LDTESETH(EH
sHCaT[eN]Hmsl LS Neows@w Uy [loka-lokarkalum enpattu
nalu  letcam drru makkalum canto-/vijttai  ataintu  pilaikkum
patiesses» The manner in which each and every world (/okalokarikalum)
and the people (makkal) of the eighty-four /akhs varieties (arru) obtain
salvation having reached knowledge of the poem/hymn.

The reduplication in /okalokarikalum seems to imply pervasion. The term
cantofvijttai appears to be the Tamil equivalent of Sanskrit chando-vidya.

PE3 weeere ueuCerriy  Hiflsm o erg ({1} valan érpu  tiri-taru e
etu ssee» The phrase ... (means)

PE4 eeer 2 qusgenswld  waComensuwyld  [sic]  eueowrss  SifluiiulL
ulakattaiyum maka-méruvaiyum [i.e. maka-méruvaiyum] valam-aka
tiriya-p-patta s Which turns (tirivappatta) (round) the world and
Mount Meru to the right side (i.e. which turns clockwise round the
world and Mount Meru).

The verbal form tiriyappatta is morphologically a passive (“which is made turning
(round) the world and the Meru”), but should be taken in an active sense, the more
so since it rules two words in the accusative case.

PE5 eeeeee {{2}} L6VTL&LD (HTWM| SLMHSE0T LT MmI—eTg) {28} pa]ar puka_]
fAdyaru katal kantu 3an [sic, i.e. dariku, as the syllable ku appears at the
beginning of the quotation of next verse in PE7]— efu— es++ The phrase
... (means)

PEG eeeeee sT060ME FeDLOWSHST(HLD H&LpLUILL LUl @ emerTw(@mwisst
FPHHTEHH Gl 2 engwimeg Cumey ellam camaiyattarum pukala-p-
patta ilaiya-ciriyan camuttirattilé utaiyam-anatu polassee Like the
young sun, whom people of all religions praise, rises above the sea.

3 After the MS Pe (1% batch, fir1- f1v3).
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Note, in the miilam as quoted, the variant Adyaru for Adyiru. One would expect the
instrumental camaiyattaralum instead of camaiyattarum, as agent of the passive
pukalappatta.

PE7 eeseee Gomeum [sic] eNemiod@n CoesoreNeory {s}eN@yme—erg— {31}
k’ ovara [sic, i.e. 0 ara, as the syllable ku belongs to the preceding
verse] imaikkum cén vilarfk’ alvir oli—etu— e The phrase ...
(means)

PE eeeeee griygd LNmasmed QUMpHE usrapbd aflemmiidlill SpssujenLiL
[sic] eWwner [sic] HwCwd erkum pirakicam porunti dkacamum
vilariki alakay utaiya [sic, i.e. alakai utaiyal oliy-ana [sic, i.e. oli-y-ana)
tiru-ménisss> A lustrous body which is bright, possessing beauty (i.e.
which is beautifully bright), shining even in the sky, combining (it) with
(i.e. emitting) brightness everywhere.

The word oliyana stands for ofiyana. The phrase alakayutaiva olivana [sic]
tiruméniis also found in PT3 (alakaiyutaiya oliyana tiruméni).

PE9 sseeee 2 miBTs  STRIHW L@l  Comerermer  [sic, .
Comesrmmer|—ergi— {4}y wrunar  tirkiva matan  utai  nén
tg]—etu— eees The phrase ... (means)

PE1Q seeeee gsitementil 2 6nLbg GCUemTS STRSIL [plemsl GUTmHhHE
eusvIemeuWenLW Lnsmyefbaid tannal utainta pérai tarki aflajk-ai porunti
valuvai utaiya pataravintam e-sssLotus-feet possessing strength (valu),
combining (it) with (i.e. shedding) beauty, protecting the person who
has (utainta?) him (i.e. who worships him).

Note, in the miilam quotation, the variant nénnal for nonrat. The word utainta,
presumably from ufai-tal, intr., “to break,” is difficult to make sense of. It might be
a verbal form freely derived from wufaimai, “1. The state of possessing, having,
owning.” Alternatively, as suggested to me by Suganya Anandakichenin, this is
most probably to be emended to atainta (“protecting the person who has attained
him”).

PE11 eeee Qamipi{s} {Ca}WISs Qasam sL&ms—eag— {15} cerunar
t{é}ytta cel ural tatam kai—etu— o+ The phrase ... (means)



290 Commentary Idioms of the Tamil Learned Traditions

PE12 eseee g5 grmdlweners Qa[X/XX]@h @LEsIL @uweneri Gumetn
SievgrugeT  catturdtiyalai  ce[X/XXJkum  itattu itiyalai ponra
astarikal +»=e»»Hands which are like thunderbolts at the place (itattu) ...
(ce/X/XXkum) the enemies.

Note that -ya/ai stands for -ka/ai (acc. pl.). The lacunose ce/X/XXJkum itattu seems
to mean something like “at the place where he vanquishes/destroys/strikes.” As
suggested to me by Suganya Anandakichenin ceyikkum would do. In astarikal note
the use of Grantha s.

PE13 «esees o miaf6v &m{LN}[687] sumgmmigev sewreusir—erg— {16} maru-v-il
kar{p-i}{n] vanutal kanavan—etu— +»++ The phrase ... (means)

PE14 eeeeee praipmictl @606urs smLllemest{wlenLsHsm[Wl] o iflem:[C] GumetTm
BISOOWEILW QFlsureneT BT{EAWTT sewreustt macu-maru illata
karpinai {ujtaitt-afy] ari/Cjai ponra nutalai utaiya teyvanai nafccifyar
kanavan ee+ee» The husband of the honourable lady Teyvanai possessing
a forehead which is like ... (2ri/C/ai) and possessing a devotion without
defect or blemish.

The letter {yu}in {yujtaittafy]is lost in a lacuna and restored here conjecturally.

Anonymous Karutturaiad TMAP 1-6*

KAR1 eeeeee qpeifl— 5 meiT—60 85— 4,5—CLPSITMH6METTU(LPEMILUI  SH6TOTEUET —&H—
o} oli— Ha} tal— {s}} kai—aka—manrinaiyumutaiya  {{e}}
kanavan —i— esse» The husband (kanavan) possessing those three,
namely (Zka) brightness (off), feet (£4]), hands (kai) —1 —

The number 1 at the end seems to means that these six first lines constitute a fofar
(cf. PM2 and NA1). Other fofars are likewise implicitly delimited by numbers
further in the MS and correspond more or less with the explicit fotar segmen-
tation proposed by Parimélalakar and Naccinarkkiniyar, at least up to af761.

4, Comparing the Commentarial Techniques

Thus spoke our commentators. Let us now, as a first step, examine the
different techniques they deployed to enlighten us about the ma/am,
ignoring for the moment the fact that some of these commentaries are

* After the MS C9 (fir1).
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available to us in various versions (with or without word-by-word
glosses, for instance), a phenomenon to which I will return in my
conclusion.

Segmentation of the Miilam Quotation

An expected feature of the wurai in the case of a work as long as the
TMAP (317 metrical lines) is the segmentation of the mi/am. The usual
procedure is to quote one metrical line of the miz/am and to provide
immediately after the quotation the relevant comments. This is an
indication of the commentator’s awareness of the metrical structure of
the poem. It does sometimes happen that a word at the end of a line is
split. For instance, the word ariku is split between the miilam
quotations in PE5 and PE7, but is paraphrased in PE6. This reflects the
expected way of splitting verses.

There are cases, however, where this one-line segmentation
procedure is not followed, whatever the reason. For instance,
Parimélalakar comments on afi 1 by quoting it in two steps and
splitting it into two halves (PM3 and PM6). It also happens that more
than one line of the miilam is quoted. For instance, Mallaiyiirk
Kulantaik Kaviracan quotes consecutively atis 1-3, considered as a
syntactic/semantic unit (MKK1). The anonymous urai from Pérar
quotes the miilam in segments of 1, 2 or 3 verses. It is even found that
the milam quotation consists of portions of two or more consecutive
lines, as in Naccinarkkiniyar’s uraj, although not in the extract above,
but see Pattuppattu (1956a: 38), for instance. As for Kavipperumal and
Pariti, the only printed edition available does not enable us to know
how (and even if) they quote the miilam (see above). The very brief
anonymous karutturai, which provides the basic syntactic and semantic
structure of the work, quotes only a few words of the muilam. This
karutturai occupies only one print line for the first six atis (KAR1).

Segmentation of the Miilam into Totars

In addition to the above procedure, Parimélalakar and
Naccinarkkiniyar, even before quoting the mizlam, explicitly delimit a
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totar, i.e. a “clause,” spanning several metrical lines (PM2 and NA1,
where both delimit the same totar from wulakam to kanavam, note
however that PM2 is missing in the two MSS available to me) and then
comment upon it in smaller segments. Naccinarkkiniyar even
recapitulates, after the commentary on individual lines, the syntactic
structure of the totar that he first delimits (NA27).

