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PREFACE

This volume presents the plenary session papers
~and formal comments along with the papers presented
in the general session of the Seminar on Dialectology,
held on December 12th to 14th, 1983, at Tamil Univer-
sity, Thanjavur. All the papers were received in advance
for presentation in the conference and they were circu-
lated to all the participants. Plenary session papers
were sent to some of the invities earlier in order to
prepare a formal discussion to be presented during
the session itself.

The plenary session took conveniently one paper
each morning which was presented by respective authors
and was discussed first by the ::commentator and then
by the participants in open discussion. It was decided
for various reasons that only the Plenary Session papers
and the formal discussions prepared for the conference
alone will be considered for publication in this volume.
Some of the selected papers presented in the general
session are also included in this volume. The inaugural
address given by Professor V.l.Subramoniam,Vice -Chancellor
and the presidential address of Professor K.Vellaivara-
nanar, Dean of Language Faculty, Tamil University,
Thanjavur are also included in this volume.

Hope this volume will enlighten the Tamil dialecto-
logists in their theoretical framework and provide earnest
guidelines for their research in the field of Tamil
dialectology in future.
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INTRODUCTION

_ Seminar on Dialectology was held by the Department

of Linguistics, Tamil University in order to initiate
only its ambitious project Dialect Survey of Tamil
Nadu. Nearly fifty eminent scholars in the field of
Dialectology came from all over the country to partici-
pate in the above seminar held on December 12th to
l4th, 1983. The Seminar on Dialectology was intended
to convene all the scholars working in dialectology
and especially in Tamil dialectology and to share our
ideas with them regarding our project Dialect Survey
of Tamil Nadu.

Nearly 20 papers were presented at the seminar.
Of these, three papers invited for plenary session
were received in advance and sent for the comments
of selected scholars. It was conveniently arranged in
all the three days of the seminar to have the plenary
session in the mornings and a general sessions in the
afternoons. The papers in the plenary session were
directly related to Tamil dialectology while the papers
in the general session were related to the practical
experience of the dialectologist in the field. Out of
nearly 15 papers presented in the general session only
five which were revised and submitted for publication
were included in this volume.

Every one in the field of Tamil dialectology felt
the immediate need to take account of Tamil dialect
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studies done so far and their significant contributions.
The dialect studies done so far are mostly on the phono-
logical, lexical and morphological levels in decreasing
order. The vowel phonemes in all these Tamil dialect
studies are found to be almost the same with similar
allophones corresponding to them. But, the consonant
phonemes of Tamil are the ones which vary very often
from dialect to dialect, such as the absence or presence
of voiced stops; convergence or maintenance of the
alveolar and retroflex laterals, sibilants, pharygeneal
fricatives, etc. Frequent use of a particular grammatical
form or a lexical item may constitute to the bundles
of isogloss to fix a dialect area. There does not seem
to be any concurrence among Tamil dialectologists
regarding the number of areal and social dialects, the
existence of standard regional dialects and the emer-
gence of the standard spoken dialect of Tamil. However
the above dialect studies do not seem to establish the
basic requirements of fixing the significant isogloss
bundles for regionalwise and socialwise dialect areas.

Shanmugam Pillai's critical review of Tamil dialecto-
logy in this volume points out the vacuum in the study
of Tamil dialectology suffering from inadequate data,
subjective analysis and speculative conclusions. Shan-
mugam Pillai strongly recommends for a thorough dialect

study of the whole area of Tamil Nadu with serious
commitment to the discipline.

It is true that though studies on the dynamic nature
of dialects are necessary for theoretical inquisitiveness,
the traditional dialect survey based using elaborate
questionnaires which covers a range of phonological,
morphological and lexical differences is the immediate
need of our time for Tamil language. The plea by Gnana-
sundaram in his paper on "The Research Methodology
and Theoretical Problems in Dialectology" is towards
this approach.

P.Andrews Kutty in his plenary session paper on
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"The Future Plans and Work Strategy to be Adopted
in Dialect Studies" discusses the practical problems
faced by any dialectologist in the field area, the merit
of the traditional dialect studies, the nature of the
informants, etc, with an aspiration for interdisciplinary
approach in the studies of dialect variations with Socio-
logy, Anthropology, etc and recommends strongly for
another monumental "Linguistic Survey of India". Comm-
entators have critically reviewed all these plenary
session papers and have given constructive suggestions.
The general session had papers which are relevant
directly or indirectly to the study of Tamil dialectology.
An attempt was also made at the general session to
find out the problems encountered by dialectologists
of other languages. Thus covering the broad spectrum
of theoretical and field problems of Dialectology, in
general.

In short, the above volume is an humble beginning
towards the direction of the ambitious goal of accomp-
lishing a thorough dialect study of Tamil Nadu in the
near future.

Thanjavur S.AROKIANATHAN,
July 13th 1986.
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" 1. TAMIL DIALECTOLOGY-A SURVEY
M. Shanmugam Pillai
I

Dialect Survey or Linguistic Survey, is different
from Dialect Study and Dialect Reference and they
are oollectively known as Dialectology. We have in
Tamil now, a number of Dialect Studies, some Dialect
References and very few Dialect Surveys. Dialect Study
is a linguistic study of a particular dialect, but a survey
involves comparative and contrastive study of a few
dialects, either horizontal or vertical; Grierson's Lingui-
stic Survey (1927, reproduced 1967) was the earliest
survey for Indian languages. His survey did not cover
the old Madras Presidency and hence major Dravidian
languages are omitted. He gives specimens of Tamil
and other Dravidian languages. He did not attempt
to present dialect maps or isoglosses. There is only
one horizontal survey for Tamil dialects, and that too,
for the Tamil dialects in Malaya, by Rama Subbiah
(1966). As for vertical surveys, there is only one paper
on the Kinship terms by M.Shanmugam Pillai (1965,
reproduced 1981). There can be combinations of various
types, combining horizontal and vertical variables. Anna-
malai University, Linguistics Department, has conducted
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a number of surveys with these variables combined,
which have not been published yet. Apart from these
surveys and studies, we have Dialect References, where,
in the course of writing a grammar, or a paper, the
author may refer tc usage in dialects here and there,
but not complete or systematic. We find such references
in early Tamil grammars and in commentaries.

In the fifties and sixties new concepts have develop-
ed about Dialect Surveys and Studies and the concept
of social dialect was given a concrete shape and hence
Social Dialectology is very much in talk now. Horizontal-
ly, within a geographical area, the concept of Urban
and Rural Dialectology was developed, corresponding
to Urban and Rural Sociology. - )

Studies in the social dialects of Tamil, that varieties
of Tamil which coexist in the same region with other
varieties but are differentiated on the basis of social
factors (Southworth, 1976), started in the sixties, with
M.Shanmugam Pillai, William Bright and A.K.Ramanujam
publishing a few papers. This was persued vigorously
by a number of young scholars and with the development
of theories about sociolinguistic research by William
Labov and others these studies attained new directions
and refinements in the seventies. Early Surveys and
Studies of Tamil dialects, with the exception of Jules
Bloch (1910), did not concern themselves with social
variables. They were concerned only geographical or
regional variables (RjR2 etc.). But now +he stage has
come, to argue, whether any survey or study of this
type is worth .the name, without any consideration of
social variables like caste, sex, age, education, profess-
ion, religion etc., combined with regional variables,
in various permutations and combinations. A modei
of these combinations demonstrated by M.Shanmugam
Pillai in Tamil Today (1972, reproduced 1981) has to
be revised, perhaps as follows, as the study of this
subject has developed now.
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UiU; = Urban E.E; = Education

Ru ’ Ru; = Rural PP, = Profession
C:C; - = Caste Rei;Rez = Religion
M = Male

Read R,U2C2MA2E; as education level 2, of Age
level 2, of male in caste 2 in city, of region 2. Thus for
other conibinations as well. -

The above model demonstrates how complicated
an _extensive and ideal dialect survey could be. But
a survey could be easily undertaken at any one point
involving one or more variables, horizontally or vertically.

I

Sociolinguistic studies, studies in Social Dialectology
«n Tamil, continuous and more systematic, started early
in the sixties with the publication of Linguistic Diversity
in South Asia (1960). A few American structural linguists,
and Indian linguists trained in structural “linguistics
in the latefifties and sixties in this century, got interest-
ed in the subject. They referred to it as social dialects
or caste or class differences.

Class differences were noticed even by Tolkaappiyar
(Cuutram 444 to 447) where he discusses the uses of
ii, taa, and kotu between three levels of people-higher,
equal and lower-uyarntoon, oppoon and izintoon. Since
equals could be between uyarntoon and between oppoon,
it is possible that he recognized only two classes in
the Tamil society, higher and lower. We are not sure
whether he meant any caste difference.(C.Yesudhasan,
1981, p.42-43).

Tolkaappiyar mentions four types of lexical items
iyarcol, tiricol, ticaicool and vatacol (Tol.Col.eccaviyal
1) where ticaicool refers to the regional lexical variants.
He also refers to ceeri mozi(Tol. porul. ceyyuliyals 233)
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and that certain words, though colloquial could be accept-
ed in literature (Tol.porul. marapiyal 69). These are
early references to Tamil dialects. Commentators
Ilampuuranar (12th century), Peeraaciriyar (13th century),
Atiyaarkkunallaar (13th century), and Naccinaarkkiniyar
(14th century) also refer to regionalism in the usage of
certain words in Tamil. Pavananti, the author of Nannuul
refers to twelve regions in Tamilnadu which has dialect
variations-dialect regions, (cuutram 272) and Maylai-
nathar, elaborating it, gives the names of the twelve
regions and also some lexical items peculiar for each
region (Nannuul ed. 1918).

m

Early in this century, a few western scholars wrote
about the spoken forms of Tamil and very few Tamil
scholars were interested in it. Jules Bloch (1910) reported
the differences between the Brahmin, Non-Brahmin
and untouchable Tamil. L.V.Ramaswamy Aiyar reported
differences between Brahmin Tulu and folk Tulu. Beschi
wrote a grammar for spoken Tamil-Kotuntamiz (1728,
reprint 1971). R.P.Sethu Pillai (1939), for the first
time, made an attempt to present the differences
between written and colloquial Tamil. Since then,
till the sixties, there was almost a complete silence
in the study of- social dialetts or in colloquial Tamil.

Not many native scholars took interest in the spoken
form of Tamil till the sixties. Tamil scholarship was
identified with the mastery of ancient and medieval
classical literature and grammar and it is these scholars
who also were interested in language study-philology,
as it was then called, and for them spoken Tamil was
untouchable, impure, and polluting, with all its implica-
tions, though they live with it all the time. The political
and social philosophy of the DK and DMK patronized
the glorification of ancient Tamil literature and the

culture enshrined in them. Another important factor
was the dominance of Caldwell's Comparative Grammar
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attitude. Philologists of these decades, were interested
more in the Problems--Sanskrit verses Dravidian--identified
with Tamil, approach to establish the independence
or interdependence of one upon the other, initiated
by Caldwell. Ever. scholars, who were interested in
the scholarly elaboration of Caldwell theories, could
not resist this temptation. Perhaps this was a political
and social necessity, because of the dominance of the
theory that everything came and originated from Sans-
krit. Moreover, the studies by these philologists, K.V.
Subbayya, C.P.Venkatarama Aiyar, L.V.Ramaswamy
Aiyar, S.Anavaratanayagam Pillai, Venkatarajulu Reddiar,
P.S.Subrahmanya Sastri, S.K.Chatterji etc., on Tamil
and Dravidian, were based on the written form of
the languages. It was the western scholars again M.B.
Emeneau and T.Burrow, who resorted to the analysis
of spoken forms of Dravidian languages, and used those
materials for studies in Comparative Dravidian. Dialect
studies, whether regional or social, were not thought
of, till the end of the fifties. Referring to Jules Bloch's
paper in 1910, Susan S.Bean says, that for nearly fifty
years his contribution stood virtually alone (1974).

v

The sixties of this century is a landmark in the
development of ~ linguistic studies in Tamilnadu after
Caldwell and Bloch. This is also true of South Asian
languages in general. Some of the American structural
linguists and their Indian counterparts in the late fifties
and early sixties, got interested in caste dialects, as
it was then called, and in the evolution and evaluation
of standard forms of Tamil.As for Tamil the papers
by  William Bright (1960), William Bright and A.K.
Ramanujam (1964), Ramanujam (1968), M.Shanmugam
Pillai (1965 a, 1965 b, 1968 reproduced 1981) started
the discussion of caste dialects. A hypothesis was propos-
ed by William Bright and A.K.Ramanujam concerning
the brahmin (B) and non-brahmin (NB) speech. "In general,
the Brahmin dialect seems to show great innovation
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on the more conscious levels of linguistic change--those
of borrowing and semantic extension--while the non-
brahmin dialect shows greater innovation in less. consci-
ous type of change--those involving phonemic and morpho-
logical replacements. Bright explains these tendencies
in terms of literacy. He claims that "a possible hypothe-
sis is that literacy, most common among Brahmins
has acted as a brake on change in their dialects-that
the 'frozen' phonology and grammar of the literary
language have served to retard change in Brahmin speech'.
Another version of this hypothesis (1964) is "On the
part of B toward greater use of foreign vocabulary
and semantic shifts; on the parts of NS towards shifts
in native phonology and in morphology"”. They conclude
that "Upper and lower class dialects innovate independent-
ly of one another and in two ways, here labelled consci-
ous and unconscious. They claim that "literacy, where
ever it is present in human societies, acts as a brake
on the process of linguistic change. Susan S.Bean (1974)
by a comparative study of the Sociolinguistic studies
so far accomplished for South Asian .Languages, formula-
tes some interesting hypothesis and new directions
for further research. Bright and Ramanujan's hypothesis
has beenelaborated and challenged by afew M.Shan-
mugam Pillai (1968), D.P.Pattanayak (1975), V.Balasubra-
maniam(1980), G.Sankaranarayanan (1980).

M.Shanmugam Pillai in his paper‘Fishermen Tamil
of Kanyakumari (1968 reproduced 1981) compares the
Fishermen Tamil (KF) with the Harijan (H), Nadar (N) and
Vellala (V) Tamil dialects from the same district, at
the phonological, morphological and lexical level, sorting
out the common and distinctive features for these dia-
lects, and comparing them, he concludes that innovations
in dialects can only be comparative and it is doubtful
whether any dialect can enjoy monopoly otherwise.
Out of the 83 items discussed, 38 are innovations for
KF when compared Wwith other dialects. In a tri-
chotomy of Non-Harijan Tamil dialects as (1) Brahmin
(2) Higher Non-Brahmin (3) Lower-Non-Brahmin, KF
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is found to be nearer to Lower-Non-Brahmin Tamil
dialect, i.e., the third group. He also suggested in that
paper that dialect switching is due the hierarchy of
the caste structure, coupled with its prestige and social
politics and not economics or education. The economical-
ly and educationally backward low Non-Brahmins (and
also the Harijans who are still far below) and the econo-
mically and educationally forward Brahmins, both switch
on to a dialect of the upper Non-Brahmin castes. Brah-.

mins switch on to this because of social and political
necessity.

Susan's (197 ) is an assessment of the state of
art- here being sociolinguistic research done so far
in South Asia. From ‘these studies she formulates the
general pattern of the social isoglosses and processes
which inhibit the diffusion of linguistic innovations
across those social boundz.ies. In the North the speech-
of the untouchables are distinguished from the touch-
ables, and in the South, a trichotomy, Brahmin, Non-
Brahmins and untouchables could be distinguished. This
pattern is reinforced by the perception of the speakers.
This distinction between what the speaker perceives
as differe ces and what linguists report, has been neglect-
ed and it should be important to set up social isoglosses.
Though, there are other variables -education, friendship
networks and class, caste status is the dominant vari-
able,education, friendship and class, each significantly
dependent on it.The nature of the interdependence is’
not well understood.

The association of speech forms with social status
in the Indian situatior is an important factor in prevent-
ing high status speakers adopting the forms of low status
speakers and in the negative preventing forms used

by low status speakers from diffusion to high status
speakers.

The isogiosses separating Brahmin, non-Brahmin
and untouchable is interpreted in terms of the concept
of purity and pollution separating castes.
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D.P.Pattanayak's paper Caste and Language is full
of assumptions and internal contradictions, typical of
Indian political approach to problems concerning castes.
The paper is not academic and does not deserve the time
and space it grabbed. But one good result is, that patta-
nayak is a little better educated on the subject as is
revealed in his Reply to comments on Caste and Language
(1976). Susan's (1974) is a better and scholarly reply
for him though it was not intended that way. Hers
is a critical and scholarly summation of fifteen years
of intensive beginning research in sociolinguistics in
South Asian languages.

Southworth (1976) evaluates the achievements so
far in sociolinguistic research in South Asian Language
in general and for south Indian languages in particular,
under several heads, Regional Dialects, Social Dialects
etc. The important contribution of this paper is the
last two sections Ethnography of Communication and
Application. The study of constraints on communicative
behaviour--who can say, what,when and to whom--has
not been undertaken systematically for any part of
South Asia. He elaborates it with particular reference
to the situation in Malayalam. He concludes illustrating
how sociolinguistic studies are relevant to language
education, adult literacy programme and choice of
medium for communication.

Michael C.Shapiro and Harold F.Schiffman in Language
" and Society in south Asia, In Chapter 5, Social Dialecto-
logy evaluate the achievements done so far in South Asian
Languages and suggest unexplored area for further
research.They complain that a large portion of research
has relied too heavily on caste as the major independent
social variable with which linguistic variable could be
correlated and-introduced.

This (study)includes an examination of studies which
treat caste, age, sex, education, residence and other
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variables as determining factors in linguistic varia-
tion. We also examine diglossia as a wide spread
social phenomenon in South Asia, take another look
at diffusion of linguistic tracts within complex socio-
linguistic contexts, and discuss the sociolinguistic
problems involved in defining languages in relation
to their various pseudonyms.

The Bloomfieldian theory that differences in lingui-
stic code are associated with different patterns of
social interaction, that groups which exhibit greatest
linguistic differences are those most isolated from one
another is not found to be true of South Asian situation.
They conclude that we have reached the point that
when investigators ought to begin to construct dynamic
models for sociolinguistic investigation in South Asia.

It is not difficult to see how this might be carried
out. First of all, it is imperative that scholars begin
to operate within frame works which assume that
variability in linguistic structures is a systematic
feature of language. Rather than assume that caste
is a social property which allows the postulation
of individual dialect--where a person either speak
the dialect or does not -we can start to consider
it as one of a large class of social parameters.

Testing Bright's hypothesis "that semantic differen-
ces between caste dialects may reflect differences in
value systems from one caste to another", ritual langu-
ages on the model of Emeneau's study of the Todas,
problems of variation within speech of the individual,
how he or she varies his/her speech according to the
social situations are some of the directions they suggest
for research in conclusion.

Thus the middle of the seventies has been a series
of assessment of the research on social dialects in South
Asian languages by Susan S.Beans, D.P.Pattanayak,
Franklin Southworth and Michael C.Shapiro and Harold
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E.Sd\iffman, and from here we have to start on new
ll(ri\es of research in the subject, suggested and unsuggest-
ed. _

\

V.Balasubramaniam (1980) testing the hypothesis
of Bright and Ramanujam (1964) in his own way, at lexical,
morphological and phonological levels, reports that
the features attributed exclusive to B are found in
NB dialects also particularly in the Vellala and Mudaliyar
dialects of Tanjore and South Arcot District. There
was a period, during previous generation, before the
Non-Brahmin movement gained momentum, when the
Vellalas and Mudaliyars of these districts, considered
the B Tamil prestigious and imitated it. They even
criticised their children if they will not speak like Brah-
mins, and spoke NB Tamil. How can one be sure that
this has not resulted in the diffusion of these features
into their dialect? Unless this is established otherwise,
Balasubramaniam's argument cannot be valid. To test
the corollary of their hypothesis, he has picked up the
Dravidia Smartha Iyer of Mysore, whose ancestors have
migrated to Mysore nearly two hundred years before,
from Tanjore district--he calls their speech Mysore
Iyer Tamil--MIT. He lists a number of changes in their
dialect, at phonological, morphological and vocabulary
levels. They could not be borrowings from Kannada,
according to him. Here B Tamil, MIT, has a number
of innovations, which according to Bright.Ramanujam
hypothesis could not be. But, how can a Tamil dialect
transplanted in midst of an entirely new linguistic surroun-
ding for nearly two centuries,be expected to be similar
to B Tamil of Tamilnadu and help to prove or disprove
the hypothesis? MIT is entirely a different problem
which will not affect their hypothesis in any way, which
is concerned with the dialects in Tamilnadu subjected
to sociolinguistic stains there in. However his third
point, whether literacy is a brake in language change
has to be investigated.
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G.Sankaranarayanan(1980) critizes the methodology
of the early studies on sociolinguistics. Their data was
not collected by sampling across sections of speakers.
Two individuals, to represent two caste dialects, one
for each, in Mysore, by Bright, is questioned. Then
he says that among the Brahmins, there are two groups,
Iyer and Iyengar, who differ in speech and culture,
and whose speech disproves the hypothesis that ‘it is
B which has innovated by introducing the loan words.
B frequently preserves non-native phonology, which
NB assimilating to native pattern' (Bright and Ramanujam
1964:160G,161). The author who questioned the methodology
of these linguists should have followed the method
he is advocating, to disprove their hypothesis. He has
not done so and unfortunately, ne also follows Bright-
Ramanujam method.

