Draft. Not to be cited. Comments welcome.

E. Annamalai, University of Chicago

Class Notes. Winter 2018

(QSMLSTULNWLWD: QUITHETHSTTLD: 85 H emevor Uil ulev:
@eTLOLLT6uoT T 2 60())

Literary Theory of ®{&LD genre of poetry -2

People as &HLIGLIMTIH6IT

The list of SIHLIGILITIHET in Sutra 20 does not include humans (LD&&6IT),
which is done in Sutras 22-24. Though the commentators bring in humans under
& HLIGILIT(HEIT from the open ended wording ({6ueuemns LImeyLd) in
Sutra 21, there is a valid reason for not including humans in that Sutra. Moreover,
‘others’ (Iﬁ]m) in that Sutra is meant to bring in things that are subsumed under
superordinate category names listed in that Sutra and humans are not
subordinate to any of them. The reason for the separate mention of humans is
the fact that they don’t have species like animals do and are a unitary biological
category. There are other reasons for placing humans apart from other
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT. Humans are the only & ([®HLIGLIT(HET capable of rational
action of their own and so could not be surrogates of dramatis personae of a
poem. (It is debatable if Q&UIGILD, another &IHLIQLITH6IT, has this
capability, but it is not a surrogate and is exempted from being a vehicle in

o 6TEHENM 2_GILDOLD for comparison). People in the poems have names
iconic to the land they belong to (as @)6ITLOLLT600TIJ explains the choice of the
word QILIWIJ in Sutra 21 rather than the generic LD&&561T). The names,
however, are not personal names, but categorical names true to the land they live



in. This is in consonance with the axiom of the theory of &|&LD poems that they
are not about real persons. Sutras 22-24 populate the lands with people along
with other natural and cultural objects listed in Sutra 20.

This is evidenced by the generic names with which humans are referred to in the
poems; they come from objects (e.g. @ 6UMLIGOT) as well as from actions (e.g.
GeuL_(h6uU6dr) specific to lands. Both names relate to [Bl6VLD, a (&6
QLITHEIT, which is equated with &6me00T. Sutra 22 specifies that the names
come from QLW or &l6060T (commentators call them QUWIFLIQ LWL
and ellemeoT LI UWT or Q& TLEIMG LW respectively). (The root of
QUWIT is QUUI ‘place on, shower on, endow’ and the derived noun QLIWIY
means ‘name given to an object’) The name refers to both the sign and the object
it names, i.e. the signified. Hence QUWFLIGLIWT ‘named by object’ is the
name given to an object, and it is a noun. 6160Y60T is tied to the land (Bl6VLD
LmM)); ellemeorIQ LIS ‘names by work’ is the name given to an occupation,
and itis a noun. So the names of people differ from land to land by activity in the
same way as the objects change from land to land. And the names given to people
after either one of these two (object, activity) differ; this helps identification of
the land of the person with a name.

&) 60)600T [H160)6VL1G LILLIT: Generic name of people

@)\ 6TLOLLJ600T ] makes some specific observations on the names of people,
which are not warranted by the Sutra. Probably, he perceives the theory of
3|8 LD poetry from the world view of his times. While he points out that the
humans are not divided into species biologically but are divided geographically
with different names, he also divides humans sociologically in his commentary.
Further, he restricts the QLW TLIQUWIIT to G6VLIQLIWT ‘clan name’ (so
does BFF T TIEHH 6of W) and the ellemedTLIQLIW to the work tied to
the land, not just in the sense of land-specific work but also in the sense of low
work, which includes grazing, hunting, ploughing, fishing and such. He calls these



workers &L D& 86T and the population of each land is of these people. On the
other hand, the people who do other works different from these are
GLDEOTLN & & 6T (A commentator mentioned without name by GFTINGH ST
I_II'I'U@U_IITI:T specifies them as priests, merchants and warriors, who constitute
the upper three varnas; this commentator could be [F& &) 60T T & &l 6ol WL,

who brings in varnas in later Sutras). The rationale for GLD60TLO& & 6T not having
land-specific names is that they are not associated with any one land and so their
names are not derived from the land; they wander from land to land. (This, in
principle, should include the mendicants of Buddhism and Jainism also).
Therefore, the people not referred to by land-specific names are not the

&(HLIGILITIHET of any &) 6m6vor. @) 6ITLOLLT600T T, however, mentions, in
another context (Sutra 12) which is not about the protagonists of & &LD poems
but about the inhabitants of a land, that the people of the cultivated land
LOHSLD are GLOGOTLDE &6 in the sense of people with moral values (which

includes looking down on men who betray their wives for LIT&60&).

BEF 6T TS 60T IWIT raises a question about the derivation of names of

people in LIMEM6VE H6mr600T because this H)60r600T has no land of its own to
derive the names from. He answers his question saying that the people of

LIT6m6V get their names from the QLMW S! of LIMEM6VE SHemr6uor. Probably
he means QLIHLOQLIMTQSI. But is hard to find in the Sangam corpus a

&) 60)600T [Hl60Y6VL 1 QLIWIT derived from QUIMDG!. A more straightforward
answer would be, as he answers a similar question about the &BLIQLITIH6T of
LIT6DY6V, that it is the same as the SHLIGLITIHET of GMIEHEF and

(LDGVEM 6V, which turn into LITEDY6V. But empirically LIT60)6V has separate

&) 60)600T 1606V QLIWIT derived from activity (for example, eTudleory),
which BEF60TITI& G 6ol W recognizes. The activity is probably an adapted
one to the changed landscape, for example, from GauL_(h6u[ ‘hunter of fauna

in the hilly land’ to Gruj]afrlj ‘hunters of the passerby in the arid land’.



6TUWIl6oT60T, it should be noted, is never a &6M6V6U6IT; the &60)6V6U6DT we
find in LIT6DY6V is from anther land, most commonly from the &Ml @H&) land.

Q& MeVaTLILINWLD does not give the names of people for all lands other than
(LPELEMGY, which is also not stated in the Sutra (23) but they can be inferred
from the list order of 2_[f] elsewhere. (BFF 6T TSR 60l W adds &M@ T
to the partial list from the name GeuL_(h6U[J ‘hunter’ mentioned in the Sutra
along with QLU ‘cowherd’). The readers are left to identify the names in the
poems by applying their mind (6T600T600I MBI & T60IGV). @) 6ITLOLLJ6O0TIJ points
out that while the names are a poetic-grammatical requirement () 6V & & 600T
QII)QS]) as generic names, they are also in the parlance of the ordinary language
(QULP&G & QBMI). That is, the names do not have the status being the vehicles
of symbolic meaning (2_6T@H6MM), as any &(IHLIGLITIHET would be and are
treated just as ordinary language words. In other words, the generic names of
people in &8 LD poems are not part of the vocabulary of the symbolic language
of these poems. This is another reason for placing LD& & 6T separately from other
&H(HLIGILIT(IHEIT.

The readers are left to know for themselves the feminine names of the people in
all lands including (LD6VEDGV, for which only the masculine names are given
(Sutra 23). Commentators bring the feminine names under the commentarial
technique (2_&&)) of getting the unsaid from the said (6UH&HSH Q& Mevor(H)
UIMEHS (NLYHSH6V). But the female names would be covered by the
superordinate term LD& &6, as all listed SIHLIQLITIHET do. The females of
animals are obtained in this way (e.g. L9, LOBS)). However, it must be pointed
out that, as the heroes are referred to by &)60600T [BleMEVLIQLIWIT, heroines
are not, in the poems. Any name of heroine based on @@GOUT is as the daughter
of the male of the &\6m)600T. It is, for example QLW L& 6T



(569508 Men&: (LNELEMEVEHE60 4 cited by @)6TLOLLTE00TT in his
commentary of Sutra 24), not QLUIFG corresponding with 4, U160T.

&H6M6V6U60T and &Hem6v6l are not perceived in B|&LD poetry as different
kinds of characters (as, for example, characters in different short stories). They
are perceived as sites to hold various emotional states in love. It will be futile for

anyone to attempt to classify the types of characters of &60)6V6U60T and
56‘0’)6\)6)5] in Q&0 poetry after a purported character study of them (for
example, a study of heroines of LIJ60OT[J, as one could do a study of heroines of
LI&IemLDLILN G & 60T). They are not only nameless; they are faceless too. The
theoretical principle that the people (&[HLIGILITIH6T), who are the only actors
in the poem and are the subject of 2_[fl, are not named in the five &)60)600Ts of
3810 is significant.

D& &H6T (&606V6U60T and FHemeuall as well as others) in &|&LD poems do
not have, just like other &[HLIGILITIHET (probably with the exception of

Q@& UIaILD), personal names which have unique referents in the world (&L_Lq.
6(HEUTLI QLIWI). Itis possible to take GILIWIT in the Sutra to mean not only
the name but also the fame, a short hand for social standing, wealth and power.
3|8 LD poems are not about a fame to praise or to promote nor about famed

people. & LD poems are not about fame to praise or to promote nor about the
famed people. They are about human beings generically or in abstraction.

Placing S.57 towards the end of {5 & &H6m600T and before the start of
LIM&EHemetor @) U6V suggests that the namelessness of the people in &{&LD
poetry is a crucial feature that differentiates it from L|MLD poetry. The

protagonists of &|&LD poems are not historical people.

The abstracted person represents a land by the name @GU)GUDT[S]GU)GULI

@UWIJ. The social divisions of people the medieval commenters talk about may



be true of the real society, but in the poems they are undifferentiated

sociologically. From this point of view, 6f G60TITIJ in Sutra 24 may be interpreted,
as Balasundaram does, as the people in a land who are not tied to the land in

their activity (63160)60T) such as preceptors, merchants and warriors but live in
the land, will also so be known by a &lemevoTBlemevLI GQILIWIET. It may not be
interpreted as commentators do that this Sutra extends &)60)600T [BlemeVL
@UWIJ to other lands beyond (LD6LEM6V. These people, whose activity is not

specific to a land, may be found in all lands in real life, but in a poem they are all
referred to by the name of the land they live in. The people of the poems -their

&H(HLIGILITIH6T— are referred to by geographically differentiated, but

sociologically neutral, terms. Just like other &(HLIGLITIHET such as animals,
which are geographically divided, but not sociologically.

&) 6076007 [5160Y6VL1GQ LI, which is unique to a §)6me0oT like other

& ([HLIGILITHEIT, to refer to &6016V6U6DT, may participate in §)60)600T
LDWI&&LD, though it is rare. This would mean that LD&&6IT may participate in
GFl6tr600T LOULESLD rarely. Of all &(HLIGILITIHEIT, participation in &)e0)600T
LOUI& 8 LD of the natural things LOIT, LOJLD, L|6T is common; the cultural
things 2_600TIT, LI6O M), LIevoT, QFUIT (Q&FWI6V) is rare or nil; the
supernatural thing Q& UI&ILD is nil. The last one is sanctioned in the theory (S 50
2 6TEHENM QS UIAID RPIHEHMS HleVALNETE Q& METEHLD; [HleVLD
here is the ground in comparison). As a matter of fact, @& UIeILD is not found
as a SHLIQLIITIHET in any poem, though it is used to identify four lands (S 5)
of the five. The cultural things are not in @GG)GO‘GT LOWI& & L0 empirically.

&) 60)600T Bl 60) 6V LI G LIWIT LOWI& & LD, if and when it occurs, is a poetic
technique for an implicit or suggestive meaning (&MILIL|LI QLIT{H6IT) as for
the &)6m600T LOUIGHSLD of other HIHLIGILITIHET. The last poem (it is
anonymous as to its author and source), which @)6TLOLLJ600T[J cites for
IDHSH S H6m6uoT in S 24 is an example of it. This poem, which is by



o FlILIQUITIHEIT is L|600T7& 6V, mentions (contrastingly) 26T 76dT, which is a
&) 60)600T [l 606V LI G LIWITT of LO[HSEH S Hemevor. This mention makes

@)\ 6TLOLLJ600T[J index it as a LOHGLD poem, as it is his stand to underplay

.‘D_Iﬂ in @66)6601‘ classification of poems. This is not a 26TL_60 poem by any
stretch, unless the meaning of 26ML_6V is drastically altered from sulking about
post-marital infidelity of &65)6V6U60T to pre-marital concern about the possibility
of dishonoring commitment by him. If &U‘]I;IQI_IIT@GiT is the defining feature of
&)60)600T as in the classical theory, the cited poem is a GMI@HG) poem and the
poet brings in 2ET[J60T to refer to the &6M6VEUGDT to imply that he is a credible
person as persons of LD(H&H G &)60I600T are. (&) 6ITLOLLT600TTT calls them in

another context as GLDGOTLOEG6MT, (S 12)). Hemeval in this poem is concerned
about the blemish on the reputation of her family of social standing at the

possibility of &60)6V6U60T going back on his commitment to marry her, which
was expressed through his offer of a flower bunch in the presence of her
playmates, who are all the witness. But she is not hopeless when she thinks of his

credibility. 26T760T, a 5)6m600T Hl6MEVLIGILIWLIT, is used by the poet to
suggest, symbolically, the positive character of the person of LD(H&H & @66)60’6[,
and not to mention the land he is coming from.

@)\ 6ITLOLLIT600T ] seems to move in Sutra 24 in the direction of treating LD& & 6T
to be a fourth constituent of a poem away from treating them as a special kind of
& HLQLITHET (B () 61 60)600T 55 60)600T [B16VE S TERILD &HITEVESTERILD
SBLUQUTIHETTEIN o FlLIQLITIHETTENLD Bl6VINE & 6T
FHEMEVINSHHETTEILD QIIHLD). This is a significant departure from the theory
of a three partite constitution of a poem envisaged in Q@& MeLSTLILNWILD. It is
not warranted.

Sutra 23 adds another kind of people to those described by an object or activity of
the lands. They are &ILP&UIT, whom @)6ITLOLLT600TIT interprets as referring to
the heads (of the clan) or rulers (of the land). These names relate to Qal)l;@, he
says. (QLL8) LM is contrasted with Blevld LIMN). He may not include



G\Lp6UTT, who are leaders tied to the land with GLD60TLDE & 6T, who do not
have a natural connection with the land.

However, another interpretation of @5@6).”]" is possible. This word also means
‘one who belongs to’, as in the name of a Sangam poet, @& TaW,[J @@rrlj ‘one
who belongs to the village G&ITeY,[J” and in the names of the days of the week
(epmWImmig SILpemLn ‘the day that belongs to the Sun’). It is possible with
this sense to interpret @QG)JU" as referring to the protagonist of the poem, who

is mentioned by the &6 60T HleM6VL] QUIWIIT of the [Bl6VLD he belongs to
and the name is iconic to it. This interpretation has two merits. It allows us to

understand that LD&&6IT includes people of the land (&[HLIGILITIHEIT), one of

whom is the &60)6V660T of the poem. The protagonist is one of the dramatis
personae of the poem; others are mentioned in later Sutras. It is to be noted that
in the Sangam poems &60)6V6U 60T is mentioned by &eém 6ot BlemeVL] QLIWIT
(IBITL 60T, &HI6DIMEUEDT, DETTET etc.) but not Femevadl. Hence BALpaUT is
listed along with the masculine names (Sutra 23). That the protagonist is from

LD&&6IT is significant because no other &HLIQLITIHET (for example, a bird
which is one of the dramatis personae in the later messenger poems) is a
protagonist in Sangam poemes.