Reordering of Miz/am Quotation

Naccinarkkiniyar sometimes reorders the milam (NA5: érpu valan
tiritaru instead of valan érpu tiritaru) and even quotes it incompletely
at first (NA12: & ara imaikkum avir oli instead of Gvara vimaikkufi
cénvilan kaviroli and then, to complete the ati, NA16: cén vilariku
oli).” This means that he addresses a reader knowing the muilam or
having it before his eyes. This is a caveat to modern editors when using
the urais’ MSS to establish the edition of a miilan:. changes, other than
simple variant readings, might occur therein.

Glosses and Paraphrase

However long the quotation of the muiilam, it is followed by the
commentary relevant to this segment of the work. This commentary
proper consists of initial glosses or of a paraphrase of the entire
quotation, or of both. I make here the distinction between initial glosses
(which follow directly the miilam quotation) and selected glosses
(which come after the paraphrase, and as such belong to the further
explanations). These initial glosses pertain either to a single word or a
short phrase (shorter than the ma/am quotation).

Parimélalakar generally provides both initial glosses and paraphrase,
introducing the latter by the word enaveé. As for Mallaiytrk Kulantaik
Kaviracan’s commentary, it is attested in two versions: a longer one
with initial glosses and paraphrase (MSS TU3, G11, where the

* This reordering of the mii/am is not done however in the MSS C7 and P1, which are,
as we have seen, particular cases of abridgements of Naccinarkkiniyar’s
commentary.
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paraphrase is introduced by the phrase itan polippu), and a shorter one
with the paraphrase only (MS C8). Naccinarkkiniyar and Kavipperumal
do not offer initial glosses, but their further explanations sometimes
comprise selected glosses. Pariti’'s commentary in fact mostly consists
in selected glosses only. Filliozat (1973: XXXVIII) rightly describes it
simply as “notes.”

When the mizlam segment is entirely glossed after its quotation and
followed by its paraphrase, the latter consists in stringing the
preceding initial glosses together. The glosses, which are in the form of
roots, are inflected when transferred into the paraphrase. Compare, for
instance, effu (MKK2) against fefttappalt/ta (MKK3) or patari ceytal
(PM13) against patari ceykinra (PM14). Commentators also have
recourse in their paraphrase or selected glosses to explicit locative for
words unmarked as such in the malam (katalilin PM10; forms ending in
itattéin NA10, UR4, and KAV1).

There are also cases where the glossed word differs from the word as
given in the milam quotation. See for instance tarikiya (PM16) against
tankutal (PM17), ural (PM19) against uraltal (PM20), or vilarik(u)
(MKK1) against wvilarika (MKK2). Other examples evince a double
inconsistency. Not only the glossed word differs from that in the milam
quotation, but the gloss, when strung in the paraphrase, is also
changed, as shown in table 1.



294 Commentary Idioms of the Tamil Learned Traditions

Table 1: words’ change in mii/lam quotation, gloss and paraphrase.

Miilam Quotation | Glossed + Gloss | Paraphrase

Example 1 vilariku (PM12) vilarikutal torram | vilariki (PM14)
(PM13)

Example 2 imaikkufi (MKK1) imaippu  niraivu | niraintu (MKK3)
(MKK2)

In example 1, the commentator provides a gloss for vi/ariku but then
uses in his paraphrase the original term of the mii/am. In example 2, the
gloss, which is a noun, is converted into a verbal form in the
paraphrase. For an example of the second inconsistency only, see the
gloss alakutaiya (PM17), which does not appear very explicitly in the
paraphrase (PM18). See also kudrram (MKK11) and kurrai (MKK12),
although the latter reading appears only in one of the two MSS
providing the paraphrase. Note also the cases of peyareccam in the
miilam that are glossed/interpreted as vinaiyeccam, a usage pointed
out to me by Professor Krishnaswamy Nachimuthu (see Appendix 1,
imaikkum in ati 3 and téytta in ati 5). This appears to be a way to
indicate that the noun which governs the peyareccam is not
immediately following it.

The above procedure results in that each paraphrase segment of the
urai does not constitute a full-fledged sentence, as a true reflection of
the makeup of the commented line(s). To obtain a full-fledged sentence
or at least a meaningful phrase, one has thus to string together several
paraphrases (excluding the miglam quotations and further
explanations, if any). The delimitation of fotars and elucidation of their
syntactic structure is an aid to achieve this operation. A further aid to
this stringing operation is the explicit inflection of words in the
paraphrase (as opposed to its absence in the muilam), as it clarifies the
syntactic link between paraphrases. For instance, see how
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Naccinarkkiniyar and Uraiyaciriyar make explicit the coordination of
the three accusatives ofiyinaiyum, talinaiyumand kaiyinaiyum, as well
as their being governed by utaiya, itself governed by kanavan in the
paraphrase to ati 6 (NA16, 20, 22, 24, 27; UR7, 10, 12, 14). Compare this
with Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan’s method: his parallel paraphrases
end with the forms tiruméniyaiyutaiyavan (MKK3), sripatarikalaiyum
utaivavan (MKK9), Sriyattarikalaiyutaiyavan (MKK12), kanavanay
ullavan (MKK16).

Further Explanations

Besides initial glosses (if any) and a paraphrase, more sophisticated
urais provide further information: they propose fotar segmentation of
the mulam, put forward alternative interpretations or arguments in
favour of their own interpretation, point out tropes, add selected
glosses, which sometimes amounts, in fact, to more than simply
glossing as these can be quite long (for instance NA15-16). With regard
to these passages, except for the selected glosses, one can speak of the
prose of commentators, since, in contradistinction to the glosses and
paraphrase, they constitute full-fledged sentences.

After his paraphrase Kavipperumal sometimes, but rarely, provides
further explanations, called vilakkam, but not consistently, in the
Tiruppanantal edition (TMAP [1959: 150], according to an editor’s
paratext, it seems), such as a further explanation (KAV2) or a selected
gloss (KAV3). But on the whole Kavipperumal’s urai mostly consists in
long paraphrases. Uraiyaciriyar and Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik Kaviracan
add further information in a modest scale, such as alternative
interpretations (MKK13, URS), further explanations (MKKS6), the
identification of tropes (MKK5, UR5). Parimélalakar is a little more
sophisticated as he delimits fotars (PM2), offers further explanations
(PM8) and alternative interpretations (PM5, 8, 15), and points out
tropes (PM11). He also introduces his commentary by a statement about
the recitation of the poem (PM1). Naccinarkkiniyar offers the widest
range (grammatical, literary) and the highest frequency of further
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explanations. He delimits fofars (NA1). He quotes (even though
anonymously) from other works such as 7Zolkappiyam (NA11) and
Carikam literature (NA15). In the extracts above he is the only one to do
so. He makes the syntactic structure explicit (NA17-18, 27) and provides
particularly elaborate selected glosses and explanations (NA4, NA11,
NA13-16, 25-26).

The following table summarises the characteristics of these different
commentaries, considering the aspects just discussed. Remember that
the miilam quotation is generally done metrical line by metrical line
(but not always) and that further explanations include selected glosses
(digits in italics in the table). Note also that the boundary between a
gloss and a paraphrase is difficult to determine when a word or a
phrase (shorter than one at7) is explained in a long phrase (for instance
PM4, NA6), the more so if the commentary is not clearly twofold (i.e.
containing systematic word-by-word initial glosses followed by a
paraphrase) at the /ocus concerned.
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Table 2: synoptic table of the commentaries.

Miglam Initial Para- Further Ex- | Other®

Quotations | Glosses® phrases”’ planations®®
Parimeélalakar PM3, 6,9, PM4, 7,10,° | PM 14, 18, PM1, 2,5, 8,

12,16,19,22 | 13,17, 20,23 | 21,24 11,15
Naccinarkkiniyar | NA2,5,7,9, | NA3,6,8,10 | NA 13,20, NA1, 4, 11,

12,19, 21,23 22,24 14, 15-16,

17-18,
25-27%

Uraiyaciriyar URY, 3,6,9, UR2, 4,7,10, | UR5,8

11,13 12,14
Kavipperumal ? KAV1 KAV2, 3
Pariti ? PT 1-5
Mallaiyark MKK1, 7,10, | MKK2, 8,11, | MKK3, 9,12, | MKK4-6, 13
Kulantaik 14 15% 16
Kaviracan
Anonymous urai PEL,3,5,7, PE2, 4,6, 8,
from Périir 9,11,13 10,12, 14
Anonymous Syntactic
karutturai structure

KAR1

* This part of commentary is rubricated patavuraiin K3. Vativélu Cettiyar’s edition of
Parimélalakar, TMAP (1945), kurippu in the Tiruppanantal edition for Pariti.

*7 These word-by-word glosses (PM10) are replaced by a paraphrase stringing them in
the MSS (C11 and TT2) and the Tiruppanantal edition, TMAP (1959).

* This part of commentary is rubricated vicésavurai in K3. Vativélu Cettiyar’s edition
of Parimélalakar, TMAP (1945), vilakkam in the Tiruppanantal edition for Pariti
(kAV2).