Bright-Ramanujam hypothesis may be right and
wrong. But in our anxiety to explore the hypothesis,
both of them have not followed Labov's or any other
more scientific method, which they advocate rightly.
On the other hand they also have been following the

same method, questionable in the choice of dialects
too.

Sociolinguists who are allergic to the expression
caste, led by Pattanayak, themselves admit that caste
is a domir int variable among the many variables. Who
among the caste oriented sociolinguists, has claimed
that caste is the only variable? Nor did they claim
that their studies represent a homogenous stereotype.
Brahmins fr. m anypart of Tamilnadu, the older genera-
tion, of the:: speak in their dialect, 1 could distinguish
the brahminism in it. It has several stereotype caste
markers, some of which have diffused to NB also. I
cannot claim this for other Tamil castes, though I could
easily locate the region. The younger generation both
B and NB, which is switching on to a standard spoken
form, will not help me in this game. The anti-caste,
or may be intercaste sociolinguistics, by the way,
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is a good political . jargon to hide realities which is
typical of Indian politics,” know only too well that the
early researchers in this field, touched upon the dominant
variable, as is natural to begin with, but never refused
that there are other variables too,and they have mention-
ed it more than once in their papers. Pattanayak, like
a politician is concerned "In fact, the talk about caste
dialects may even have negatively reinforced caste
identities and feelings". But my impression is that the
talk about caste dialects in the last fifteen years have
contributed much to the evolution of a standard spoken
form for Tamil, slowly wiping out the caste markers,
though it has never been our aim. When the caste mar-
kers are overtly demonstrated by the linguists they be-
come very much aware of them, and hence avoid using

them-they drop the stereo forms.

Labov's Survey of Martha Vineyard and New
York City, and Trudgill's Norwich English, are beginning
to have their impact on sociolinguistic research in Tamil,
but not very intensive or €xtensive, yet. K.Karunakaran
in his 'A Note on Linguistic Change: A Sociolinguistic
Apprisal' (1978) reports that phonetic changes i > e,
i > o in terms like tira, tera, tora, and i > u in items
like piti, puti are socially conditioned. i > e is found
consistently in the speech of educated speakers in their
informal speech behaviour and they are also consisten.
in retaining ‘i in formal speech. Contrary to this change,
i > 0 is consistent in the speech of uneducated speakers.
In some cases the change i > e and retention of i,
are conditioned by the social status of the speakers,
upper class versus lower class, high occupational status
with low occupational status etc. some speakers at
Annamalainagar who begin using u and o for i, quickly
realizing the formal situation, switched over from to
u > a (qru > ara) and o > i. He also gives a list of
such changes in consonants, but does not describe the
conditioning social variables. The degree of assimilation
of the borrowings, he says, is conditioned by social
parameters, education etc., of the speakers. These
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are interesting informations which deserve extensive
and intensive survey. We may perhaps start with a
hypothesis that in phonology, if there is more than
one phonological situations, i.e., linguistic environments
the differences may be conditioned by variables other

than linguistics. The same hypothesis can be extended
to grammatical and lexical levels.

In another paper, 'A Study of Social Dialects in
Tamil--Methods and Practices (1978), Karunakaran pres-
ents a model to present the grammar of a language--here
Tamil, in the context of several sociological and other
variables. - Keeping the caste constant, -Chidambaram
Vellala, he introduces many variables, economic status--
higher income, middle income and lower income groups,
education--higher, secondary and primary, location--P, -
and P, The number of segemental phonemes, clusters
and some grammatical features are presented conditioned
by these variables. He also presents model rules with
these variables operating in specific linguistic contexts.
Perhaps, a careful proof reading is very much deserved,
especially in a paper on lmguxstlcs n+ n/ -p, -L -PE
eg. /nazyirw/ > /na:yiru/ ‘sunday, is a rule he gives (p.47).
The initial position where this rule operates is not indi-
cated. If Positions do not matter, 1llustrauons are incom-
plete. Perhaps the rule should read® > n /-P, -L -PE
eg. /Ma:yiru/ /na:yiru/ ‘'Sunday’. The meanihg of the
hyphen before P, etc. is not clear. Interpretation of
a rule should have been demonstrated for the sake of
clarity and understanding. There is no interpretation
of the tables either. The highest number of clusters
in HIG, HE, i.e., high and middle income higher education
groups, Is very stricking. In Pondi, we found more clus-
ters correlating with elderliness and illiteracy, in native
items. In this case, it may be due to the highest number
of English borrowings found in their speech, and again
the clusters are greater in careful speech where they
are more conscious of their pronounciation of English.
In sociolinguistic descriptions, we cannot stop with
the  Bloomfieldian type of objective and classified
presentation of the data. Interpretations and discussions



on Dialectology 17

of the possible reasons in the context of those variables
are equally important, as important as the tables and
rules. What do we infer about the sociological behaviour
of these Vellalas as a result of this study? The paper
has no answer.

As an extension of this model, in Chapter &4, in
'Study of Social Dialects of Tamil'(1981), he demonstrates
how rules could be framed to describe the distribution
of the linguistic features--the variants, conditioned
by sociological and other variables, and in chapter 5,
he demonstrates it with partigular reference to Tamil
at phonological and grammatical levels. Here again
we are tempted to ask, if so what?

And thus, the eighties begin with the impact of
Labov and Trudgill in sociolinguistic research in Tamil.

A
Standard Tamil

Early in this century, till early .ﬁfties, Tgmil philo-
logists used to say that modern written Tgmll, perhaps
as pure as it could be, is the Standard Tamil. The ques-
tion arose ‘in the late fifties, standard for what? To
speak or to write? If it is to speak, it is aiming at
a prescriptive norm, as was natural_ with the grammarians
then, who were more prescriptive than descriptive?
If it is for writing, the style differs very much between
authors. Pandits at one extreme and short story writers
and novelists at the other extreme, and in between,
there is a wide range of variations, about which they

were not concerned.

Kamil Zvelebil, in 1959 in Archiev Orientalni, for
the first time, argued for the existence ot a Standard
Spoken Tamil. He called it then colloquial Tamil distinct
from modern written Tamil. He writes,

74-2
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Between the cultivated speech and the folk speech
there is another level to be found which may be
called common speech and which is, though it may
vary slightly from place to place and from community
to community, fairly homogeneous for the whole
linguistic area. This is wusually called ‘colloquial
Tamil' (p.573).

In 1963, he again discussed this problem in Tamil
Culture (Vol.X.No.3) that Standard Spoken Tamil is
being evolved out of the Tamil spoken by the educated
middle class Pillais of the cities of the districts of
Madurai, Tiruchirapally,® Thanjavur and South Arcot.
But he did not support his hypothesis with any data.

Again in 1964, in Archiev Orientalni, he suggested
that Standard Spoken Tamil evolves out of the middle
class speakers, primarily non-brahmin castes, who
are involved in mercantile and professional activities
in central Tamilnadu i.e. Tiruchi, Thanjavur, Karur and
South Arcot regions.

Shanmugam Pillai in his  'Caste Isoglosses in Kinship'
Terms (1965, reproduced 1981) suggested that the data
presented in that paper may be a small piece of evidence
in support of Zvelebil's theory. But later in his paper
'Fishermen Tamil of Kanyakumari' (1965, reproduced
1978) he reported that many of the peculiarities listed
among the older generation are being replaced by other
forms in the speech of educated younger generation
in this dialect. Dialect switching, he reported, is due
to the hierarchy of the caste structure, coupled with
its prestige and politics, and not due to any economic
and educational factors. The educationally and economi-
cally forward higher caste--the Brahmins, and economi-
cally and educationally backward lower non-brahmins
and scheduled castes, switch on to a dialect of the higher
non-brahmin castes. The rising [Iisherman generation
switch on to a dialect of the Vellala Community
in that district.  In 1972, in his paper 'Tamil Today' he
argued for the existence of a regional standard apart
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from SST. Also in another paper 'Tamil Lite-
rary and colloguial' (1972, a) he referred to the
fact that the speech of the younger generation is
different from that of the older generation, and SST
evolves out of the speech of the educated younger genera-
tion, where children of different castes and regions
mix together, live together and communicate between
themselves, in schools and colleges.

Thus, the early linguists who dealt with this problem,
were shifting their stands within a decade, because
their hypothesis were based on observatios and participa-
tion which gave more and more informations as time
passed on, and not on any systematic survey.

Franklin C.southworth in his paper 'Problems of
defining Standard Language in India, England and United
States' (1972) deals with the socio-economic factors
associated with the establishment of 'Standard Langu-
age'. Standard usage is based on the native usage of
certain groups. In most cases the standard forms have
been shaped by scholars who were more concerned with
linguistic purity than with mass communication, and
about Tamil he writes.

More recently (mainly since the beginning of the
20th century), as certain high non-brahmin castes
gained political and economic power, the Sanskritized
form was replaced by what is called 'pure' Tamil,
whose vocabulary is extensively borrowed from the
classical Tamil, while politically acceptable to many
Tamilians as an expression of rejection both of the
Brahmins and of the Aryan North, leaves many speak-
ers of Tamil (especially those from illiterates, low-
caste backgrounds) in a bad situation as before (13DL
Vol.1, No.Z2 P.34).

Southworth refers to the modern written form, when
he talks about standard language for Tamil. But he ex-
plains how the low castes are in a disadvantageous posi-
tion as before when this standard Tamil is different
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from their spoken forms and the situation help_s only
the privileged class to perpetuate their dominance.

The problem was again raised by Vasanthakumari
(1976). She seems to be unaware of what has already
been suggested about this problem and this paper would
have been all right, if it was published twenty or thirty
years back, in the thirties or forties. She puts forth
a hypothesis that SST does not evolve out of any parti-
cular region or caste or religion, but out of the speech
of the privileged class (questioned by E.Annamalai,
1976). May be, she suggested it as a hypothesis, since
there is no efficient demonstration in that paper to
support her suggestion. Annamalai (1976) raising a number
of objections, puts forth an interesting hypothesis
that SST is obtained by eliminating the stigmatised
stereotyped or marked features of home dialects, which
will give a set of neutral items in SST. He further
suggests that there should be demonstration for the
existence of SST in the following ways:

(1) The evidence to switch over from home dialect
in mixed group.

(2) Stylistically correlated variations of speech.

(3) Consistency in the language spoken in mass media,
like cinema.

(4) Hyper-Correction (in Labov's sense 1971) by speak-
ers of non-standard dialects.

V.Gnanasundaram (1981) carried on a small survey
to test the first. His findings were that non-stereo forms
resist style shift more than stereo forms. There is no
consistency in stereo forms undergoing style shift in
mixed groups. He also concludes that SST in nearer
to written Tamil.

M.Shanmugam Pillai and M.Murugesan, M.Shanmugam
Pillai and S.Radhakrishnan (1983) carried on an investi-
gation at Pillayyarkuppam in Pondicherry state, to investi-
gate the age variability in spoken Tamils among the males
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as well as among the females, comparing different age
groups from the Padayachi community at the phonologi-
cal, morphological, syntactic and lexical levels. Three
levels of age groups, one near sixty (Ez) another near
forty (E1) and the third near twenty (Y) were compared
between themselves and they with modern written Tamil
(WT). E; and E; are illiterates and Y has elementary
or secondary school education. It was found that E;E»
formed one group, distinct from the group WY, each
group sharing a number of features at all levels, different
from the other group. The data for each of the age
group was checked with five educatd informants from
the city of Pondicherry, selected at randam, without
any reference to caste, religion, or age. It was found
that these five informants shared 93 percent of the
lexical items with Y and only 7 percent with E; and

E2. W and Y constitute a single group, distinct from
E; and E,, which form another group sharing a number
of items at these levels. WY has many stereo forms
distinct from E;Ez: Thus Y is nearer to W. At the same
time Y, E; and E; each has a number of stereo forms.
Therefore, not only the elimination of the stereo forms,
but also the creation new stereo forms, contribute to
the evolution of SST. In the light of these investigations,
Annamalai's hypothesis may have to be rephrased that
SST evolves as a result of the replacement as well as
creations of stereo forms in the speech of the educated
younger generation, irrespective of caste, region, religion

or economic status. The percentage of new stereo forms
created is smaller than elimination. Since, WT does
not have any stereo forms for caste, or region, Y chooses
to come closer to it, to evolve a neutral dialect as
SST. Perhaps, if Gnanasundaram's experiment has introduc-
ed age and educational variables, the results would have
been much better, in favour of the above hypothesis.
All his informants were well educated and perhaps not
much different in age either, where only regional vari-

ables were in operation and it is not as pertinent as
age and education in the evolution of SST. That nothing
conclusive could be said as a result of his experiment,
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may itself be a proof that young age and education are
the important ~variables and most of his informants
are tending towards SST.

The younger generation which speaks SST, most
of the members in it, do not speak their home dialect,
which is still otherwise spoken by the older, uneducated
members in their families, and as such, the question
of dialect switching in mixed group does not arise for
them. We have investigated the first generation educated
groups, to contrast with the early illiterate, older genera-
tions. What will be the picture if the three age groups
are literates? May be, it is true as Annamalai (1976) said,

'No standard dialect is entirely homogeneous and rigid
and what is accepted as standard is a range within
which variations are permitted. This is perhaps more
pronounced in Tamil'

So far we have been trying to answer. what is
the standard language for Tamil, particularly for speak-
ing. There are other problems in standardisation. K.Karu-
nakaran (1980) in 'Language Standardisation and Linguis-
tic Convergences' demonstrates how minority language
features -- grammatical and lexical, are being standardi-
zed in majority languages. He illustrates how Malayalam
features -- grammatical and lexical are  standardized
in the Tamil spoken in the border areas of Tamil and
Malayalam, and how Telugu lexical items are standardiz-
ed in Tiruttani Tamil, bordering Telugu country. These
are the results of language contact between these
languages, and we may add, that a sizable majority
in these regions are bilinguals. But the question is
will these items be accepted as standard in SST? It
is a disputable question. We may say that they are
regional standards and standardization processes can
operate at different levels.

vii
Epigraphy and Historical Dialectology

The use of dialects for historical reconstruction
of languages is a fruitful area. M.Shanmugam Pillai's
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'Vowel Splits in Tamil Dialects' (1969, reproduced
in 1978) was the first attempt in this line, for Tamil.
Comparing the vowel systems in classical and written
Tamil, with that of SST and Ceylon Colloquial Tamil,
he demonstrates how the allophones have developed
into separate vowel phonemes in each of those dialects,
as a result of the new contrasts introduced, and also
discussed the chronology of the development of these
new phonemes. Till today, there is no follow up of
this study. Another important source material for histo-
rical dialectology in Tamil is, Tamil epigraphy.

The existence of inscriptions in Tamil, is perhaps
as old as the available Tamil literary texts, and here
we are in a very enviable position, compared to other
Dravidian languages, where, the earliest available docu-
ments of the languages are only inscriptions, and not
literature. Paleography-palmleaf manuscripts, cannot
be reliable specimens of the writing systems for the
corresponding periods of literature, unless the literature
itself is very late, because, no palmleaf can be more
than three hundred years old. On the other hand, the
inscriptions cut on hard rocks, reveal the language,
and the script, with no scope for distortions later.
Moreover, these inscriptions, most of them, were written
in colloquial Tamil, in contrast to the language used
in contemporary literary works, and a comparative
study of the languages used ip inscriptions and literature
of contemporary periods, should reveal the differences
between written and spoken Tamil. Projection of this
study vertically over temporal axis, will reveal the
history of Tamil dialects and the language. A compara-
tive study of the language of the inscriptions of a
particular period, distributed horizontally, will be geo-
graphical dialectology for the early periods, which,
when compared over time axis for a particular area,
will be historical dialectology, and all the differences
could be documented with the help of inscriptions.
A similar study of the literary texts will be a historical
study for formal Tamil. Documents for the co-existence
for these two forms of Tamil are not fully exploited
yet.
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Though the analysis of the language of the Tamil
inscriptions started as early as 1935, with K.Kanapathip-
pillai's thesis for Ph.D., ~'A Study of the Language of
Tamil inscriptions of the 7th and 8th centuries A.D.',
for London University, it gained active momentum
only in the sixties, with linguists entering into this
field. Early in the sixties, at the guidance of T.P.Meenak-
shisundaram, a number of scholats started working
on the inscriptions for M.Litt. thesis on 'A Study of
the language of the inscriptions from the 7th century
to the middle of the 1lth century A.D.', for Madras
University. S.Bhagirathy did her M.Litt. thesis in 1962
on 'The language of the Tamil Inscriptions of 1050-1250
A.D." for Annamalai University. Velupillai prepared
his Ph.D., thesis on 'A Study of the Language of Tamil
Inscriptions of the regions of Cattavarman Cuntara
Pandya and Maaravarman Kulaceekaran', for University
of Ceylon in 1962, and on 'A Study of the Tamil Inscrip-
.tions of the period 800 to 920 A.D., in 1964, for D.Phil.
at Oxford University. In 1968, S.V.Shanmugam prepared
his Ph.D., thesis on 'The Language of the Tamil Inscrip-
.tions of 1350-1700 A.D.', for Annamalai University.
R.Panneerselvam did his Ph.D., dissertation in 1969
on the analysis of the inscriptions of 7th, 8th and 9th
centuries, for Kerala University. Based on the index
prepared by S.Kausalya (1962). S.Agesthialingam and
S.V.Shanmugam published in 1970 'The Language of
Tamil Inscriptions 1250-1350° A.D.' This is the only
published work of all these studies so far, which is
very unfortunate. Velupillai's classical work 'Study
of the Dialects in Inscriptional Tamil' (1976) is the
result of the studies going on in inscriptional Tamil
for a decade. It is unfortunate no one is continuing
the language study of the inscriptions now.

) These grammars are written on the basis of hundreds
of inscriptions spread over a wide span of time, spread
all over Tamilnadu and sometimes even outside. Kana-
pathippillai covered two centuries, Jayakumari about
five centuries, Bhagirathy two centuries, Velupillai
more than one century, S.V.Shanmugam about four
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centuries, Panneerselvam three centuries and Kausalya's
index one century. What is the basis for the selection
of this time span for each, and they differ so much?
The overriding consideration seems to be the availability
of the number of inscriptions and the period of region
of particular dynasties. Later, this type of descriptive
grammar was carried over to Tamil literature, in disser-
tations like, 'A Descriptive Grammar of Purananuuru,
'A Descriptive Grammar of Kuruntokay' etc., which
are really. grammars for verses over a period of time
and over a wide spread of space. But here, atleast
we go by individual texts, anthologised on certain prin-
ciples. Even this is absent in the study of inscriptions.

What is the linguistic theory for a grammar of
this sort? It has two axes, time and space. Is it historical?
Yes, if it cares to describe the differences spread
over a period of time. But it does not. Is it geographical
dialectology? Yes, it could be, if it cares to describe
the differences between the dialects of different regions,
during a specific period of time. But it does not.
Is. it an over all grammar? Then it has to be for a
specific span of time spread over a wide region. It
has to present the grammar for common core and
from it the deviations, geographical and temporal.
None of these grammars, if we take the published
one as a model, has any such approach. The inscriptions
should have been studied region wise, with a time
depth, which would be an historical grammar of the
inscriptional dialects of particular region. Or, over
a short period of time, they should have analysed the
inscriptions region wise and compared them, which
would have given the dialect geography for the language
of the inscriptions for a short period of time. Descriptive
grammars of the inscriptions for five centuries, spread
over the whole of Tamilnadu, is beyond the compre-
hension of any available linguistic theory. The grammar
is presented as if it is a single block with no variation.
We may call them Block Grammars, with time, and
space as the two axes in various shapes. Velupillai
(1976) avoids some of these ackwardness.
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The language of Tamil inscriptions 1250-1350 A.D.,
the only one available for comments now, has seven
sections from phonology to clitics. Section 1.8 'Occasio-
nal Spellings' under Phonology (pp.22-35) is perhaps
the interesting part in this section. It is presumed
that the written forms, given in the first column for
comparison, also occur in the inscription, but no refer-
ence is available, while the deviant forms have referen-
ces. One has no instruction as to whether the listed
frequency of the occasional spelling form is complete
or selective, if selective on what basis? A complete
frequency for the written forms and the occasional
spelling forms will give us more light on their historicity.
What are the principles to decide whether a particular
form is scribal error or occasional spelling resulting
from historical changes or dialect variations? The
decision seems to be subjective, and we have to set
up principles to sift them out. Even scribal errors
could not be easily brushed aside. Why this error and
not the other, will give invaluable information on histo-
rical phonological changes, and on pronounciation.
Perhaps all phonological changes started as errors.
In the arrangement, Velupillai (1976), perhaps, followed
this pattern and hence some of these problems were
carried over by him.