The second merit is that this interpretation obviates the route taken by
commentators that the protagonists of the poems are rulers (may be, chieftains)

by bringing in the idea of c")al,l;@ paralleling the protagonists of L|MLD poem:s.
They introduce among &BHLIQLITHET &HemMeVLN&E&6IT in addition to
Bl6VLD&B6T. But B|&LD protagonists are nameless and powerless; they are
representations of the generic man. LD6D6V [BITL 60T is a person of (not a ruler
of) the hilly country (A modern example for this sense of land-derived names is
BTEHTFI6V [HITL6DT, pen name of a Tamil writer). Even the long poems such as
(PeVemeLLILIML(h, which are said to have a king addressed to

(UL (BH6emLE FH6m6V6U6dT), do not have a player in the poem (Hlemall g
&H60I6V6EUEOT) mentioned by an individual name or status.



When there is a mention in a &LD poem of a ruler or leader, it is not in
reference to &6M6V6UEDT; it is mentioned to locate &emm6val in a political
geography. The line H6flMIQ&H (LD &MTEM6OTEH SHLOVGEISITLY LOEDIGVLLIGDT in
an anonymous &Ml EHG) poem cited by @)6ITLOLLT600TIT (S 24) refers to one
with a band of warriors in a place called (LD6Te6TH T in order to place the flower
that the poet used to describe the fragrance of 566)61)6)5]. He is referred to by a
) 60)600T-based generic name LD6MGVUIGIT, but he is not the &6M6V6U60T of
the poem. 566)6\)6)5] of the same poem is the daughter of the head of the village,
who lives in the prominent house (&606V LD60Y60T) of the village or the
community with guards at the door, but she is simply the girl of the land in the
poem. &60)6V6 in a LIM60I6V poem (IS HTETMI 53 cited by

@)\ 6TLOLLIT600T (S 24)) expresses her grievance that &60)6V6)60T has greater
love for wealth than for her and has gone away to get it in order to give to

@ 6LGB6LITIJ. This &HEMIGVEUEDT is not a ruler committed to Q&ML —rulers go
on raid or war to get wealth and they do not go far to earn it- but he is a man of
the &)6m 60T, who gives to others, who would include (B S!.

There are poems (for example, some illustrative poems cited by @GITL'DIELUGUDTI;T
(the first one for GMEHF & &emevor, the last one for LD[HSHE 5)60)600T,
which are not included in &&LD anthologies) give indications that 566)61)6)5]
comes from a family of wealth and social standing. Even these poems, however,
are to be understood this way: the poem is about the a woman being in love, who
happens to belong to a high placed family, and not about a woman who belongs
to a high placed family, who happens to be in love.

Categorization of @GG)GOUF in Practice

It is axiomatic that poetic grammars are written to explain the poetry already in
existence, just as linguistic grammars are written to explain the language in
existence. Grammars, as theories, describe the general principles of a genre such

as Q&SLILML(H. The match between the grammar and the poems is not



isomorphic. Individual poems vary within the boundaries of the general principles
to exhibit the creative talent of the poets. It is the job of the reader, interpreter
and commentator of the poems to explain the differences between theory and
practice in such a way that the integrity of the theory and creativity of the poems
are maintained. @)6TLOLLT600T) (and other commentators) cite poems from
the Sangam corpus and other works to illustrate the theoretical principles. Some
of the illustrative poems are without a source (i.e. not found in the anthologies
and other cannons that have been transmitted over generations). They may have
been in existence at the time of @) 6ITLOLLIJ600T[J, but not canonized by the
compilers of anthologies, or they were composed by @GITngUGGDTIj’ himself for
illustration, which seems unlikely. If the former is the case, it means that the
poems that resemble the ones in the Sangam corpus continued to be transmitted
among the scholarly even after canonizing the Sangam poems into anthologies,
which kept some poems out of the canon.

Canonizing the Sangam poems involves not only collecting and writing them down
but also categorizing them. An important categorization is the identification of the

@GZS)GUUF of each poem, which is to be done with the help of the theory. Poems
by their very creative nature are a challenge for any neat categorization. The
anthologists have made one kind of categorization and made it a canon, which
has gained universal acceptance and replication. Nevertheless, there might be

poems problematic to categorize. The problems do not just relate to @66)660T
LOWI& 81D, a theoretical problem at a different level, which blurs
(WPSHELIMTIHET and &[HLIGILITIHET of one H6mr600T with those of another;
commentators take the position that &U‘]LIQIJIT@GH also blurs this way.

The ideal situation for theory and practice is when a poem has all three
constituents ((LP&6V, &, 2_[f]) in it. There will be then no ambivalence in its
categorization. Such poems, however, must be in the minority. The three
constituents may be present in descending order in a poem having just two of

them or just one of them. (LD&6V and &([H may or may not have explicit

presence. But when &Iﬂ is not present explicitly, there must be a clue in the



poem to infer it. (D& 6V and & ([, if present, may be that clue for inferring &Iﬂ
that is implicit. That is, 2_[f] must be present in a poem inferentially when it is
not present explicitly. When Q& meu& TLILIWILD and its commentators say
QUIT(HET they mean 2_FILIQUITIHET. QLITIHET in 2_6TEHMSHSI. . .....
QILITIH6T (LPLY& in S 51 and its commentaries refers to 2_[f11QLITHEIT.
IGLUQUITIHET means 2_ILIGQLITIHET of &0,

When the word for a particular 2_if] (6o I &6V, @ (H&H 6V etc.) is not
present explicitly in a poem, it may be inferred from other words in the poem.
This is like interpreting the meaning of a poem. This inference is not an

unrestrained exercise but is governed by some parameters. Though @)(H& &6V
of 566761)6)5], for example, is the proto-typical &Iﬂ to identify a poem as one of
(LPELEMBVE; T)6M6DOT, it may not be indicated by a word meaning @\ (p ‘wait’
anywhere in the poem but it may be indicated by words indicating 56‘0’)6\)6)5]’5
physical manifestation (e.g. (D) or mental make up (e.g. &ML]). Or, it can be
just her thought that the job on which he left her is over suggesting that her

@ &S H6V is going to be over (See @) 6MLOLLIJ600TJ's anonymous citation
poem ending with eflemeoT (PG5 &60TH [HLD SHITEHECVITRIT in the last line).

The parameters of inference, thus, are her physical or mental state mentioned or
hinted in the poem.

The inference may be circumscribed. In the above citation poem, the hero is
described as wearing a flower ring mixed with &J56m& flowers, which are the
flowers worn by the warriors of cattle raid in the literary theory of L|MLD. The
cattle are associated with the (LD6V6MGV land in & LD theory. From &I H6NSH

to (LDELEMGV is inference, which is reinforced by the heroine’s thought of the
end of the job that took the hero away.

Another way of inference is through 2_[f] BILAI& & LD ‘allied behavior of 2_[f1’.
Each 2_[flILIGQUTHET has more than one BILA& S LD, as permitted in the



theory and its number is open for the poets to innovate. The &Iﬂ of a poem may
be obtained from the BILAI& LD it describes.

Like 2_fflufledr BILBIG S LD, another indicator of Hlemevor is _flulleor
L&) (@) 6ITLOLLT600T [T in Sutra 24; it is actually 2_flulledr LDMILIGS)),
which may be called ‘the mirroring behavior of Q_Iﬂ'. An example of the
mirroring behavior of @) (H& 56V of Hemeval is when &60)6V6UEDT misses or
remembers her, during his separation (L1fl6y). This by itself could categorize a
poem as one of LIT6M6VE H)em6ooT, but any presence in the poem of (D& 6V
or &([H of (LPEVEMEV would make it a poem of (LDELEDBVE 56t 60T .

S| &HBTETMI 164 (cited in S 24) is about &H6MIEVEUEDT, who is away in the battle
front, sees the blooming of flowers after the rain, desires to consume the beauty

of B56mevall and laments that the king has not ended the war even after
capturing the fort of the enemy. This is called LITF6emMLI LJ6VLDLIGV ‘lament in
the army camp’, which is a BILAIG LD of LITeM6V. But this BHILA&HSH LD
becomes 2_[flull6dT LIGS) ‘mirrored dimension’ of (LD6LEM6V by the virtue of
hero’s longing being the counterpart of the heroine’s waiting in anticipation. The
presence of rain and blooming of flowers converts LIT&F6MMLI L|6VLDLIGV into a

mirrored dimension of (LD6VEM6V. Thus a mirrored dimension used for &) 6t 60T
categorization is reciprocating the mental state or perspective between

FHemneval and 556m6V6U6DT like a mirror image; in the present case, the mirror
image is &60)6V6U60T.

The above two illustrations show that a L|MLD theme like LITFemMLI
L]6ULDLIGV is exploited by poets to reinforce an &L theme. The description

of the beauty and pleasure of leading towns, which belong to L|MLD, as a
comparison of the beauty and pleasure of the leading woman is well known.

From the above, it can be said that besides (D& 6V, &(H and 2_[fl, other
elements that come into play in @@GOTST categorization are &D‘]Uﬁ]GOT



BIBl& & LD, which is an allied dimension of 2_if] and 2_iflulledr LIGS), which

is a mirrored dimension of 2_[fl.

The above deliberation of the theory would argue for the claim that @6‘0’)6‘0’0‘[5
may be interacting with one another in actual poems, but a poem in such a case is

categorized as belonging to only one @GG)GOUF based on certain criteria that may
even go beyond (P& 6V, &(H and 2_[f] that are clearly marked for each
&) 607600T. It follows that the concept of &)60)600Ts in QI&LD categories does not

have opaque boundaries between them and this interacting nature of @66)6?501‘5
gives flexibility, and so creative opportunities, to poets.

The classical theory does not allow two .‘D_IJC]I;IQI_II'I'Q'DGiTs in the same poem
either as fuzzing (2_1f] LDUWI&&LD) or as doubling (@ TLemL 2_[f1).
Nevertheless, poets seem to meld more than one &Iﬂ in @ poem as a poetic

technique. One such technique is to exploit temporality. The Q_Iﬂ of the present
may relate to a 2_[f] of the past in the mind of &60)6V6UE6T or Hemeuall. The
grammar (S 46 BI&LDHS S BleMeTEHHM G JSI6aD 3G ‘what

happened may be the ground for thinking about it (in a poem)’) provides for such
a temporal split, though the commentators understand this Sutra not as a

statement about a poetic technique but about a behavior, generally in LIT60)6V&
&) 60 600T.

ORI MIBTMI 361 is a LIM6M6V poem by the mood of separation (L1 ifley)
that strikes the reader, though there is no description of LITémM6L land in the
poem; @\6MLOLLIT600T (S 24), on the other hand, calls it a LIT60)6V poem by
the SHLIQLITIH6T described in the poem (though LIT&Hf] is not
incontrovertibly a marker of arid land, but &T60T 4, MI belongs to hilly land).
This poem is classified as LIIT60Y6V in the anthology. Nevertheless, the thought in
the mind of &6M6V6EUE0T &6M6VELUEDT is about L|600TJH6V, as

@\ 6TLOLLI600T ) himself identifies. The hero remembers the heroine making a



I.II'I'@Iﬂ garland and his union with her saying that her breasts were more
exciting (or firing) than her eyes and her broad shoulders were more exciting
(firing) than her breasts; his separation from her exacerbates his memory. The

unnamed old commentator of 3l MIBIMI and others who follow him do not
allow the temporal split and are forced to read this poem as one of elopement

(2_LedT@UITE @) and so it is about LI6OOTTFG in LIME0I6V.

SOMRIGMIBIMI 361 also plays with the temporal split (like in a split screen),
though there is no mistaking of its @6‘6)6‘0’& as LIMem 6V because of the
description of this land by its &HLIQLITIHET. @ 6TLOL,Feoory (inS 24
illustrating LIMeM6VE Hemeoor) takes LDE&GHET (6TUN60TT to be specific) to
index this poem as a LIT60Y6V poem, even though its 2_[fILIGQILITHEIT is

L|600T[J &6V in 2_L_60TGLIME . So have done the old commentator and the
anthologist. This poem is about the torment of the murderous hunters, a theme

of LUT6mM6L, but the hero remembers the heroine in the past and finds her
tormenting him in separation and in this, she is like a sister of the hunters.

Expediting marriage (6U6mJ6) &LMEYSH6V) is a BILOGSHLD of GMIEHE. So is
the scandal (6L STMHM6V) in the village of &emevail about her (never in
the village of &6Mm6VEU60T about him) about & L_L_LD going on without
marriage. 560561 &HMTeM S 104 (that begins with LB 6T W,ITHS) is a

poem with these two BILOIG S LD. It is also a poem about the kin selecting the
man to marry the daughter of the family. The selection is of the winner of the

sport of controlling the bull (JMI H(W6&H6V), which is a sport and custom of
the (LPELEMGV land. FMI H(LHESH6V is a H(IHLIGILITIHEIT of (LDEVEM6V,
when land specific sports are included under &HLIGLITIHEIT. This poem is
categorized as a poem of (LDGLEMEVLS @GU)GUDT, which seems to suggest that
o _flQUTIH6IT is down played in this §)6m600T categorization. This is a
significant deviation from the classical theory and needs an explanation.



8595]5@5”66)85 poems are long and have the features of a play ([BITL-&
QULN& & Sutra 56) that is dialogic and eventful. Such poems with dramatic
elements are categorized by the &HLIGLITIHEIT of the land rather than by the
o 1f] suggested by the BILAIG S LD (6U6MTEY in this poem) described in the
poems. This categorization based on & ([BHLIGLITHET is done with regard to this
&H601561&HMem & poem in spite of the fact that its 2_[f] has a pre-marital theme
while the 2_[fl of (LP6LEMEVS H6METOT Must have a marital theme. It seems
that the theory allows @66)66?)1‘ categorization to be swayed by the overall ethos
of the poem, which emanates in the cited poem from the description of the land
though its sports (SHLIQUITHET), overriding the 2_[f] specifics. This
privileges [Bl6VLD (a &(H) to index H)6t600T obviating 2_[f] (R(O&&LD).

It may be noted here that as per the differing interpretation of S 19 discussed
above, (&L QILITHET, viz., &ITEVLD and [Bl6VLD, could be a BILAS LD,
though non-behavioral. If this interpretation is correct, then ﬁ]GULb could be a
.‘D_Ijrl and index @66)6601’, as commentators prefer to treat categorization of
&) 6076007 based on BleVLD.

Overriding vs. Blurring

Dissonance between 2_[f] on one hand and (P& 6V, &(H on the other in a poem

is a feature of Hlemevor LOWIG LD (blurring of &)6m600T). Commentators take,
as noted earlier, that the @GO‘)GO‘GF of a poem may be indexed by ﬂGULb asitis
by 2_ifl. Bemr6vor signifies 62(LDEGLD ‘behavior’ and [Bl6VLD signifies a
@GU)GUDT. In such a theory, a poem may indicate two behaviors, one of the
Bl6VLD by which the &)60)600T is indexed and one by the 2_[fILIQLITIHET. This
will be a case of &Iﬂ LOWI&&LD in the sense that a poem’s &Iﬂ is ambivalent.
It must, however, be noted that in & &LD theory, there cannot be more than one
2 Il QUIT(HEIT. (Long poems such as &6 &6 &TeMS are exceptions, as

@)\ 6TLOLLIT600T notes (S 15); kavyas may be included in the exception). No



Sangam poem is indexed with a hyphenated name, for example, as @ﬂﬂ@@—
(LPELEMBV or GMIEHFI WD (LPELEMEVLD (G TL 6L 2 [f]); it is either
SMIEHT or (LPEVEMEV. One of the possible two 2_[f] must be chosen to index
an ambivalent poem. In one theory, which is advocated by the anthologists and

commentators, the choice is made by the [Bl6VLD described in the poem. This
theory may be called for the sake of reference as the neo-classical theory.