* This type of commentary is called karutturai in the library catalogue to the MS C9
(vol. 1, p. 222).

* These further explanations are missing in MSS C7 and P1, which are of a particular
type (see above).

! These further explanations are missing in MSS C7 and P1, which are of a particular
type (see above).

*? These sections of Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan’s commentary miss in the MS C8.
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5. Comparing the Content of Commentaries

Now that we have characterised the techniques employed by our
commentators for our edification, we can look at the content of their
respective metatexts and compare them. This content analysis of the
commentaries logically reflects the formal analysis above: we again
identify simpler and more complex commentaries, such as that by
Naccinarkkiniyar, who, as we have seen, frequently quotes other works
and is also the only one identifying a double comparison in the
assimilation of Murukan with the (rising) sun in the first two ats (see
below). By comparing commentaries, even for such as small share of
the mualam, we find besides overall agreement on certain points also
divergent interpretations. Let us look at some of the more contentious
words. To obtain a clearer idea of the variety of the available
commentaries, I have presented in synoptic tables the content of all the
commentaries available for the first six atis (see Appendix 1).

ulakam (atila)

There is no real consensus among our commentators about the referent
to ulakam. We can say that there are two main approaches.

For Parimélalakar, ulakam refers to “great rsis who are learned
ones” (PM4: uyarntorayulla paramavirutikalayullor). Kavipperumal
agrees in restricting the meaning to “learned people” (uyarntor) (KAV1:
uyarntor virumpum pati). So does Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan in
his glosses and paraphrase (MKK2: wulakam uyarntor “learned
people”—uvappa virumpa “while they long for/like;” MKK3: uyarnt/o/r
virumpa). We could say this is an “elitist” point of view.

Naccinarkkiniyar is less restrictive (NA3-4). Because ulakam is the
subject of uvappa it can only be used here, he argues, in the sense of
“living beings” (uyirka/) and thus refers to “individual souls living on
earth” (mannitattu valum civanmakkal), as we cannot say that the
earth (nilam) or good conduct (olukkam), which are other possible
meanings of ulakam, can rejoice (uvattal). For Uraiyaciriyar, the phrase
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means “while/so that all the many living beings in the world rejoice”
(UR2: ulakattilulla palluyirkalum makila). Pariti and the anonymous
urai from Périr follow; both mention a total of 84 /akhs, which implies
totality. For Pariti, this is the number of the “classes of living beings
which are in the world” (PT1: ulakin kannulla enpattu nanku ilatcam
civapétanikalakiya uyirttokutikal). In the anonymous urai from Périr,
there are people of eighty-four /akhs varieties (PE2: /okalokarikalum
enpattu nalu letcam arru makkalur). Note that makkal (“people”) is
more restrictive than civapétarikal or uyirttokutikal.

valan érpu tiritaru (atilcd)

Parimeélalakar glosses this half-line as valamakat
tirintarulukinra, “which graciously turns clockwise,” that is, in practice,
ignoring érpu and equating tarutal with aru/(Ju)tal (PM8). He then
argues that what is circumambulated is Mount Meru, mentions an
alternative interpretation of valanas verriyal (“victoriously”), and finds
acceptable the alternative that what is circumambulated is the earth
(PM9). Naccinarkkiniyar’s gloss of the phrase is eluntu makaméruvai
valamakattiri talaicceyyum, “which grows (i.e. rises) turning, having
risen, clockwise round great Mount Meru” (NA6), in which eluntu
clearly stands for érpu. Kavipperumal agrees in his paraphrase (KAV1)
and even, to make things clearer, glosses érpu by eluntu (KAV3).
Mallaiytirk ~ Kulantaik = Kaviracan offers alternative  glosses
(MKK2: valanérpu valamé alaku pera to the right (i.e. clockwise),
beautifully—tiri peyartal “to move/rise/turn”—taru varutal “to
come,” possibly used here as auxiliary verb) which results in an
alternative paraphrase (MKK3: valamé alaku perap peyarnftu]
varukinra, “which comes turning”—i.e. which starts turning (?),”
taking varukinra as an auxiliary verb—*"so as to obtain beauty on the
right side”). He further mentions an alternative interpretation (MKK4:
valan érriy eninu{m} am, “One could even/also say having raised
strength/victory”), which agrees with that given by Parimélalakar
(PM8). The anonymous wurai from Pérlr paraphrases the passage as
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ulakattaiyum makaméruvaiyum valamakat tiriyappatta, “which turns
so as to have the world and the Meru on the right side” (PE4). In
accepting two elements that are circumambulated, it seems to follow
Parimélalakar (PM8). Such are the small divergences in commentaries
quoting the muilam as we have received it and as it has been printed
since the 19 cent.

As for Uraiyaciriyar, importantly, he records a mi/am variant in his
quotation valan nérpu tiritaru (UR1), which he paraphrases as
ulakattilulla palluyirkalum makila méruvai valamaka yavarkkum
nérakac culalum, “which rotates straightly/directly/with impartiality
for anyone, clockwise round Mount Meru while/so that all the many
living beings in the world rejoice” (UR2). Uraiyaciriyar thus reads nérpu
(instead of érpu) and glosses it as néraka (“directly, straightforwardly”)
to be understood possibly as “with impartiality.”

So, we can say that all the commentators, except Mallaiytrk
Kulantaik Kaviracan, agree that what is circumambulated is Mount
Meru, and that some also accept that it is the earth (Parimeélalakar,
anonymous urai from Périr). In fact, Mount Meru could be understood
as standing in a relation of metonymy with the world. Uraiyaciriyar is
unique in his reading nérpu.

palar pukal (ati2a)

Who are the many (palar) praising the sun? Kavipperumal does not tell
us, keeping palar in his paraphrase (KAV1). For Parimélalakar (PM10),
Naccinarkkiniyar (NA8), Pariti (PT2) and the anonymous wurai from
Périr (PE6) these are “people of all religions” (ellac camayattarum).
Uraiyaciriyar defines them as “all those who obtain the fruits of their
actions by this sight, because of its brightness” (UR4: tanatu oliyar
katciyin payan kolvar).

Mallaiylrk Kulantaik Kaviracan again shows his originality in
glossing palar by palamaiyor, “those of olden times” (MKK2), a gloss,
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which he however does not make use of in his paraphrase, where palar
surfaces again (MKK3).

Adyiru (ati 2b)

Pariti (PT2) and the anonymous urai from Périr (PE6) render Adyiru as
Ilaiyaciriyan, “the young sun,” i.e. the rising sun, adding thus a
precision on what might have been obvious for other commentators
(because of érpu, “rising”) and sometimes made explicit by equating
taru with varu (MKK2), an auxiliary verb denoting the start of an
action, which clarifies that the time-setting is the dawn, when the sun
begins to rise.

Comparison (ati 1-2)

Parimélalakar (PM11) identifies one comparison (uvamar): the
lustrous/glorious body (¢ruméni) of Murukan on his green peacock
mount evokes the redness of the rising sun over the green sea.
Murukan is indeed known as Ce€yon or Cevvél, “the Red One.”
Kavipperumal (KAV2) seems just to repeat Parimélalakar but explicitly
mentions the redness of Murukan’s body (cenniraméni). Uraiyaciriyar
(UR5) too identifies a comparison (uvamar), but does not explicitly
mention the red colour, only the lustrous body (tiruméni) of both
Pillaiyar and Aditya. He adds that this correspondence is perceptible
only to “those who meditate with their mind” (manattar
karutuvorkku). Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan (MKK5), who does not
use the term wuvamai, adds that, besides greenness (pacumai), the
peacock and the sea have also bigness/excellence (perumai) in
common—showing thus once again his originality. Like Uraiyaciriyar,
he does not mention the redness, but just equals the beautiful/lustrous
body of Pillaiyar (pi//ai{yfar tiruméni) with the body of Aditya (atittan
meni).

Naccinarkkiniyar is by far the most elaborate on this trope (NA11ff.).

While he agrees that there is a comparison based on action
(vinaiyeccavuvamam), he argues that there is in fact a double
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comparison on the grounds of a cittiram from the Tolkappiyam that he
quotes. The first comparison is defined by the technical term
toliluvamanr. Murukan destroys illusion for those looking at him with
their minds (fannai manattal nokkuvarkku), like the sun destroys
darkness. The second comparison is defined by the technical term
vannavuvamam:. the greenness of the peacock and the redness of
Murukan’s body (tiruméni) are, from the point of view of those who
look at him with their sense of vision (tannaik katpulanal
néokkuvarkku), compared with the greenness of the sea and the redness
of the sun. Note the use of a technical terminology, the quotation, and
that, contra Uraiyaciriyar (UR5), the comparison perceptible to those
looking with their mind is not the one based on colour, but the one
based on action (NA11). Furthermore, dealing with at/ 3, in which
Murukan is described as ofi (“brightness/light”), Naccinarkkiniyar
comes again to the matter of this comparison (NA17-18) in allotting,
among two qualifiers of o/f, one to each aspect of the comparison: avir
(“glittering,” i.e. making one blink) concerns the comparison based on
the action (NA17), cén vilariku (“shining from far away”) concerns the
comparison based on the colour (NA18).