The authors, in its introduction, say 'allomorphs
including  phonologically conditional ones are given
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without recourse to morphophonemics so that the book
could be used by non-linguistic scholars interested
in inscriptional language'. If this be the aim, will these
non-linguists be able to interpret the sandhi rules in

Chapter 11?7 Here perhaps Velupillai satisfies the non-
linguists better.

In the classification of the verb system, the several
verbal roots under different classes I suppose, occur
in the inscriptions too (p.%47-55). There is no reference.

S.V.Shanmugam in his paper 'Dialects of Inscriptional
Tamil' (1971) discusses geographical, social and stylistic
differences at phonological, grammatical and lexical
levels in inscriptional dialects and also the movement
of linguistic forms between regions. The form tunnu
for tinnu was noticed in the Northern dialects for
the first time in the 17th century. The nr>nn in forms
like onru > opnu started in 1527 A.D. in Pudukottai,
Madurai and Tirunelveli areas and moved to the north.
This is a non-Brahmin feature. But the Brahmins used
nnu in konru > konnu ‘'having killed'. The use of epicene
plural suffix -vaal, of the Brahmins, as in ceytavaa]
'those who did', is found from the 17th. century on.
The variation ivaikal/itukal noticed from the l6th
century, is attributed to stylistic differences.

Velupillai's work (1976), 'Study of the Dialects
in Inscriptional Tamil' is a landmark in the history
of the study of Tamil inscriptional dial_ects just like
the Etymological Dictionary for Dravidian Languages
by M.B.Emeneau and T.Burrow. They give the data
collected and codified for further research. But unfortu-
nately Velupillai's work has not been much used yet
for the study of historical dialectology for Tamil.
Let me illustrate my point by a discussion of the very
first entry in it, the medial -a- changing to -i- in items
like meelana >meelina 'upon, Over'.

Observing this entry dichronically, 1 may suggest a
hypothesis that this change occurred in Northern Tamil

Dialect i.e., Tamil spoken in Thanjavur District and
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north of it before 8th century. and diffused to the
south, up to Kerala and by the 10th to 12th century,
it was wide spread over whole of Tamilnadu, including
Kerala.

In the table (page.29) we demonstrate the frequency
of this change. There are five sections corresponding
to the five sections in the book, representing definite
periods of time.The first column in the table (page 29)
gives the total number of lexical items for this period
where this change is found. Column II gives the total
number of its occurrence in the northern districts out of
the number of items in column I. In column HI, I gives
the districts, 2 gives the number of occurrence of
this change by lexical items in" each of the southern
districts in (1), out of the total number of inscriptions
in (3) in that district, during this period. A percentage
of occurrence in relation to the number of inscriptions
in the southern districts is worked out which is given
last in (4). For the northern districts we give the per-
centage. :

The progressive increase of this change in the
southern districts could be easily seen from 1/106 >
4/78 > 27/62 > 33/164 > 26/144 that is 7% > 5%
> 9% > 20% > 33%. What a beautiful picture it gives
demonstrating the theory of diffusion of this phonetic
change, starting from the north, slowly spreading to
the south as time passes on and spreading all over
Tamilnadu and Kerala by the 12th century. No wonder
the commentator of Viiracooziyam has to take note
of this change and discuss it with examples unpitu
and urankuvifu and that early and old Malayalam has
a number of items demonstrating this change (Velupillai,
1976). On the basis of this particular change an isogloss
separates the Northern Tamil Dialects that is Thanjavur
and North, from the Southern Tamil Dialects, that
is Tiruchy and South, before 8th century A.D. The
lone lexical item for this change in Tirunelveli District,
before 8th century, has to be explained.
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I have taken the very first entry, which itself
is revealing. Every one of the listed items has to be

studied like this, perhaps the method still more refined,
to demarcate the dialect boundaries and to locate
the origin and spread of such changes (Aside: Alas!
such a valuable work deserves a decent binding. I have
spoiled two books, the cardboards fell apart, and the
sheets came out, by the time I could finish writing
this paper: One becomes mad using this book, particularly
when he has to turn the pages back and forth, for
an analysis like this).

The author unfortunately has not attempted any
isoglossing, but the geographical variations tabulated
(p.1080-1098) at the end of the book, is a good start.
He reports that the language of the tenth century
inscriptions is very different using more colloquial
expressions and he suggests that it may be due to
the unsettled political life, the Pallavas and Pandyas
have declined in power, and Cholas were beginning
to assert themselves. After this unsettled political
period, with the consolidation of the great Chola power,
the eleventh century inscriptions have meykkiirttis
in akaval metre almost in classical Tamil and in the
twelfth century regional variations are reasserting
themselves. But -a- > -i- change in the northern districts
contradicts this hypothesis. There is a slow and steady
increase till the 10th century, 5% > 10%. It shoots
up to 34% in the Illth century, only to come down
again to 1% in the 12th century. But this-is a
stray example. One has to make a complete study
to reveal the validity or not of his hypothesis.

His relating the language with the social and poli-
tical situations deserves detailed investigations. Classical
Tamil, whether it is in meykkiirtti or in literary text,
always had imperial associations throughout the history
of Tamil literature, perhaps reflecting the feudal set
up of the Tamil society at that time.

He also observes that till the beginning of the
eleventh century, there was clear distribution of iso-
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glosses separating the Pallava and Pandya Tamil, and
even the scripts used were different, Grantha tor the
Pallava and Vattezuttu for the Pandya countries. Pandya
Tamil, he says, is nearer to standard Tamil, by which
he means the written Tamil of literary texts. There
is no such standardisation in Pallava Tamil.

Kerala Tamil is nearer to Pandya Tamil, particularly
the inscriptions from Kanyakumari district, Tamil
Inscriptions of Kerala show Malayalam influence from
the nineth century on, but no such influence could
be traced in Kanyakumari inscriptions till the beginning
of the twelfth century. North Arcot Tamil was different
and inscriptions and hero stones from North Arcot
and adjoining Dharmapuri, show influence of Telugu
from the sixth and seventh centuries on. But the use
of Sanskrit words didn't seem to have started till 12th
century in this region. South Arcot and Pondicherry
may constitute a separate dialect region. But, he does
not illustrate his hypotheses with isoglosses. Perhaps
one has to make use of his tabulation on pages 1083-1094.

These are hypotheses the author suggests, which
have to be investigated in great detail. Inscriptions
of adjoining linguistic areas may give interesting infor-
mations about language contact.

I couldn't understood, why there should be springlings
and overlappings when the inscriptions under each
section, are listed region wise, and here too, an order
should be maintained arranging either from North to
South or from South to North. The principles behind
his order of listing are not clear.

Such a basic work cannot afford to have 34 pages
of errata, 1101 corrections, and still the list incomplete.
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vl
Geographical Tamil Dialectology

Geographical Dialect Survey for Tamil, systematic
and extensive, aiming at the location of isoglosses,
sociological and regional, has yet to begin. There are
a number of studies of various dialects, published and
unpublished in the form of monographs, most of them
Ph.D. and M.A. theses, and also a number of papers.
Linguistics Department, Annamalai University, as the
introduction to some of the monographs says, has under
taken 'The Linguistic Survey of Tamilnadu' and has
published under this, a series of monographs, some -
as the Grammars of the dialects of particular castes,
and others, like Tirunelveli Tamil Dialect, Kollimalai
Tamil Dialect etc., as the grammars of the dialects

of particular regions. We will discuss some of these
later.

. The earliest references to geographical dialects--
regional variations, are found in Tolkaappiyam and
in the commentaries to early Tamil grammars, which
have been discussed in detail by Kamil Zvelebil (1959),
T.P.Meenakshisundaram (1964), G.Srinivasa Varma (1978)
and S.Sakthivel (1981). These references are only to
lexical variations” and not to phonological or grammatical
differences.

It was Kamil Zvelebil who started the analysis
and presentation of regional variations in modern Tamil
dialects late in the fifties and early in the sixties,
in his papers 'Dialects of Tamil' I, II and 1, (1959,
1960), and in his paper 'Spoken Language of Tamil'
(1964) he presented a regional classification of Tamil
dialects. 'In Dialect of Tamil I', he presented in phonetic
transcription, in segmental and supra-segmental trans-
cription, the materials he collected on tapes for 50
text sentences and also some texts--mostly folk-tales,
for eight dialects (1) Madras (2) Madurai (3) Dindugul
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(4) Erode (5) Tirunelveli (6) Tuticorin (7) Ramnad (8)
Trinconamalee (Ceylon). We know his informants by
name and place but no details are available about
their caste, age, education and other variables pertinent
to the study of Tamil dialects.

Zvelebil's 'Dialects of Tamil 1I’is about Madras
Brahmin dialect. It is here that for the first time,
he recognizes vertical dialects, though Bloch recognized
it as early as 1910. He writes,

Within the limits of local dialects we have naturally
to distinguish among different cultural and educatio-
nal levels. (e.g. an old illiterate woman of Madras
suburbs will speak somewhat differently than a school
boy of 16 who has passed primary and secondary
education, though they may both use the local form
of speech.)

Apart from these differences there are distinct
forms of speech spoken by different communities,
which are, sometimes, commonly used by these
communities irrespective of the territorial divisions
(e.g. the type of speech spoken by Brahmins in Madras
City, by the Chettiars of Chettinad etc.) (p.572).

He is starting to recognize a regional standard
and Standard Spoken Tamil, but is not clearyet, in
himself. It was M.Shanmugam Pillai in 1972 who for
the first time recognized a Regional Standard Tamil
(RST) and Standard Spoken Tamil (SST) as distinct
between themselves and both different from written
Tamil and tried to define the contexts for their uses,
and recognition.

In his paper, Zvelebil gives 25 specimens of Tamil
spoken in and around Madras city. Chingelpet, Nortk
Arcot, South Arcot. His informants were of different
age, education and caste. He did not distinguish the
Iyer and lyengar speech differences.

In the Appendix to his paper he reproduces the

74-3
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50 text sentences (which he used for Dialects of Tamil
) for Tiruchirapally, Tirunelveli and Jaffna dialects.

'Dialects of Tamil III, was published in Archiv
Orientalni (1960) and on the basis of these data, he
wrote his paper on 'Finite Verb Terminations in Collo-
quial Tamil' in 1963, and 'Spoken Language of Tamilnadu'
in 1964. He attempted a regional classification of
modern Tamil dialects (1964) as follows: He recognized

- four dialect regions in Tamilnadu.

Region Sub grdups Centres of Prestige

1. Northern

+b. North West =Velur,Chittoor,Krishna-

(aruvaa vata- | giri
talai, aruvaa) & c. South Arcot
(partly)

a. Kaveri Delta = Tiruchi, Thanjavur,
2. Eastern _.[ Karur
nri)

(punal,pa b. Pudukottai

a. West North — Salem, Erode
->
3. Western { L Bangalene)
b. West South == Coimbatore, Dindugul
. Madurai

4. Southern — . south West —=Tirunelveli, Nagercoil
(vatapaanti,
tenpaanti) c. South East — Ramnad, Tuticorin

. North
5. Ceylon ——-E

‘-r a. North East ==Madras city,Chingelpet

o

. colombo?
. North East —=Trinconamalee¢-
. South East —Batticaloo

Qn oe
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He discusses the isoglosses for each of -these dialects
which we give tabulated along with those given by
Sakthivel.

S.Sakthivel (1981), based on the survey carried
on by the department of Linguistics, Annamatai Univer-
sity, repeats the four regiéns of Kamil Zvelebil but
gives more isoglosses, but also does not mention some,
which Zvelebil gives. His regions are,

l. Northern Dialect - Madras, Chingelpet and North
Arcot districts.

2. Central Dialect - Tiruchirapally, Thanjavur and
South Arcot Districts.

3. Western Dialect - Salem, Dharmapuri, Coimbatore
and Nilgiri Districts.

4. Southern Dialect - Madurai, Ramnad, Tirunelveli
and Kanyakumari Districts.

The features they attribute to each of these dialects
are tabulated as below. X indicates the absence of
that feature in his data and ¥ indicates the presence.

Dialect Regions
Dialect Markers - Isoglossers

1. Northern Dialect

Kamil Zvelebil S.Sakthivel
Phonology
1. Initial ¢ - > s- X
sollicci 'it said'
2. z > l‘ X

kuuz > kuulu  'liquid food'
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3. z > y

azukiraay > ayuree

bz > s v
izuttu >isttu *having pulled'
5. y (before consonants) ¢+ - X

meeykka >  meekka

6. e > o X
pen > ponnu 'girl'

7.1 > o X
pira > pora ‘crescent'

8 u > ¢ X
ulakattu > olakattu 'of the world"

Morphology

l. kontu > kinu > nu X
tolayttukkontu > tolaccikinu

> tolaccinu 'having lost'

2. Past tense from in cci X

connatu > colicci 'it said’

3. irukkiratu >  Kkitu 'it is'

4. Feminine suffix -cci >-ci
tulukkacci >  tulukkaci

'‘Muslim woman'
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5. vittaal = gaatti
illaavittaal=illaangaatti
'without'
6. aaka = kocaram
enakkaaka = enakkocaram

'for me’
Lexical Items

appaale ‘afterwards’
amtan '‘barber’
ooci '‘free'
katte totti 'fire wood depot’
kayde 'donkey’
kaava ' canal'
keyvi 'old woman'
kodakkuuli ‘house rent'
kasmaalam 'scolding words'
coomaari 'rogue’
jeepi '‘pocket’
dabba 'tin'
duttu 'money'
nayina 'father’
naastaa 'tiffin’
nejaaru ‘trouser’
buddi 'bottle’
pejaaru 'trouble’
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rava, lava 'little'
vaaraavadi 'bridge’
vattiyaaru friend'
gudde 'handkerchief'
geddabaare 'crowbar"

2. Central Dialect
Phonology
l.z > 1
X 2.- 1
aqru > aaru ‘rivef'
lgna_rm > kaattu ‘'wind'
3.k >
pooka > poova 'to go'
4.p >
koopam > koovam ‘'anger’
5.z+1 %1
taze = tale - tale
Morphology 7

l. taan and taam used
as reflexive pronouns

2. atu has att-used as
oblique form

atay atte'it (acc)
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X

Lexical Items

enpatu > emblatu
‘eighty’

eppaati > emman

'how'

39

3. niir used as plural and

‘

4. vo

as honorific

denotes plural

maatu/maatuvo 'cattle’

9. —-ccu denotes transitive

Lexical Items

immaam*
ammaam
emmaam
ammaayi
aayi
emplatu
ekaali
ketaacu
kuntu
Keevuru
kolle
Kavli

kamnaatti
kezvi
tirunaa

pariyaati

izi/iziceu

'to make one
get down'

'this much’
'that much'
'how much'
'mother'smother'
'‘mother'
'eighty'
'washerman'

'to throw'

'to sit'

'ragi’
'cultivated land'

'betel leaves
bundle ofl100'
‘widower/widow'

‘old woman'
'festival day'

'barber’

1. It is unfortunate that he does not give the lexical
items arranged in alphabetic order. They are reproduced
here as he gave them.
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tallayyaatu 'sheep'
mallaatte 'groundnut’
yaayi 'my mother'
ettu *funeral cere-
mony
aampateyaan 'husband'
vayppaatti '‘concubine’
tiruvisaa festival'
tukniyuntu 'little much'
antaante 'that side'

3. Western Dialect

Phonology

Tendency to reduce long vowels X
short, short vowels shorter, and

loss of syllables resulting in

three, four and even five

consonant clusters.

¢ pronounced .as affricate X
No nasalization of final vowels X
Existence of [ ] X
higher-low front vowel for a

Initial 0 and 00 pronounced ; X
without bilabial onglide

i (before /r/) > e X

piranta > peranta ‘'being born'

p>v X

pooyninru > voyninnu ‘having been gone'
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8. dipthong /ay/ most X

often does not change ommay, pullay

X 9.n>n
enakku > enakku 'to me'

tinay > tinay ‘millet’

) X 10..n > n
caanaatti > caanaatti
‘Nadar woman'
vannaan > vannaan 'dhobi’
X 1.z > 1
kizavi > kelti 'old woman'
‘ kazutay > kalute 'dornkey’
X 12> o

kayru > kavru ‘rope'

» 13. j > s
jooli > sooli  ‘job’
X 14. ay > e
pillay > pulle ‘child'
X 15. e > 0
petti > potti  'box'
Morphology
l. aviya for avarkal X
2. -entan, untan used as first and X

second person possessive

pronouns
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un 'eat' occurs even as impe-
rative. This verb is not . used
in other dialects. nii cooru
ungu 'you eat rice'
honorific suffix nge more
frequently used

collipootu- nge
pootu used instead of vitu
collivita = collipoota

'to say definitely"'

ceytuvita = ceytupoota

'to do certainly'

-cci used as a non-human
suffix ‘atu vanticci 'it came’
kuti in the meaning 'eat’
cooru kuti ‘eat rice'

naan and naankal do not
have oblique forms en and
enkal

nanakku ‘'for me'
nankalukku ‘'for us'

Lexical Items

etnuuru 'eight hundred'

ellupaatti ‘great grand
mother'

ellupaattan 'great grand

father'
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anti
ponnaasaari
taasi
jaladaare
keldi
keldan
kodikkaayi
nevattadi
pattaasaale
poyle
torappukkaay
kaduvan
gesti
sattom
aariyam
aviye
makkyanaalu
anattaan
attaavi
innikki
edukkaale
elni
orucanti
tundi
naasuvan
kulaycci
sozundu
nangeya
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‘evening'
'goldsmith’
'prostitute’
'drainage’
'old woman'
‘old man'
'groundnut’
'yoke'
'courtyard’
'tobacco’
key'
'‘monkey’
'instalment'
‘tax'
'ragi
'they'
'next day'

A}

'squirrel'
'‘cooking room'
'today’

‘opposite’
‘tender coconut'
'one time eating'

'bulky woman'
'‘barber’

‘dwarf’
'lamp’

'husband's sister'
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4. Southern Dialect
Phonology

l. initial ¢ > § (palatal fricative) X
Sonnaah # 'they said'

2.z > 1

~ X
3. k has allophones [h] and [x]
[~ varhal] ‘they' X
[vaaraah #] 'they came'
4. p > v X

pooy > V0oOy
payir > vayir
5. yt cluster is preserved X
[seyt aah #] 'they did"'
in other dialects it is

- ~ . 3
seydaange, senjaarige

6. Vowels rarely lost, no tendency X
to shorten long vowels.
7. great number of two consonant X
clusters
X 8. ris retained

kari ‘mutton’
cooru 'cooked rice'
9. ¢ > y
uuci > uuyi ‘'spoiled' 'needle’
paaci > paayi 'moss’

puucani > puuyani ‘pumpkin’
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Morphology
1. plural marker rkal

corresponds to aal, uka

South West

collutika

collatiya 'they say’

South East

avuka/avarkal 'they’

collutika 'they say’

Present tense marker t

45

10. a> e
kattu > kettu 'to bind
together!'

vaanku > veenku ‘'buy'

X

varuteen 'l am coming'
collutee 'you say'
X 3. maar as plural suffix

akkaamaar ‘elder sisters'
naataakkamaar 'Nadars'

vacci and kontu are used

as instrumental case suffixes

_(Kanyakumari dialect)

kka/ukka as sixth case

suffixes
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6. i present tense, marker
(Kanyakumari)
ootiyaan ‘he runs'

7. aava instead of aaka
enakkaava ‘for me' .
viittukkaava = 'for house'

Lexical items

inkuttu 'here'

ankuttu 'there'

enkuttu 'where'

imputtu 'this much’

amputtu 'that much'

emputtu 'how much’

ciyyaan 'grand father'

cemmaan 'fisherman'

pooni 'tumbler’

matini 'elder brother's
wife'

vefcanam 'curry’

kalavaani 'thief'

apraani 'innocent person'

annaavi 'agent’

attam ‘end’

appa 'then’

ippa 'now’'

eppa 'when'
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This leads us,
the problem of evolving a proper procedure an

iiraankayam
cavattu

ciimattanni
raave

patti
paattam
vannam
kaayal
atiyaantiram
kuppi
uruppati
aacce
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'onion’'

'hit, press with
foot of leg'

'kerosene'
'night’
'married woman'
‘pauper’
‘forest cat'
'rice’

'‘grand mother’
‘jack fruit’
lip'

'death’

‘tiger'

'‘grand mother'
'dog’

'lease’
'‘bulkiness’
'backwater!'
'function’
'bottle’
'ornament’

ldayl

ultimately, to think seriously about

d technique

for an extensive survev of Tamil dialects.