In the other theory suggested above, which may be called the classical theory, the
&) 60)600T of a poem is indexed by 2_[fILIQLITIHET alone, in which case there
will be no fD_Iﬂ LOWI&8LD. The dissonance in this theory is just a mix up of

o flQUTIHET and (LNSH6L QLIMTIHET (BlevedT) through the

& (HLIGILIT(HEIT of the [B16V6DT. This mix up may have an aesthetic function.
This alone is §)60600T LOUIGSLD. In this neo-classical theory, the cited

H60 GRS TN poem ((LDEVEMEVE G 4), L|6oOTIS 6V (through its
B8 & &0 of marriage) blurs with the land of (LPEVEMIGY in its
&HHLGLITIHET. In the language of commentators, this would be an instance of
SMlEhFIUN6L (Lpevemev.

Using &Iﬂ to index a @mewr, as in the classical theory, would explain how
QUUWILILIT® relates to & LD poems. QLOUWILILIT() is the physical
expression of the emotions of behaviors (&Iﬂ). This is the bhava

(@QuWILIUT®) of the natya (FadSl). (WD&H6V and &(H set the scene for this

expression and so play a subordinate role.

But the commentators and the anthologists consider this poem to be an instance
of land ((LD6VEM6V) blurred about behavior (&M EHF)). This is considered to be
an instance of (LLELEMEVUIEL GHMIEHE) and this poem is indexed as a
(LD6LEDIGL poem. This categorization foregrounds the land. Overriding
2 fIQUTIHET in naming the &) 6m6ooT of a poem is a shift from the classical



theory. The two theories of @66)6?5?)1’ categorization may not necessarily be apart
in chronology; they could be in existence as alternatives at the same period.

Nevertheless, the anthologists of Sangam poems and the commentators of these

poems, who came after them and accepted as given the @GG)GO'OT categorization
of the poems in the anthologies, seem to subscribe strongly to the neo-classical
theory. The commentators, consequently, interpret the grammar,

Q&ML ITLILINWILD, in this theoretical framework. @)6TLOLLJ600TI takes the
words (LPemM FI\MHSH60TG6Y in Sutra 3 to mean that it states the preferential
order of the three constituents of a poem, (P& 6V, &, 2_Ifl. These three have
the preference in the given order to index the S)60)600T of a poem. If a poem has
all three of these present, its §)60)600T is designated by (LDS6V (i.e. Bl6VLD), if it
has the last two, its designation is by &([H and if it has only the last one, the poem
is one on 2_[fl. (P& 6L excludes &MEVLD for this purpose. This would mean that
a poem would be considered a GMI@HGF) poem, for example, when the land
described in it has elements (& () of &M @G, but the behavior (2_ifl)
described is @ [JTGI86V. Theoretically then, 83155 60)600T of (& LD are
preferentially indexed by five lands, not by five behaviors.

While the grammar does not permit double &Iﬂ in a poem (which will create
ambiguity in indexing a poem), the Sangam corpus shows that a poem could

become ambivalent about specifying its &Iﬂ when it does not have any
description of (D& 6V QILIMIHET or &HHLIQLITIHGIT. It is a poem only with
&U‘]LIQIJW(I_T)Q'T. The last poem anonymous of author and source, which

@) 6ITLOLL 60T gives (S 24) to illustrate LO(HSHE 56016007 poem could be an
example of this. For @ 6TLOLLT600rJ the 2_[flLIGQLITIHET of this is

L|600T &6V but it must be a LDHSHLD poem on the ground that the hero is
referred to as 2ETJ6IT, a HlemeooTBlemeVLl QLW of LOHSLD. FHeneval

expresses concern about the possibility of &60)6V6U60T going back on his
commitment to marrying her, which will sully the name of her family. The



o FlILIQUITIHEIT of this poem may be QLI 6V, where &emeual laments
the uncertainty. A description of &(HLIQLIT(H6IT identifying a land will force a
decision and remove ambivalence. &®LIGLIMTIHET of the marine landscape will
help to decide in favor of QBUIEH6V. This shows that &IHLIGILIMIHET has this
function through the land it represents to index the @66)66?)1‘ of a poem. It was
argued above that 26T [J60T is a poetic technique and an index of the riverine land.
The choice in the &6 600T classification of this poem is between & MIEHEF) and
QBUIG6V and there is no HIHLIQLITHET of either GMIEHTF) or QB LISV

to clinch the issue.

It is not certain that the anthologists assigned the @GG)GO‘GT of the collected
poems. While the available manuscripts have the @@GGUI' of the poems

assigned in Q|G HTETMI, BHIGMIBTM and &H60156&HMTeM S (the last two

have a different principle of organizing the poems to place contiguously all the
poems of each @66)6601‘ at one place), but not the manuscripts of
GNIHG&MTeMS and BMHMIeM6oOT. &FMLAIBTEMNS W, who edited

G MBS Te? & for the print, points out in his introduction the difficulties in
uniquely identifying the @GG)GO‘GT of a poem. He altogether abandons the

&) 607600T and uses the Fn. MM schema for classifying the poems. Other modern
commentators who follow the &)6m600T schema differ between themselves
about the @66)660T to which a poem is assigned. (Sambasiva Sarma, Raja Siva
(GBS TNSHF QEFEMTMHOUTLHESHET p. 11-12) cited in

L0 G6OT 60T LD 600T | F600T(LN &G ITEN p 132-3). &6meoor classification of 8510
poems is not made at one time in Tamil literary history nor has scholarly
consensus. The reason for the lack of consensus is the choice of a different

criterion from among (LP&H 6V QUITIHET, HIHLIGILIMTIHET and

o _flIIQUTH6EIT and the problem of the situation when these criteria are
conflicted in a poem.

Interrelation of &)em6v0Ts



The five core &)60)600Ts are distinctive from one another in all three constituents,
though some overlap is allowed, as seen above. They, however, relate themselves

in different ways at the conceptual level. (LD6VEMEV (@ HSHFH6V) is defined in
relation to LIMemev (LI1fl860) and so is LDHSLD (DeTL_6V), where the
separation is on account of LUIF&6em& (LTSS UM Lifley). QBUIsSe
(@ D MBIS6V) is defined in relation to GMIEHSF (L|600TFS6V) as the anxiety
about the hero staying with his commitment to her. (LD6V6MAV is the fruition of
this commitment, which is the life of marriage, which is prone to separation of

him on work or on his infidelity. LO(H&LD entails 26TL_6V when the heroine finds
fault with the unfaithfulness of the hero. Suspicion of non-return of the hero

after L|600T[J& 6V generates @) JhI&6V and it aggravates the short separation
(T\my1 L91fley) in QBUIS6EV. Hero's indifference creates a response of hope or
dejection. Feud over infidelity in LOH&LD ends in reconciliation that culminates

in L|600T[J& 6V, the pleasure of which is enhanced by the initial denial of it. Pain
is a pervasive ingredient of love to sustain it. It is omnipresent in one shade or

another in all &l6m600Ts: it is the scandal about the clandestine union in
GSMIEHT), the anxiety about breaking the commitment in QBUIS6V, the
waiting out separation in (LDELEMGV, the infidelity in LO(HGLD and the long and
arduous loneliness in LIM60Y6V. This explains why the theory does not assign any
particular land to LIIT6®M6V, which epitomizes pain in love. Of the 1862 & &LD

poems in the Sangam corpus (out of a total of 2381 poems (Manonmani

Sanmugadas : G MIBGS TN — 62(H HI60OTE00TTUIGY), 531 are assigned to

LITemn6v& @66)6601 according to one count (@GmGZSDT categorization however,
is problematic, as shown above).

The interrelation of @GG)GOUFS, though not detailed in the grammar, is seen
abundantly in the poems. The poets knit the behaviors and emotions of love
aesthetically in their poems to enrich the experience of love.



&Ijr]l;IQI_II'I'(r_F)GiT may or may not be explicitly mentioned in a poem. To index
the @GG)GO’OT of a poem from what is in the poem, some interpretation of the
poem may be necessary. The theme of the 856&5615IT6‘6)55 poem 104
((LP6LEMEVLE 8560 4 cited by @)6ITLOLLITEOOTIT in Sutra 24 to illustrate
(LPEVEMBVE Femeoor) is her friend reassuring S6m6v&l about the return of
&60I6VRUGOT as the rainy season has begun. The same theme is found in the

S| &HBITETMI poem 53 (cited by @) 6ITLOLLT600TIJ in the same Sutra to illustrate
indexing of LITem6VE Hemenor) but with a twist. H606V& is not reassured by
the words of her friend and counters her by stating that &60)6V6.60T loves
wealth more than her, for which he is away. The anticipation or hope for his
return in @ (H& 6V is negated in this poem and this foregrounds L fl6). Hence
this poem is indexed as a LIT6M6V & @66)662)1‘ poem. To augment this mental
state of Ij]ljc]G).], the hardship of the parched land & 60)6V660T passed through is
described as the (LD&6V GILIMH6T of this poem. This poem is a LIT63Y6V poem

not just because of its (LN&H 6V QILITIHET, but because of the twist is the mood
of waiting, which nullifies any hope. It changes the mood to separation.

@GG)GO‘OT categorization is not a mechanical exercise, as the knowledge
transmission of the literary tradition, which the anthologists depended on, seems

to have come to believe and downgrade the significance of &U‘]I'JQIJIT@G'T and
its interpretation in &)60)600T categorization. To do it by the &(HLIGLITIHEIT
with which the [Bl6VLD, a (N&6L GILIM(HET, is described in a poem makes

@GG)GO‘OT categorization apparently straightforward. The following is an example
of this problem, which was commented on earlier also.

SOMRI@GMIBIMI 361 is an illustrative poem chosen by @)6ITLOLLT600T[J for
LITe?6V8 §)6m600T. This is a poem about a &56M6V6U6IT who suffers
separation, pines for his &606V&l and thinks of the L|6ooTJ& &) she had with
her. @ 6ITLOLLT600TI claims that the 2_[fILIQLIT(HEIT of this poem is

L|600T[F& &, but it is categorized as a poem of LIMTeM6VE &)6m600T because the



&H(HLIGILITIHEIT of LITE0I6V mentioned in the description of the parched land.
One could, however, interpret the thought of ueozrrlja'c@ as aggravating the
suffering of separation and hence the &Iﬂ LIQUIT(HET is Iﬁ]lﬂm. The poem is
indexed by the anthologist and the commentator for LIT606V & @@GOUI' by the
description of the parched land, which is a setting to enhance the mood of
separation. The 2_[fILIQILIMTIH6IT of this poem then is not L|600TJ& G, whose
thought runs through the mind of &6M6VEUEDT in a flash back

It must be noted that there is no poem in the Sangam corpus that does not have a
&U‘]LIQIJIT@GiT, however it is identified. There is no poem, on the other hand,
with (LP&H6V QILITIHET or SIHLIGILITTHET alone. (The possibility of such a
poem was mentioned in the discussion of the multiple interpretations of S19 with
reference to (LN&H 6V QLITIHET, though such a poem is not empirically found,
but the (LN&6V GILITIHEI in such a poem would be a BILAGSHLD of a 2_[f]).
The inevitable presence of one .‘D_D‘]I;IQI_IIT@GiT in every poem strongly
suggests that it is essential to identify and categorize the §)60)600T of a poem.

G 60)600T categorization of 60)&H & 66T and G LI(HH D) 60)600T

MG EH 06T and G\ LIHIHS)60)600T are distortions (6Nl&TFLD) of the ideal
love and thus are related to the core @GG)GO‘GFS subversively. These two aspects

of Q|G LD are not marked for any of the three constituents of &|&L0 poetry in
the theory. Commentators take this non-specification to mean that the three

constituents (NS 6V, &, 2_[f]) of all five core H)6m600Ts would be eligible to
be the constituents of these two. This way of understanding 608 &8 6m6IT and
QLI 5 6m600T helps not to divorce them from the five. The commentators
give the supporting argument that the five behaviors can also happen in any land
(in the real world). This idea of grounding the @GU)GUDTS to the real world
happening leads the commentators to use the land for @GmGO'OT categorization
of a poem and necessitates them to have double identification of a poem with
labels such as LITemevuil6v GmMI@h&), one by the land and another by the



behavior. They, nevertheless, assign one earmarked (@ﬂ)ﬁl L]) behavior for
each &) et 6v0T.

This has a theoretical consequence with regard to @@GOUI' LDWI&SLD.
Gl6tr600T LOULIESLD in the classical theory, where )6 600T categorization is
o 1f] based, is the overlap between the & [HLIGILIT{HEIT of different lands. In
the land based §)60)600T categorization, it is an overlap between (LD &6V
QUITIH6T (Blevld) and 2 FILIQLITIHET.

The omnibus assignment of (P& 6V, &(H, 2_If] of all HlemrevoTs to

M &8 GH 606 and Q\LIIHIH ) 60)600T is problematic from a theoretical point of
view, since each &)60)600T of B|&5L0 has to have at least a 2_[f] special to it. So
some commentators are forced to assign L|600T[J&6V to them as their 2_fl,
though this behavior is distorted (G)ﬂBSITU'Lb) of the ideal one. According to this
analysis, GMIEHF & Hletreoor will have, as its 2_[fl, L|600TJE6L as well as
L|600T [T 56V 6Nl&MILD. Since no &)60)600T has more than one 2_[fl, @&y
must be taken to be the third component of &Iﬂ along with the other two, viz.
BIOGSLD and DM LIGS). This is supported by the fact that no poem’s

&) 60)600T is indexed as 60885 60)6IT or GLI[HIH ) 606007 in the Sangam
anthologies, but these two behaviors are accommodated in a core @GmGO‘OT,

S MGG, for the purpose of &)6m600T categorization. The same problems one
has in identifying the @mem of a poem with regard to the five core behaviors
will show up with regard to the two behaviors of Qﬁ]BSITULb.

M &G 606 is absence of love, mostly in the woman and Q\LI(H B &) 6m 60T is
presence of excessive love, mostly in the man, which he exhibits publicly
(LDL_G6LMIFH6V). Excessive love (HITLOSH 535[_5]), which commentators gloss as
lust in its medieval meaning, may be attributed to the woman in a poem, but it
not exhibited publicly; it is shared with or noticed by her friend (@gprrg_ﬂ). The



theory allows these two within £3[58)60600T. The extremes of these two are
placed outside (LJM& G S 25) 83155 6m6v0T, which alone qualifies to be
3|&10. The later grammars of Q&0 (@FfFCamBlwiD) call them

&L mD. BN S&LIQUITIHET calls the former (excessive love of
idealized protagonists) also QI.I@E@GG)GOUI’ but terminologically differentiates
it from the latter (excessive love of marginalized protagonists) calling them
IGLUQUITIHET QLHHEH em6evor and & LILIMLI QLIIHIHS) 60)600T
respectively. This distinction could be made equally for em& & FHemeT
(unresponsive love of idealized and marginalized protagonists) as well. The latter
of the two are outer 851D not only because of their &lemevor & MTILD
thematically but also because they are not constituted structurally by (LD& 6V
QUITIH6T and &(IHLIGILITIHEIT.