Is it possible to examine these different opinions to determine which
commentary presupposes which? Is the fact that Parimélalakar and
Uraiyaciriyar ~describe only what Naccinarkkiniyar calls a
vanpnavuvamam an argument to date them earlier than
Naccinarkkiniyar, as one would expect them to state their views about
Naccinarkkiniyar’s suggestion of a toliluvamam? 1t is perilous to
conclude this way, as the late old or premodern commentaries, do not
refer to Naccinarkkiniyar’s double comparison either.

Ovara vimaikkufi cénvilan kaviroli (ati3)

Several difficulties in interpreting the different urais arise here. Firstly,
the meaning of Parimélalakar’s commentary is not crystal clear,
whence my failure to convert the beginning of his paraphrase (PM14)
into word-by-word glosses in Appendix 1. Another difficulty is the gloss
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vittu vilarikum. 1t is used by several of our commentators but concerns
two different words of the miilam— imaikkum (PM13, 15) and vilarik(u)
avir (UR7-8, MKK2-3). Furthermore, it could have several meanings:
“twinkling” (vittu vilariki, “leaving, i.e. stopping, and shining,” i.e. “not
shining and then shining, shining alternatively”), or “shining” (vi/ariki)
and “emitting” (vittu) light (o/f), or “shining much.”*

Naccinarkkiniyar not only offers a particularly long paraphrase,
explicating many implicit meanings (NA13), but goes further and
explains that ¢ is a one-letter verbal noun (NA14) with an elaboration
on imaittal and cén vilarku (NA15-16). To substantiate his
interpretation of imaittal, he gives a quote from the katavul valttu of
Akananiru.

ovara(ati3a)

Our commentators can be divided into two groups when it comes to
ovara.

Most of them agree that it means “unceasingly,” glossing it o/iv(u)
ara (PM13, UR?7), tankutal illaivaka (NA13), oliv(u) illamal (KAV1) and
oliv(u) inri (MKK2-3). The word of the miila mé/ évuis understood here
as olivu. Note that the gloss o/ivu araby Parimélalakar (PM13) does not
appear clearly or at all in his paraphrase (PM14). Mallaiytirk Kulantaik
Kaviracan further comments on évara vimaikkum (MKK6), stating that
it means that there is no difference between the beauty of Murukan and
that of Aditya, that is Murukan’s brightness is as glittering and
pervading as the sun’s brightness.

Other commentators however take & or évu seemingly as o/, o/
olivu, “brightness.” So does Pariti, even though he has a variant reading
of the milam (PT3: ovura pirakicam porunti), as well as the
anonymous urai from Pértur (PE8: erikum pirakacam porunti), with a
very similar wording.

¥ See TL s.v. efl Geferrug-sev vittu-vilanku-, v. intr. < id. [i.e. e9@'] +. To shine with
added lustre; permralsrdsss.
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imaikkum (ati3b)

The question here is about the subject of imaikkum. Does the sun
twinkle or do those looking at the sun blink?

Parimélalakar seems to imply that the subject of imaikkum is the
light (which Murukan is) (PM13: imaikkum vittu vilarikum, PM14). He
mentions an alternative interpretation (PM15), which is not clear to
me. Other commentators seem to agree with Parimélalakar, except
Naccinarkkiniyar, for whom it is the viewer of that light who blinks
(NA13).

vilarik(u) avir (ati3cd)

Some  commentators  (Nacciparkkiniyar,  Uraiyaciriyar, and
Kavipperumal) apparently gloss the two words at once (NA13, UR7-8,
KAV1). The others clearly gloss both words separately. Note the non-
correspondence between PM13 (torram) and PM14 (vilariki). To
reconcile the two different renderings of avir as patai ceytal (“to
shine”) (PM13-14) and alakayutaiya [sic] (PE8), alakaiyutaiya (PT3),
alaku (MKK2), alakiya [sic] (MKK3), we have to admit that beauty is
brightness or conversely.

oli (ati3d)

All commentators equate ofi with itself, but for Parimélalakar (PM13:
niram) and Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan (MKK2-3: vilakkam). The
three late commentators indicate that this is the brightness (o/f) (PT3,
PE8) or light/lustre (vilakkam) (MKK3) of the body (méni) of the god,
appearing thus more explicit than their predecessors for whom it
would be obvious.

tarikiya (ati 4b)

Most commentators disambiguate tdrikiya in favour of the
interpretation “feet protecting the devotees,” analysing it as a
peyareccam. The gloss by Naccinarkkiniyar (NA20) however remains
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ambiguous and one can still understand that the phrase urunar tarkiya
refers to the worship of Murukan by his devotee.

matan utai(ati 4c)
Commentators do not agree on the meaning of matan.

Some take it in the sense of beauty. So does Parimélalakar in his
word-by-word gloss (PM17), even though alakutaiya, his gloss formatan
utai, does not appear explicitly in his paraphrase (PM18). For
Parimélalakar and those agreeing with his gloss (MKK8-9, PE10), the
word utaiwhich follows matan means “possessing.”

Naccinarkkiniyar and Uraiyaciriyar take matan in the sense of
ignorance (NA20: ariyamai) and arrogance (UR10: cerukku),
respectively. For them, the word ufai means “breaking/destroying.”
This allows them to avoid the redundancy that would occur if
interpreting matanputai nonral in the ati 3 as “strong feet possessing
strength.” See Arumugham (1981: 90). Is it possible to imagine that
Naccinarkkiniyar read and commented upon matan rather than matan?
In other words, does it mean that his commentary (whose mi/am quote
could have been later, during the MSS transmission, changed to matan)
records a variant matan in the miilam?* In this connexion, Eva Wilden
suggested to me that the famous Narrinai 34.11, in which matam is
associated with Murukan (matavai manra valiya muruké, “Foolish
indeed [are] you, may you live, Murukan!”), might have been on
Naccinarkkiniyar’s mind when he proposed the gloss ariyamai. The TL
s.v. matan, definition 7, follows Naccinarkkiniyar and interestingly
defines it in Tamil as matamai, “ignorance,” with which matam and
matan share their etymology (see Appendix 3).

*“See TL s.v. Lesr! matan, n. <wLbl. 1. Ignorance; eilwnen. Qearelsmury siw
101 Qearse woLayupenTCLT (&g, 2-sevrLmi@). 10). 2. Credulity; proneness to accept
another’s opinion and holding fast to it; Qamergss0snsn@ QsmsmLgeNLmmio.
Frwgy e wigy Ghwstmm (6l msd.6lum.247).
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As for Kavipperumal (KAV1), he takes wufai as “possessing” and
renders matan as cerukku. Wondering how Murukan could possess
cerukku, Jean-Luc Chevillard suggested to me that our commentator in
fact tries here to reconcile diverging commentaries, those for which
matan is positive, those for which it is not, like Naccinarkkiniyar. In
doing so, Kavipperumal would have taken cerukku in a positive
meaning in relation to Murukan, that is “intrepidity, courage,
indulgence” (see TL).

The above discrepancy between commentators is made possible by
the polysemy of ufai (“possessing” or “destroying”). If it is
“destroying,” a negative meaning is given to matan, i.e. “ignorance.”
This is what Murukan’s feet do. If it is “possessing,” a positive meaning
is given to matan, i.e. “beauty”, “intrepidity, courage, indulgence.” This
is what Murukan’s feet have. Filliozat admits the double meaning

(1973: 68).

As pointed out to me by Jean-Luc Chevillard, in the Pirikalanikantu,
dated to ca. 850-900 according to Zvelebil (1995: 562), alaku is one
meaning of matan, and vice versa (see Pirikalanikantu 1968, Nos. 1941
and 3921). Did some of our commentators use the Pirikalanikantu? Or,
conversely, did the lexicographer know our commentaries?

cel ural tatakkai (ati5cd)

Most commentators agree on the fact that the hands of Murukan
resemble something which destroyed the enemies. This is a cloud
(mékam) according to Parimeélalakar (PM20-21) and Kavipperumal
(KAV1). Parimélalakar clarifies his gloss (mékam ottal, “resembling
cloud”) in his paraphrase (PM 21: mékattinatu ceytiyaiy utaiyavaya,
“possessing the action of the cloud”), that is he makes explicit the
common property, which is destroying the enemies. As a cloud destroys
by means of thunder, we are not surprised to find Uraiyaciriyar (UR12),
Pariti (PT4) and the anonymous wurai from Périr (PE12) taking ce/ as
such (it7). The cloud could be considered as standing in a relation of
metonymy with thunderbolt. As pointed out to me by Jean-Luc
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Chevillard, in the Pirikalanikantu (1968: No. 3572), cel is defined as it
mékam or citalai (“termite”). Again, we can wonder. Did the
lexicographer know our commentaries or is it the other way round?