Sakthivel gives for each region, an
the segmental phonemes,

inventory of

vowels and consonants. There
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are differences in the list of consonantal phonemes,
particularly in the number of voiced stops and nasals.
It is very intriguing that all dialects, and it is true
of the monographs published by Annamalai University
also excepting perhaps Yerukula dialect, have a neat
pattern of five vowels, with length for each, as in
Old Tamil, why as in Proto-Dravidian, well preserved
with no change in the last three thousand years, which
could be accepted only with some reservations. In our
survey, we are unable to resist the establishment of
atleast one more phoneme for Pondi Tamil. At the
beginning a very narrow phonetic transcription is very
necessary for any dialect survey, and the field workers
have to be given intensive training in phonetic transcrip-
tion, before being sent to the field to collect data.

\

The monographs published by Annamalai University,
and Karunakaran's tabulation, will give enough materials
for the preparation of a questionnaire for Tamil dialect
survey in an extensive manner.

These monographs on dialect grammars, all follow
a uniform pattern in the presentation of the grammar,
as is expected for a project of this type ---in three
sections, Phonology, Morphology and Lexical. No analysis
of syntax is attempted. There is no discussion .of any
problem, or alternate analysis' presented or preferred.
There is no text of the dialect, to compare the grammar
presented, nor any comparison with modern written
Tamil, which would have served as a reference point.
And very few of these grammars (exception Yerukula
Dialect), prcject the peculiar features of the dialects
concerned, either in separate chapters or atleast in
the introductions. All these shortcomings limit the
usefulness of these grammars even to prepare a question-
naire for an extensive dialect survey, which Karunakaran
has solved to some extent, by his tabulation referred
to earlier. The introductions to some of these give
a lot of useful ethnological informations about the
concerned castes.
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The authors of Kanikkara and Yerukula dialects,
fabour hard to establish that they are dialects of Tamil.
Kanikkara dialect seems to be in between Tamil and
Malayalam but nearer to Tamil. An in depth study
of this dialect, in comparison with Tamil and Malayalam,
may give a good insight into the evolution of Malayalam
language. If the expression pidginization could be applied
to language mixture of this type, that is between cog-
nate languages, I would like to suggest that Yerukula
is an advance stage of pidginization and Kanikkara
Dialect is beginning pidginization. But personally I
would prefer to use the term 'yerukulization', which
has to be given a theoretical definition, for which
these dialects may help. We may start on the assumption
that what is pidginization between unrelated languages,
is 'Yerukulization' between cognate languages. 'Yerukuli-
zation' should be existing throughout India, in bilingual
and language border areas, which demands intensive
study on the model of Southworth's studies on Pidgini-
zation of Marathi. The Tamil population transplanted
in the midst of other language areas in India, for centu-
ries now, may also help us to develop a theory of 'Yeruku
lization'.

The question whether these are dialects of Tamil
or different languages, cannot be decided by personal
preferences (Srinivasa Varma, 1978., p. XIIl). It has to
be proved, for us linguists, based on well defined theories,
and 1 am not sure whether any good theoretical definit-
ion for dialects exists now. And until a better one
is available, we will go by what Gumperz and Ferguson
say in their introduction to 'Linguistic Diversity in
South Asia'.

The series of monographs as grammars of various
dialects published by Annamalai University, each one
of them deserves a critical evaluation. We will, as
an example, discuss Kanikkara Dialect. At the level
of phonology the presence of forms like ile 'leaf',
ine 'join', itam ‘'place', utampu 'body' ulakke 'pestle’,

74-4
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uyattu ‘'lift' as in written Tamil, present problems
about i/e and w/o alternation in Dravidian. In most
of the Tamil dialects, i and u have changed to e and
o, while this dialect preserves i and u as in writing.

Occurrence of nasal clusters in some lexical items
like pulififti, namnili, tefrw, terviambulle, kanfi etc.,
may perhaps reveal a period in the history of the deve-
lopment of the structural distribution of the nasals
in Malayalam, from Proto Tamil-Malayalam.

As mentioned earlier, lack of discussion of the
analysis presented, leads to several problems. There
is contrast between voiced and voiceless bilabial stops
and hence two phonemes /b/ and /p/ are stabilished.
What is the argument in favour of assigning the voiced
intervocalic fricative .[B] to voiceless /p/ and not to
/b/? /b/ occurs also after the nasals, and hence, anyway,
the pattern is broken.

/s/ and /¢/ are in contrast, even initially (p.4).
In intervocalic position /s/ occurs in words like /aase/
'desire'. Is there any contrast between single vs. double /c/
in the intervocal position, that is, is there any three way
contrast s4 c+ cc¢,  in that position?. If there 1s
no contrast, what is the justification for double /cc/
in that position as in /acci/? This can as well be written
with single /c¢/ as /aci/. No argument is available far
their way of writing. If pattern is the argument, the

absence of single /¢/ intervocally, also breaks the patt-
ern. =

-

Nasalization of vowels is analysed as an allophone
of /n/. The author describes the allophone as follows:

/n/ has three allophones [~], [pn] and [n] Nasalization.
It occurs as a co-occurring feature of the preceding

Vy (vowel-semi vowel) sequence and the vowels /e/
and /a:/
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That is according to the description of the distri-
bution given above, all vowels preceding /y/, and
the vowels /e/ /a:/ even without /y/ following, wherever
they occur, are nasalized, which is phonemically realized
as /n/. Then, /mo:yanam/ 'theft' (on the same page
16) should have been phonemically written as /moryna-
nam/ : /ceyke/ should be written as /ceynke/; /vella:-
layn/ (page 17) should have been written as /vellanlayn/;
/cenna:yi/ (page 17) should have been written as /cenna:
yni/ and SO On.

If he meant only the final position, which perhaps
one may infer from the illustrations given on page
17, then the description of the allophonemes is defective.

According to the analysis, in words like patam,
niccayam, kutumbam etc., that is words ending in -am,
there is no nasal vowel finally, which again is unique
for this dialect. In most of the gialects I know of,
final -am is realized as a nasalized /0/ vowel.

/r/ has only one allophone (1.5.2.4.4) which is alveo-
lar voiced trill, with more tapping and it occurs medially.
Perhaps by medial author means intervocal position
of so, how is the word /orrw/ 'touch gently' (v.tr.)
(p.130) pronounced? According to the description, it
should be double the trilling for single r, which T suspect
very much, with my knowledge of Tamil dialects.
According to the description in /orru/, both rr occur
medially “and there is no indication any where that
they are pronounced differently. The same problem
could be raised for all words having /rr/ as in /aarrite/
'of the river' (p.45). The usual pronounciation in the
dialects is either alveolar or dental voiceless stop,
in some dialects with an /r/ release.

The dialect has several features peculiar at the
grammatical level also. Some of them are discussed
below, not all of course.
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The masculine singular suffixes are

-ayn ann - ayn 'elder brother'

-aan vann - aan 'dhobi’

-ay ambatt- ay 'barber’
Pronouns

L. Sg naana -

Exclusive Plural naarikam

Inclusive Plural

nammam, nammal

II Sg. niyyu
II PL ninkal
Reflexive Sg. taanu
Reflexive PI. tankam

III Person

Honorific Sg. has (1) viyal (w), aviyalu

iviyalu, eviyalu
This occurs with the
demonstrative and inter-

rogative bases a5 .i-
and e-.

two suffixes.

There is another suffix -- ttinkal (u) which occurs
with demonstrative ay-, described as distant demon-
strative base (p.39) and it is different from a-, i-, and
e-. But the exact semantic difference between a- and
ay- is not clear. ay-ttirkal 'that he/she (hon.)' is the
meaning given and. there is no more information to
differentiate it for a- and ay- semantically.
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Cases
One of the ablative case suffixes is  -te atuttu

-te atuttiruntu
‘nin-te  atutta 'from you'

- nin—;e a;uttiruntu

The genetive case suffixes are -te and -ite as
in maratt - ite 'of trees’, enkal - te enkate ‘our' etc.
These case suffixes and the absence of pronommal termi-
nations in finite verbs, and the occurrence of nasal
sequences in some lexical forms are examples of Malay-
alam grammatical and phonological layers in this dialect.

Finite Verbs, though they do not have pronouncial
suffixes, seem to have some sort of suffixes simiilar
to it, the exact analysis of which is not given in the
grammar, nor could it be definitely analysed for the
gloss available in the grammar.

The following forms, judged by the gloss seem
to be imperative singular.

ezutni ‘write'  (p.22)
pulukuni 'lie' |
puusni smear' ] (p.23)
tarni 'give' |
otarni 'shake'
eeyni 'do’ (p.24)

One may be tempted to segment -ni in the above lexi-
cal items as an imperative singular suffix. But in the list
of verbal stems (pp. 67-94), more than ninety percent
of the verbs in the present tense have ni/ini as suffixes
as in atakkini and atankni, and the rest of the verbs
have natu, as in akal- akalnatu. -in- and -inatu (p.65)
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are analysed as present tense markers, Verbs in the
past tense have the suffix -ye after the past tense
marker i, and elsewhere it is -c. We have now to inter-
pret -ni, -iye/e. No proper analysis is available in the
grammar, and the gloss also does not help us to solve
the problem. So, I may have to infer, perhaps that
these suffixes mayv refer to the persons addressed and
more such suffixes may be available, as in the Fishermen
Tamil of Kanyakumari (Shanmugam Pillai, 1968, repro-
duced 1978). We give below a set, taken for the model
paradigmgiven in the paper.

Past Tense verb Kee!t_e 'listen, ask for'
keetemle 'l asked - You male non-honorific'
kee te ve 'l asked - You male honorific'

keete miki 'l asked - You female non-honorific'

keetemiye 'l asked - You female honorific'

The suffixes, le, ve, miki, miye are addressee
suffixes, referring to the person addressed to. ‘!’hey
occur with all verbs for all tense (Ref. the paradigm.
Shanmugam Pillai, 1968). Finite verbs do not occur without
these suffixes. In Ceylon Colloquial Tamil, pronouns
occur as personal terminations e.g. vantanaan 'l came'.
Perhaps in Kanikkara Dialect also, these are addressee
suffixes ni 'you' in the present, iye/e in the past. inatu
may be in-atu, where -in- is the present tense marker
and atu, neuter singular suffix. This is only a hypothesis
based on the insufficient data available, which needs
further investigation in detail.

Let us now examine this suffix a little more in
detail, which reveals, perhaps, interesting facts about
the historicity of these suffixes. In Kanikkara dialect,
niyyu is the second person singular pronoun and not
nii as in other dialects, and has oblique form ni- and
nin- (p.34). It may be that when ni came to be used
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as a suffix in finite verbs, the dialect might have develop-
ed the new pronoun niyyu, but preserving the old form
in the oblique. May be, this is a development after
the loss of pronominal terminations in finite verbs.
Again, this is only a hypothesis. =

Detailed and in depth survey of dialects of this
type, in border areas is very necessary to discover
and to record the missing links in the history of our
languages. The Type of Fishermen Tamil, Shanmugam
Pillai reported late in the sixties has almost disappeared,
even then the data could be collected only from old
men, and we have to salvage many of these before
they sink deep into the sea and disappear.

A lexical study of Tamil Dialects in Lower Perak
by Rama Subbiah (1966) is the only survey available
in print, so far conducted for Tamil. It is a survey
of the Tamil dialect of the immigrants from Tamilnadu.
Lower Perak in Malaya was chosen because of its heavy
concentration of the Tamils, and the place is also more
or less completely cut off from urbanization.

.

He selected 44 informants at random from 4% points,
one for each, out of whom 25 are men and 19 are women,
in the age group 40-8C. They had least education and
came from eight different districts in Tamilnadu and
belong to eight different castes. There is a Muslim
informant too. Unfortunately neither social nor age
variables were considered pertinent for the analysis
and presentation of the data.

The study is confined to Madras which includes
Chingelpet, North Arcot and South Arcot districts,
which according to the authors, are surrounded by
bundles of isoglosses. Trichy includes Trichirapally,
Pudukkottai, Salem and Thanjavur districts.

The analysis is presented under four different heads,
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(1) speech forms of men and women, {2) Regiona: Vari-
ations, (3) occupational vocabulary and (&)’ Social Insti-
tutions reflected in the survey. Chapter one deals with -
the history of the immigrants and the method of survey.

Chapter two deals with the speech forms of men
and women. Rama Subbiah states that, in the choice
of two (or more) synonyms, which are both of Tamil
origin, men and women differ in the following areas.
'‘Home', 'Kinship', 'Religion', 'Wedding' and a few miscel-
laneous items. Home includes food, dress and ornaments'.
We will now examine one of the items as he presents
it and see what happens when caste variable is introduced.

Broom has six synonyms in Tamil, out of which
only two are common, totappam and maaru. Totally,
nearly hali the women use totappam (9 out of 19 women
and only 5 out of 25 men). About half of women and
2/3 of men use maaru in many cases where men and
women differ, in a number of cases, they are further
restricted by the regions. Out of 8 women who use
totappam 7 come from Madras areas and informant
34, is the only man who uses this lexicon. The one
woman who does not use totappam in Malayan born
and th€ir parents were from Thanjavur. We do not
have any women from Tiruchirapally who use totappam.

In a number of cases, the restriction is further divided
on regional basis. Nearly all woman from Madras use
totappam while maaru is the only form in that area
for men. In Tiruchirapalli except Nos.2 and 41, maaru
is the only term used. We do not get sex distinction
here, as in Madras for totappam. Maaru also occurs
in different combination ‘velakkumaaru, kuuttumaary
and iikkamaaru. But no pattern of distribution could
be made. Three informants who use Kuuttumaaru come
from Pudukkottai. and they are men. The fourth one
who wuses it (No.7 from Madras, is also a man. The

fifth is a woman. Another observation is that kuuttu-
maaru occurs with more men. .
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The above observations do not take into consideration
the caste differences. According to Table I on page
25, 26, we find Pargiyan, Kawuntar (Padayachi) and
Mudaliyar are the three castes which migrated from
Madras area. The one male informant No.34, who uses
totappam is also a Paraiyan comes from South Arcot.
Our investigation at Pondicherry reveal lot of similarities
between these two castes, both of them being agriculture
labourers. The similarities within Madras immigrants
may be attributed to this fact. On the other hand,
from Tiruchirapally area Muslim, Vellalas, Kavuntar,
Ottar, Teevar, Pallar, Kallar, Utayar and Mudaliyar
have migrated. Thus the migration castewise differ
vastly for these two regions. There is greater uniformity
in the use of maaru in Tiruchi area which cuts across
caste and sex. Hence this may be a regional variation.
The two informants 2, and &1, who differ, are both
from Thanjavur out of the three. Also their caste is
not known, and hence this raises a different problem.

The study is in the formant of the early dialect
surveys where the main concern was only the regional
variations without. any ooncern for other variables.
He could have developed the theory of structural dialec-
tology (Weinreich) which he partly does unknowingly,
and he has enough materials for that. -
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2 COMMENTS ON M.SHANMUGAM PILLAI'S PAPER
TAMIL DIALECTOLOGY -- A SURVEY

J.Neethivanan

This survey paper on Tamil dialectology by Shan-
mugam Pillai begins with a definition of 'dialectology'
according to which 'dialect survey or linguistic survey,
dialect study and dialect reference are collectively
known as dialectology' (p.1). The terms 'dialect survey'
and ‘'linguistic survey' are used here as if they are
synonyms. shanmugam Pillai's assertion that there is
only one horizontal survey for Tamil dialects by Rama
Subbiah (1966) and that Grierson's Linguistic Survey
of India did not attempt to do it, further strengthens
this view. A linguistic survey is supposed to make an
exhaustive field survey and study the distribution and
classification of all the languages spoken within a parti-
cular geographical entity whereas a dialect survey
is directed towards a particular linguistic entity. The
underlying reasons for treating both as one and the
same could have been elaborated by Shanmugam Pillai
to enlighten us.

Shanmugam Pillai proceeds further defining dialect
study, as 'a linguistic study of a particular dialect'

(p.l). This statement presupposes that a particular
variety of speech is identified a priori as a dialect

74-5
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and its linguistic study (structural description?) is to
be considered as 'dialect study'. This sums up the whole
situation that is prevalent in Tamil dialect studies
to-day. Number of works that come up one after another
usually turn out to be descriptions of certain idiolects
for findings of participant observations rather than
the results of large scale field surveys highlighting
the variations (J.Neethivanan 1973). Very few works
have appeared based on the findings of limited field
surveys.

Rama Subbiah's work cannot- be considered to
be the ‘'only horizontal survey for Tamil dialects' as
claimed by Shanmugam Pillai. It is only 'a lexical study
fof Tamil dialects in Lower Perak' without taking into
consideration any other factor at other levels. Subbiah
himself did not claim it to be a full-fledged dialect
survey. However it is not very difficult to understand
Shanmugam Pillai in his own way of defining a survey
as one which involves comparative and contrastive
study a few dialects' (p.1).

As far as the study of on kinship terms is concerned
Suseendirarajah's paper (1983) is worth mentioning
in addition to the only Paper by Shanmugam Pillai
(1965). Whereas Shanmugam Pillai has based his findings
on a study related to the differences in the kinship
terms in thirteen castes in a single village , Suseendira-
rajah has attempted an analysis of the social uses and
function of the kinship terms in relation to the social
patterns of life in the Jaffna Tamil Society' and for
this purpose he has collected data in three villages.
Sociolinguistic studies confined to a single village do
not always help to generalise the sociolinguistic situation
for afterall different caste groups are spread out all
over the region and their speech is always under pressure
from other local speech varieties. For example, Shan-
mugam Pillai has identified certain caste markers in
the speech of every caste in the village under investi-
gation. However these markers cannot be taken to
be representative of the caste concerned all over Tamil-
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nadu. Among the caste markers identified for Muslim
caste, the following are freely used by Nadars in the
black-soil region (of Virudhunagar - Sivakasi - Sattur).

appa 'father's father'

madda 'father's sister's son'

aadi (gloss not given) possibly ‘'mother's
mother' (as in N speech)

mayni (madini?) 'elder brother's wife'

maaple 'husband'

The Vellala caste markers sagale 'wife's sister's
husband' and ponn¢ 'daughter' are also attested in the
same speech.

What is to be considered as a Muslim or Vellala
Caste marker in one place has to be considered as
a Nadar caste (or some more castes) marker in another
place (And a folk-story says that the Muslims in Kadaya-
nallur in Tirunelveli district and Kiilakkarai in Rama-
nathapuram district are Nadar converts). Such problems
in the study of kinship terms have to be further explored.

Further this paper by Shanmugam Pillai does not
seem to have differentiated the terms of reference
from address terms. For example, under Padayachi
markers we have the following which are obviously
terms/phrases of reference:

~ ~
maame mage 'mother's brother's son'
[ ~
maame mave  'mother's brother's daughter!
~
atte mage 'father's sister's son'

Under Harijan markers we have pulle 'wife' which
is obviously an address term and never a term of refe-
rence.

Shanmugam Pillai concludes that 'the higher castes
are not anxious to lose their markers whereas the castes
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at the lower level are anxious to losé their markers'.
It is interesting to make a reference here to G.Sankara-
narayanan (1980) who firmly believes that 'due to the
threat of ridicule they (the Brahmins) are replacing
their linguistically distinct caste form with those of
the NB speech'.

Talking about dialect references Shanmugam Pillai
mentions about grammars and commentaries,and dismisses
Ithem as not complete or systematic (p.l). It would
certainly have been quite interesting and revealing
if only he had taken the trouble to review them in
detail and explain why they are incomplete and un- -
systematic. At least some works which appeared in
the area [T.P.Meenakshisundaram (1964), S.V.Shanmugam
(1971), G.Srinivasa Varma (1975), J.Neethivanan (1977)
etc.] could have been reviewed by him.

Though Shanmugam Pillai acknowledges that 'Social
dialectology is very much in talk now' (p.2), Srinivasa
Varma (1977) who attempted a study of six vertical
dialects on the basis of field notes and dissertations
available. at Annamalai University has not been taken
note of by him (Shanmugam Pillai) either for review
or for a reference. A similar attempt by S.Saktivel
(1974) and another by K.Karunakaran (1970) (at horizontal
level, of course) have also gone unnoticed. Unless
the already available materials are properly evaluated
there may not be further thrust in the field. Though
Shanmugam Pillai has defined a survey as involving
'comparative and contrastive study of a few dialects’
(p.1), Srinivasa Varma's 'Comparative dialectology:
A Study of two Tamil dialects' (1971), based on Uriel
Weinreich's  Dia-System has also escaped notice of
his. This paper compares two Vertical dialects and
its validity or otherwise could have been demonstrated.

In the linguistic history of India, the early sixties
of this centurv seem to be the golden age for Shanmugam
Pillai (He makes repeated references to this point).
He traces the development of dialect study beautifully
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and rightly emphasises the importance to be given
to the study of Social Variables. However, the model
proposed by him seems to be highly abstract and over-
ambitious. Is it practicable to interpret a speech variety
in terms of about ten variables? Shanmugam Pillai
is however aware of this fact and admits that it is
'complicated'.