Organizing Principles of 9|88 &) 6m6v0r Ul L 6L

An organizing principle or logic of 3{&LD grammar in Q& MeV&TLILIWILD is to
describe the larger categories or concepts (superordinate nodes) first and then to
describe the smaller categories or concepts (subordinate nodes) that constitute

the former. Describing (S 1) firstly @GZS)GZX)T and later (S 3) (N6, &(H, o ifl
is an example. Another principle is to describe the related things of the smaller
category or concept (subordinate node) at length and then go back to the larger
category (superordinate node) above it. After describing (S 4-12) the details of

(NS 6V GILIT(H6IT, the possibility of the problem of lack of perfect match
between [Bl6VLD, a (NGH6L QLIMTIH6IT, and 2_[f] in a poem takes the grammar
tangentially to the description (S 14) of the concept @66)60’& LOWI&&LD. This in
turn takes the grammar to the necessary descriptions (S 16) of &U‘]I'JQUIT@G'T,
which is the pivot in identifying the @GU)GUDT of a poem and is challenged by
Gl6tr600T LOUIESLD. The natural order would be to go from (D& 6V GILITIHET
to & HLIGILITIHET. This detour necessitates the description (S 17-19) of the
dimensions of each 2_[fILIQLIMTIHET before the description of the details



&H(HLIGILITIHEIT. The grammar returns afterwards to the description (S 20) of
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT.

The description of the constituency of &(HLIGILIMTIHEIT extends to include

LD& &6 (S 22-27). This takes the grammar to describe the role of LD&&6IT in a
poem, first as &HLIGILITIHET and then (S 27-48) as dramatis personae other
than &60)6V6) 60T and 566)6\)6)5]. This triggers the description next of their
specific roles (what they do) in specific @@GOUI'S and what their &emel or
FnMMmI (what they say, to whom and when). After this long intervention, the
grammar returns to the higher node & ([BLIGILIMTH6IT for the purpose of
describing (S 49-51) the literary technique of 2_6T@F6mM, as it uses only
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT as the ground or vehicle for suggested meanings.

9 _6TEH6EM M refers to the meaning that resides in &(HLIGLITIHEIT, which
needs to be expressed implicitly by &65)6V6)60T and 56‘6)6\)6)5] as well as other
characters such as G5 LA in their Bemal.

Love poems outside & &LD

Sutras 25 and 26 describe the people who are protagonists whose love life poems
describe, but these poems are outside (LM& &) the theoretically (and ideally)
conceived Q| &LD. These protagonists are specifiable individuals (whether their

name is mentioned or not) and are socially definable. They are identified socially
by the social division of labor, unlike the geographic identification of the

protagonists of the ideal or stylized &|&LD poems. The social division is between

those who command (6J6U6V) work and those who are commanded to work; the
latter category is further divided into those who perform low level service to

others (]9 GUWITH who perform &MEMEU6Y, which does not require a
special skill) and those who perform specialized services (6)5]66)6UFG)J6UET =
allement auevevall ‘(skilled) performers of specialized work for others’) such
as &6V ‘transmitting knowledge’, &SI ‘messengering for the powerful’ and



LI6?0) & ‘fighting wars’. These protagonists are different from the protagonists of
the theorized | &LD; they could belong even to the theorized L|MLD. Their
poems could, for example, be poems of the love of a king or a warrior.

B&F eoTmTTEHSR 6o W (S 25) specifically includes ({19 GWITIT 6T6oT G6U

@ (BLITEL H6MEVLNESHEHLD 3L RIS MHMI) both &H60I6VEUET and
&H606V6 among 3|1QGUIITI.

The commentators, however, draw the distinction between the two social

categories of people on the basis of the nature of morality rather than the nature
of work. Their life is not led according to the principles (laid out in the books) of

SIMLD, QILITHET, @ 60TLILD. @ 6TLOLLI600T[ identifies these alternate
protagonists as people of low social status (@g_ﬂ]ﬁr)(%g;mj is the word used by
B& T eoTmTE G 6o |WIT; guided by his morality code he includes LIT&6m& in
this category of people) and their love behavior is despicable, as it crosses the
decency bar of love making (G\LI(HH5) 60)600T: excessive (expression of) love;
QILIHLD ‘excessive’, H601600T here stands for G EHE), as argued above) or
forcing one’s love on the unwilling (60 & & H6MET; 6005 ‘bitter, i.e. unsweet
(relation’). For him, the two sutras (25 and 26) mention the &60)6V6U60T and
&H606val of QLIHH S 6m600T and 60885 6M6IT, which are outside 851D
proper (but not in L|MLD proper either).

Commentators have difficulty with 6J160)60T6U6VIT. @) 6ITLOLLT600TIT leaves the
term undefined and its referent unidentified. He leaves it to the reader to find an

illustrative poem whose hero is a @llemeoTEUEVT. HEF60TITTE G 6ol IWIT takes
the term to mean &6mM6V6U6IT and &606VEI when they are assigned a work of

the real world kind by another. &l60)60T6U6VIT for him, like {19 GUITI,
includes both genders, but unlike them, not morally degraded. He cites the poem

&GRS TN 108 ((LNEVEMEVEFHEI 8) to illustrate his understanding of
this term. In this poem, &6m6V6l commands her heart that has taken residence
in &60)6V6U60T to attend to her work in the millet field which was assigned to her



by her people but now is left unattended. She is called aﬁ]emarreua)ﬁr

LIRS 60TelT by 5& FleoT T &6t 1L . This is a stretch. But he himself says
in his commentary of the same Sutra that both {19 GWIT and elleméoTeu6VT
do not have agency (for doing the work of their choice) (&L0& & o flwy
|60T6mLN). He probably suggests that &6m6eV6U60T and &Hetevall could also
be portrayed as acting without agency. This is contrary to the &|&L0 grammar
where they do have agency; it does not include, for example, I_|6?R)'I'Ij'é=@ with

56‘0’)6\)6)5] by abduction, as in one of the kinds of marriage described in later
literature.

Those who command others (gf6u6v LOTL6oT 67 G6oTITIT) (S 26) are taken by
@) 6TLOLLJ600T[J to indicate an exception and to say the protagonists of
QILIHIH 5 60 600T and 6018585 6M 6T could be 2 WFTHESITI, whose life,
however, is deviant from the higher principles of &JMLD, QLITIH6IT, &) 60TLILD.
This would dilute his stand of separating the protagonists of these two love
behaviors (6M&E&H emeT and GLIHIHH 6m600T) from the protagonists of
55 6m600T. [hFF0TTIE G 60f WY, on the other hand, takes this Sutra to
include among protagonists others, who are not tied to a land and are not

referred to by their @mm@]mwu QUWIJ. They are the people of upper
(twice-born) three varnas, who by their profession and status have the
commanding rights over others (| [H&600T[J, S|T&FJ, 6UM60I &) and the
people of the fourth varna, GeUEITITETI, by the virtue of their inclusion in the
four way division, though they do not have a commanding status. He interprets
the sutra this way by taking LOJL| to be the Vedic tradition and by
accommodating GeUETMTEITJ through the word 67 G60TITIJ in the sutra. He takes
the purpose of this sutra is to extend the &\em6ooTBlemeVL] QUIWIF from five

to six. His illustrative poem for Brahmin protagonists is ($MIHQ & M6 & 167,
which is poem of the nurse mother reporting to the mother on the girl, after
seeing the girl in her new house with her husband, where she is making a dish



with curds. BFF 0T TFE&& 6of W], through a stretch of his imagination,
identifies making curds with the cuisine of Brahmins. This extension of
protagonists to specific social groups violates the principle of the classical

grammar of Q|&LD poems to keep their protagonists to be generic.

Absence and Excessive presence of love

The place of QLI(HH 5 6m600T and 6088 TH6MET in H)6mI600T is problematic
conceptually, as pointed out earlier. The commentators vacillate in identifying a
poem either as GLI[HIHD) 60)600T or 60)5 8T 60)6IT. @) 6ITLOLLIT600TTT identifies
(S 25) his citation poem &656& TN 62 (GMEHF 5860 26) as
QLI(HHS)60)600T on the ground that it is about excessive love on the part of
56‘0’)6\)6).I6‘6T, who is a dwarf, but says that it could be identified as
& & F6MET also on the ground that it is about the rejection of love on the
part of &6006V6Ml, who is a hunchback. [HFEFF\eoTTTEH G 6of W (S 26) gives
the same poem as a citation for Sutra 26 and identifies it as 6008 & & 60)6IT. He
identifies the same poem as GILI(HHGH)60I600T in his commentary of

856\5]5@5W66)53 as well as in his commentary on S 52. (as pointed out by M.
Arunachalam in his variorum edition of the commentaries of

31555 60)600TUINWLIV) . QLIIHIHS)60)600T and 60)8 856061 are often
mutually related in the poems. Q\LI(HH 5 6m6voT includes forced love Lack of
response from &6m6Va)l leads &60)6V6UEDT to excessive expression of his love
for her. (Many forms of marriage, according to @) 6TLOLLT600T (S 1), come
under QILI[HIH S 6m600T under his glossing of GILIIHLD as ‘common, prevalent,
reflecting probably his times. His interpretation of QI_I(IDLB@GG)GO’GF and
MEEHTH6MET in S 25 as love making by inferior people is contradictory to this).

According to the grammar of &J&LD, as pointed out above, both
QLI(HIH ) 60)600T and 605 &G 6m 6T do not belong to the core )60 600TS;
they are placed in the grammar at both ends of core @GU)GUDTS (S1). They are
not 2_[fILIQLITHEIT like the 315G 6m600T. They could be 2_fILIQLITHET



I&MILD and specifically of L|600T[J&6V. This will make their &)60)600T to be
SMIEHT). As they are not the 2_[fILIQUITIHET per se, a poem to have both
(and categorized as both) should not be a problem (as @)6TLOLLJ600TI thinks of
H5605Mms 62 (GMlEhTF & 560l 26) as a GMEHGF) poem and as a poem
of G\LI(HIH 5 60 600T).

The two illustrative 560160 & M6 & poems cited by @)6TLOLLI600T could be
looked at as poems on love that is not 3J&L0, as theoretically conceived. This
does not mean that they must necessarily be either G\LI({H[H5) 60)600T or
601883 60)61T. The idealized and theorized &{&LD poems are a sub-set of love

poems in the classical period. 856\5]55@5|T66)85 poems differ from the poems of
other anthologies in many respects. Many of them are longer and are dialogues;

&H6m6V6U60T and &Hemeval directly address each other in them and are explicit
about their intentions. This is contrary to the suggestive conveyance of meaning,
which is the hallmark of earlier anthologies. A consequence of it is that

9_6ITEHEM M competes with FBevemL, which becomes a means of expressing
double meaning. FG6V6mL is rare, if present at all, in the earlier anthologies.
H6056&HMem& poems have the rasa (QLOWILILIT(H) of sardonic humor
(6T6ITEIT6V); they exhibit sarcasm as well. These factors would additionally imply
that 856\5]5@5|T66)85 anthology contains poems that are different from the
idealized &8 LD poems.

LD@QSéSESGﬁ] 29 may be read as a parody of an &J&LD poem. Its protagonists
are a hunchback and a dwarf; they are deviant from the natural or normal. Their
contrast with &J&LD protagonists is hinted beyond their physical deformity.
They do not feel that they are not part of the society: they withdraw from the
society (their work place, the palace) and go to the outskirts (the grove); she is
differentiated from the family women. The poem progresses towards

L|60oT J& &), which takes place at noon in a town in contrast to the (LD&6V
(WmoLd) and & (euemy) of GMIEHT). The earlier part of the poem is a



rejection of L|600T & &), which, however, cannot be called 26TL_6V in its
ordinary conceptualization in the theory of &|&LD and used to call the poem a
LO@H&SLD poem, particularly since the poem is identified as a 608 & &) 6mr6rT

poem. There is F1G6uV6m)L in the poem to suggest the turning point in the
progression. Line 30 dx.60f] GemLpU]LD &6emLP6)] Smevor is said by the dwarf.
Suggestively, by G600 he means that she is flexible physically (i.e. her gait is
wobbly) and mentally (i.e. her heart is softened). Line 33 eTlb ef(QLD STOF
BL&GLD HevL &ITeoor is said by the hunchback. She means by &mioy 'one who |
(the hunchback) love', where erib modifies &y, and the subject wimid is
unmentioned: eTlb (WITLD) af(pLD SITOF Simevor. She also means that 'one (the
dwarf) who has fallen in love with her, where the post-position L& is understood:

6Tld (9s1) ef(pLd &L,

SMIEhF & 8560 26 is built around ambiguity in love, where the woman does not
want L|eoor [7& &) and the man persuades her out of her reluctance. This is a poem
of raakkata (forced) marriage, for @)6TLDLL[J600T. The poet uses F1GevemL to
bring out the ambiguity in the mind of &éemevell. Line 13-15: 6B
eUTgmemnLouileor ..... Q&6TellE QGHITETEVID BM6DT 6T60Td &600T L 60T M)
‘Since softening of mind (6mIBLIL]) does not happen .... seizing her is not ethical
(2]M60T), (says the book)’. In her reading, @)60T is the causal suffix;

&600T 60T is the neuter singular finite verb (of the understood Subject ‘book’),
where 60T is negative. In his reading, 6M[B GUTTTeOOUIELD .....
Q&emalls QSITETEVID BJMEOT 6T60TE> 85600TL_60TMI “Even if softening of
mind does not happen... seizing her is ethical (say the book), where
aITImenLouilepld IDFHUILD becomes UM MTemLOUIN6OTLD OGN UILD which
becomes eUMTMeMLOUN 60T LOHWILD; where 2|60T in 8>600TL60TM) is
8:ITIﬂ66)U_I with no meaning. This is a morphological 1@6vemL . Line 15-16 is

said by the hunchback: Her double meaning: Smeof16oTmil 8 FomIlD Q& T6V
G&HETITET ‘he does not listen to the words (1) say with no expertise (S M60T) (in



the book)’; ‘he does not listen, not (using) the skill (S)M6dT) (to understand) my

words’. This is lexical and syntactic F1G6vemL. Line 17: One meaning she
conveys is conditional: LI6ooT(h) [BITLD GEUMEV6V 6TEOTLISI 6260TMI

9 600TL_ M6V eUQeorm(h LMl @ eoorGLIT “If there is some truth in saying
that we did not differ from each other in the previous birth, then there cannot be a
difference with him (now)’ where 2_600TL_IT6V is 2_eoor(h) “finite verb’ + 46V
= gJ6V, meaning ‘if true’. Another meaning she conveys is causal: ‘Because there
may be some truth in saying that we did not differ from each other in the previous
birth, there cannot be a difference with him (now), where 2_6oor(y) is a verbal
noun to which &6V (cf. HEOTMITEV = HEOTMITEM&HUIMEV) is added. This is a
morphological &1GevemL that captures her oscillation.

Meaning by suggestion: 2_6IT@eH6m M

Poems are means of meaning creation and they employ specialized verbal tools to
mean more by saying less. They create meanings that are implicit that are beyond
the lexicographical meanings of the words in the poems. The categorization of
things into explicit and implicit goes beyond literary of meaning. Tamil

grammarians differentiate the inflected verb forms into explicit (& flBlem6v)
and implicit (&MILIL]) as regards tense, i.e. sense of time. This is extended to the
referential meaning in ordinary language (denotation and connotation) to convey
Q& flBlemeul] QUITIHET and GMILIL L QUITHET (QFTLeVH ST S
152: Q5flLGeum mlemevwswild GMILILIHEMTETmaVILD @)
LITMOMmeTL QLIT(IHevoTemLOBlemsv@l) as well as to the words in the
literary language. This distinction is applicable to 2_6uetLD as a meaning making
device, which is divided into GMILIL]| (2_6TEH6MM) 2_EUEMLO 660 60T
(Q5flBlemsv) 2 auemLn, as described below.