Naccinarkkiniyar (NA22) has also the thunderbolt in mind in his
paraphrase (itiyai marupatta, “which are different from thunder”), but
focuses on the difference. Is this another way of saying the same: his
hands are not thunder, but do the same (as explicated in PM 21)? Or, as
suggested by Jean-Luc Chevillard, do we have to understand that the
hands of Murukan differ from Indra’s thunderbolt, in the sense that the
former kills only the wicked and the latter kills indiscriminately?

Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan is more original. The hands are like
something which destroys/Yama/Kala (MKK11: karram, MKK12: kdarru).
And he admits also that they are like a cloud (mékam), but
interestingly, not for their power of destruction, but for their capacity
as giver (MKK13), as the cloud showers rain.

maruvil karpin vanutal kanavan (ati6)

There is a general agreement between the commentators here. All
mention the name of the consort of Murukan. Naccinarkkiniyar further
adds that this mention in the beginning of the poem is to make clear to
the reader that the work is about Murukan as creator and protector
(NA25-26).

Kavipperumal (KAV1), Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik Kaviracan (MKK15-16)
and the anonymous wrai from Périr (PE14) simply render karpin as
karpu, i.e. as itself, “devotion.” Parimélalakar explains that karpu refers
to the love of a Pativrata, a virtuous spouse (PM23-24).
Naccinarkkiniyar glosses it as arakkarpu, which he contrasts with
marakkarpu, i.e. his gloss on maruvil, which he alone understands in
this meaning (NA24).

As for valin its relation to nutal, for most commentators it amounts

to say “the bright forehead.” Pariti as well as the anonymous urai from
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Périr furthermore see there a comparison of the forehead with the
crescent moon (PT5) and something lost in lacuna (PE14) respectively.

Note also that, while most of the commentators gloss/paraphrase
kanavan by itself, Parimélalakar (PM23-24) and Mallaiyark Kulantaik
Kaviracan (MKK15) use ko/unan and kantan respectively. Furthermore,
the two MSS of Parimélalakar’s urai available to me (C11 and TT2) have
pattarinstead.

Typology of Commentarial Divergence

Based on this small sample of commentaries, we can now try to
establish, from the cases when our commentators do not agree, a
typology of divergence.

There are words showing polysemy, for which one meaning is
favoured at the exclusion of others.

cel—This word is glossed “thunderbolt” (it/) or “cloud” (mékam),
which are in a relation of metonymy. Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik
Kaviracan alone glosses it as “that which destroys/Yama/Kala”
(MKX11: kirranz, MKK12: kirru).

matan—This word is interpreted as “beauty” (alaku), “ignorance”
(ariyamai) or “pride, arrogance; intrepidity, courage, indulgence”
(cerukku), depending on the interpretation of the word wtai that
follows.

There are homonymic words diversely interpreted.
utai—This word is interpreted as “possessing” or “destroying.”
6/ dvu—Some commentators equate it with ofivu (“ceasing”), others
with ofivu (“brightness”).

érpu—Most commentators equate it with “rising,” but for
Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan it means “so as to obtain beauty”
(MKK2).
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There is a difference of opinion regarding the referent of a noun or the
subject of a verb.

ulakam—Some commentators restrict its meaning to the “great rsis”
(paramavirutikal) and “learned people” (uyarntor), while other are
more inclusive as they consider it to refer to the “living beings”
(uyirkal, uyirttokutikal) or “people” (makkal).

palar—Several commentators explain that this word designates
“people from all creeds” (ellac camayattarum), while for
Uraiyaciriyar these are “those who obtain the fruits of their actions”
(UR4) and for Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan “people of yore”
(MKK2: palamaiyor).

imaikkum—For most commentators the light glitters, while for
Naccinarkkiniyar the viewer of that light blinks (NA13).

There are two cases of a different reading of the mui/am.

érpu | nérpu—Uraiyaciriyar (UR1) alone reads nérpu (rendered as
néraka, “directly, straightforwardly”), while all the other
commentators read érpu (“rising”).

ovara |/ dvura—Pariti (PT3) alone reads évura (“so that brightness
occurs/remains”) while all the other commentators read ovara
(“unceasingly”). From the semantic point of view, the difference is
however minimal. Note that the anonymous wurai from Périr (PE7)
reads ovara, but glosses it very similarly to Pariti, in fact even more
emphatically (PT3: pirakiacam porunti, PE8: erikum pirakacam
porunti).

There are also commentators who offer more explicit/detailed
explanations for some words.

Agyiru—It equals 7laiyacariyan “the young sun,” i.e. the rising sun,
for Pariti (PT2) and the anonymous urai from Pértr (PE6), rather
than simply the sun for all the others.
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oli—Some commentators make it explicit that this brightness refers
to the “body/complexion” (méni) of Murukan.

karpu—Naccinarkkiniyar contrasts this word with the preceding
maru (NA24).

val—Pariti and also the anonymous wurai from Périr explicit a
comparison with crescent moon for the former (PT5), with
something lost in a lacuna for the latter (PE14).

Other divergences are more complex and might involve several of the
divergences pointed above.

as

valan érpu—While most of the commentators consider that it means
“rising clockwise,” that is the sun is described as circumambulating,
what is circumambulated is generally designated as Mount Meru, but
some add the earth, both of which can be considered to be in a
relation of metonymy. Others mention the alternative
“victoriously.” Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan, who accepts this
alternative (MKK4), favours however another interpretation (MKK2:
“so as to obtain beauty, on the right side/so that the right side
obtains beauty”). Uraiyaciriyar reads a different milam (UR1) and
consequently offers still another interpretation (UR2: nérika,
“straightforwardly,” i.e. “with impartiality”).

The double comparison—Naccinarkkiniyar is the only one to point
out that Murukan is compared with the sun in two respects (in
action and in colour) (NA11).

vilarik(u) avir—There are commentators for whom this phrase refers
to the shining of the brightness (that Murukan is) and others for
whom it refers to its beauty.

We thus see that there are some disagreements, that I would qualify
real (whether based on the same muii/lam or not), and others that

might be called “show-off” disagreement, especially in the case of
Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan, who seems to establish his status as
commentator by proposing novel interpretations.
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Conclusions

What can we conclude from this long survey of a brief portion of the
commentaries on the TMAP from the point of view of the
commentaries of the TMAP in particular and of the history of Tamil
commentaries in general?

From a general point of view, we can wonder about the audience,
types and raison d’étre of commentaries. Leaving out the cases of texts,
such as those consisting of cattirams (Sanskrit siatra), which, due their
conciseness, require a commentary (see Wilden [2004: 181, n. 18]), a
first obvious reason why an wrai is needed is that the muilam is not
understood anymore, because of the distance between its creation and
the actual reader. Secondly, existing commentaries, such as
Naccinarkkiniyar’s, might be judged beyond the grasp of the average
devotee, thus the need for a more accessible and simpler commentary.
Thirdly, there might be emulation between literati: one has to write a
commentary on a given text, deemed important, so as to be part of a
literary coterie. In that case, it might be that what takes precedence is
not to offer a “correct” interpretation of the text, but a brilliant, new,
imaginative one. This emulation might account for diverging
interpretations.

Lehmann (2009: 56) has proposed a threefold classification of Tamil
commentaries: scientific or theoretical (on grammar and poetology),
literary (on Cankam, post-Cankam didactic-ethical or epic works),
religious (on Srivaisnava and Caivacittanta texts). The commentaries on
TMAP, as it is a Cankam work, would belong to the literary class. The
literary value of TMAP certainly accounts for the interest of
commentators. This is clearly the case for Naccinarkkiniyar, if one
considers the other texts he commented upon and his way of
commenting, full of references to Cattkam poems and grammar. Only
the most sophisticated, and mostly Naccinarkkiniyar’s urai, thus clearly
belong to this literary class of commentaries. The TMAP however is also
a religious text praising the god Murukan and is part of the Saiva
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Tirumurai, The anonymous urai from Périr underlines the devotional
and soteriological dimension of the poem when it states, explaining the
phrase ulaka muvappa, that the knowledge of the poem is a way to
obtain salvation (PE2).

As Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentary might be too much sophisticated
for an audience interested only in having a broad idea of the content of
the text, other commentaries, less sophisticated, were written
providing only glosses and/or paraphrase. Such is the case of the
anonymous commentary from Périir, which basically provides only a
paraphrase of the miilam, i.e. it aims at an audience interested only in
the meaning. In fact, it even looks more like a translation in modern
Tamil than a commentary proper. This would make it an hypotext
rather than a metatext in Genette’s theoretical frame. The commentary
of Mallaiytirk Kulantaik Kaviracan appears to belong to the same kind,
but would furthermore be an example of new, original commentary,
possibly serving to establish the status of its author.

Table 3 tentatively classifies the eight commentaries according to a
typology differentiating primarily literary, devotional, structural or
annotative commentaries; the latter three types aim at an audience
interested only in the general meaning of the poem.

Table 3: typology of the commentaries to TMAP.