Enthusiastically following few American structural
linguists, Shanmugam Pillai tries to identify class distinct-
ions even in Tolkaappiam. We do not have enough eviden-
ces to prove that in ancient TamilNadu class distinctions
were prevalent. Unless conclusively proved, the terms
uyartoon, oppoon and izintoon . cannot. be taken to mean
either this way or that way. It should however be noted
that in place of the four-fold varna system prevalent
in the North, Tamil society has a three-fold jaati system
Viz., brahmin, non-brahmin and untouchable.

Like many Western scholars Shanmugam Pillai
also confuses the philosophies of DK and DMK as one.
The political and social philosophy of DK did not patro-
nize 'the glorification of ancient Tamil literature and
culture enshrined in them' (p.5). In fact the leader
of DK, Periyar E.V.Ramas?my has very often vehemently
condemned the ancient i::@-ature and culture. It was
one of the important reasons why C.N.Annadurai left
DK and formed his party (J.Neethivanan 1982). It should
be pointed out that Periyar E.V.Ramasamy always used
spoken language even on the platforms.

The bias of the post-Caldwell scholars towards
the written form is quite understandable, as the Saus-
surian concepts had not yet swept this part of the
globe during that period. However it should be recorded
that even before Emeneau and Burrow, Tolkaapiar did
analyse spoken forms in his work which is evident from
many internal evidences (J.Neethivanan 1977).

The much-publicised Bright-Ramanujan hypothesis
has been critically evaluated by many scholars as pointed



70 Seminar Papers

by Shanmugam Pillai (p.7). His Criticism against G.San-
karanarayanan (p.l11) that he (G.S) has not followed
the method he is advocating to disprove the hypothesis
and that he also follows Bright-Ramanujan method,
perhaps holds good for most of such works in the field
of Sociolinguistic study. People usually criticise others
for not collecting data 'by sampling across sections
of speakers' but those very scholars seldom care to
follow it. Most of the works that have appeared in
his field have usually relied upon very few informants,
not representing the cross sections of the society,
and the data supplied by them turn out to be very
meagre not worthy enough of a survey. Another factor
to be mentioned here is the 'skill' of many investigators
in identifying number of dialects either on the basis
of caste or an administrative boundary even before
actually entering the field.

As has been pointed out by Shanmugam Pillai,
the papers by ‘Susan Bean, Southworth and Shapiro and
Schiffman are directed towards 'accessing the research
on social dialect in South Asian languages' (p.10) and
as such they do not offer much to the study of Tamil
dialects in particular. Pattanayak's paper has been
reviewed and challenged by a number of scholars. His
paper is also directed towards the general trend in
Indian dialectology and the illustrations that he provided
chanced to be from Tamil.

While seriously criticising Pattanayak, Shanmugam
Pillai concludes by a sweeping statement that his 'impres-
sion is that the talk about caste dialects in the last
fifteen years have contributed much to the evolution
of a standard spoken form for Tamil, slowly wiping
out the caste markers, though it has never been our
aim' (p.12). If Pattanayak's view that 'the talk about
caste dialects may even have negatively reinforced
caste identities and feeling' represents ore extreme;
Shanmugam Pillai's view represents the other extreme.
Shanmugam Pillai has not supported his hypothesis
with evidences. It is only his impression; not an empirical
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study. At a time when we do not have any scientific
dialect survey worth the name in Tamil Nadu,it is hazar-
dous to jump to such risky conclusions on the basis
of a few samplings collected at random. Further, by
asserting that 'the talk about caste dialects have contri-
buted much to the evolution of a standard spoken form’,
Shanmugam Pillai has grossly underplayed the role
of literacy and subsequent social mobility followed
by close inter-personal and mass communications.
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND THEORETICAL
PROBLEMS IN DIALECTOLOGY

V. Gnanasundaram

There are a number of 'Regional' and 'Caste' dialect
studies in Tamil. Many of them though claim themselves
as either Regional or Caste dialect studies, in reality
and in general each one of them under question is nothing
but a descriptive study of one variety of Tamil language
or the other. In these studies no doubt some of the
dialect features of a region or caste may be found
hidden, because they are interspersed with the common
core features of other dialects. These studies begin,
in fact, after assuming each of the varieties into 'dialect’
and then start describing. Dialectology with respect
to regional variation would map linguistic variables
with geographical areas and define a dialect or say
a dialect region. But the studies under question generally,
are nothing but the descriptive grammars of different
varieties. The point to be made clear is that a 'dialect’
is not describing a variety.

. The studies which are interested in caste dialects
in Tamil generally start from the Caste and they do
not indentify a cluster of Linguistic variables with
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social groups and define a social group. Again they
are nothing but descriptions of the speech of a Caste
based on data collected from a representative member
of that Caste or at the most a few members selected
for their representativeness of the Caste. Many such
linguistic descriptions of the dialects of Castes may
then be compared and the distinguishing linguistic fea-
tures of a Caste which are not shared by other Castes
may be identified and Caste dialect may be defined
in terms of their features. This i$ a static approach
to the study of Language varieties and it ignores the
dynamics of speech. Any variation found within a caste
dialect either between members or in the same member
in different situations is usually kept aside. And such
variations are generally considered to be falling outside
the norm because due to the influence of other- dialects,
education, economic status etc. This approach infact
assumes the existence of homogeneous Caste dialects
and proceed with their description with ‘abstracted
data'. Many questions have already been raised about
this approach (Pattanayak (1975) and its commentators).

Between Caste and Sub Caste there is a large
number of Castes in most linguistic communities. We
cannot say that the Dialectologists who describe the
'Caste dialects' believe that there are as many Caste
dialects as there are Castes. Many studies in Tamil
speak of a trichotomous classification of variation
into Brahmin Dialect, Non-brahmin Dialect and Harijan
Dialect (Bright 1960; Srinivasa Varma, 1977). These
names are not at all the names of Castes. Some include
dialects based on religious differences such as Muslim
dialect, Christian dialect etc. under Caste dialects.
It is quite evident from the above that the Linguists
use the term Caste in Caste dialect rather loosely
and not in any precisely defined manner. Secondly from
this stand point, it appears that Caste Dialects do
not have a Linguistic basis but only a Social basis.
(Annamalai : forth-coming and Thirumalai : 1983).

The studies in Caste dialects in Tamil seem to
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show the following:

If Caste has to be treated as an independent vari-
able one should necessarily have to show that the
dialect has linguistic features shared by all the members
of that caste irrespective of the region they belong,
the religion they follow, the economic and educational
status they have attained etc. If this rigid criterion
is applied, perhaps only Brahmins may be said to have
a Caste dialect as far as Tamil is concerned. Again
by this rigid criterion there may not be a regional
dialect even because all Castes in a region may not
share all the features. For example, the use of /-d/
and /¢/ to mark present tense in weak and strong verbs
respectively which is a feature of the dialect of the
Tirunelveli region (Srinivasa Varma, 1977) may not be
shared by a predominant section of the population.
Instances of this kind may compe! to modify the criterion;
to say that a linguistic feature must be shared by
a predominant section of the population. The notion
of predominance may be defined by numerical strength.
The dialect then is a quantitatively or statistically
defined notion. When applied to a caste dialect it would
mean that the majority speakers of the Caste share
a feature. Then if a Caste is spread over non-contiguous
region the dialect of that Caste will be defined by
the features found in the region where the majority
of the Castes live. 'If, by definition, for a regional
dialect to exist, all the Castes in the region must share
features, there cannot be Caste dialect; if for a caste
dialect to exist, a caste across regions must share
features, there can't by a regional dialect'. (Annamalai,
forth-coming). The criterion has to be quantitative
for another reason also. Factors like education etc.
cause the speakers to give up the home dialect and
use the standard dialect in all domains including home.

A section of the members of a Caste may not
have the features attributed to the Caste dialect.

This is actually the problem of the static approach
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to the study of variation and the solution lies in a

dynamic approach, which is not based on the linguistic
characteristics of an individual but on the characteri-
sation of interaction between individuals. Infact, many
of the models on variation (Gnanasundaram, forth-coming)
seem to have static approaches. According to Daniel
Jones 'a Language' is to be taken to mean the speech
of one Individual pronouncing in a definite and consistent
style i.e. an Idiolect. It does not include sounds used
in different styles of speaking by the same person.
Daniel Jones conceive Language as a system of homo-
geneity and he conceals variation under 'Diaphone’.
Like Language is an abstraction so too ‘dialect' for
Daniel Jones. This is precisely because of the static
approach, Daniel Jones follows:. Hockett's (1958; 336-337)
common core approach, treats variation at the sub
system level of the language. Idiolects of a language
after having taken together are abstracted into common
core system. From this abstract system the individual
systems are arrived at. The differences of Idiolects
are accounted in the sub system level through the com-
"mon core system. Hockett's over all pattern approach
also does in the same way. The merit of these approaches
is that it is possible to (a). correlate the individual
systems i.e. dialects from the abstracted common system
and (b). a neat comparison of one dialect with another
dialect -is possible. The demerit of these approaches
is that a single person's speech in various social contexts
(styles) is abstracted by ignoring them.

As far as language is concerned there is commonness
as what is called as similarities between the Idiolects.
But at the same time there are structural differences
among the Idiolects. That is, on the one hand we have
partial similarities and on the other hand structural
differences between one Idiolect to another Idiolect.
Some of the approaches described above abstract the
invariant units by means of the partial similarities
pushing the differences to the sub or individual systems.
But in the Dia system as proposed by Weinreich (1971)
both the commonness as well as the structural differences
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between Idiolects are captured.

The merit of  this approach is that it captures
the differences (i.e. dialects) in addition to representing
the commonness (i.e. abstracting the dialect differences
into a common system) and both are represented in the
same system what is called as Dia system.

The draw back of this approach is that like the
other approaches, it also ignores the different styles
of a single person's speech that emerges due to his
contact with other persons in different social contexts.
From this point of view Uriel Weinreich's approach
is also static approach.

Instead of starting from a singleman's speech (idio-
lect) which is correlated either with a geographical
region or with a caste, the other approach could be,
one can first identify linguistic variables in terms of
geographical points and castes at the (a) phonological
(b) morphological and (c) Lexical levels and then identify
who speaks which of the forms of the identified variables
and on the basis one can determine dialects.

We have discussed so far the notion of 'Dialect'
on the basis of observed data. Also one can identify
dialects on the basis of perceptual data. Inspite of
our difficulties in identifying dialects the speakers
of a language are able to identify the caste of a speaker
and/or the region to which he belongs by 'Linguistic
features'. They perceive certain linguistic differences
as indicative of a region or caste of a speaker and
on that basis identify the caste or region of a speaker.
These linguistic features are called stereo types of
markers (Labov, 1966). For example the use of /-nd/
in reflexive conjugation /uuttu/ as a possessive marker
and Lexical items such as /innaa/ 'what' /atte/ ‘that
-it'.  /kayde/ ‘'donkey' etc. are generally taken
to be linguistic markers for Brahmin, Nattukottai Chetti-
yar and Madras slum dialects respectively. These markers
or stereo types are not necessarily used by all and
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only to the caste or region to which they are attached.
The speakers perceive them to be so. On the basis
of this perception, 'perceptial dialect zones' may be
formulated and then may be correlated with the 'actual
dialect zones'. If there is no correlation of perceptual
dialect zone and actual dialect zone, then there will
be two types of dialect zones.

In the field of Tamil Dialectology as it stands
today, the notion of Standard Spoken Tamil as expressed
by Kamil Zvelebil seems to have gained some currency.
Zvelebil (1969) claims that the standard spoken Tamil
i.e. the Informal standard is based on the common
informal speech of (i) the educated Middle Class non-
brahmins who reside in the Central part of Tamil Nadu
comprising the areas of Thanjavur, Tiruchirappalli and
some parts of South Arcot as well as (ii) the educated
Middle Class residents of Madras. His further claim
is that the differences between the Informal Tamil
used in the above variety and standard spoken Tamil
are less than the differences between any other Tamil
regional dialect and the Standard spoken. In other words
by implication, a region based middle class educated
non-brahmins speech is a model for the standard spoken
Tamil. Kamil Zvelebil seems to have drawn inspiration
from several other linguistic situations, such as English,
French, Marathi, lelugu and Kannada. In all these langu-
age situations one can find in common, there is something
like an educated urban middle class (and/or upper
class) speech of a particular region (or regions). In
other words in all the language situations, the model
for standardisation seems to be one of the regional
varieties (marked with education) of the respective
languages.

There is also another school of thought in the
area of Tamil Dialectology which questions the validity
of Kamil Zvelebil's proposition with respect to standard
spoken Tamil. According to this school of thought (Anna-
malai, 1976 and others), standard spoken Tamil is not
a representative speech of a reigon, caste or religion



on Dialectology 79

but it is a speech obtained by eliminating the stigmatized,
stereo typed or marked features of the home dialect.
This gives a set of natural neutral items in Standard
spoken Tamil which are claimed to be nearer to formal
Tamil. Standard spoken Tamil is not the speech of
a privileged class. But irrespective of Caste, religion
and region a person may acquire the standard spoken
Tamil features provided he or she gives up the marked
features of his region, caste etc. Acquiring the standard
spoken Tamil features may lead to social classes as
follows: A set of Brahmins, Harijans, Pillais, Muslims,
Christians , etc. who completely acquiring the standard
spoken Tamil features will form themselves into a
class and those Brahmins, Harijans, Pillais, Muslims,
Christians,etc. who do not acquire or still in the process
of acquiring the standard spoken Tamil features will
form into another class.

The existence of standard spoken Tamil and the
process involved in acquiring the standard spoken Tamil
as discussed now, have been demonstrated in a small
way with lot of limitations (Gnanasundaram, forth-coming).
How the speakers in mixed group situations shift their
style of speech to neutral variety (which is the basis
for standardisation) by dropping their home dialect
marked features (marked for region and/or Caste) are
discussed. The approach followed here is, dynamic app-
roach. Perhaps a detailed study is required to study
the standard spoken Tamil--which is in the process
of evolving, and its features.

Dialect survey work is conducted generally using
elaborate questionnaires which covers a range of phono-
logical, morphological and Lexical differences. Points
are chosen enormously for the survey work. Isoglosses
are prepared and bundles of isoglosses that are mapped,
decide the dialects or dialect zones. This is one method.

Morrish Swadesh's 100 word list, which was originally
designed to study the distance between languages
in terms of time depth of their historical separation
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may be utilised to study the distance between dialects
synchronically. In Central Institute of India languages,
Mysore; Morrish Swadesh's 100 word Basic Vocabulary
list is taken as a base for questionnaire and dialect
differences are accounted on the basis of the changes
that take place in dialects with respect to the 100
word list. Besides, Morrish Swadesh's vocabulary list,
variables at the phonological and grammatical levels
are also utilised. As an experiment, Gondi, Santali
and Kurukh dialects are getting identified in this way.
The merit of this approach is one need not have to
prepare isoglosses and then decide the dialects or dialect
areas. Rather, on the basis of the shared forms by
points, dialect zones are decided.

NOTES

l. The subject matter of this paper is dealt in the
light of illustrations, drawn mostly from the Tamil
Dialectology area. My utmost thanks are due to
Dr.E.Annamalai, Director, Central Institute of Indian
Languages, Mysore for having discussed with me
on number of points related to this paper.

2. This point may be illustrated; /p/ is a phoneme
in a particular Tamil variety. /p/ and /b/ are pho-
nemes in certain other Tamil variety (Gnanasundaram

1973). This may be represented in the Dia System
as follows:

2

L2/l 1p 1
2peb

The common phonemes between the two individual
systems on the one hand is represented i.e. /p/
and on the other hand the difference between these
two dialects is also represented. Secondly, the varying
nature of the distribution of allophones to the
common phoneme because of the differences in
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these two idiolects is also brought out. The phoneme
/p/ found in a particular idiolect:

i) is not the same as the phoneme /p/ found
in another 1diolect;

ii) because of the varying nature of the distributions
of allophones.

The phoneme /p/ with respect to a particular idiolect
may have four allophones viz;

[p] bilabial voiceless stop

[p] bilabial voiceless lax stop
B] bilabial voiced slit fricative
[b] bilabial voiced stop

whereas in another Idiolect the phoneme /p/ may
have two allophones viz: [p] and [p] because of
the phonemic contrast with /b/ =

Secondly the phoneme /p/ found in the Discrete
system (1) is not the same as of the phoneme /p/
found in the Discrete system (2) in terms of the
relationship of /p/ with the number of other phonemes
found in each system: In system (I) the relationship
may be with 22 phonemes whereas in system(2)
the relationship may be with 28 phonemes.

3. The point may be illustrated variables (a) at the
phonological level p/b (example palli/baili 'Lizard)
or I/l/ly  (example Kalute/Kalute/Kayute 'Donkey')
(b)""at the morphological level: -kkosaram/ -kka;
ka (purposive case) (example enakkosaram/enakkaa-

ke 'for my sake)'

-nt/tt -kitt - reflexive conjugation. (Example:
etuttunten / etuttukitten 'I took myself) ard {c)
at the Lexical level; example KaaVaaykkaa 'Channel'
etc. may be identified. Here in the examples, the

74-6
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example given under morphological level namely
-nt / -tt reflexive conjugation may represent as
a variable for caste and others represent for region.
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4. COMMENTS ON V.GNANASUNDARAM'S PAPER
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND THEORETICAL
PROBLEMS IN DIALECTOLOGY

Hans R. Dua

Introduction

As the title of the paper by Dr.Gnanasundaram
indicates that there could be any number of probiems
which he could discuss in his paper. He has not specificd
the problems or the objectives of his paper, and” as
such it is difficult to point out the issues which did
not concern him or which form the main focus of his
paper. I would therefore try to summarise the main
themes of his paper, discuss how he has dealt with
them, and raise certain issues which need to be explored
In dialectology in general and in Tamil dialects in parti-
cular. My comments are organized into five sections.
The first section deals with the notions of caste and
regional dialects, the second with the approach to the
study of variation, the third with the distinction between
the observed and perceptual data, the fourth with stan-
;iard Tamil and the final section with research methodo-
ogy.
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Caste and Regional Dialects

The author points out that the studies of Tamil
dialects 'are nothing but the descriptive grammars
of different varieties'. Whether it is a caste dialect
or a regional dialect, each is assumed to exist to begin
with, and data is collected-from a single or a few persons
from a particular region or caste to establish and
confirm their existence. However, the author does
not refer to any specific studies of caste and regional
dialects of Tamil. It is therefore difficult to say whether
the contention of the author is true or false for all
dialect studies.

A lot has been written on the notion of caste in
dialect studies. That the notion has a social basis,
that is loosely defined by linguists, that it is mixed
up with religious differences that it does not necessarily
represent a homogeneous group--all these have been
pointed out by the author. However, it would be questio-
nable to infer from this that 'caste dialects do not
have a linguistic basis'. In fact the author himself shows
that caste dialects do have 'linguistic features' both
observed and perceptual. The problem is then how to
identify and establish these features and how to corre-
late them with caste. The author does not come to
grip with- this problem. He seems to be inclined to
accept caste as an independent variable. Accordingly
he sets up the rigid criterion that the linguistic features
must be 'shared by all the members of that caste ir-
respective of the region they belong to, the religion
they follow, the economic and educational status they
have attained etc'. According to this criterionn the
author finds that 'perhaps only Brahmins may be said
to have a caste dialect as far as Tamil is concerned'.
But he rejects the trichotomous classification of variation,
Brahmin aialect, Non-Brahmin dialect and Harijan,
dialect as he considers that 'these names are not at
all the names of castes'. It is therefore quite confusing
to say that Brahmins is not the name of a caste and
that Brahmins may be said to have a caste dialect.
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The author finds the criterion of defining caste
dialect too restricted in application and is therefore
prepared to modify it by bringing in quantitative con-
siderations. He therefore holds that 'the dialect then
is a quantitatively or statistically defined notion', and
that 'a linguistic feature must be shared by a predomi-
nant section of the population' that the notion of predomi
nance —may be defined by numerical strength'. This
raises three important issues which ' the author has
not raised either because he is unaware of them or
because he thought it better to ignore them. First,
it would be necessary to give weightage to different
linguistic features and determine the overall value
which would be characteristic of a particular dialect.
Second, it would be necessary to study how different
linguistic features are spread in the population and
to determine the degree of numerical strength. It could
be further complicated if there is conflict between
the value of linguistic features and the degree of their
spread. Finally, it may create problems in the case
of a caste spread over non-contiguous region. The author
says that the dialect of the caste 'will be defined by
the features found in the region where the majority
of the castes live'. It is not clear how the dialect of
a caste will be determined if it is in minority in a
region.