SMILILILI QUITH6IT ‘implicit meaning’ is important in poetry to make meaning
as well as to create beauty (2J6vot]). Tamil literary theory talks about many verbal



ways of grounding the implicit meaning, i.e. the meaning that is not articulated, but
is suggested, and so in implicit. One of the ways is 2_6T@B6emM ‘residing inside
(a word, a sentence or a whole poem); 2_6iT ‘inside’, 2_6mm ‘reside’) (In the
ordinary language, this would be called 2_L_QUIT(H6IT). Five ways are identified
(QumEerfluiey S 46) to express implicit meaning and to get it; one of them is

2 _@ILOLD ‘connection (of explicit forms to implicit meanings)’. The connection is
made through comparison by similarity. Finding a shared feature to connect the

unconnected is creativity and so 2_&IL0OLD has a prime of place in poetry. This
way of suggesting implicit meaning (&GMILIL|L1 QUIT(H6IT) through similarity is
2 6TEBHEMM 2 _AILNLD. 2_6TEHEMM, a generic term for implicit meaning but a
sub-type of @GMILIL]), is used as a shorthand for 2_6T@EH6MHM 2_aILOLD by
commentators, though it is a specific way of expressing implicit meaning. This

shorthand of 2_6TEHEM M to refer 2_6TEHEMM 2 _AILOLD is justified because
the latter is the supreme way of making implicit meaning among all

9 _6GTEHEMMs in J&LD poetry. This homonymy, however, creates ambiguity.

This implicit meaning, which according to the interpretation of
B&FeoTmFeHSReorlWy (S 51, his 49), is placed in the poem by the poets, who
imagine the similarity in their mind (2_6T@BMI&HSG! ... &5 SI) and make the
listeners (8&L_GLITH (he does not use &MEMITI), which suggests oral

delivery of poems in a teaching context, rather than oral transmission across
generations) see the similarity in their mind (2_6TEHFMISH S 2_6MTLILISI). In

the repeated phrase in the Sutra, 2_6IT is ‘mind’ and 2_M)I is ‘experience’, but
they refer differently to the poet and the listener in the two occurrences.

A whole poem could be 2_6T@EBH6eYM 2_AILNLD. That is, the poem has only the
vehicle of comparison and not the target of implicit comparison.

@) 6TLOLLJ600T[J gives an anonymous poem to illustrate this under the above
Sutra. The poem is about a bee that leaves a lush lotus flower which has dignity
and has plenty of honey and goes after a water lily, which has been visited by



swarms of infatuated bees and has very little honey. (Equivalents of this poem
were in circulation in the sub-continent; one version can be found in Shakuntalam

of Kalidasa taken from a Prakrit source. Sangam poems of &{&LD are never
descriptions of a scene of nature for its own sake; the poet does not imagine the
poem as such a one, nor the listener understands it as such a one. The implicit

meaning is infidelity suggested by comparing implicitly the bee to & 656061 60T,
the lotus to &emevall and the water lily is LIJ&6M&. The implicit meaning is
the 2_flILIQILIMTIBET of LOIHSLD. It is possible to read this poem as describing
the character of men in general (and not of a @QTQE]QS &6DI6V6UEDT), in which
case the poem will not be considered an {810 poem, but will be considered a
L|MLD poem. The implicit meaning of bees as men will not be an instance of

® GTEHEMM 2_AILDLN but of 62L_L_60011. The same poem is cited in the
commentary of &600TLQLLIGUMBISTILD (S 52) to illustrate 6pL"L_6001]
(FleuelmIsGerTr: QSMLSTULIWT Famild 2 6TEH6MMmU]LD
@emmEFUILD, L. 14).

9 _GTEHENM 2 _AILDLD vs. F6M60T 2_QILNLD

2 6TEBHEMM 2 _AILNLD is then a kind of 2_&ILOLD ‘simile” as well, but the

similarity (or comparison) is of a scene, and not of any specific shared feature
that can be compared; the four features identified for comparison in the grammar
(2_euemLoUIWI6L S 272) are action (&flemeoT), function (LILIEDT), shape

(QLDUL) and color (2_(H). 2_eULDLD is a comparison of one object at a time

(and one or more features of it) whereas 2_6T@B60M 2_AILOLD is the
comparison of a physical scene with many objects from nature with the love
behavior of humans; it is comparing a natural landscape with the mental
landscape of a character. The simile proper, on the other hand, is a comparison
using one of the many comparative forms such as -) 60T, 2|60T60T, GLIT6L etc.
(2_6uemLDUIWLIGL S 282). This is an open ended list, many of them derived from
a verb and it offers a choice of a comparative form to match with the nature of



comparison. 6M60T 2_AILOLD is, thus, not only makes the comparison
transparent but also gives a cue to the feature that figures in the comparison. The
comparison therefore is explicit and transparent in it unlike the implicit

comparison in 2_6TEH6EM 2_AILNLD.

Though the comparison in 2_6TEH6MNM 2_AILOLD is of a scene, the features of
the scene that are compared may be one of the same four as in 6J60)60T

2 QIOLD (2_6ULDUINWIEV S 25/ 296 of QUITIHETHGTILD of @) 6TLDLLF6wT,
which (Suljrr@Uc]u_llj (his 300) interprets as giving the properties of comparison
in 2_6TEH6EMM 2_AILNLD). But 2_6TEHEMNM 2_6ILOLD has one more property
of comparison that g/60)60T 2_aUL0LN does not have and it is LI MLIL| “origin,
source’ (2_aUlOUIWI6Y S 23 / QurmeTH & mrD S 298 of GUFTHR FlWIT (he
calls the chapter 2_auemLoUNWI6L)). This is to give the differentiating fact about
2 6TEHEMM 2_AILNLD that what is compared and is compared to come from
the same source (GUITM&HFIWIF uses the word FITH)), which is
SHHLIGILITIHEIT i.e. LD&HEH6T and other &HIHLIGILIMIHGT. To create this
suggested meaning though this special comparison and the reader to get it, they
must be experienced with the (LD60T6OTLD, an organ (2_MILIL]) of poetry, which

is the conventionalized schema of inference of &{&LD poetry. That is, such
persons well-grounded in the schema will be able to authentically create and

discern the 2_6T@EHEMHM 2_6ULOLD (Hl6ooTlQ6UT(H GUeHL_LD
sleoollelGeormy Q& meflGeor, 2 aulnuilwey S 23 / QUITEETH ST S

294/ 298 ).

Even when there is no comparative form, the objects of comparison could be next
to each other making a compound; this proximity makes it clear that both are

compared (e.g. LIGU6IT 6UITWI ‘red lips’ is an example given by

B&F TG 6o (in Sutra 52, his 49), which is related to LIGUGITLD
GLImeorm eUITUL ‘lips like coral (in color)’; he considers the first one as an
example of 2_6TEBEMM 2_6ILOLD and the second one as 6060T 2_AILOLD).



The comparison in simile is not to suggest a second meaning but to explicate the
meaning of an object with the meaning of another object through their similarity

and to add beauty from the pointing of similarity (&)6TLDLL[J600T [}
(2_6U6emLOUIUIGD 1): LI6VEDT DJ6V6VITSH 60T L|6V6DT TSI,
SVBIGTTTRG CHL LIMTIEHEG @ 6TULWD LWgSSILD).

9 _GTEHENM 2_AILNLD is different from this other 2_&ILOLD (6J60)60T
o @ILNLD, S 49; this is named QeuerflliLiemL 2 allnld in HLOLI
S&LQUITIHET S 239; this could be called Q& flBlemev 2 allnLD if

2 6TEHemM 2 _aILNLD could be called GMILIL| 2_&ILOLD) in the following
ways. Three of the differences were pointed out above: restricting the
comparison to function (@)6ITLOLLJ600TT in Sutra 51, treats the behavior
(2_fl@uUmpeiT) differently from function (LILLIEOT), see below) involving
multiple objects in comparison and the absence of comparative form that links

the objects (the targets, 2 UG &HLILR 66U, 2 LIGLOWILD) and the ground

(Blevld: 2 auAILILIG); 2 _LILDMeTD = 2 6U6mln) or vehicle. The name is

9 _GTEHEMNM 2_AILDLD when it is differentiated from other 2_aILOLDs; it is also
called 2_6ULD 2_6ITEH6MM when it is differentiated from other 2_6TEH6EM Ms.
Another name for 2_6ITEH6MM 2_AILOLN is one of the five kinds of

(2_auemnuilwiev 24) 2 aulnll GUmedl ‘that which resembles 2_6UL0OLD
(simile)’, but is different.

The most crucial theoretical difference between 2_aLOLD and 2_6TEH6ED M
2 _@ILOLD is that the latter draws the ground or vehicle of comparison from

& HLIGILITIHET (5 60r60TU|6T0T) 6U6M& S 49) and thus it is specific to
9|80 poetry. Ramanujan (Interior Landscape; Afterword) calls it in-scape
modelling the word after landscape. There is no exclusion of objects for
comparison in QeUefllILIenL 2 _aIL0LD; it is open ended.



Another theoretical difference between the two the grammar makes is the
exclusion of 2_&ILOLD from the set of features (Q&FWIW6T 2_MILIL]) that
make a poem. 2_6T@EH6MM and E6MMEF are included. 2_6TEH6M M that is
included is all the five kinds (see below) including 2_6T@EH6MM 2_AILOLD. The
exclusion of g6me60T 2_aULOLD from the organic whole of the poems (suggested

by the choice of the word _mILIL]| ‘organ’ to refer to the poem’s features) is not
obvious, but is significant.

Exclusion of some &HLIGILIMTIHET from 2_6TEHMM 2_aIL0LN

Q& UIaILD is excluded from being the ground for 2_6TEH6MM 2_aILOLD (S 50
); LD& 86T could be added to this exclusion, which is added separately (S 22) to
the list of SIHLIGLITIHEIT (S 20) to indicate that it stands different from other
&HIHLIGILITIHEIT (see above). GQIHUIAILD and D& 6T belong to the higher
category of object (2_WI[J &) 6t 600T).

(LPEVEMEVE TV (4) (see above) describes the game of controlling bulls (67!
&P &H6V), which are HIHLIGILITIHET of (LD6VEMGV land, are described by
their colors, which are compared to the colors of gods. But the bulls are not part
of 2_6TEBEMM 2_AILNLD; they are metaphors of gods; they are not 2_al6mL0
for &H60)6VGUEDT. This is evident by the fact that the gods mentioned in this poem
are &([HLIGILITH6IT of different lands.

A four line of @MIBGISHTeMS (1) describes the hill of the QG UIGILD

(LDH&H60T (he is mentioned as the red one (8&6TU), not by the name) in the
first three lines and the last line says ‘(the hill) of bunches of the blood-red flower

&HMHSHET . QFHUIAILD, however, does not play any role in 2_6TEBH60M

2 _@ILDLD. Thereis no 2_AILOLD at all. There is an 2_6TEH6EM, which is,
according to F&FFeTTF&H Gl W (A& MTeL&STLILIWILD Semailiiey 24
®_6m[J), who identifies the &l6emMm of the poem as GH MYl FHemevallemul



QLSS 2 sz BrSwg ‘CamLdl leaving S6m6val at rendezvous and
departing’. The suggested meaning is that the god is in the hill with her and will

bless her into marriage. The anthologist of &MIHG & M6 &, however, identifies
the &l6eMM as GHITLHl 6M&HW|60M LDMIGSH S ‘Gl declining the gift of

&HE0I6V6UEDT . The suggested meaning is the hill of the 566)61)6)5], presided over
by (LD([H& 60T, has plenty of &THSHET flowers and so she would prefer the

actual marriage to your gift of &T[HG&6IT flowers to express your commitment.
Whatever the &l6mM is, there is no 2_6TEHEMM 2_AILOLD; there is only
9 _GTEHENM.

Of the &(HLIGLIM(H6ITs that belong to the lower category (3]s 60)600T),
only the natural objects (flora and fauna) seem to be used by the poets as the
&HHLGLITIHET used in 2_6TEH6EMM 2_6ILOLN, and not the cultural objects
(2_600T6), @)60VTF &8 (H6N, Lieoor and others).

H& &0t T8-S 60T IWLIT, however, tries to find an example of 2_6TEHEMM

®_aILDLD grounded on a cultural object as &(IHLIGILITIHEIT in support of the
grammar, as stated. His example (S 50, his 47) for 2_600T6Y] is the

SIS TenNS poem 208, which describes a &6m6v61 talking to her

G TLAl about her hope that &60)6V6U60T has not left her to waste away
(@obsILT@H QFuIewmgl) but has put her on the path of waiting
(@L,mmel g sl GUTuileormedr), and so she will unite with him; he is from

the hilly land where the neem tree trampled by the bull elephant still blooms for
the mountain girls to wear the flowers from the cracked branches hanging low.

The 2_6TEH6EMM 2_AILDLD suggests that he is not beyond her reach. It
describes the elephant (&606V6U60T) that destroys the tree (which is the person
(B6VLD) of 566)61)6)5]) but the tree and she are not dead and have blooming left
in them to be accessed. ). This is a comparison (through 2_6IT@BH60) M



2 _@IL0LD) of her destruction with the elephant’s destruction of the tree; the
poem does not mention at all the elephant eating the leaves of the tree.

2 .Geu. FMABMTENSWIT has a different reading of the 2_6TEH 6 M
®_aULOLD. The low hanging flower suggests for him another girl, whom
&Hemevall fears &6M6V6U6T might have married. He reads two possible

meanings to 660TM6OTITG6TT ‘by one thing’, which are his breaking of the
promise of return and the other is the possibility of his marriage with another
woman. Either one could be the reason for her statement that she could not unite

with him. (BTLQ e epedrGmedt, @HMLA). She oscillates between two
conflicting thoughts of uniting and not uniting in the first line of the poem

(6260T GM60TELEELETT, 6R60TMIGIAUEDT) and at the end settles on the second for
one vague thought. The first reading of the 2_6T@EB6MM 2_AILOLD appears to
have merit. The possibility of more than one reading of 2_6TEBH6OHM 2_GILOLD
justifies (F& &l 6oTTTE G 60T IUIT’s point of difficulty in getting to know what was
in the mind of the poet (2_6TEHEMM = 2_6TETEHH 6L 2 MBS SHI) in the
following sutra (S 51).

SZITLé]I;FJITGmgpu_IIj finds another suggestive meaning in this poem though the
poetic device of @eMMEG. He takes the neem tree to signify the & 601606 60T,
whose will is broken by the objection of her people (fighting elephants in plural),
but is ready to climb down and to elope with her. Her oscillation is about to
accept or not to accept his idea of elopement. This has two problems. One is the
arbitrariness or open ended nature of reading the suggested meaning of

9 _6TEHENM 2_AILNLD; the second is the treatment of 2_6TEHE M 2_GILOLD
and @6 MEF G similar. @ eMMEG is the suggestion of what is not in the
poem, which in this case is 2_L_60TGLIM&&. It is going beyond (@M ‘cross’) the
words in the poem in their denotation or connotation. That they convey different
kinds of suggested meanings and so are different poetic devices will be discussed
later.



Restricting the choice of &[HLIQLITHOET in 2_6TEH6N M 2 _alL0LD.

The above points to the restrictions on the choice of 2_6TEHEMOHM 2_AILOLD to

use in a poem. One is that the &(HLIGILIMTIH6IT must be objects of nature (not
culture); the second is there must be a word to suggest a meaning that is not
explicit. There is another restriction which is related to the speaker of the poem,

i.e. the speaker of the &n. MM ‘the narration’, whose voice the poem carries.