Literary Devotional Annotative | Structural

Naccinarkkiniyar Parimeélalakar Pariti Anonymous
Uraiyaciriyar karutturai
Kavipperumal
MallaiyGrk Kulantaik
Kaviracan
Anonymous urai from
Perur
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As for the relative chronology of the above commentaries, I am
afraid that not much can be said based on such a short sample.
Questions can be asked but definitive answers cannot be provided.

Does the fact that Naccinarkkiniyar sees a double simile corroborate
the consensus that he is later than Parimélalakar who sees only one? In
fact, Naccinarkkiniyar is the only one to see this double comparison. As
one could expect later commentators to take sides on this issue and as
none does so, does it imply that Naccinarkkiniyar is the most recent of
all? This seems not to be so. Later commentators, aiming at a larger or
different audience, could simply have skipped the issue.

Is Kavipperumal later than Parimélalakar and Naccinarkkiniyar as he
seems to try to reconcile both about matanutai as suggested by Jean-
Luc Chevillard?

When two  commentators agree  closely—for instance
Naccinarkkiniyar® and Uraiyaciriyar in their paraphrase and syntactic
linkage of ofiyinaiyum, talinaiyumand kaiyinaiyum (NA16, 20, 22, 24;
UR7, 10, 12, 14)—is it a clear indication that one knows the other? If so,
who is the borrower? Is the anonymous karutturai derived either from
Parimélalakar’s or Naccinarkkiniyar’s commentaries as its implicit
delimitation of fotars (indicated by numbers) agrees with them (at least
at the beginning, the full karutturaibeing yet to be checked)?

The same question can be asked about Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik
Kaviracan’s urai whose segmentation of the muilam is very often
consistent with the fofars and syntactic structure as delimited by
Parimélalakar and Naccinarkkiniyar. But this might not be a relevant
observation, as there are not many different ways of segmenting the
milam. Some observations on language confirm, however, the
relatively recent character of Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan’s urai (see
below). Does the hypothesis that Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan

* Compare also the close wordings of these two commentators: manattar
karutuvorkkup pulappatalal (UR5) against manattal nokkuvarkku ... katpulanal
nokkuvarkku (NA11).
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consciously offers different interpretations indicate that he could be
later than the early old or medieval commentaries?

A definitive observation though is that the commentary by Pariti
and the anonymous urai from Périr are very close in wording (see
tables in Appendix 1). But which one is the source of the other is
difficult to say.

From an impressionistic consideration of language and vocabulary,
Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan’s commentary as well as the
anonymous urai from Pérlir appear more recent than the early old or
medieval commentaries. See for instance the accusative plural -ya/aifor
-kalai (PE12) and the use of Teyvanai (PE14), a colloquial form of
Teyvayanai according to TL, which however are wordings that might
not be original but appeared in the transmission process. Note also: the
rendering of katal by camuttiram (MKK2-3, PE6), while the other
commentators keep katal the rendering of til by patam (KAV1,
MKK8-9) or pataravintam (PE10), while others, except Parimélalakar
(PM17-18: cipatam), keep tal the rendering of non by palam (MKK9)
and valuvu (PE10), as opposed to vali for the other commentators; the
rendering of kai by attam (MKK11-12) or astam (PE12), as opposed to
kai for the other commentators; the occurrence of the words iratcittil
and iraccikkinra (MKK8-9), pirakacam (PT3, PE8), illamai, which is a
modern form used to gloss i/ (MKK15), illamal (KAV1), dkayam (PT3),
gkacam (PE8). Of course, it is difficult to assign individually a date to the
appearance of each of these wordings, many of which are Sanskrit
loanwords, but one cannot help feeling that such a collection of
linguistic features points towards Modern Tamil of a colloquial register,
as far as the anonymous wurai from Périr is concerned, which, in its
case, provides a hint as to which kind of audience it aims at. Note also
that the vocabulary of these apparently later commentaries is more
Sanskritised (see for instance, besides the examples above-mentioned,
lokalokarikalum, letcam, and cantofvijttai in PE2). If these observations
are confirmed by further investigations, one could consider that
Mallaiytrk Kulantaik Kaviracan’s paraphrase as well as the anonymous
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urai from Périr, which basically provides only a paraphrase of the
milam, are in fact translations of the TMAP from Cankam Tamil into a
relatively modern Tamil (colloquial for the anonymous urai from Pérar)
rather than commentaries proper. The fact that Mallaiytirk Kulantaik
Kaviracan provides further explanations would make it an annotated
translation.

Finally, the above sample, however short, shows that commentaries
have a complex history of transmission, as the same commentary might
be attested in various forms today. For instance, Mallaiytirk Kulantaik
Kaviracan’s commentary is attested in two versions: one containing
word-by-word glosses and a paraphrase (TU3, G11), the other leaving
out the word-by-word glosses and containing only the paraphrase (C8).
Similarly, the editions of Parimélalakar’s commentary differ: while both
editions available to me contain further explanations, one edition by
KOo. Vativelu Cettiyar (TMAP 1945), has word-by-word glosses and a
paraphrase, and the other, the Tiruppanantal edition (TMAP 1959),
leaves the word-by-word glosses to keep only the paraphrase. The two
MSS of Parimélalakar’s commentary available to me (C11, TT2) agree
with Ko. Vativélu Cettiyar’s edition—except for PM10, for which we
have either word-by word glosses (K. Vativélu Cettiyar’s edition) or a
paraphrase (C11, TT2 and Tiruppanantal edition). One can wonder if the
original commentary was furnished with word-by-word glosses or not.
In the affirmative, one would have to admit that the versions without
the word-by-word glosses are abridgements; in the negative, that the
versions with the word-by-word glosses are enlargements, necessitated
by a further need for clarification. Another possible instance of
abridgement, but very drastic, is the anonymous Karutturai (MS C9),
that could be derived from Parimélalakar’s or Naccinarkkiniyar’s
commentary.

I have only offered but a few insights here, adding yet another layer
of commentary. I showed, I hope, the way for future research. A lot of
work remains, however, ahead of us. A rough calculation would be 50
times what is presented here. (to be continued)
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Appendix 1: Synoptic Tables

These tables present for each of the six first metrical lines (at#) of the
TMAP the correspondence between the words of the muilam and their
rendering in the commentaries either in the glosses or in the
paraphrase. Roman numerals refer to original glosses (initial or
selected). Italic numerals refer to paraphrases and further explanations,
which I have segmented into glosses. Some particularly long glosses
and explanations are not cited in extenso. The asterisk marks
alternative interpretation mentioned by the commentators, whether
they endorse it or not.
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{1}} 2-ov8 WeuiL euevCerriyy HiNFw, ulakam uvappa valan érpu tiri taru

ulakam uvappa valan | érpu— nérpu (UR) ‘ tiri taru
PM4,7 ... uyarntorayulla parama virumpa valamakat tirintarulukinra
virutikalayullor
PM5* uyarntor virumpa | ‘
NA3, 6 civanmakkal uvappa eluntu makaméruvai valamakat tiri talaicceyyum
NA4 mannitattu valum civanmakkalai
URz ulakattilulla palluyirkalum makila méruvai yavarkkum culalum
valamaka nérakac
KAV1 uyarntor virumpum eluntu méruvai valamaka varukinra
pati
KAV3 eluntu
PT1 ulakinkannulla en pattu nanku ilatcam
civa pétarikalakiya uyirttokutikal
MKK 2 uyarntor virumpa valamé alaku pera peyartal varutal
MKK3 uyarnt[ojr virumpa valamé alaku perap peyarnftu]
varukinra
MKK4* valan eérriy
PEZ, 4 lokalokarikalum enpattu nalu letcam arru makkaluri ulakattaiyum makameéruvaiyum valamakat tiriyappatta

cantofvijttaiy ataintu pilaikkum pati

For further explanations see also PM8.
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{21} vevrysLD ETUND S ST Leitipalar pukal Aidyiru katal kantu dariku

palar pukal Adyiru katal kantu anku
PM10 ellac camayattaralum kontatappatta atittanaik katalil kantar pola
NAS, 10 ellaccamayattarum pukalum Aayirrai katalitatté kantar pola
UR4 tanatu oliyar katciyin pukalum Adyirraik katalitattuk kantar pola

payan kolvar palarum
KAV1 palaralum pukalappatta atittan katalitatte kantal otta
PT2 ellac camayattarum ilaiya ciriyan utayamanatu pola
MKK2 palamaiyor éttu atfifttan camuttiran kanta{r} pola
MKK3 palarum {E}ttappaftftav atittanaic camuttirattin | kan{néfy utaiyatkaflattile
kantap [sic] pola

PE6 ellac camaiyattarum pukalappattay ilaiyaciariyan camuttirattiléy utaiyamanatu pola