The author has quoted Annamalai to the effect
that caste and regional dialect are mutually incompatible.
This is a complicated issue as both caste and regional
dialect features cut across each other in intricate ways.
I cannot but refer to . Shanmugam Pillai's study (1965)
of caste isoglosses in kinship terms which clearly shows
that the notion of regional dialects may be highly abs-
tract.

It appears to me from the discussion above that
both the notions of caste and region need not be taken
as given or considered as independent var.iables. On
the basis of available studies of Tamil dialects we
must identify characteristic linguistic features, conduct
a survey over wider regions and collect data from repre-
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sentative sample, and then study how these features
are spread with respect to social and regional variables,
how they overlap or distinguish various varieties in
relation to these variables.

Approaches to variation

The author has made a distinction between the
static and dynamic approaches. to the study of language
variation. He seems to think that the fault in dialect
studies lies in that they have followed the static app-
roach to language variation. As far as it is possible
to gather, by the static approach the author means
the study of dialect based on a single person's speech
which ignores the use of different styles in different
social contexts. He does not specify the type of person
he has in mind. But presumably he has in mind the
speech of an older rustic person from predominantly
a rural area. If this is the case, then, it refers to the
concern of traditional dialectology, and 1 don't see
how all traditional dialectology is not good since it
does not follow a dynamic approach.

At this point it would be necessary to point out
what is meant by a dynamic approach to variation.
But before this, let us consider in some detail the number
of static models mentioned by the author. At least
three models have been briefly stated and a reference
is made to a forthcoming paper of the author. These
models include Daniel Jone's 'Diaphone' approach,
Hockett's, 'common core' approach, and Weinreich's
'diasystem' approach. It would make our discussion
very lengthy if all the approaches are considered here.
We will simply show how the diasystemic' approach has
not been properly evaluated by the author. It is rightly
pointed out that both the structural differences and
similarities between idiolects/dialects are represented
in a diasystem which is a higher order construct built
by comparing the phonological systems of two or more
varieties. However, the diasystemic approach is restricted
not Dpecause it does not follow the dynamic approach,
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as the author implies, but because of it 'can handle
inventory differences successfully, but it can deal with
incidence and distribution differences only' with difficulty
Chambers & Trudgill, 1980:45).

Now, let us consider the notion of dynamic approach
(Dua, 1981b). The author has not specifically discussed
this notion. However, some idea about this can be formed
on the basis of few statements made here and there.
Reference is made to dynamics of speech which refers
to individual differences in speech in different situations.
Dynamic approach is said to be based not 'on the linguis-
tic characteristics of an individual but on the characteri-
stics of interaction between individuals'. Reference
is made to different styles of a single person's speech.
On the basis of these statements I assume that by
the dynamic approach the author means is the study
of variation in which social and stylistic variables are
taken into account. This is the area of urban dialectology
which has emerged as a distinct field of enquiry, which
has been explored at length by sociolinguists mainly
by Labov, Trudgill and others, and which is beginning
to influence traditional dialectology both in research
methodology and theory. Some issues related to research
methods will be raised in the last sections, issues which
the author has neither raised in connection with the
dynamic approach nor in dealing with the problems
of questionnaire. However, it is necessary here to point
out one very important aspect of dynamic approach
which has heen totally ignored by the author. This
concerns the time factor. As Trudgiil (1982a) points
out, the historical bias in traditional dialectology has
been to record and preserve older dialect forms. The
concern of the" sociolinguists engaged in urban dialecto-
logy has been the study of linguistic change in progress
as opposed to dialectologists interest in change that
has already taken place. The study of linguistic change
in progress has relied more on studies in apparent time
rather than in real time. And the studies of linguistic
change in 'apparent time' can proceed with confidence
if earlier dialectological data is available  (Petyt, 1982
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Chambers and Trudgill, 1980). Thus, the dynamic app-
roach seems to be quite promising in that it might
not only provide an integration of traditional dialectology
and sociolinguistically oriented dialectology, but also
leads to the development of an integrated discipline.

Observe and Perceptual Data

Gnanasundaram makes a distinction between the
observed data, by which he obviously means the objective
differences between dialects, and the perceived data
which refes to perceived linguistic differences as indi-
cative of a region or a caste. The latter are called
stereo types or markers. As far as perception of linguistic
differences is concerned, the speakers show different
degrees of awareness and competence. It is therefore
essential to distinguish stereo types from markers but
they have not been distinguished by the author.

The perception of dialect differences has another
important dimension, to which the author has not drawn
any attention. It must be distinguished whether the
person belongs to the same or different dialect when
he perceives dialect differences. In the latter situation
we are concerned with the passive competence of the
person which may range from mere exposure to percep-
tion of dialect differences to interpretation and repro-
duction. This issue relates to the question of writing
polylectal or pan-dialectal grammar and the notion
of speech community and has been discussed at length
by several scholars (Labov, 1973; Bailey, 1973; Bickerton,
1975;  Trudgill, 1982b; petyt, 1982; Dua, 1981d).

Standard Tamil

As regards standard Tamil, Gnanasundaram presents
two views, the one by Kamil Zvelebil according tou
whom the model of Standard Tamil. by implication, is
a region based middle class educated non-brahmins speech,
and the other by Annamalai and others according to
wham it is a speech form obtained by eliminating the
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stigmatized, stereo typed or marked features of the
home dialect. He himself holds the second view, and
remarks further that 'the speakers in mixed group situ-
~ations shift their speech to neutral variety' that those,
who succeed in acquiring this form one social class
and those who do not another; that the standard Tamil
is in the process of evolving and therefore needs to
be studied in detail. The issues related with standard
Tamil are quite interesting and important and need
to be studied. However, it is not clear to me in the
present context how these issues impinge upon research
methodology and theoretical problems in dialectology.

Research Methods

Not only has Gnanasundaram devoted less than
a single page to the important gquestion of research
methods but also has ignored certain crucial issues
of research Methodology in dialectology. Let me first
summarise what he has to say about research methods.
He seems to suggest two methods. The first method
involves use of elaborate questionnaires, collection
of data from many points, preparation of isoglosses
and determination of dialect zones. In the second method
. Morris Swadesh's 100 word list is used as a base for
questionnaire, some phonological and grammatical vari-
ables may also be utilized, and dialect zones may be
decided not on the basis of isoglosses but 'on the basis
of the shared forms by points'. The basic differences
in the two methods are (i) isoglosses are prepared in
one, not in another, (ii) phonological and grammatical
variables are not used in one but are used in another
and (iii) the list of lexical items may be large in one,
but not in another. Both the methods involve one-word
elicitation technique and in both cases the number
of points and respondents are not specified.

Several methodological points can be raised about
the methods as presented above. First, it is not clear
how phonological and grammatical variables are selected.
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Second it is not shown how dialect zones will be decided
if there is conflict between the findings based on vari-
ables and those based on Morris Swadesh's list. Third,
as sharing of forms by points is expected to differ
in degree and is not discussed how the forms will be
weighted and what degrees of sharedness will determine
the commonness of dialect.” Fourth, in the context of
dynamic approach which requires data from interaction
between individuals, the one-word elicitation techniques
has restricted value since it may elicit not only formal
variety due to the amount of attention it requires,
but may also lead to hyper-dialectalism particularly
when the informants are disposed to the local dialect
(Trudgill, 1982a). The limitations of one-word elicitation
technique have not been discussed by the author. Finally,
the issue of isoglosses has not been given the attention
it deserves. Except for its casual mention the author
has not discussed how it fails to represent a dynamic
situation of dialect continuum, and what improvements
have been made in evaluating or grading isoglosses
in terms of dialectometry, linguistic structure, or distri-
bution of lexical items to which attention has been
drawn by Chambers & Trudgill (1980).

Before concluding my comments I must say that
I find myself in an awkward position in being forced
to make an embarrassing remark in the interest of
academic honesty. Anyone who goes through the paper
under discussion will find that the author has- quoted
from Annamalai's forthcoming paper, but will fail to
ﬁnd how heavily he has been influenced by him. However,
if someone happens to read this paper and Annamalai's
paper together, he will find not only the degree of
mf!uence by Annamalai, but also the amount of material
whlc_h thg author has borrowed verbatum without acknow-
ledging it. 1 do not want to show this in detail, but

say that this should be discouraged as it is against
scholarly convention.
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5. FUTURE PLANS AND WORK STRATEGY
TO BE ADOPTED IN DIALECT STUDIES

A.P. Andrews Kutty

Although systematic dialect investigation is only
a century old, a lot of work has already been done
in the field in a number of countries including India
(Sebeok, 1968: Blanch, Mayers, Egerod, Grootaers; and
also Keller 1961, Mintosh 1961, Kurath 1939, Grierson
1903-28 (rpd) 1967, Subramoniam 1974 etc.). As this
paper does not intend to discuss problems of defining
the term 'dialect', a linguistic iorm which shows variation
within the same language is taken here as a dialect
variation. However the terms 'language' and 'dialect'
are used to 'distinguish phenomena in several different
.dimensions with resultant confusion and overlapping'
(Haugen, 1966). As Martinet puts it 'there is no form
of the language that is not a dialect, (Gill, 1973). Studies
like the ones referred to above were generally concerned
with the structural and functional aspects of dialects
in their own respective ways.

The synchronic dialect investigations generally
viewed the question of variation through the geographical,
social and stylistic dimensions (Bright & Ramanujan
1964). Origin, spread and adoption of (;hanges are the
important aspects of linguistic variation. There are
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various factors which are instrumental to these processes.
Besides, the substratum influences are relevant in
dialect studies which are to be investigated systemati-
cally only if the cultural history of the region is well
studied. As dialects exhibit variations in all the levels
of linguistic structure, study of a dialect as a conse-
quence, will have to be its complete linguistic description.
Formation or extinction of dialects are due to the
processes of convergence and divergence. Generally,
dialect studies or surveys although they recognise the
interaction of various factors other than geographical
distance only a few factors are often taken as the
basis of the investigation by keeping others constant
as in the studv of the Ezhava/Tiyya dialect (Subramoniam,
1974) distributed in 921 Panchayats of the Kerala
State. Caste is taken as an important parameter in
this study. Validity of calling a dialect as a caste dialect
even in Indian setting is objectionable to some (Patta-
nayak, 1975). Pattanayak argued that the notion 'caste
dialect' is wunscientific and unnecessary which conse-
quentially invited equally vehement comments against
the tone of his argument in Tiwari, Gopinathan Nair
et. al. (1975) leading to a temporary retreat on the part
of Pattanayak to a more moderate position in his reply:
'The fact that caste dialect has now been put within
quotes and from the status of sole determinant, caste
is accorded recognition as the dominant variable makes
me feel amply rewarded, (Pattanayak, 1976). However,
since the purpose of such studies like Subramoniam
(1974) were specific in the sense that there was commit-
ment to certain proposed objectives, they were able
to state their delimitations and hence there is not
much of a point in expecting yields beyond certain
limit from them. Furthermore, limitations would not
make them unimportant in any sense as they too would

provide specific insights in understanding the phenomenon
of language.

When we talk of future plans and strategies for
dialect studies it is profitable to limit the discussion
primarily to the Indian setting and then review it with
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reference to advances made in the field elsewhere
in different settings. Not only study of individual dialects
but comparison of various dialects with respect to
specific linguistic features is also part of dialect studies.
Dialect surveys if conducted systematically would pro-
vide insights into the composition of different - dialects
in a linguistic area. Dialect surveys follow varying
types of methods in achieving their proposed objectives
which may vary from survey to survey. So, as a first
step towards planning for the future. any serious effort
in the field of dialect studies can start profitably with
a comprehensive survey and evaluation of the work
‘already done in India in particular and elsewhere in
general.

A quick survey of the works done in the field of
dialect studies in India would reveal that the descriptive
theoretical framework is mostly favoured by the majority
of them (e.g. Neethivanan, 1973). Evidently, they fall
into two types of studies (1) undertaken by individuals
as partial fulfilment of requirements leading to academic
degrees or a report on personal research (e.g. Panikkar
1973, Nair 1979, etc.), (2) undertaken as or as part
of a small or large scale project or programme in an
institution by a team of researchers (e.g.Subramoniam
1974, Radhakrishna 1974, etc). The individual efforts
have generally resulted in dialect grammars appended
with sample vocabulary and narrative data for verifi-
cational purposes. Works of the institutional types are
generally wider in scope and reach, presenting exhaustive
list of variations, dialect rooms, details of distribution
and quantification of attested variations across the
area of investigation. So an evaluation of the past
work done in the field of dialect studies when attempted
may begin with correctly identifying the respective
strategies made use of by each of them and proceed
with testing their utility -- ‘heoretical, methodological
and practical in future work. This by no means is an
easy task. It requires a team of good ‘researchers who
are able to probe deeper into the various aspects o1

74-7
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the studies. They will have to evaluate also the tools
used for such studies, details of the conduct of the
projects, their financial resources, etc. Much for the
future planning must be considered by really appreciating
the agonies and ecstacies of our past dialectologists,
their constraints, struggles for survival, confrontation
with funding bodies and authorities to impress on them
the need for such studies, etc. How far the insights
can be integrated intelligently is to be looked into.

Before we jump into the 'dynamic theory' of vari-
ation it is pertinent to discuss few issues emanating
from the 'non-dynamic' dialect studies already conducted
in India for the benefit of self realisation. Although
sociolinguistic methodology has been proposed, tested
and improved further, its real influence and relevance
in Indian linguistic scene is yet to be illustrated by
way of systematic studies. Serious studies of efforts
in the 'dynamic' lines on Indian linguistic communities
are definitely few. It is often felt that what appears
often in the name of sociolinguistic studies are not
methodologically rigorous thus by resulting as mere
modified versions of 'mon-dynamic' type of investigations.
Suitability of a methodology is to be decided by taking
into consideration factors related to the nature of
the issue under investigation, its characteristic features
which requires methodological refinement or revision
etc. It is argued here that a commitment to a 'dynamic’
theory of variation for the Indian context is to be justi-
fied on the basis of compelling facts emanating out
of earlier studies.

-

Dialect survey of Malayalam (Subramoniam, 1974)
is considered here as a sample study for purposes of
evaluation as it is a comprehensive work on a Malayalam
dialect and also is a part of an extensive project in
which the present author was a participant. The following
would  proviage a brief description of the above said
study.
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The purpose of the Malayalam dialect survey was
to demarcate the dialect boundaries and to find out
whether or not there are caste specific variation in
Malayalam, and if so, what is its nature and spread.
Enthused by the outcome of the pilot survey of the
Pulaya dialect of Malayalam (1963), the dialect survey
unit in the 'Department of Linguistics, Univerrsity
of Kerala' had been conducting the survey of the various
dialects of Malayalam since 1963. It was proposed to
survey each time the speech of a single community
like Ezhava, Nair, Harijan etc. The purpose of the
Pulaya survey of 1963 was to broadly demarcate the
dialect boundaries of Malayalam based on the dialect
of Pulayas and the diagnostic words that differentiated
the areas (Subramoniam 1974, p.2). the yield of this
survey and the grammars prepared in connection with
it was against expectation, limited due to various reasons.
Nevertheless, it could help in broadly demarcating five
dialect boundaries in Kerala. Pulaya survey was limited
in two ways, firstly it was based on only a 430 items
word list administered in district head quarters (only
9) and secondly, it was not preceded by a preliminary
survey. It itself was only a pilot survey by any standards.
But the Ezhava/Tiyya survey was sufficiently extensive
in that it involved an initial but elaborate investigation
in the form of a preliminary survey preparing dialect
grammars identifying variations and also a final survey
by administering a specialised questionnaire to 921
informant one each from each of the equivalent number
of Panchayats in Kerala State. Twelve dialect areas
were identified by the survey along with the identifi-
cation of various sub dialect areas (Subramoniam 1974,
pp.655-674). It was made possible by finding out the
isogloss  items preparing carefully the frequency list
of items, spread maps and isogloss maps. The dialect
grammars and dictionary were prepared for ready refer-
ence. This survey highlighted a few assumptions which
were crucial for the survey. They are representative
of the typical assumptions of similar surveys from where
departures for a more 'dynamic' approach if necessary
can be made since our plans for the future need to
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be according to our needs only, not merely for following
theories innovated from elsewhere.

The proposed assumptions of the Malayalam survey
(Subramoniam, 1974), can be briefed as given below:

1. The structural description provides the basis for
the survey (ibid, p.3),

2. Function determines the form of the survey, grammar,
maps and dictionary (p.689).

3. Informants of the age group >5-60 is preferred
since higher rate of retention of ancient features
were expected in the- speech of the older generation
especially in the lower strata of the community
with minimum educational attainments.

4. Single form of questionnaire may be administered
throughout the state. -

5. One will not be sensitive to one's own speech (ibid,
p-8).

6. Comparable items are to be secured from the infor-
mants (p.10).

7. Concentrate on rural population than urban population.

8. If a word has more than one meaning the other
meanings be noted within brackets so that the elici-
tation might be limited to one meaning only.

9. An isolated word is likely to be misunderstood diffe-
rently at different points by informants who will

have minimum education (p.300),

10. If the question is imprecise the answer of the infor-
mant in all likelihood will be more imprecise (p.300).
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11. Put the questions if needed in a sentence frame
with other words (p.300).

12. The items (in the questionnaire) should exhibit regio-
nal variations or variations in special groups, other-
wise the yield of the form in any dialect survey
will be very little (p.303).

Although the study could attest a wealth of infor-
mation on the dialects it could not really mark out
all the diagnostic words of the dialect because it required
survey of other dialects as well. This is a point impor-
tant for future work. When only a number of dialects
are investigated, dialect forms which belong to a parti-
cular dialect can be identified. This is not very often
done in most of the cases. The preference for old infor-
mants is based on the assumption that if older in age
the greater will be the possibility of retention of ancient
forms. This assumption is worth investigating further
especially in the light of studies in sociolinguistics by
taking different age groups within a speech community.
Attitudes of the speakers and other socioeconomic
factors are also to be taken into account. Labov (1971)
draws our attention to the higher degree of linguistic
insecurity score for the age group of 50-75 in the lower
middle class speakers in Ne.. 7ork city showing a tenden-
cy to even surpass the younger members ot their commu-
nity in adopting the latest prestige markers of the
younger upper middle class speakers (Labov, 1972).

It is often assumed that the typical investigator
for a speech community is one who is an outsider because
one tends to be not sensitive to one's own variety
of speech. This is a point to be examined. The trends
in one's sensitivity to his own speech would be valuable
in investigating the totality of hic speech behaviour
in the community. It is true that in an overt situation
minute variations may not be noticed by a native investi-
gator. It may be easy for one who speaks a particular
dialect to identify a new feature present in another
dialect.
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Assumptions (6) & (9) above are typical of any
studies of the type under discussion. Future studies
will have to consider them seriously. Subramoniam (1974)
indicates that 'the Corporation and Municipal towns
are not included in the survey due to the homogeneity
of the population on the recentness of the settlements
(p.12). But the rural population is more homogeneous
in a different sense than the urban population although
what is said about the recentness of the settlements
is pertinent. With the advent of modern techniques
of communication rural vs. urban distinction is becoming
less conspicuous at least in a state like Kerala. The
increase in literacy of the population also would contri-
bute to make the distinction less evident. Geographical
as well as social distance are important in the spread
of linguistic forms (Trudgill, 1974). It seems that phono-
logical and grammatical features require geographical
contiguity before diffusion of new innovation can take
place. It is assumed that lexical items appear to be
able to spread across much greater distance and words
can be borrowed from one language to another regardless
of proximity.

Regarding the questionnaire and pattern of elici-
tation points (8) - (12) are noteworthy. Different investi-
gations use different types of questionnaires. To facili-
tate comparison of dialects a unified sample question-
naire for related languages can be planned for. For
a single study different types of questionnaires for
elicitation of different types of variation can also
be experimented. Dialectologists can propose a unified
questionnaire for Indian languages having prepared
through phonological, grammatical details of these
languages. This would mean the consolidation of indi-
vidual efforts by a set of researchers.

Perhaps an important point which attract attention
in the above said survey is a realisation that the diffe-
rences in phonology between dialects were 'unconditioned,
varied and complex. The variations if numerous and
unpredictable would be really problematic. Within the
framework of ordinary dialect studies it is difficult



on Dialectology 103

to propose conditioning factors for the variations. In
other words our dialectologists are not very successful
in, providing explanation for the distributions of vari-
ations attested in a dialect. It is not possible to provide
explanation for phenomena for which there is insufficient
information. It may be possible to effect an improvement
in our discussion of geographical dialects and hence
in our ability to explain dialect phenomena by adopting
a geographical and sociolinguistically influenced methodo-
logy (Trudgill, 1973).