The grammar circumscribes the choice of specific &[HLIG LITHET for the
different characters in the &LD poems such as enevall, G5 mLl,
&H606V6UE0T and others. This is part of the grammar of 2_&IL0LD

(2_euemLoUIWLI6L 297-303), which basically stipulates that the ground or vehicle
with which the comparison is made must be in the realm of the narrow or broad

experience of the one who makes the comparison in her or his amML. It is a
simple truth that speakers of a language cannot go beyond their life experience to
make meaning and this is true of poets also in making meaning in the poetic

language. This general stipulation on any 2_eIL0OLD applies to 2_6TEHEH M

9_@ILDLD also and thus to the choice of &([HLIGILIMIH6T used as the ground or
vehicle of comparison. It is actually not an injunction but is of reminding poets of
the simple truth, and probably a criterion to evaluate poems by their
commentators or critics.

& ([HLIGILIT(HEIT suggestively carries the meaning of 2_[fIL1IGQILIMHEIT, not
other meanings. In other words, 2_6T@EB6MM 2_AILOLD strengthens the
2 fIIQUTIHEIT of a poem through the &HLIGILITIHET of the land specified

for that behavior. 2_6T@EHeMM 2_6ILOLD alone may give the 2_[f1LIQUITHET
by suggestion without any behavior being mentioned in a poem; the poem itself is

only 2_6TEB6EDM 2_AILNLD in this case, as the poem mentioned above. That
the suggested meaning of &@HLIGILITIHET is 2_FILIGQLITIHET is obtained
from the words $)60)600T 2_600TJ 6UE6ME ‘the way to realize the Hlemevor’ in S
49. This sutra says that 2_6TEH6MM 2_IL0OLD does not push aside
(S6ITETMTS!) or cross Hem600T boundary, as QeuerflliLIemL 2 allnLh does.



Recall sutra 21, which exempts flowers from being bounded to a specific
@@GUUI', and the interpretation of it that this exemption is warranted because
flowers are often used in similes (QeuerflLILIEML 2 _aIL0OLD) to describe the
beauty of the body parts of women across @GG)GODTS.

&HHLIGLITIHEIT thus plays a role through 2_6T@B6M 2_AILOLD in implicit
meaning creation. Its role in beauty creation, as mentioned earlier, is in creating
the background and mood for the behavior (&Iﬂ) the poem describes.

o GTEHEMM 2 _AILNLD creates or adds a meaning while QeuerfllILIemL

2 _@IL0LD explicates the articulated meaning; but both create beauty to give
pleasure to the reader in different ways.

QeueflliLemL 2 allnLD is said to be of &TEIEOOTH EUEMESs (S 52) in
meaning making in contrast to @66)66?)‘I’U.|666I’U 6U60)5, which is the way of
making meaning in 2_6T@HeN M. F&FF 0TI &G 60l W takes & MBI 600T [T
6U6M & to be making meaning self-evidently; that is, from the words used in the
poem and by inferring from the mind of the poet. Making the meaning by using a
form of comparison (2_6ULD 2 _([HL]) is a self-evident way of doing it. But there is

GMILIL] even in the QeuefllILIEmL 2 _aIL0LD, which is the feature shared by
the ground and the target, which may not be self-evident. This term, however,

could also be understood that J6m60T 2_aILOLD stands autonomous or
independent of &)60)600T, and so of &|&LD, unlike 2_6TEHEMHM 2_AILOLD.

Interplay between &(HLIGILITIHET 2 IO and GeueTlliLIemL 2 IlnLlh

B&FF eoTmTITEHSR 6oL (S 49, his 47) points out that there could be a 2_aL0LD
inside a 2_6ITEH6MM 2_AILOLN, but the comparison in the simile should be
drawn from the &(BLIGLITIHET of the & 6m6vor of the poem, and cites
&GRS TN 71, a LD[HSLD poem. LITE MG, fearing that &60)6V6UEDT is

on the verge of returning to his wife, addresses him this way: man of the e[y
close to the pond that has a single opening lotus flower with green leaves and



brightened by the morning dew like the face of a 56?5761)675], who stops her ire
and the streaming tears and smiles when the &65)6V660T touches her feet with

folded hands and quickly expresses his acceptance (2461f]) of her; in the same
pond there are other flowers that too loosen up their bounded petals in the dawn
of the sunrise, which a bee surrounds and entertains itself by binding to them.

This is a 2_6TEFEMM 2_6ILOLD, where the other flower is the LIT&6M&, lotus
is the S6m6V& and the bee is the &60)6V6U60T; the simile inside it suggests the
fear of the LIT&H6M& that the &60)6V6U60T would bend himself before the

&606V6 and she would gladly accept him. Within the 2_6T@H6OHM 2_AILOLD,

the brightness of lotus, a LD(HSLD flower, is compared to the face of a woman
brightened up at the return of her estranged husband. This simile adds another

layer to the 2_6TEH6MM 2_AILOLD calling the attention to the LO(HSLD theme
of the poem. The poet, according to [F&F &\ 6oT T[T & & 60f|WITT, ensures with this
simile that the theme suggested by the 2_6T@EH6MM 2_AILOLD is not missed.

There is another LOHSLD poem of 860506\ 5 Mem& (73) that also illustrates
this point. EEF&F6TTTESR 60T IWLIT points this out in his commentary of this
poem in BV GHQSHTeNSH. F6mevadl in this poem imagines in her mind as
addressing the &60)6V6)60T, a 2EMT60T who is with a LIT&6M& ‘pleasure
woman’ to point out to him the false and never-lasting attractions of the
LIT&H60&. In her address of him, she describes his town (26T1]) in the following
words: the town where the ford on the river has, near its brimming water, bushes
of fragrance-less flowers, which are touched by the green leaves of the lotus,
which is opening its tightly held petals; the opening of the petals releases a luster
that resembles the luster in the face of the man who drinks cool, fragrant, sweet
liquor from a blindingly bright silver cup. These lines stand for 2_6T@H6M M

2 _@ILOLD and it suggests this meaning: In the public space of the house of
LITSH6MG (& 60T Hl6t)M) unworthy people collect (LS 6VT(H SHTLPHS
LIS60Tem ML L) and 86m6V6U60T has joined them (2_m [H600TL. &ITLOEMIT);
he will one day break his bond with the LIJ&6m& (auevor Lleoof] &emerr



I (B2_LD QUUI6L 3|6001] [FEVEVTTEOT). The simile is that the luster of an
opening lotus is like the luster in the face of a liquor drinker. It uses a lotus, a
LDHSLD flower, which is part of the 2_6T@EHEMM 2_AILOLD, as the object of
comparison. The choice of the simile within a 2_6TEH6MM 2_AILOLD of
DS LD 2_[f] (behavior), which echoes the merry making in the house of
LIT& 60 & maintains the thematic integrity of the 2_6T@B6MM 2_GILOLD as a
meaning making device. [B&&FOTTTE SR 601U explains in detail the meaning
of the 2_@T@EF6MM 2_AILOLD in this poem in his commentary on
560505 Me0 5.

The prohibition of open ended comparison in 2_6TEBHEMM 2_AILOLD, however,
is not absolute, but is a rule of preference when one looks at the actual poem:s.

The first illustrative poem for QBUIEH6V H)6t)600T cited by @)6ITLOLL JF600T [T
under sutra 24 has a LD(HSLD SBHLGQUITHET (BT suggesting the fear on
the part of 566)6\)675] that the man may have found another woman, which
might explain his delay in returning) in the 2_6T@EB6M 2_AILOLD of the

QBLUIG 6V poem. This may be seen as Hlem60oT LOWIGESHLD with its poetic
purpose (the one mentioned above in parentheses) being present in the

o _6TEHEMNM 2 _AILNLD of the poem as well.

B&FF eoTTTEHSR 6o W finds an example for Hemevor LOWISSL in

9 _6TEHEMM 2_AILNLD by a simile in the poem of GMIBQAEHTe?I& 54. This is a
SMIEHGF) poem in which Semevall thinks of her L|60oTJ&G in the past and
her physical distance from &606V6M60T in the present and hints at a hope that he

would come close to her again. He is &T60T& [BITL_60T, in whose forest the
elephant leaves the bamboo bush in a rush when it hears the sound of the
shooting of the pebble from the sling to ward off the encroacher and the bent
bamboo tree shoots up then like the fishing rod that goes up when a fish is
trapped. The ground of 2_6TEBH6EMOM 2_GULOLD in this poem is the elephant
backing away at the sound of attack, which suggests the meaning that the



& 6M6V6U60T, who had bent &6mevall to his will backed out when the loud
gossip of his relation with her is thrown at him. Her hope of his return is

suggested by the smile of fishing rod going up after trapping a fish. This is an
instance of a 2_6ULOLN within the 2_6ITEH6MM 2_aILOLN. The simile of fishing

rod is drawn from LO@HSLD land in this @ﬂﬂ@@ poem. The poetic purpose is
the sympathy (of the reader) that she trusts, like the fish, that the food at the end
of the rod is real meant to feed her. This simile is so powerful that the author of

this poem is known by it: LG 60T M) SM600TIQ VT . [H& &F6oTT & Tl 6of W
refers to QUM FIWI’s use of the same poem to make the point that this
simile is gFemeoT 2_aulnD. GUITH FlWIl’s commentary on the first five
chapters of QLITHETHS&TTLD including 188 &Hemevor U6V is not

extant; it could be in his commentary of & MIBG&TeM &, which is not extant
either).

BEF 6T TIESR 60 IWLIT cites SMIGMIBIMI 12, a LDIHSLD poem, in which
the simile is not external to 2_6T@EB6EMM 2_AILOLD but is integral to it. That is,
without the simile there is no 2_6TEHEMM 2_6ULOLD. In this poem, Hemeval is
reflecting on the &60)6V6U60T, a 2ETJ60T, who is flirting with LIT&60&; her
reflection reveals the state of her mind in relation to him: he has eaten away my
good ([B6VLD); | will bear with good intention the unfairness (Q&T{H6MLO) of
him, but if my shoulders droop accepting defeat, let them be. He is from the place
where the bamboo blooms outside the bund of the field like the flowers of
sugarcanes that bloom inside the bund in the field. The last sentence is

o _GTEHEMM 2 _AILDLD, which suggests that &65)6V6U60T goes for the lowly
bamboo, which grows outside the boundary (of good family) leaving the
sugarcane, which grows inside that boundary, because both have similar looking
flowers. The similarity between the sugarcane and the bamboo is expressed by a

simile: GoULPLD SHIDLI 6T LLEGLD ‘the bamboo blooms like the sugarcane’.
This comparison is part of the 2_6TEH6MM 2_AILOLD; it is not an independent
comparison added in it. This suggested meaning is what (SIJUFF@I]C]U_II;T reads



into this 2_6TEHEMM 2_6ULOLD in his commentary on 2_auemnLoulWIev of
QIUITIHETHSITITLO citing this poem to illustrate 2_6ULDLIGLIMTEY). (The next

poem GUIFTAFIWIT cites uses the same bamboo and its flower as a simile to
compare them with the white mane of horses; that it is a simile is pointed out by

the use of the comparative form =|60T60T).

In the hands of a lesser poet, according to [F&&eoT TTE S 6ol W (S 49),
6J60)60T 2_GULOLD may be from outside &HLIGLITHET but is used elsewhere
in the ©|&LD poem and not inside a 2_6TEBFEMM 2_AILOLND. This is shown in a
&H6056 5 Mem & poem (LIMTeM6VEG 60 5), which are longer and give this
scope. This a poem where (Sﬁl'rla(ﬂ senses that the &60)6V6U60T is set to go on a
long journey through a treacherous path and tries to dissuade him by saying that
&6m6val will be devastated and may not live after his departure. This is in the
first section of the poem, which is followed by three sections in TN &,
compare her condition after his departure through similes (gJ6m60T 2_aULOLD).
They are: her condition will be like the village a day after the festival, like the

country whose king turns malevolent and like the lotus flower that floats lifeless
in the pond after being separated from the plant. Except the last one, other

similes, are not grounded on &(HLIGILIMTIHEIT of LITEM6V; the second one
especially is from LJmLD (it is hard to take the king to belong to the
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT category of LD&G6IT, though not of LIMTeM6V, as the king is
not a &6 600T HlemeVL] QILIWII).

The above examples show that 2_aIL0LD and 2_6TEB6EDM 2_AILOLD are not
mutually exclusive in a poem. The former may feed into the latter, Poets exploit

the similarity and the difference between 2_6T@EH6MM 2_AILOLD and
QeueflliLiemL 2 aIlnLD to great poetic effects. This is done through the built-
in flexibility of the rules of the grammar of &|&LD poems.

Metaphor — 2_(HeU&H LD



BE&F TSGR 6oL points (S 52, his 50) to the existence of 760)60T

2 _@IL0LD that does not mention the object of comparison and so there is no
comparative form present. This would be 2_([H6U&HLD ‘metaphor’. 2_(HEUSLD
posits identity between two objects while 2_&ILDLD posits similarity. An example
is BEMQAMMIHS QLIWLITSEH6V &Ten6rTd: @G L GeoT (LMBTenTmI 312).
&HIT6M6IT is the metaphor for the warrior-son; 5561ﬂgu may be a metaphor for
the enemy or it may have the literal meaning. In 2_&ILDOLD such an ambiguity will
not present itself. [F&FF6oTT IS & 0WIT believes that absence of explicit
comparison makes this similar to 2_6T@BF6MM 2_AILOLD. It is possible to view
individual S(BLIGILITIHETs in 2_6TEH6MM 2_aILNLD as metaphors, in which
case 2_6ITEH6MM 2_6ULOLD would be a set of structurally related metaphors.
T.P. Meenakshisundaran calls this Q&TLIJ 2_(HeU&LD. But this is different
from the general metaphor because 2_6T@EB6MM 2_(HEUSHLD, if this term is
introduced in the vocabulary of poetics, will be tied to the &([HLIGILIMTIHET of
3| LD.

The question whether 2_6IT@EH6MM 2_AILOLD, which is structural, is an allegory,
where the whole narrative gives a meaning different from the obvious, must be

answered in the negative. Because 2_6IT@H6MM 2_6ILOLD does not give a
different and parallel meaning, but it reinforces the meaning of &Iﬂ even in
poems that have only 2_6TEH6MM 2_6ILOLD without any reference to the

protagonists of the &|&LD poems. These poems were not read as nature poems
in the Sangam literary culture and then overlay an allegorical meaning about

humans. They were read as poems of H60)6VLD&H&HET of & LD, whether they
were present or not in the poem.

Preponderance of 2_6TEH6MOM 2_GILOLD

9 _6GTEHENM 2_AILNLD cannot be used in LJMLD poems as they are built on
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT. The theory of L|MLD poems does not have & ([HLIGLIMT(H6T.



9 _GTEHENM 2_AILDLD is used abundantly in &|&LD poems, including
856@5@5%‘0’)85 poems, which are by and large dialogs with direct exchange of
feelings and so have lesser need for suggestive meaning. The common place in a
poem to place 2_6TEBH6MM 2_AILOLD is the attribution of the place
&H60I6VGUE0T belongs to. The abundant use can be seen in the ratio of the
number of 2_6TEHEM M 2_AILOLD to the number of poems in each QI &HLD
anthology. @MIBGHTeM S (400 poems) has 103 2_6TEHEMM 2_6ILOLD and
8595]5@5”66)85 (150 poems) has 51. The shorter poems as anthologized in
GMIBQOG& Tt have a good number of poems that consist only of

2 _GTEHEMM 2_AILNLD without any explicit mention of 2_flIL1IQLITHEIT.
There are a few poems which have more than one 2_6T@EH6MO M 2_AILOLD.