For further explanations see also PM11, NA11, UR5, MKK5.
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{{3}} Cameum eNemios 6y Coetmraferri &eNQ\ymef\ ara imaikkum cén vilariku avir ol
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o/ovuara—o6 imaikkum cén vilariku avir oli
ura (PT3)
PM13 olivara vittu vilarikum tiaram torram patari ceytal niram
PMi4 atitarattilé tonri oli vittu vilarikip patani tirunirattinaiyum-
ceykinra utaiyanum 3y
PM15* niraital vittu vilarikum
NA13 ... tanikutal illaiyaka imaittu parttarkuk vilarikukinra oli
karanamakum
NA15 kankalin
italkalirantinaiyum
kuvittal
NA16 katpulanal nokkuvar kannitarikalel lavarrinum cenru vilarikukinra oliyinaiyum
UR7 ... ekkalamum olivara vilarikuvataki manavakkaiyum katanta vittu vilarika ninra oliyinaiyum
tarattilé
URS* ... olivara iyalpana oliyaiyutaiya tévarulakattilé akamum vittu vilarika ninra oliy
puramumaki

KAV1 olivillamal vilarikuvatay ninta tarattil cenru vilarikukinra oliyinaiyum
PT3 pirakacam porunti akayattilum vilarikiya alakaiyutaiya oliyana tiruméni
MKK2 olivinriy niraivu tira{m} vittu vilarika alaku viflakka]m
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MKK3 olivinri niraintu atitirattilé vittu vilarika | alakiya|sic] {vilapkkam|ujtaittayay
[sic] ninra iruntufla
tiruméniyaiyutaiyavan
PE8 erikum pirakacam porunti akacamum vilarikiy alakayutaiya oliyanalsic| tirumeni
[sic]

For further explanations see also NA14.
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{4} yiErs srRAW weaIeL CEreTDITL Urunart tarikiya matanutai non tal

urunar tankiya matan utai non tal

PM17 meyyatiyar kattal alakutaiya valiya talakiya cipatam

PM18 meyyatiyaraik kakkinra valiyinaiy utaittana cipatattai yutaiyanum ay

NA20 tannaic cérntavarkal | avarait tarikiya ariyamaiyai utaittarkuk valiyinaiyutaiya talinaiyum

tivinaiyaip pokki karanamakiya
URI10 tannaiy ataivorait tankum yan enatu ennufi ketukkum valiya talinaiyum
cerukkaik
KAVI tannai ataintorakiya parikkinra cerukkum valiyum ulavana cirpatarikalaiyum
cimatavaciriyaraip (tankukinra)

MKK8 ataintor iratcittil alaku untakiya vali [platam

MEKK9 ataintorfaily iraccikkinrav alakifnjaifyufm palavinaiyumutaiya Sripatarikalaiyum-
utaiyavan

PE10 tannaly utainta pérait tarkiy aflalkaip porunti valuvaiyutaiya pataravintam




322 Commentary Idioms of the Tamil Learned Traditions

{{5}} QrmipTs Cauiss QFsvaumib sLEmE cerunar téytta cel ural tatam kai

cerunar téytta cel ural tatakkai
PM20 catturukal ketutta mékam ottal periya kai
PM21 catturukkalaik ketuttu mékattinatu ceytiyaiy periya kaikalaiyutaiyanum ay
utaiyavaya
NA22 alittarkuriyarai alitta itiyai marupatta perumaiyinaiyutaiya
kaiyinaiyum utaiya
UR12 tanatu arufvali | alitta(var.: alittu) itiyéru ponra periya kaiyinaiyumutaiya
nillatu
marupattorai
KAvi pakaivarkalai maytta mékam ponrav alaviya kaiyinaiyum
PT4 itikalaip ponra
MKK11 catturukkalai mafy]vitta kiirram otta periya sriyatta{my}
MKK12 catturukkalai mayavittuk karraiy (G10) otta periya
kiirram (TU3) Sriyattankalaiyutaiyavan
MKK13* mékattaip polé kotukka[p Jpatta kaiy
PE12 catturatiyalaic cel[X/XXJkum itiyalaip ponra astarikal

itattuy
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{{6}} wmieNev sHL N6t uTEIS 6L BewTeustt maru il karpin val nutal kanavan

maru il karpin val nutal kanavan
PM23 kurram illata pativiratapavattinai- oli nerri kolunan
yutaiya
PM24 kurram illata | pativiratapavattinaiyum oli taru nerriyinalyumutaiya teyvayanaikkuk | kolunanum ay
NA24 marakkarpil- arakkarpinaiyum ofi poruntiya nutalinaiyumutaiya intiran maka/ kanavan
1ata teyvayanaiyar
UR14 kurram illata afrajkkarpaiyutaiya intiran makal teyvayanaiyar kanavan
KAV1 kurram illata karpinaiyum oli cerinta nerriyinaiyum utaiya kanavan ay
teyvayanaiyarkkuk ullavan
PT5 piraiccantiran nutalaiyutaiya teyvayanai nacciyar
ponra
MKK15 | kurram illamai karpu oli[sic] nerri kantan
MKK16 kurram illata karpinaiyum oli nerriyalyumutaiya kanavan ay
teyvayanaikkik{ sic] ullavan
PE14 macumaruv karpinai yuftaittaly] nutalaiyutaiya teyvanai nafccilyar kanavan
illata arifCjai ponra

For further explanations see also NA25-26.
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Appendix 2: Some Elements of Tamil Commentarial
Metalanguage.

For many of the present entries, see also Chevillard (2008), especially in
the glossary (pp. 43ff.) and for the forms derived from enal, “to say,”
pp- 99 and 469.

amaiyum—"it is acceptable” (PMS5, 8). Validates an alternative interpretation. Comes
after eninum.

ituvanri [ iktanri— this not being,” i.e. “besides” (PM8, 15). Introduces an alternative
explanation.

inip patam—"hereafter the text of the poem” (see MSS variants ad PM15, PM24).
Indicates the quotation of the mii/am starts again.

enavé—*“so as to say,” i.e. “that is to say” (PM18, 21, 24). Introduces a paraphrase.

eninum—"even if one says” (PM5, 8; MKK4, 13). For an acceptable alternative
explanation. Followed by amaiyum (PM5, 8) or 2m (MKK4, 13).

enpatu—frequently abbreviated efu—"that which says,” i.e. “the word, the phrase,
the quotation, the sentence.” Concludes a quotation from the mu/am.

enparum ular—‘there are also people who say” (PM8, 15). For an alternative
explanation (mentioned but not validated). Similar to enrum am.

enrav aru—"a manner to say” (MKK3, 9, 12, 16). Concludes a paraphrase.

enrum am—"“there is also saying,” i.e. “some also says, it also means according to
others” (UR8). For alternative explanation (not validated). Similar to epparum ular.

kittuka—"one should connect” (PM14). Makes the syntax/meaning explicit.

kolka—*one should take,” i.e. “one should understand that/as follows” (PM1, 8, 11).
For an explanation.

“

mutikka/(vinai) mutikka—*one should complete/conclude (the action),” i.e. “one
should syntactically complete/construe (the action)” (NA17, 18, 27). Makes the
syntax/meaning explicit.
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Appendix 3: Quotations of TMAP 1-6 in the TL

There are six references/quotations to TMAP 1-6 in the TL (in bold in
the entries below). Only one (definition 7 of matan as matamai,
“ignorance”) is explicitly a reference to a commentary, which is
unnamed but is evidently that of Naccinarkkiniyar, who alone
understands the word as such (NA20: ariyamai). But note that the
reference to ati 7 (instead of ati 4) is incorrect. Note also that the
definition of urunan is based on TMAP only.

2 s ulakam, n. < /oka 1. The earth; . (u95) 2. Any world; yeueri@Qunsy. (s
Hpeumyr6, 10, 1.) 3. Country, territory, region; Hleliue®. wrCumsr Guow sr@lem
wevsuoid (Gl msv. 6lur5). 4. Sky, etherial regions; eysmwib. (942) 5. Point of the compass;
Hag. (Haur) 6. Inhabitants of the world, mankind in general; vssLQLrEs. (Esre.
Qersvs7, Crerm) 7. The excellent, the good; meirwsamer. 2 eawy@sprs Cambigw
aapsdy (Spepes. 124). 8. Created beings; gougndaer. 2.ous weauwi awwCariy S50
(#wapes. 1). 9. Lofty character; = wigewtn. (95) 10. Usage, custom; eupssip.
PRUSHEBENLCILI V&S TG (ommeer. 320).

2 ai-gev uva-, 12 v, intr. [M. uva] 1. To be glad, to rejoice, to be delighted; wépssv.
(Bweps- 1) 2. To be pleasing, agreeable; WAwwrse. wamps Gans Ceumes.
Collog.—tr. To be pleased with, to approve of, like; e mygss. 2 e ssvGaLiLE Qs
(Brovig. 74).

e mipeit urunan, #. < id. + Votary, he who seeks protection, follower; Csfmgeusit.
2 pypiis Bl gy Cpmsipmsi (Bmeoe. 4).

&’ 0, n. 1. Going and staying; Qssiny srugoms. pam alowégw . . . gafl (Lmae. 3).
2. Shutter or other means to stop the flow of water; wsEBEIETAEL LS. (G,
. 180, 2.6m77.).