This would not be taken as proposing that all ills
will be cured once the sociolinguistic methodology
is adopted. Dialect geography can achieve certain useful
results both in theoretical as well- as applied areas
in Linguistics. Dialect surveys can help forming a data
bank which is the result of collecting, archiving and
analysing linguisiic material (cf. Twaddell,1954, Newman
1954). An archive of languages will certainly be possible
with dialect studies. This data bank can be depended
upon by dictionary makers. Dialect dictionaries are
perhaps the most useful product of a dialect study.
In fact, we lack good dialect dictionaries in our languages.
Rather than individual efforts, institutional commit-
ment and involvement is required in this respect. This
is thought for further planning. The problems of planning,
execution and bringing out dialect dictionaries can
be discussed in detail and extensive projects with suffici-
ent resources can be launched. The information gathered
by various surveys can be integrated for this purpose.

Demarcation of dialect forms will be useful for
standardisation efforts. Series of surveys can ultimately
distinguish dialect forms and 'standard' forms. The
trends in lexicalisation and lexical replacements can
also be attested. Once a survey is attempted it will
itself be a guide for further surveys. For instance consi-
der the following forms attested in Subramoniam (1974).
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1. Bed: kitakka, koosati, metta, paay
2. Repined :  velanAu, muuttu, cenaccu, paluttu
3. Face : mokam, moolu, mufihi, moonta

(1) is a typical -instance where the item 'bed' is identi-
fied as different types of things used as bedding. This
probably is indicative of the need for providing syntactic
frames in the questionnaire., (2) is an instance where
a concept is being differently interpreted by the infor-
mants while in (3) are variations which are to be condi-
tioned by contextual factors. The point is that even
an ordinary study would be able to indicate variations
which can be further tested with better linguistic tools.
The lexical choices made by the speakers are conditioned
by various factors. The ‘'dynamic' dialectology can
supplement what the 'non-dynamic' ones could not
provide by way of further improvement.

The study of the so-called idiosyncratic variations
and also variations existing within the same community
have shown that such changes are patterned and form
a part of a highly complex and regular structure. The
density of communication is attested as an important
factor influencing linguistic diversity. The growth of
sociolinguistics was mainly due to the awareness that
many avenues in the study of linguistic change remain
unexplored. The overall directions of linguistic evolution,
constraints upon linguistic change, the mechanism of
its spreading and adaptive function have become issues
for further investigation (Labov, 1976). Labov tries
to deal with the issues by bringing them into three
separate problems: the problems of transition, embedding
and evaluation (1976 pp.161-162). Labov (1976 pp.205-206)
provides sources of reference for further study of
language in its social context.

The field of sociolingusitics provide ainple scope
for interdisciplinary approach in the studies of dialect
variation with its relevance to Linguistics, Sociology,
Anthropology etc. Language is viewed as a social insti-
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tution and its use is a mode of interaction. It can be
legitimately argued that the study of language in its
social context is imperative in Indian linguistic situation
to attest various co-existing systems in ones speech,
their function, variations etc. As Labov correctly points
out (1978), these are the questions that linguists, can
answer if they know how to gather data, there would
be answers that their fellow citizens need to decide
what forms of what languages would be used in schools,
in primers, in texts, in public meetings and in communi-
cation between the government and the people. Further
more for these who are interested in planning for a
sociolinguistic investigation, Labov (1978) would be
an excellent guideline impressing on =very details
of strategies to be adopted in organising and proceeding
with a sociolinguistic project. In this connection it
is to be remembered that different approaches are
present in the field of sociolinguistic studies. Whether
or not any one of them or even integrated combination
of them are really suitable to our context is to be
examined. This can be done only by doing systematic
but preliminary case studies in specified contexts.
Before we venture on any large scale sociolinguistic
study in our states, it is worthwhile to encourage guided
group or personal investigations to begin with as test
case.

As we all know it is almost impossible for one
to simply list all the future plans and work strategies
to be adopted in dialect studies. One can plan only
by experience from the past and aspirations for the
future. Strategies cannot be evolved before typical
studies are being completed in Indian linguistic contexts.It
is strongly felt that in Indian context we can profitably
plan for two types of works in dialect studies, (1) the
traditional types of studies (2) the sociolinguistic type.
One can choose between these two according to his
own research needs. The selection will have to be done,
for all practical purposes, on the basis of what is expec-
ted as the yield of the study. It must also depend upon
the availability of resources and facilities.
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In India, where a large number of young linguists
are still without proper placement and encouragement,
it is worthwhile for the universities and Institutes to
plan for 1nother monumental Linguistic Survey of India.
So in my opinion all future plans in the field of dialect
studies should be addressed to ultimately a pan Indian
context in planning and evolving strategies which can
be suitably adopted with individualistic variation in
regional contexts.
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6. ROOFLESS DIALECTS
B.P. Mahapatra

According to Chambers and Trudgill -- 'Dialectology
is the study of dialect and dialects', and in common
usage a dialect is a substandard, low status, often rustic
form of language. It is also a term which is often applied
to forms of language,which have no written form (Cham-
bers, and Trudgill, 1980, p.3). And dialects are also
often regarded as some kind of deviation from a norm
-- as aberrations of a correct or standard form of langu-
age. Thus, the term dialect is understood as dialects
of a language, or as subdivisions of a particular language.
This obviously leads to a problem how to distinguish
between a Language and a Dialect, and the related
problem of how to decide what a language is. One
way of looking at this has often been to say that 'a
language is a collection of mutually intelligible dialects'.
This definition characterises dialects as subparts of
a language and provides a criterion for distinguishing one
language from the other.

This characterization of ‘'language' and ‘'dialect’,
however, is not entirely successful, mainly because
there are considerable difficulties with the criterion
of mutual intelligibility. The main problem is that it
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is a criterion which admits of degrees of more or less.
Elaborating on this point Hudson says that 'Mutual
intelligibility is a matter of degree, ranging from total
intelligibility down to total unintelligibility' (Hudson,
1980, p.35). This is not withstanding the efforts made
by Sankoff for calculating degrees of mutual intelligibility,
(Sankoff, 1969, p.35). Restricting it further, Robins
says that 'A special situation obtains in some areas,
in that there are successions of different dialects lying
next to one another so that each is mutually intelligible
with its near neighbours but those at either end are
mutually unintelligible (e.g. a succession ABCDEFGH,
in which ABCD, DEFG, and FGH are sufficiently inter-
- comprehensible to rank as dialects, but not A and F.
B and H, etc.). Here the linguist must either recognize
some mutually unintelligible tongues as comprised within
one language, or, better, divide. the area into several
languages with the admission that some dialects of
one may be also intelligible with some dialects of another
that. lie adjacent to them. Or he may fall back on
extralinguistic, political, or geographical divisions'.
(Robins, 1964, p.47). Posing 'mutual intelligibility' against
'sameness of language', Hudson claims that the former
which is an intransitive relation cannot be used to
elucidate a transitive relation, which the latter is.
To illustrate the situation, if A is the same language
as B, and B is the same language as C, then A and
C must also be the same language. But if A and B
are mutally intelligible, and B and C are mutually intelli-
gible, C and A are not necessarily mutually intelligible.
(Hudson, p.36).

Furthermore intelligibility is not really a relation
between varieties, but between people, since it is they,
and not the \varieties, that understand one another.
This being so, the degree of mutual intelligibility depends
not just on the amount of overlap between the items
in the two varieties, bu. on qualities of the people
concerned. One highly relevant quality is 'motivationt

h(;w much does person A want to understand person
B2,
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This Psychological and personal motivation, make
mutual intelligibility test as a dependable linguistic
tool highly unsatisfactory. Even the quantification of
mutual intelligibility levels as proposed by Hockett
do not take into consideration the extra-linguistic factors,
which may affect the intelligibility between speakers
to such an extent that is not wholly warranted by linguis-
tic reality (Hocket, 1958, pp. 321-29). In an earlier
paper, the present author has shown the vulnerable
character of the mutual intelligibility test from the
point of linguistic reality (Mahapatra, 1968, pp. 185-208).
For example, consider the distribution of the retroflex
sounds both in Oriya and Bhuyan. In these dialects
/d/, /dh/ and /1/ are phonemes, but there is considerable
overlapping between them in the allophomic Ilevel.

Oriya Bhuyan
d d- =
W2 — ==
- —— lerl - 11/

/dh/<[dh -1 ——  [dh-] “———=/dn/

[rh] —_— [—rh— -lh-]

Considering the high frequency of the retroflex sounds
in intervocalic position in both these dialects even
purely sub-phonemic difference could lower the intelligi-
bility score to a very low level.

Secondly, the mutual intelligibility test is only
a device to quantify the dialectical diversities and
offers no explanation of the diversities as such. From
a linguistic point of view, it is of fundamental import-
ance tc know why A and B are mutually inteliligible
rather tnan the verdict that A and B are so. The former
like of investigation makes the status of A and B,
a linguistically predictable phenomenon, even though
no test is conducted or if conducted then found linguis-
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tically unaccountable. Linguistic unaccountability is
that which presupposes more than one system for any
two sets of speech varieties, allegedly representing
a single language. If the varieties represent two systems
then obviously they belong to two languages. On the
other hand, speech materials from two sources are
mutually transformable only if they share an identical
system. Speech differences which are not idiolectal
but shared uniformly .in a group of idiolects opposed
to another are dialects provided the dialects are trans-
formable in terms of a single system. Bhuyan is a dialect
of Oriya, because both these varieties share a single
system and they should be mutually intelligible given
certain rewriting rules. (See for example Brown Gillian,
Phonological Rules and Dialect variation). As an example:

(1) Oriya /o/ » /2/  in Bhuyan
Examples: /gods / —> /g:@a/ - leg!'
/doli/ —— /d>1li/ - 'swing', etc.

Exceptions where Oriya /o/ is to be written /u/ in "
Bhuyan. .

/0d2sd / —>» /udds/ - 'bed beg'
/phot oka/ ——y /phutka/ - 'abscess'

(ii) In the Nouns,
Oriya word-final /o/—> /¢/ in Bhuyan

Examples: /gocha/ —» /gach/ - ‘'tree'
/kud / —> /ku/ - 'well’
Exceptions: /kodh2/—3/kodhd/ - ‘'bud'
/pud/ —> /pud/ - 'son'

(iii) In root structures
Oriya cvcvev/eveevev =¥ cve-cv/cvec-cv  in Bhuyan
Examples: /debiri/—s /debri/ - 'left hand'
/phot oka/~—y/photka/ - 'abcess', etc.
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A similar supposition is apparently also inherent
in Kelkar's preanalysis of language isolates (Kelkar,
1969, p.8). He isolates in a survey the speech habits
of the following kinds:

() The use of a given whole linguistic system L,
(a particular homogeneous dialect or variety)

(ii) The use by the speaker of any one or a group
of family of whole linguistic system L1 or L2

or L3 (a particular dialect family or language
family or language group); or )

(iii) The use by the same speaker of each one of
a group of whole linguistic systems L1 and L2
and L3 (typically the standard variety plus one
non-standard variety or the prevailing language
of the region plus a minority language or bor-
dering language or link language).

However, it is important to note here, that isolating
a language or that matters a dialect is not entirely
a linguistic decision. The delimitation of language-dialect
dichotomy has been traditionally tackled from other
points of view as well, like : purely sociological or
purely juridical besides purely linguistic. Some authors
use this dichotomy from an exclusively sociological
angle by reserving the designation 'language' to those
tongues that are carries of a literary tradition and
withholding it from all pre-literary vernaculars. Thus,
Khubchandani says that both British rulers and Indian
elite once tended to regard all minority languages not
having a written tradition as dialects of the dominant
language in the region (Khubchandani, 1972). Thus,
the term ‘'language' was reserved for those varieties
which could boast of a written literary tradition and
relegating other pre-literary varieties to a position
of mere ‘'dialects'. In the United States, it has been
customary to call 'dialects' the minority tongues spoken
by Amesrindians and Eskimos. While nobody doubted
that the immigrant minorities from Europe, like the
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Germans, Italians, Pole etc. spoke out right 'languages'.

A worse situation evolves by adopting a juridical
view point, in withholding the term 'language' from
any tongue which is not an official language of the
country. For example, consider the recent developments
in the status of several mother - tongues in the Hindi
belt. The Bihari dialects like Maithili, Magahi; the
Rajastani dialects like Mewari, Mewati; the Pahari
dialects like Kumaoni, Garhwali or even Lamani/Lambadi
which is the mother tongue of a nomadic tribe predomi-
nantly returned from parts of Southern India are now
mere varieties of Hindi and therefore for a Maithili
professing knowledge of Hindi is officially speaking
not a ‘'bilingual'. Officially both Maithili and Standard
Hindi belong to a single language, thus depriving Maithili
the official status of a 'language’. In spite of the fact
that Maithili, Mewati, Kumaoni etc. are autonomous
linguistic systems, their official derecognition has toled
to their progressive dialectisation. The various domains
of societal use for a language beginning from primary
education to use in public places are increasingly impinged
upon by Standard Hindi. In consequence, the languages
are now restricted to home and informal domains only,
regressing to a real dialect--like position. This is the
consequence of juridical criteria being employed in
defining a language.

Finally, the linguistic criteria applied to the task
of separating languages from dialects. The mutual
intelligibility test, which apparently is the primary
criterion in making this distinction has been discussed
earlier, and it has been argued that mutual intelligibility
between varieties is the result rather than the cause.
Language viewed as a system and the dialect a sub-
system presuppose the possibility of complete infor-
mation transfer between the varieiies in redictable
terms. Although this is very crucial for structural dialecto
logy it is a narrow exercise.There is no linguistic region
which is drawn by purely linguistic criterion. Reality
shows that language boundaries, as followed in India
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in demarcating the boundaries of linguistic states,
are a product of various considerations. Similarly, Yeru-
kula variety of speech inspite of its intrinsic or linguis-
tic distance from Tamil, that is to say no transformation
of information is possible between ithese two systems
could yet be treated as a dialect of Tamil not for:linguis-
tic reasons but for pressing sociological ones. Such possi-
bilities lead to looking at the language not from a
purely linguistic point of view but also sociological.
In view of these two dimensions, the German socio-
linguist Heinz Kloss introduced the concepts of abstand
and ausbau corresponding to what he calls 'language
" by distance', a linguistic one, and 'language by develop-
ment' -- a sociological one, respectively (Kloss, 1972).
An abstand language is a linguistic unit which a linguist
would have to call a language by virtue of its intrinsic
distance from all other living tongues. An ausbau langu-
age on the other hand has deliberately been reshaped
so 3s to become vehicles of variegated literary expression.
Many of the leading tongues of the world among them
English, Tamil, French, Marathi are both abstand and
ausbau languages i.e. they are called languages of both
because of their intrinsic distance from all other langu-
ages and because of having been made over. However,
the concepts are not new to the field of Indian dialecto-
logy. Even Grierson used both sets of Criteria in identi-
fying languages in the Indian context. For example,
Assamese whose abstand status was doubtful was recog-
nised as a language by virtue of its ausbau characteri-
stics. Such could be the case also with Malayalam.
The only point of interest is, although Grierson uses
'literary expression' as a criterion, it remains non-descript
while Kloss is quite specific about the nature of 'literary
expression' which he says helps in reshaping a language.
'l wish to emphasise at least one point that in our
age it is not so much by means of poetry and fiction
that a language is reshaped but by means of non-narrative
prose. Achievements in the realm of information,
not of imagination, lend lasting prestige in our age
to standard languages old and new', Further, he provided
steps to measure the levels of planned language reshaping.
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The three levels of non-narrative prose (np) he isolates
are:

I. Popular np (roughly corresponding to prirpary
school level) : community development, devotional
and/or political booklets etc.

2. Refined np (roughly corresponding to secondary
school level).

3. Learned np (roughly corresponding to higher edu-
cation) intricate research on group-oriented problems;
other original research work. (Kloss : p.241).

The important contribution of Kloss to dialectology
Is not in providing both linguistic and sociological crite-
ria in identifying a language, but in providing tools
to measure the level of language development along
sociological dimensions, which to my knowledge remained
by far unexplored. Kloss's thought mostly based upon
European data is yet to be put to Indian linguistic situ-
ation. Language Division in collabortation with the
International Centre for Research on Bilingualism,
Canada, has undertaken a survey of Indian languages
which will provide linguistic and sociological data in
identifying both abstand and ausbau languages and more
importantly the level of ausbau developments.

However, coming back to the question of develop-
ment of a standard language, we have to remain aware
of the circumstances which have encouraged separ:te
developments for two variants of a single language
thus bringing about a polycentric standard language.
An obvious example of a polycentric standard language
is English with British and American English standards.
Development of polycentric standards is quite normal
where a language is dominant in two or more geographi-
cally separated countries, as in the case of Bengali in
Bangla Desh and India, or even Tamil in SriLanka and
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India. But unless the twin standards show intrinsic diffe-

rences of high magnitude, it would be quite natural
to treat them as a single language. Therefore, it is

not necessarily true that a language should have only
one standard. Under geographical or political circum-
stances a language could be polycentric. In purely linguis-
tic terms even Hindi and Urdu could be ftreated as
two standards of a single language.

7 Now consider the other side of the story, i.e.,
from multiple standards to lack of standards. It is quite
possible to view of a linguistic situation where a dialect
or a group of dialects no longer overlaid, and thus
shielded by the received standard naturally corresponding
to them. Illucidating this situation Kloss says -- 'In
any given geographical area, two forms of language
A may exist side by side or rather one top of the other;
a spoken regional dialect and a written standard language
that in daily conversation is used by no one or only
by members of a small upper stratum of society. Let
me call the standard A' and the dialect A®. Supposing
now A is gradually being replaced by B -- the language
of the dominant ethnic majority group. In many cases
what dissappears first is A the standard language --
while A2, the dialect, may continue to live on for decade,
being a 'roofless dialect' (Kloss : p.242). It is quite
clear that the concept 'roofless dialect' presupposes
the pre-existence of a written standard language corres-
ponding to it. It is quite possible to apply the term
erroneously particularly in Indian context, to dialect
or dialects which were never standardised or written.
For example, many of our tribal languages, show distinct
dialects. These languages are neither standardised nor
written. Should these dialects be called 'roofless dialects'?
To quote S.B. Bhattacharya -- 'There are few places
on earth like India where there is very little standardi-
sation in language and other spheres of culture yet
achieved, where the society has not yet lost its mobility,
where, besides the physical and social isolation of the
people, there is still a predominance of rural life among
them, all these being important factors which help
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the formation and maintenance of dialects' (Bhattacharya
1973, p.88). Elsewhere he says -- 'We wish to stress
now that these tribal tongues do not have any literary
or standard colloquial form. They are a conglomeration
of dialects each having equal claims for superiority
over others' (Bhattacharya, 1973. p.89).

For example: Malto shows the following kind of dialect
variation roughly corresponding to three sub-tribes
like Sawaria Paharia, Malpaharia and Kumar Paharia.

In the lexical level:

Sawaria Mal Kumar
kakali karme kanme 'waist'

eeto masla baasla ‘cockroach’
sabri siri mone 'ladder’
punu gaai gaayi 'wound,etc'’

(For details see Mahapatra, 1979. pp.202-219).

It is needless to say that none of these dialects are
standardised nor are these put to any written convention.
Should these be called roofless dialects then? Further,
could we extend the concept to the so-called unclassified
speech varieties of Grierson which he daubs as 'unclassi-
fied Gipsy langu-ges' or the large number of Tibeto-
Chinese dialects which are according to him -- 'formless,
ever moving, ant—horde or dialects' (Grierson, 1926,
p.40). In the same vein, nearly 527 dialects for the
language census, 1961 have been isolated by Nigam
as 'unclassifiable' -- (Nigam, 1961, P.GL XXVII). An
unclassified variety merely signifies that the variety
in question has apparently no counterpart with which
it can share transfer of information, and this should
be possible only when language is viewed as a 'system
consisting of sub-systems' (Andrewskutty, 1973, p.4l).
This can also happen within a language irrespective
of the fact whether the language is standardised or
not. For example, the Malto dialects are true sub-systems
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of a single language Malto, although none of the dialects
is standardised. All the dialects are on equal footing
and the identification of a particular variety as the
norm will rest upon some amount of arbitrariness.

The Kumarbhag might claim that he is the highest
in social hierarchy and it is natural that his variety
alone is given the status of standard Malto. The Sawria
might claim the same position in view of its largest
size and Malpharia its equi-distance from both the
varieties. The evolution of a standard is matter of
various social processes, and until the dialects undergo
that sea of change, they do remain bound to each other
as sub-systems and should not be called 'roofless dialects',
in  Kloss's sense. The true roofless dialect is the one
which has lost its once existing standard form to another
language. Such a situation has developed in case of
many varieties presently grouped under Hindi, the striking
of ‘these being the case of so-called Bihari dialects.
The three main speeches which belong to this group
are Bhojpuri, Maithili and Magahi. Bhojpuri and Magahi
do not have mich of a literary history, yet Grierson
argues that Bhojpuri is a standardised speech. The
varieties of Bhojpuri isolated by him are : 'The
Standard, the Western and Nagpuria' (Grierson, Vol.V,
Pt.dl, p.42). In case of Maithili, he is equally positive.
'The standard dialect is the language which is specially
called Trihutiya by people in other parts of India. It
is called Maithili by its speakers. It is spoken in its grea-
test purity by Maithili Brahmins, and the other higher
castes of its habitat' (Grierson, above, p.54). With regard

to its development Chatterji remarks that 'The Brahmins
of Mithila did not despise their mother-tongue, and
we « have an unbroken literary record in Maithili from
the beginning of 14th century, probably even earlier,
down to the present day' (Chatterji, 1926, p.102).