Gs LYl GnMMI has the highest number of 2_6TEHeMM 2_AILOLN followed by
&H606V6 FaMmI. The number is low in &6MEVEUEIT SnMMI while the
number is insignificant in the Sa.MMI of others. Among &) 60)600Ts, (LDEVEMEV S,
G)601600T has the least number of 2_6TEHEMM 2_QILOLN in all anthologies;
there is none of it in this &)6m600T in &BMTERTMI. (From the unpublished PhD
dissertation of Ira. Thamizharasi, University of Madras (1982) as cited by A.
Sivalinganar in his book Q& MeL&TLILNUILD FouMILD 2 6TEH6MMU]|LD
@6emMEFFIULD (1985). The dissertation must be read to see how the problems
in identifying §)60)600T, 2_6TEHEMM 2_6ULOLD and the author of G M) are

addressed; commentators and later scholars differ in the identifications of these
two).

O GTEHEMM 2_QILNLD vs. 6L L6001

When there is an overlaid meaning as that of 2_6IT@EH6MM 2_AILOLD in a poem
outside J&LD, for example in a L|MLD poem, this meaning creation goes by the
name g@l;l_aﬂfﬂ ‘compounded (meaning)’. The later grammarians classify it
under rhetoric (2{600f1) alone, but its paraphrased synonym Ij]r_ﬂ]gd



QLDITI&@Q')GU 3|600f] ‘speaking another meaning’ makes the meaning-making
function clearer. 6L_L_600f1, which is considered to parallel samajokti in
Sanskrit. It is restricted in Tamil literary theory to non-&{&LD poems and it is
different from 2_6T@EH6MM 2_6ULOLD, whose overlaid meaning is specific to

o flILIQUITIH6IT, as shown above. L|MIBITERMMI 23 has an apparent

9 _6TEHENM 2_AILNLD, but the old commentator of this anthology does not call
it 2_6TEHEMM 2_6ULOLD and says simply that this gives another meaning also
(cited by M. Arunachalam from this and other examples of commentators, some
of which are given by A. Sivalinganar in his book (p. 8-9) mentioned above, in his
remarks on the commentaries of S 49). This L|DLD poem of praise to the
Pandiyan king Nedunchezhiyan on his victory of the war of Talaiyalankanam, in
which his army plundered the food it needed and destroyed the rest to deprive
food to the enemy, burnt the guardian pole of the enemy king along with the
surrounding forest and set fire to the houses that had burning hearths, says
towards the end that the poet passed through a forest, that was dried up and
desolate, on his way to the king, where the doe was eating the flowers of a tree
holding the fawn in her embrace after the stag was killed by a tiger. The unnamed
old commentator of LMBITETMI says that the description of the desolate
forest and the behavior of the doe therein suggest that the wives of the dead
warriors of the enemy would choose to sustain themselves in order to protect
and raise their sons (for another war). The suggested meaning of caution to the
king is that he should not become oblivious of future enemies by his current
victory. The commentator, however, does not say this description of a natural
scene is 2_6TEH6EOM 2_AILNLD. Though it has the characteristics of it, it does
not have two defining features of 2_6TEH6MM 2_AILOLD. L|MLD poems do not
have two of the three constituents of &|&LD poem:s, viz., &(H and (LD&H6V.
Hence the objects of nature described in the lines that give the suggestive
meaning are not &(IHLIGLITIHET. Therefore, the description cannot be

2 6TEHEMM 2 _AILNLD. Secondly, 2_6TEHMM 2_AILOLD must express,
implicitly, the 2_fILIQUTH6T. The 2_FILIQLIMTIHET of LjMLD is qualitatively



different from that of & &LD. The former is the action of a person
(UTLB6MLG H6m6vauedT), which is the theme (LM &) Hemeoor) of the
poem while the latter is the behavior (62(LD&&5LD) of a character (S email5
&H6EDIGVEUEDT), which is the theme ((21&8) Hemr6oor) of the poem. Hence the
second meaning by suggestion in the L|MLD poem is not by 2_6TEH MM

2 _@aIL0LD, but by @I;I_thoﬂ. The old commentator calls the suggested meaning
SMILILL QUITHEIT. The term 6L L6001 1 is a later creation to refer to this
kind of GMILILL1 QUIT(HEIT.

@I;I_GO’Gﬂ, based on samajokti in Sanskrit poetic grammar and following Dandin,
is defined as compounding of words which have a relation of similarity, which is

concealed in the form expressed. This includes 2_&ILOLD in which the relation
between the object that is compared (2_ILOMEOTLD) and the object that is
compared to (2_aU@LOWILD) is concealed. Sutra 51 says that the intended
meaning of the object that is compared to (i.e. [Bl6VLD), in the interpretation of
BEFeoTTIES: 60t IWIT, is placed in the mind of the poet (2_6TEHFMISSI).
There is a question whether this Sutra could be interpreted to say that the
intended meaning is placed inside (i.e. under the surface, 2_6T) and taken to
cover the definition of 62L_L_600fl. In this interpretation, 2_6TEHMHM 2_QILOLND
becomes a subcategory of @Ll_ewﬂ in that the former has genre restriction (i.e.
restricted to 855 60)600T). But the following facts would argue that these
two are qualitatively different poetic devices. As @GITL'DIELUGUUFI;T points out (S

51), the similarity is not defined in 2_6ITEH6MM 2_AILOLD by the comparison of
one or more shared features viz., action, function, shape and color

(2_euemLnuIuIev 1) like any other 2_aULOLD including é2L_L_600f], but the
similarity is with 2_fILIQUIT[H6T ((6J60160T) 2_6U6mLOUITEV Q& TETEHLD



allement, LIW6dT, Qoul, 2 et (2_flL1) QUITIHeT 2_6alemLnWImey
Q& meTerLILI(h6eugl). Thisis more than the difference of genre distribution.

Moreover, 2_6IT@H6DM is a general category of suggested meanings going
beyond the one through 2_aUL0LD (QLITIHETIWLEL 48, see below). If
9 _GTEHMIH S is extended to cover all 2_6TEH6ED Ms, and not just

9 _6GTEHENM 2_AILNLD, the common feature shared by all of them is what the
poet has in mind (i.e. what the poet intends) and not what the poet conceals. It

would follow that the way 2_6T@EH6MM 2_AILOLN operates is different from the
way @I;I_beﬂ operates, as far as the grammar constructed in

Q& meV&MLILINWILD is concerned. This is recognized also by the early
commentators of the grammar and of the poems themselves.

Five Types of 2_6T@BH60 M

9 _6TEHENM 2_AILNLD is one of the five 2_6TEH6EMMs ‘grounds for suggested

meaning’ (S 48 in Qurr@aﬂme'\), which is a chapter on making meaning). All
five share the defining feature that the suggested meaning is grounded on

&H(HLIGILITIHEIT and so they are specific to 2|&LD poetry. That this is the case
can be argued from the assumption that 2_6T@B6eMM is the suggested or implicit
meaning (GMILILLI QLITIHEIT) in J&LD poetry, which is a genre noted for its
implicit conveyance of meaning between interlocutors. But the commentators
differ from each other in viewing whether the four 2_6T@H60)Ms other than

9 _6TEHENM 2 _AILDLD are genre-specific (& LD) or genre-generic when
interpreting each type. The four 2_6TEH6EMMs are 2_L_68I6MM 2_6TEH6M M
‘coexisting with’, &L_(h 2_6TEBH60 M ‘pointing to’, [HE0I& 2_6ITEH60IM
‘hinting contrary to’ and S\MLIL| 2_6TEHEeMM ‘exaggerating’.

2 _L_&DIemm 2 6TEH60M

2 L 60)l6mM ‘co-existing (meaning)’ contrasts lexically and semantically with

o _6ITEHENM ‘in-existing (meaning)’. Some known examples of coexisting



meanings are lexical polysemy, homonymy and morphological or syntactic
ambiguity. These underlie 1@6v6mL, which gives two (or more) meanings of a
string simultaneously or sequentially. This obvious similarity of FlGevemL to

2 L snlemM is nullified by the fact that the latter is grounded on
&H([HLIGILITIHEIT. This is an apparent similarity just like the one between

2 6TEHemM and 6L L6001 1.

B&F eoTTTEH S 60T and other commentators equate 2_L_63160)M)
9_6TEH6EM M with the culturally associated meaning of the flora and fauna (i.e.
&HLIGILITIHET). He cites, like other commentators, the [5M M) 6m600T poem
(172), in which &ML (or emeval) tells &560)6V6U6DT that the daytime
rendezvous (uasg')@m]) of L|60T6M6IT tree in the backyard is inappropriate
because the tree nurtured by the mother makes it a sister, and the suggested

meaning that there cannot be xL_L_LD in front of one’s sister. The cultural
meaning is the belief that the flora and fauna have close kinship value with the
people who are close to them. (This is similar to the cultural belief that the
banana tree means fertility and many other such beliefs). In this poem,

L|60T60)60T has the cultural meaning of a sibling while retaining its biological

meaning of a tree; it is a tree and a sister at the same time. This is 2_L_&0160)D.

BE G 60T T8GR 60T WL calls this meaning generation @6mME G and this is
disputable, as we will see later.

Another interpretation of 2_L_s8I6mM 2_6TEH6MM could be this. It is the
generation of &D‘]UQUW@@T without giving a cue to it anywhere in the poem
restricted to the description of &([HLIGILITIH6ET alone. This is an &|&LD—specific
metaphor discussed above. 2_[fILIQUITHEIT resides in the & [HLIGILITIHET,
but without any suggestion of it in the poem itself except for the literary cultural

practice of reading &U‘]LIQIJW@G'T in such poems. This is a relation of two
objects being identical, not just being similar.



FL(H 2_6TEHemM

This is about pointing to one to mean another; pointing includes saying by words
and showing by gestures. @ 6TLOLLJ600TI] seems to restrict himself to showing
by gestures, which includes the body language. 566)61)6)5] looking at her bangles

and her tender shoulders and then the feet of &6M6V6UEOT suggests that the
dropping of bangles and the decimation of her shoulders would be the

consequence of &H6M6V6UGOT walking away without committing to marrying her.
This suggestion would be an instance of &L_(h 2_6TEHeMM (&) (HE & M6iT
1278 is cited by @) 6TLOLLT600T[J). Here the body part is of the human, a
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT. The suggestion could be, by pointing by words to the dark
clouds of the rainy season showering on the millet field, expressing the desire for
early marriage (S|SB TETMI 188 cited by [F&FF 60T T &H & 60l 1WIT). Another
citation by him is G MIBHG & TN 37, where Gamif tells Hemeval about the

parched land &60)6V6U 60T passes through leaving her at home, which has male
elephants that feed their mates with juice crushed from the barks of the dried yaa

tree. She says this in answer to the question of 560‘)61)6)5] about his coming back
to her. She does not answer the question directly, but points verbally to a
happening in the place he is going through, which suggests the real answer. One
may recall that the grammar & emelWLIM& S LD (Sutra 15) admits indirect
answers to a direct question in the day- to-day language. When a customer asks
for black lentils the grocer may point to the green lentils in the bag to suggest that

he has only that, or say that verbally; this is a legitimate answer, not a 6 (L.
Indirect answer is legitimate in the poetic language as well.

The last citation could be an instance of 2_6T@EB6EOM 2_AILNLD, but its context
is different. It is responding to a question or to a mental reading of another

person. (In @) 6TLDLLIT600T[J’s citation of &) ([(H& G MEIT couplet above,
&606V6 reads the mind of &H6016V6U60T and responds without using words).
This shows that the difference between 2_6T@B60IM 2_6ILNLD and other

o _6ITEHEMMs is subtle; it lies in the pragmatics of language adapted to poetry.



o _6TEHEMNM 2_AILDLD privileges the structuring of the language of poetry with
implicit comparison.

H6NSH 2_6ITEH60M

BN 2_6TEHENM is not about conveying a contrary meaning (of not believing
what is said; no other QLOWILILIM() carries a contrary meaning like [560)8) or

about &HLIQLITIHET being a site for making a lighter or a smiley comment, as
the commentators seem to take this term to mean. It could be argued that the
lighter or smiley comment conveys a serious intended meaning. It could even be
contrary to the meaning of the actual saying. This is like being ironical. This is a
friendly way of saying a harsh truth; it is the opposite of being blunt. Sangam

poems use, it may be noted, [H60 & to mean ‘friendship’. (856&5@5“’66)85 -
LD(HSH &6 29): BLOLNET HEGHSHV QGHTIC@ W ‘let us begin friendship
between us’ said by the dwarf to the hunchback).

F\mLIL 2 6TEHemm

FLIL| 2 6TEHemM is the least understood one. [H&F G\ 60T TJ 55 6of WL
thinks that if a 2_6TEH6EMM 2_AILDOLD has a an integral simile within it using a
SHLIGUITIHET (his example is 5608561 &Tem 8 71, a poem of LD[HSHE
&60]; see the section above on the interaction between 2_6TEHeMM 2_6ULOLD
and g6M60T 2_aILNLD), it is FNMLIL] 2_6TEH6m M. This would make sense only
if he means this to be a AMLIL| 2 6TEHEMM 2_6UL0LN. So his understanding

of this concept does not have validity. @ 6TLOLL600T] does not do more than
paraphrasing the term and does not give any illustrative poem. His paraphrase
could probably be stretched to mean that if some description of

& (HLIGILITIHET is exaggerated or overstated (FIMLILNGSH6V), the
exaggeration may suggest a different meaning that it is a pretense or fooling. In
rhetoric, exaggeration is suspicious. If this is a possible understanding of @mlju

2 _6ITEHEmM, one will have to look for an illustrative poem in the Sangam
corpus.



One could see that the five 2_6T@H6MMs are grounded in & [HLIG LITIH6T and

are 9|&LD—specific. They, except 2_6TEF6MM 2_AILOLD, could be generic also
and applicable to suggested meaning in all genres of literature. One could state
this conversely also that these are independent of literary genres and when used

in Q&0 genre, the ground of creation of suggested meaning is
&H(HLIGILITIHEIT, and so it is special. This is probably a reason for placing the
Sutra 49 on 2_6TEHENM 2_AILOLD in &G Hemevor UIUlev (S 49) and
placing the Sutra on the kinds of 2_6T@B6MM in QLITIHETILIEV (S 48). This is
probably what [F& & 60T T[T &G 60fIWLIT means (S 49, his 45) by @) &
LIM&H MG LD QLIMS! ‘this is common to L|MLD genre also’ where @ &l could
be taken to refer to 2_6T@B6MMLI QILITIHEIT in the preceding sentence of his
commentary (as well as to J6m60T 2_QILOLD in the Sutra, but not to

9 _GTEHENM 2_AILNLD there as his critics do).

Another thing, besides being genre-specific, that is common to the four

9_6TEHEMMs is that, they cannot be considered 6760)60T 2_aILOLD, they
enhance the pleasure of poetry- they part of the aesthetics of poetry- like

® aIL0LD. The next Sutra (QLIMTIHEILLIGY 47) emphatically points this out. It
says that the pleasure is limitless (| H&LOI6L @) 60TLILD). (Commentators do not
interpret this Sutra in this way, though). All 2_6IT@H6mMs make meaning and
provide pleasure along with explicit 2_6U6MLOD.