Cau>sse téy-, 11 v. tr. Caus. of Csw'-. [M. téikka.] 1. To rub, rub away, waste by
rubbing; e enrssQeiise0. wiprERGsTaTLID QSTiLeTms algedn Cpugsrs (Fus.1288).
2. To reduce; geonsse. s samaeliarCy Cesasmss Cowidew usar (@psr, 555).
3. To kill, destroy; eiwf\ss6v. Cemysis Couiss ey s.éams (Sweoe. 5). 4. To scour,
scrub, polish by rubbing, as a wall, as a vessel; to clean, as teeth; sivaEssv.
unsligemss Cauissemassrer.5. To efface, erase, obliterate by rubbing; s gsev.
swsmss Cougsei mer. 6. To pare, shave, cut, as a gem; QsgisEs6. weafluip
Cwugs eusiremupiy (s, euengs. 40). 7. To rub in, as oil, ointment or liniment;
6TeBoTGl6TT I (LPSH60N WL B (LPHSLILLES6V.
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wger! matan, n. <wg. 1. cf. mada. Arrogance; Qsmss. wsaeL Crmsmsr (L gL,
278). 2. Strength; eueewwo. wseemL wopeysCsmst (ypmm 50). 3. Enthusiasm, elation;
wesTQeuW&S. wasenr Crmsrmer (Lmmm. 75, 2.6myg). 4. Beauty; o, (L7%.) 5. Greatness,
glory; wm fenw (95.) 6. Abundance; excess, WEg. (wmp. «s.) 7. Ignorance; wLemio.
wasien. Crmsmrer(Slgads. 7 [sicl, 2.eng). 8. Bewilderment; sevésio. (wmp. 2s.).

Abbreviations

KAR: anonymous karutturai.

KAV: Kavipperumal’s urai,

MKK: Mallaiyiirk Kulantaik Kaviracan’s urai,
MS/MSS: manuscript/manuscripts (artefact of testimony).
NA: Naccinarkkiniyar’s urai.

PE: anonymous urai from Périr.

PM: Parimélalakar’s urai.

PT: Pariti’s urai.

TL: Tamil Lexicon.

TMAP: Tirumurukarruppatai,

UR: Uraiyaciriyar’s urai.

UVS: U. V. Swaminatha Iyer = U. Vé. Caminataiyar.

Conventions for Manuscripts Transcription

[a] Proposed reading of unclear letter/sign.

[a/b] Alternative readings of unclear letter/sign.

[x] llegible letter/sign. As many X as letters/signs.

[c] llegible consonant.

[v] Mlegible vowel.

{a} Illegible letter/sign, restored by conjecture or from another witness.

[a*] Letter/sign missing in the original and entirely restored.
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Bibliography
Primary Sources
Manuscripts

This is a list of the manuscript Manuscripts testimonies of urais to the
TMAP. For a list of MSS testimonies (including those containing the
miilam) and details about the dated MSS, see Francis (2016: 527-528).
Between parentheses are the accession No./catalogue No., with only a
single reference if the accession No. is the catalogue No.

C = Chennai, U.V.S. Library. SM = Tanjore Maharaja Serfoji Sarasvati

Ca = Calcutta, National Museum. Mahal Library, Tanjore.

G = Government Oriental Manuscripts T = Trivandrum, Oriental Research
. : Institute Manuscripts Library.
Library, Chennai.

. . L1 s TT =Ti atuturai Ti tam.
I = Institut Francais de Pondichéry. fruvavatutugal Hrumatam

P = Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de TU = Tamil University, Tanjore.
France.

Pe = Périr Cantalinka Atikalar Tiru-

matam in Coimbatore

C1(1074/2227) Ca2 (3152/111) 14 (RE47681/—) T2 (4108/2676)
C5 (416/193) G2 (TD939/R1236) 15 (RE47752/—) T3 (6389/2675)
C6 (813/194) G6 (TR964/R1269) P1 (Indien 66) T7(10318/2673)
C7(892/195) G8 (TR1635/R2865) P2 (Indien 67) TT1 (201/7)

C8 (704/196) G9 (TR1506/R2688) Pe (79/—) TT2 (201/7)

C9 (743/197) G10 (TR1588/R2806)  SM1 (227/254) TU3 (2252/3697)

C11 (1072/2231) G11 (TR2303/R5184)  SM3 (973/1125)
Cal (3092/110) 12 (RE25365/—) SM4 (1587/7)

* Four more MSS, recently made available to me thanks to NETamil, are to be added
to this list (Pe and T6-T8).
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Catalogues of Manuscripts

C=

Chennai, U.V.S. Library—A Descriptive Catalogue of Tamil Manuscripts in
Mahamahdpadhyaya Dr. V. Swaminathaiyar Library. 6 vols. Madras, Adyar:
Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. V. Swaminathaiyer Library, 1956-1977.

Ca = Calcutta, National Museum—kalkatta téciya niilakat tamilc cuvatikal. By

G

P

Mu. Canmukam Pillai & I. Cuntaramdartti. Cennai: Cennai palkalaik kalakam,
1979.

= Government Oriental Manuscripts Library, Chennai—Descriptive
Catalogue of Tamil Manuscripts in the Government Oriental Manuscripts
Library, Madras. 11 vols. Madras: Government Press, 1912-1960. A Triennial
Catalogue of Manuscripts Collected during the Triennium ... for the
Government Oriental Manuscripts Library, Madras. 13 vols. Madras:
Government Press, 1913-1970.

= Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France—Catalogue sommaire des
manuscrits Indiens, Indo-Chinois & Malayo-Polynésiens, Bibliothéque
Nationale, Département des manuscrits. Par A. Cabaton. Paris: Leroux,
1912. Based on printed proofs of Catalogue tamoul, télinga et malaya, by
Julien Vinson, Paris, 1867.

SM = Tanjore Maharaja Serfoji Sarasvati Mahal Library, Tanjore—A

Descriptive Catalogue of the Tamil Manuscripts in the Tanjore Maharaja
Sarfoji’s Saraswathi Mahal Library, Tanjore. By L. Olaganatha Pillay. 3 vols.
Srirangam: Sri Rani Vilas Press, 1925-1927', 1960-1964%— tamilc
cuvatikalin vilakkam. 26 vols. Taficavir: taficaviir makardja carapdjiyin
caracuvati makal nilnilaiyam, 1964-2003.

= Trivandrum, Oriental Institute Research and Manuscripts Library,
University of Kerala—Descriptive Catalogue of Tamil Manuscripts. Ed. by
0. Padmakumari. 3 vols. Oriental Research Institute & Manuscripts Library,
University of Kerala (The Kerala University Tamil Series; 6-8), 2013.

TU = Tamil University, Tanjore—tamilccuvatikal vilakka attavanai 8 vols.

Taficavir; tamilp palkalaikkalakam, 1987-2010.
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printed Editions

Akananiru. akananiru. patinor patappator varalarukalutan. Ed. by Puliytrk
Kécikan. 3 vols. Cennai: Pari nilaiyam, 2002.
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Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient and Tamilmann Patippakam, 2008.

Pattinappalar. pattuppattu katiyaliir uruttiranikannandr iyarriya pattinappalai.
Ed. by Po. Vé. Comacuntaranar. Cennai: Tirunelvéli tennintiya caiva
cittanta nirpatippuk kalakam, 2001.

Pattuppattu.

(1) Pattuppattu milamum maturaiyaciriyar parattuvaci naccindrkkiniyar
uraiyum. Ed. by U. Vé. Caminataiyar. 5%ed. Cennai: Kapir Accukkiitam,
1956a. Other editions: 1889',1918% 1931°, 1950, 1961°, 1986.

(2) Pattuppattu. mialamum uraiyum. mutarpakuti, Ed. by Po. VE.
Comacuntaranar. Tirunelvéli: Tirunelvéli Tennintiya Caivacittanta
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Tirumurukarruppatar:

(1) Tirumurukarruppatai uraiyaciriyar urai. Ed. by n.n., s.d. [edition
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(2) Tirumurukarruppatai  maturai  kataiccarikattu = makavittuvanakiya
nakkiratévar  arulicceytatu. Ed. by Arumukanavalar. [Cennail:
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Jivaraksamirta accukkiitam, 1885-18867 [edition mentioned by Vaiyapurip
Pillai (1943: xxiv)].

(4) Tirumurukarruppatai [uraiyaciriyar uraiyutan/. Ed. by S. Vaiyapurip Pillai.
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Nakkiratévar arulicceyta Tirumurukarruppatai milamum, parimélalakar
uraiyum. Ed. by K3. Vativélu Cettiyar. 2™ ed. Cennai: Sri catu irattina
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by K. M. Venkataramaiyar, V€. Ra. Teyvacikamanik Kavuntar, and T.M.
Kumarakuruparan Pillai. [tiruppanantal: kacimatam], 1959. Other edition:
1999".
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Linguistics, 2010.
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