New Function for 2_&IL0OLD

@) 6TLOLLJ600T[J assigns two functions to 2_6U6BLO in poetry
(2_auemLoUIWI6L 1). The third function he assigns in addition to these two is
identification of &6t 600T. This function is obvious for 2_6TEHEMM 2_aILOLD,
where the S(BLIQLITIHEIT is the 2_GILOLD and it reinforces 2_[fLIQLITH 6T
and thus indicates &lem600T. GleuerfILILIEOL 2 aILNLD also indicates

&) 607600, according to his interpretation of S 52 (6J6M60T 2_QILOLD &5T60T



9 _600TH 6UM&HSHES; this Sutra could be interpreted, as does

H&F 0TS 60T, to state that 6M60T 2_AILOLN is self-evident as a

9 _GULOLD by the presence of the comparative form, or that g6m60T 2_6ULOLD is
autonomous, i.e. independent, of &Iﬂ, and so of @@GOUI'). 5I‘I‘66T in the Sutra
, for @GITLbIEI,UGUOTIj, means the vehicle of comparison, which gives the

&) 607600 when it is a natural object. He reads &IT60T 2_600T[J U &S CSH
similar to &lem600T 2_600T 6UMEG GG . This points to @)6TLOLLT600T s
preoccupation with @66)6601‘ categorization, as noted earlier. He would use the
® _@IL0LD as the only way to identify the §)60600T of an &5LD poem when
there is no explicit (P& 6V, &(H or 2_[f]. His illustrative poem is from

FHMLESHLD. Hemevall tells G5 ML that her advice to give up (SIM) on her
thinning shoulders that have the fragrance of saffron is not great as her life will
disappear (@m!). This is a GMIEHE) poem about &60)6VEUEIT abandoning
566761)6)5], but there is nothing in the poem to suggest this except her thinning

shoulders and the meaning of &IM that hangs over the poem. @)6ITLDLLJ600T,
finding these cues inadequate, depends on the simile of saffron for the fragrance

of her shoulders (&I((H&HSH LD HLOWPLD QLD60T CHIT6T = SIHEHHLD CLIMTEV
&HLNPLD GQIN6T CHITET; SI(HEH LD tree grows in the hills) to categorize it as
a GMIEHTF) poem. For him, a fleeting 2_6ULOLD carries more weight than the
implicit &Iﬂ for identifying the @GO‘)GO‘GT of a poem. Or, he needs something

concrete to make @66)666[ categorization.

His another illustrative poem (£3MmI@&MIBTMI 369) has clearly a

o flUQUTBET (ROGSHAWTH ... &N H Q&UISem6oT ‘you had a
rendezvous with a woman’), which makes it a LD(H&LD poem, but

@\ 6TLOLLJ600T calls it a LIMT6M6V poem on the basis of the cuckoo bird in the
® @IL0LD, which is associated with spring (@)6TG6u6ntlev), which is a (DG 6EV

QUIITIHET of LITe?6V, according to one interpretation of S 11. He does this on
the strength of the simile that compares the scandal of the rendezvous to the



voice of the cuckoo bird. The poem reads like this: the scandal is louder than the
pitch of the dark cuckoo bird of the spring that is perching on the long branch of

the kuravam tree — the scandal they spread that you had a rendezvous yesterday

with a woman, who smiles with her row of bud-like teeth, in the fragrant grove
swarmed by bees close to the lush flowers.

This way of categorizing §)60600T is not any idiosyncrasy of @)6TLDLL[J600T[.
The unnamed old commentator of &I MIBIMI does the same. He gives the
context to the poem as one in which S6m6u&l confronts &60)6V6U60T, when he
returns after an affair and is engaged in 26TL_6V. The anthologist of

ORI MIBTMI puts this poem in the section of LIMe06VE §6mI600T in the
anthology. The neo-classical way of @GG)GOUT classification has a pedigree!

The same poem is amenable to be categorized as a @ﬁﬂ@@ poem by the

o FlQuUm@eT (&) and to qualify it to have the BILAG LD of eUEDTEY
&HL_IT6 &6V ‘expediting marriage’. The anthologist and the commentators are
guided by the unspecified @ HSH QWMD) (SN B G FUIS5Eem6oT ‘you had a
rendezvous with a woman’) and by the reporting finite verb 6T6d0TLI ‘they say’
rather than by the words of direct observation of @& LS. This forces them to
attribute the BILAIG LD eumuiléL LDMIGS6V ‘denying entry into the house’.
In &Ml@HG reading, 6T6OTLI is the non-past relative participle modifying 6V1J,
which is also the subject of QUIIfIB& ‘is larger’. @HSHQWIT(®) is used
instead of @ 6UGI6MIT(H to suggest the un-specificity of or vagueness about the
target of the scandal for the village folks. The mention of Spring and the cuckoo
bird in the simile is to suggest hopefulness in spite of his disappearance and the
scandal. (H& G\ is taken by the old commentator to refer to LIF&6m&, which
is unusual because generally &6M6V6U60T meets LIF&6M& in her house, not in
the grove. Double date is not a convention in Sangam poems!



@ mFF

@emMEF is derived by modern scholars (& LOILD 600T600T6L),
FleuedmFEeoTT) from the root @M1 (@) MI+3+5 &) ‘make to be or to sit,
which is the transitive form of @ ([ ‘be, sit’ (= @ (HHS!). The meaning of the

word refers to placing meaning on a word. This placing of meaning is in addition
to the existing dictionary meaning of the word, and so this meaning is secondary.

This secondary meaning is of the words of & ([BHLIGQLITHET of Q&HLD poetry.
The grammar of the ordinary language regarding subject-verb agreement says

that the &([HLIGLITIHET, though has the secondary meaning of the human
protagonists of &&LD poems, will have the non-human ending of the predicate
(QEFMLVHGHITTLD, QUWIfIUL6V S 42). This is so because these objects
belong natively to different lands (Blev& SiauLd LO(IHMHIG 6V

B IT6OTM6VITEOT) while they refer to humans in poetry. §)60)600T [Bl60)6VL ]
@UWIJ is an exception and it will have human ending in the predicate.
(BlemeoorQuIm@H LIS U QLUIWIFeVmkI&HemL G is the single line of the
next Sutra (S 43) but may be read with the preceding Sutra (8669 MG 60TITIT,
LI. 31). These nouns are called by the Sutra as @eM&EFILI GLITIH6TeU Ul 60T
QEWweflev Hems LI @UMGUWIFE GeTail ‘the nouns of natural
objects portrayed in (&{&LD) poems with a secondary meaning’. This secondary
meaning is referred to, in the Sutra, as @eMMEFILI QUITIHET, which

encompasses the personification of the natural objects and a suggested meaning.
This grammatical statement is necessary in the section describing nouns because

these nouns behave differently from metaphorical nouns such as &ITe0 6T,
which will have predicates ending with non-human or human suffix depending on

the meaning (referent) of the word in its use: S&IT6M6T &6 QMM H S
6UIH&60T60T / GUHSH60TMI ‘the bull came killing an elephant’. &ITIJIT60T,
meaning &H60)6VGUE0T, in the & IBITENTMI poem (46) cited above, that eats
the lotus, meaning LIJ&6M&, would be said: SITIT6OT ... SHTLOENT



6U60oT(RS IGO0V SHHEH MM, and not * | (HIHH 60T60T. In other
words, a metaphor could be a @lgaL1 QLW grammatically, i.e. non-human

or human for agreement requirements, whereas a &(HLIQLIT{H6IT is not.

There is no consensus among commentators and modern scholars what the
nature of the suggested meaning of @Gmma'c@ is and how it is different from
the suggested meaning of 2_6T@B6DM. The grammar makes it clear that the
suggested meaning of @6 M&FF is not 2_fILIQLITIHEIT (behavior); it is
outside 2_IflLIGQLIM{HEIT, but not outside IS LIQLITH6IT
(@enmeFsTCer 2 [flL UM SHHIC6, QUITEhHeTIWev S 230). The next
Sutra says that the @eMEFLI QILITIHET are many (QILITHEBLD 4T

2 6m@eu) and they are accessible to those knowledgeable in literary analysis

(B MEHH W6V LDHBHIHEL Q&5FluGMFEHES). In other words, obtaining
the suggested meaning of @66)&)8':@ is open ended and is not obvious.

The two examples of the suggested meaning of @GG)Q)E;C@ the grammar gives,
probably as samples, are in &MHLIUIGE S 7 (GNUBHASH TN 79) and in
QUTIHETIWLIEL S 36 (H60561&MemS 24). The first one mentions the fear of

the horrid happenings in LIIT6DY6L that strikes the mind of 566)6\)6)5]. The
second one mentions the reverse of it, which is the pathos that the love-filled

happenings in LIT60)6V create in the mind of &6M6V6EUG0T. These examples
suggest that @@m&#@ is the emotional response of the protagonists to the
&H(HLIGILITIHET they encounter. &IHLIGILIMTIHET is a stimulus. The stimulus
could be (p&H6V QILIMIHEIT also (S.V. Shanmugam). This meaning of emotion is
not about critiquing (& SHLD. 2_6TEHMM 2_AILNLD, on the other hand, is
a communicative strategy between the protagonists using BS@IJQI_IW@GiT
about the behavior (62L& &LD) of one of them, commonly about the behavior
of &60)6V6U60T. That &60I6VEUED is at the receiving end of the subtle
communication is borne out by the fact that 2_6T@B6mM 2_AILNLD is least



common in his aMMI. From all 9|&LD anthologies, the statistics is this:

G MLE GnMMI — 340, H606VA FnMHMI— 182, HEMEVEUGT SnMMI 25;
when the two women of aMMI are combined the ratio is 522 vs. 25. (from
SOOI &)’s dissertation cited by SFl6U60MBIG60TITIT); even when allowance is
given to different possible identifications of dn.M M, there will be no change in

the ration because the difference in identification is between &éemeval and

Gxmil.

The above understanding of @GO’)Q)B'C@ suggests a different etymology of the

word. The root is @M ‘cross, go beyond’ and @mma’t@ is a suggested meaning
that goes beyond words. The meaning does not have one to one correspondence
with words; it is a gestalt; it is a flash.

@ 6mME G being about emotions, it may be said to have close connection to
QLWILILIM(H). Modern scholars, but interestingly not any of the pre-modern
commentators, believe that @60 M&F G is an equivalent of Q& meofl (Skt,
dvani). There is some literature on the equivalence. (George Hart makes a
comparison of GMUILIL|LT QUITIHET in Tamil and Sanskrit literary works; he
uses Q1G0T in the general sense of GMILIL|LT QUITHEIT, not in the specific
sense of @eMM&F). For one thing, @eMMEF is genre specific (It belongs to
the provenance of Q|&LD poetry), as &HLIGLITIHET is the stimulus. Secondly,

@ & Tevfl is not restricted to the emotional meaning alone.

There is nothing in the grammar that will refute the understanding of @60‘)@&?@
as a conveyor of emotions. But the identification and interpretation of
@66),@8':@ in actual poems by pre-modern and modern commentators including
the editors of the anthologies will challenge this understanding. But it can be
argued that @Gmma'c@ could be an empirical problem in the commentaries (but
not in the grammar) amenable to different identifications and interpretations.
There are plenty of examples in Sangam poems, where a particular description of
&HHLIGLITIHET leads the scholars, old and new, to differ in identifying it as



2 GTEHeMM 2 QNN or @eMMEFF. GMIBHE ST, for example, has 86
such descriptions about which the scholars have different identifications. What is
2 GTEHEMM 2_AILNLD for some is @6ME ) for others (LD. [FIT. GUIIT.

SmFTLA (1980), HLALD BIL&ETIL GMILILILI QUITIHET —
LYoot l6mr6v0TLIL] 1)

Relation between 2_6T@H6MM 2_6ULOLD and @ 6MMEF

The relation between 2_6T@H60M 2_AILOLD and @6 MEF G is a topic about
which so much has been written from the time of the earliest commentator, but

yet there is no consensus about their definitions and distinguishing features. 2_.
Ge6ll. EI‘I’Lﬁ]LF;ITGmQ')u_IIj' altogether avoids the problem by calling both of them
GSMILILILI QT HEIT in his commentary on &MIHG&Te0&. The consensus
among scholars stops with the fact that both are specific to QJ&LD genre.

B&F T mTTEH G 6o W alone thinks that @eM&F G is one of the five kinds of
9 _6TEH6MM; specifically, it is same as 2_L_60I60M 2_6TEHEDM. His reason is
no more than the fact that the &(BHLIGQLIMTIHEIT expresses another meaning
simultaneously. But this is true of 2_6TEH6MM 2_ILOLD also. The example he
gives is the FMHNM60Y600T poem (172), where the L|60T6M60T tree means to be a
sister to the heroine. This is not a 2_&ILDLD and so is different from 2_6TEH6E0YM
®_@IlNLD. But then for B&FF 0T TE G 6011, on the basis of the single
criterion of two simultaneous meanings of &(HLIGILITIHET, @enMEF is a

D GITEHEMM that is not a 2_6ULOLD. He considers FIMLIL| 2_6TEH6OM is a
2 6TEHEMM based on &(HLIGLITHET within which a simile (QeuerflLILIeoIL
®_@IlNLD) based on &IHLIQUITIHET is placed. FIMLIL] indicates the double
use of HHLIGLITHEIT. We saw a poem (560561 &Tem 8 71 (73)) above,
which would be an example of this. The subordinate relationship of @enM& &
to 2_6TEH6eMM is not warranted if we take @6mM&F) to be an equivalent but



a different implied meaning and that it is about the emotion of the protagonists,
different from the implied meaning about their behavior.

Return of cows from grazing signifies evening and the @Gmméc@ of the evening
is sadness for &6m6Val. This will be in (LDELVEMEVE F)6mI6OOT. Provision of

shade to its mate by a wild male dog under the scorching sun signifies care for the
beloved and its @ emM& ) is a sense of guilt in &6m6V6EU6DT. This will be placed

in LIMemevd &emeuor. And so on.

o _6TEHemMM and @M MEEF may coexist in a poem. In fact, this is often the
case. While 2_6T@eBemm speaks about the behavior of & 6m6v6. 60T,
@emmE G may speak about the emotional state of Semeval in the same poem.
Both may be spoken by &emevall or GHIMLAl. GMIHA S TN 352 is an
example of this. &emevall tells her friend that she is aware only now of the

existence of the evening when &6m6v6U60T is not there with her in the evening
when the bat, which has sharp claws and wings whose color is like the color of the

back of the leaves of QLLOLIGV, leaves its old home tree alone and flies to the hills
in search of a jack fruit tree. The evening is described by a scene in nature, which

also serves as 2_6IT@H6M M pointing to the behavior of &emeveuedT. He leaves
her alone at home drawn by something sweeter. The evening becomes cognizable

and it creates sadness in her. This is the suggested meaning through @enm&a,
which conveys the mood of &emevall, and thus the poem. The mention of jack
fruits suggests &Ml @HG land as the locale of the 2_6iT@HEM M in this poem of
(LDGLEM6EV (though it is categorized as a LIT60Y6V poem in the anthology). This is
mixing @ﬂﬂ@@ in (LDELEMGV. This mixing suggestively conveys her emotion of

sadness reminded by the union (the 2_[f] of GMIEHG)) that she misses in his
absence. This suggestion is @emM&G). The transition in this poem from

2 aTEmemMm to @6 m&F, from message to mood, from the behavior to its
effect is extremely smooth and subtle. It is so flowing that it is potent for making
the theoretical and practical separation of 2_6T@EHemM and e MEG so hard.

Hence the struggles and disagreements we find in commentators to keep them
separate and in mistaking one for the other.