And with reference to its present position he adds
a note saying -- 'maithili as language of public life
and literature has been largely suppressed by High
Hindi and Urdu during the latter part of the last century'
(Above, p.102). In the process, Maithili has lost its
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original script, its literary standard, and its elite speakers,
In a recent survey, undertaken by the Language Division,
it has been established that though Maithili still conti-
nues to exist as a spoken tongue, the language functions
of Maithili are progressively taken over by Hindi.

Even, it is very doubtful, if mother tongue education
in the primary level is any more available to the Maithili
children. And to that Kloss forewarns -- '"Wherever
the language of the primary schools above the first
grade is Hindi, and Hindi only, you might presume that
the local speech variety is in the process of becoming
dialectised and that within the foreseeable future the
speakers of the vernacular will consider their vernacular
to stand to Hindi in a dialect-like relationship. You
thus add their number to that of the speakers of Hindi'
(Above, p.255). This is precisely what happened not
to Maithili alone, but to scores of others who are no
longer shielded by a standard. These are not merely
‘ant-horde' of dialects, but have become truely roofless
dialects.
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7. DAKHNI URDU IN ITS DRAVIDIAN LINGUISTIC
ENVIRONMENT

Abdul Gaffar Shakeel

Urdu - a Pan-Indian Language and its Dialects.

Urdu is a Pan-Indian language and is one of the
major languages of India that have been recognised
and specified in the 8th Schedule of the Constitution
of India. Linguistically speaking, it is an Indo-Aryan
language. Owing to the different geographical and social
environments in which Urdu has been in use since its
inception in the 13th century A.D. to the present day,
it has split into several dialects and sociolects spread
all over the Indian sub-continent.

In accounting for the hetrogeneity of the Urdu
language, Consideration of the types of Variation, regional,
social and historical has been over looked. Sometimes
these varieties of Urdu are broadly divided into two
groups:

(i) Urdu of North India, and
(ii) Urdu of South India.

These two varieties developed in two different
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geographical regions under different linguistic environ-
ments and social contexts. Sir George Grierson in his
'Linguistic Survey of India' Volume I and IX has given
a brief account of the dialects of Urdu of North and
South India. In South India it is named as 'Dakhni Urdu',
whose development took place in a totally different
non-Aryan linguistic environment, that is in the multipli-
city of the Dravidian languages of South India. But
Grierson's account of these varieties of Urdu is not
Comprehensive, adequate and satisfactory.

Both the varieties of Urdu of North and Seouth
India show differences at the phonological and gramma-
tical levels and also in vocabulary to some extent,
which force us to further divide them into sub-dialects.
In the Linguistic survey of India reference is made
to Delhi Urdu, Lucknow Urdu, Bombay Urdu, Madras
Urdu and so on.

The investigation of these regional dialects and
their characteristics and the mapping of these characteri-
stics by making isoglosses provide important information
about the variation in Urdu throughout the country. Besides
these regional varieties Urdu includes different codes
namely local varieties within a single code such as
'‘Standard Urdu' employed for formal speech, education,
printing of books, newspapers and broadcasting.

Next to these varieties, social class dialects of
a particular regional variant such as Urdu of the educated
and uneducated persons, of the upper class, middle
class or of the lower class people, stylistic varieties,
registers and idiolects come into the realm of socio-
lingusitics. Each of these varieties can be studied from
the dialectal and sociolinguistic point of view.

Dakhni Urdu

Dakhni Urdu of South India as used today in Tamil
Nadu, Andhra, Karnataka and Kerala shows not pn!y
regional variation in these states but also stylistic
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diversity from state to state. A study of these varieties
has great importance and bearing to scholars of Indo-
Aryan and Dravidian linguistics and also to the scholars
of dialectology and sociolinguistics. Connected with
the study of these varieties are certain problems of
language use, the role of language in language teaching
and learning by the bilinguals and multilinguals of South
India. In the Indian dialectal and sociolinguistic context,
dialects of Urdu have much to offer and open new
vistas for finding relationship between linguistic and
social behaviour among different speech communities
who use these dialects as bilinguals.

A thorough and intensive study of the Urdu dialects
particular of Dakhni Urdu in its Dravidian linguistic
environment, which needs much field work, time, labour
and resources has not been attempted so far.

I venture here to draw the attention of scholars
to some areas of research and to some problems of
Indo-Aryan and Dravidian dialectology, particularly
to the problems of Dakhni speakers in Dravidian states.

Historical Background of Dakhni Urdu

It is appropriate here to first give a brief account
of the historical background of the evolution of Dakhni
Urdu in South India before going into the details of
Dakhni Urdu dialect studies.

" Dakhni Urdu is that form of Urdu whose historical
and linguistic evolution took place in the Deccan. Thg
original home of Urdu is the area in and around Delhi
in North India. During the 13th century A.D. while
Urdu was still in the making and passing through its
early stage of evolution, it was just a spoken tongue.
Persian was the official language and all administration
was carried in it, after the establishment of the Delhi
Sultanate. The masses of this area employed this early
form of Urdu for their daily conversation and interaction.

‘
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Linguistic Waves of Urdu in the Deccan

For the first time, Urdu which was still in its
infancy was brought to the Deccan with the soldiers
of Alauddin Khilji in 1294 A.D. who were speaking
Urdu as their mother tongue. Alauddin expanded his
domain beyond the Vindhyas and conquered Devagiri.
Thus the first linguistic wave of Urdu reached the
'Dravida land' with its major languages Tamil, Telugu,
Kannada and Malayalam.

Later in the year 1307 A.D. Alauddin after ascen-
ding the throne of Delhi sent his general Malik Kafur
whose army victoriously advanced as far as Dwara-
samudram. This second invasion of the army people
from the north brought another linguistic wave which
was again followed by a third one, when Mohammad
Tughlag conquered a greater part of South India and
made Daulatabad his capital. Besides these successive
waves a number of muslim saints (Sufis) from North
India came and settled in the Deccan to preach the
doctrines of Islam amongst the emigrants from North
India who had made their homes in this part of the
country. This created a fertile ground and suitable
atmosphere for the development of Urdu in the South.

The speech Community of the immigrants included
in it people of different strata; government officials,
soldiers, tradesmen, saints and common people. When
these people settled in the Deccan they found themselves
surrounded by the different Dravidian languages which
were quite alien to them. There was no other alternative
before these people but to use the common speech
that is Urdu which they had brought with them for
their daily conversational needs.

With the establishment of the Bahmani Kingdom
with Gulbarga as its capital in 1347 A.D. the ties between
North and South India were broken. This indirectly helped
the fast development of Urdu in South as Persian was
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dominating in the north and there was no royal support
to Urdu there where 3s the Bahmani Kings become
patrons of Urdu in the South.

Later after the fall of the Bahmani Kingdom five
independent kingdoms viz. Adil Shahi, Qutub Shahi,
Ahmed Shahi, Nizam Shahi and Surced Shahi came up,
Of these Adil Shahi, Qutub Shahi and Nizam Shahi kings
gave royal support to the development of Urdu. Gradually
spoken Urdu became the' Vehicle of literature and
several prose writers and poets contributed to Dakhni
Urdu literature. A few kings like Ibrahim Adil Sha,
Quli Qutub Sha, etc. composed Urdu poems. From the
13th century to the 16th century A.D. Dakhni Urdu
developed rapidly both as a language of literature and
daily communication in the Dravidian linguistic environ-
ment. On it there was the influx of Perso -- Arabic
words on the one hand and to a lesser degree of the
Dravidian words which was the result of the language
contact.

The causes of this influx which are responsible
for bringing in dialect variation in Urdu and giving
it a new name viz Dakhni Urdu are manifold:

{i) The mutual -contact of the different speech
communities demandad a mixed vocabulary
intelligible to both Urdu and Dravidian language
speakers;

(ii) The Muslims had brought a new culture quite
distinct from that of the Dravidian culture.
With it many new things and their names were
introduced into the Dravidian languages;

(iii) Since Persian and Arabic were the languages
of the ruling muslims, both the speech communi-
cations were delighted to use Perso-Arabic words
in their conversation and particularly the use
of Perso-Arabic administrative and judicial terms
was inevitable.

74-9
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indirectly the phonology of the Urdu language
was influenced and resulted in the incorporation of
certain new phonemes alien to it. Dravidian words
were borrowed into Urdu but the number of such words
is comparatively less.

On the other hand Tamil, Telugu, Kannada and
Malayalam borrowed hundreds of words of Perso-Arabic
origin and they are still in use with some difference
in their pronounciation.

The two speech communities which, in the beginning
werc alien to each other came closer as centuries passed
and this alienation disappeared and a need was felt
by both for a common link language. Dravidian languages
have their own speech traits and characteristic linguis-
tic !teatures, because of which they are different from
eact: other. No one of these could become a link language
the diverse speech communities of South India. In
the complexity of these Dravidian languages, Dakhni
Urdu was the only language which had spread all over
South india and was best suited to all to serve as link
language.

The nature and influence of the contact of Urdu
speakers in different Dravidian states and their respective
languages has been historically, socially and linguis-
tically different. Dialectal differences are significant
1o identify the 'Competence' and 'Performance' of Dakhni
speakers of different Dravidian states and classify
it into sub-dialects such as Dakhni Urdu of Tamil Nadu,
of Andhra, of Karnataka and of Kerala. It is not possible
to go into the details of these dialect studies in this
short paper. It is a vast area and need much linguistic
research and endeavour. As an illustration a few obser-
vations with reference to the linguistic contact of
Dakhni and the influence of the Dravidian languages
on its phonology and vocabulary are given below within

orw  Dravidian State viz Karnataka and its language
Kannada.
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Kannada and Dakhni Urdu

Kannada is the major language of the state of
Karnataka. It is both the regional and official language
of the state claiming majority in the number of speakers.
Dakhni Urdu speakers form a minority. Besides these
two languages there are linguistic minorities speaking
Tamil, Telugu, Malayalam and Marathi. Most of the
people are bilingual and a few are multilingual; parti-
cularly in big cities like Bangalore, Mysore, Bijapur,
Gulbarga, Bidar, Tumkur, people are mostly bilingual.
This situation has prevailed in Karnataka since many
centuries and continues even to the present day and
has affected the various levels of the Kannada and
Dakhni languages.

At the Phonological level we see that in Dakhni
certain Phonemes of Dravidian origin through Kannada
have . crept in. A look at the phonological system of
Dakhni is worth here.

The Phonological System of Dakhni Urdu

Dakhni Urdu of Karnataka has the following seg-
mental Phonemes:

Consonants:

P t t c k

ph th 'Eh ch kh
b d d j 8
bh dh dh jh gh
m n n 7
mh nh

f s 3 X h
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r r

rh '

I !

lh

Vowels:

i u

I U

e [e) )
=]

Of these phonemes, the phonemes /n/, /mh/, /nh/,
/rh/, /Ih/ and /l/ are unique to Dakhni Urdu in the
sense that these phonemes are not the phonemes of
Urdu of North India. /n/ and /l/ which are retroflex
nasal and lateral sounds are an integral part of Dakhni
Urdu phonological system. How these two Phonemes
of Dravidian origin made their way into the phonological
system of Dakhni Urdu and what historical linguistic
facts led to their appearance is yet to be investigated.
Undoubtedly these Phonemes have been borrowed from
Kannada where it is found in such words as:

/mensu/ 'Chillies’
/mzna/ 'Wax'

and a number of other Dakhni Urdu words with these
phonemes are:

/tanna/ 'to stand erect'
/canna/ 'to climb’
/sun/ 'trunk of a elephant'

/kani/ 'squint eyed (female)'
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In the Urdu of North India /n/ phoneme is absent
and in few words it occurs not as a separate phoneme
but as an allophone of /n/ the alveolar nasal followed
by a retroflex consonant phoneme.

Similarly the retroflex lateral phoneme /l/ is also
a Dravidian sound borrowed in Dakhni Urdu phonology.
Kannada words with this phoneme are

/m3le/ 'rain’
/kalla/ 'thief"
/bahala/ "too much'
- In Dakhni Urdu /I/ occurs in the following words:
/tal/ 'a dry coconut'
/pal/ ‘barren, unfertile land'
/ualla/ 'a vessel to feed the baby'

In North Indian Urdu [I] occurs not as a phoneme
but as an allophone of /l/ in the environment of retroflex
consonant.

/mh/, /nh/, /rh/ and /Ih/ are the aspirated counter-
parts of /m/, /n/, /r/ and /l/ respectively. All these
are separate phonemes in Dakhni Urdu and .contrast
with unaspirated phonemes. /mh/ and /nh/ occur only
in the initial position and they are not found medially
and finally. Kannada speakers deaspirate these sounds
while talking to the Dakhni speakers in Dakhni Urdu.
Although deaspiration is a significant feature of Dakhni
in madial and final position, all the above aspirated
phonemes are fully aspirated if they occur initially in
words. How far the deaspiration of phonemes in medial
and final position in Dakhni is due to the influence of
Dravidian and whether or not it is under Dravidian
influence is to be investigated.

Dakhni Urdu has a peculiar vowel sound [2] which
is an allophone of the phoneme /o/. Other allophones



134 Seminar Papers

of this phoneme are [0o] and [oo]. The three allophones
of /o/ differ in height as well as in their distribution.
[oo] occurs in close syllables, e.g :[coor] thief's [o] in
final syllables, e.g. [do] 'two' and [3] occurs in close
svllables before double consonants,e.g:[p 2 tta] 'a vaga-
bona'

The allophone [ O] is absent in the Urdu of North
India oend it may be presumed that it might have been
borrowed into Dakhni from Kannada Borrowings and
other Dravidian words having  this sound. Dr.S.M.Qadri
-2 bDook noted this allophone in 1930 in his book
thindustant Phonetics', but did not trace its origin.
in Kannada it appears in words like:

maites  ‘egg’
dosse/ 'a rice cake'

\s pointed out earlier, In Karnataka mostly the
speakers are  bilinguals. Their mutual accent and into-
nation patterns also have played a significant role on
the  speakers of the two communities. Research on
this aspect of intonation may give very interesting
results.dt is worth mentioning here that Dakhni Speakers
vt Tamil Nadu speak Urdu with the Tamil accent: in
Andhra with the Telugu accent and in Karnataka with
Karnada intonation which shows regional divergence.

‘s @ result of these linguistic and sociolinguistic
imflvences, Dakhni Urdu of South India could not keep
do o ats uniformity and has given rise to sub-dialects
creating  hetrogeneity in Dakhni  speech. Since both
corces  of  homogeneity and hetrogeneity are at work,
Dixtint speakers  of different Dravidian states face
woprodiem of mutual intelligibility, though they are
auite aware ol the sharp regional differences of pronunci-
toen and vocabulary,

Leho - Word Formation

\noiher significant influence of Dravidian on Dakhni
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can be seen in the formation of echo-words. There
is similarity in both Kannada and Dakhni Urdu in this
regard. Jules Bloch and M.B.Emeneau have taken note of
the echo-word formation in Dravidian languages where
generally a construction in which a basic werd formu-
lated as C V X is followed by an echo-word in which
C V is replaced by a morpheme {-gi} or {-u} and X
echoes X (C= any Consonant and V= any Vowel). The
meaning of the echo-word is 'and the like'. Nearly all
the Dravidian languages have {-gi} in the Construction
of an echo-word. In Indo-Aryan it is not {-gi} bur it
is {-u...}, Dakhni Urdu which is Indo-Aryan langusge
does not use {-u...} but uses {-gi} in the fermation
of i1ts echo-words

e.g. /paani-giini/ 'water and the like'
On the Cannad> pattern:

spult gili/ 'tiger and the like'

/niiru  gitruw/ 'water and the like'

Of all the Indo-Aryan languages, Dakhni Urau s ,
only dialect which foliows the pattern of the rovidion
languages. This is clearly an instance of langnage cont ot
which shows 1he process of ethnic and cultural ossoui-
lation which reached its culmination in linguistic irarts,

Echo-word formation is a Pan-indian teaturc. nio-
Aryan languages received it from Dravidiun a non-ovaen
farmily of languages. Indo-European does not none ihis
feature 1o have come into Indo-Aryan.

Syntactic Pattern of Dravidian Languages and Dak b
Urdu

T"Ie{_' Hﬁb“ll[iﬁ{:;i!-‘ i)dtl(\rn'l *.}l "?'-\r—: G e BE L i ¢
' i T

. ' _ T e ol ek by
?\iri'lli:.lt' Ir‘ t!illt.‘ Ijrt.l\!:lhaﬁ lk!ll,:",l"i’-\{ o b LR L Ll

! i el -1 P
h‘u SCNcCIvr e 1 !{“-."‘.-l‘l..,:f.i.-: h::‘( QITies o ;.“1._,.‘."”‘_'. I

8 |
i i TS ' B la 'l. ‘ ' Esf

Lirdu  senterce by  substituting  Daxhnd woras  Lor =ie
Kannada words. Ordinarily the word order in S0t iaatu-
. . # o J ""rl . 'y '...:‘. 1y _ ; .

ages is subject-object-verd (SOV)., The omission of 4w

copula is common 1n both.



136 Seminar Papers

Another significant influence of Dravidian on Dakhni
Urdu is in’ the use of Conjunctive, meaning ‘having
said' or 'having done '. It is an idiomatic use in the
sense 'as, because', recapitulating and introducing a
conditiona! clause.

Borrowings in Kannada

By the end of the 16th century Dakhni Urdu had
spread almost all over South India. In Karnataka it
had the patronage of the Adil Shahi Kings and later
in the 18th century it witnessed a rapid growth when
Hyder Ali and Tipu Sultan ruled over Mysore between
1761-1799 A.D. The permanent settlement of Urdu
speakers in Karnataka may be traced back to the conquest
of Bijapur in 1686 when the Moghals conquered it. A
large number of officials and common people consisting
of many families made their homes in various parts
of Karnataka. Perso-Arabic words pertaining to adminis-
tration, judiciary, military, book-keeping, revenue,
etc. were borrowed in Kannada. A few such words
are listed below and attention .of the scholars is drawn
to the phonological treatment given to. these words
by the Kannada speakers who bring in phonetic features
and tendencies of the Dravidian languages while using
the Perso-Arabic words.

Pe!;(; rﬁ;ablc Klinar;:da Meaning
/xarc/ /kharou/ 'expenditure’
/daxile/ /dakhile/ 'vouchers'
/z3abti/ /iapti/ 'attachment under a
court order’.
/f aisla/ /phaisla/ 'judgement’
/mahzar/ /mahjar/ 'a document signed by

the chief person of
an office in attes-
tation of the truth of
things.
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/x aridi/ /kharidiy. 'net price'
/nafa/ /naphe/ 'profit'

/nlrx/ /nirkhu/ 'price’

/sarraf/ /sarapha/ 'a jeweller’
/qubul/ /khabuli/ 'confession'
/xuni/ /khuni/ 'a murderer'
/jurmana/ ‘ /jurmana/ 'fine' (N)
/taqsir/ /taksiru/ 'mislike, crime'
/faujdari/ /phaujdari/ ‘criminal’

/muc alka/ /muccalge/ 'a penalty bond"
/s2za/ /saja/ '‘punishment’
/Ié'tehar/ /I§'tiyaru/ 'notification’
/qaeda/ /kaida/ 'rule, law'
/go$wara/ /gosware/ 'an abstract'
/tarbit/ /ta rbetu/ 'training’

/laiq/ /laik/ 'able, fit'
/hazri/ /haliri/ 'presence’
/naql/ /nakaly/ 'a copy, true copy'
/rUuJu/ /ruJu/ 'signature’

/fa rari/ /pha rari/ 'a run away' (N)
/darxast/ /d@arkhast/ 'an application'
/sabab/ /sababu/ 'reason, cause'
/marifat/ /mariphat/ 'by means of'

We can add hundreds of such borrowings to the above
list but we will not do so because the space does not
permit. However looking at the above list of borrowed
words we see that the Perso-Arabic sounds like /f,z,x,q
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and j/ are alien to Kannada and in Kannada they change
to /ph, J, kh, K and g/ respectively. Such phonetic
changes with reference to the borrowings is a field
of further study.

Another interesting thing to note is the addition
of a vowel at the end of a borrowed word ending in
a consonant. This is a characteristic feature of the
Dravidian languages in which no word ends in a consonant.
It ends aply with a vowel. e.g.:

/mubld¥/ (A) /mubl3 gu/ (K) 'price’

/3hwal’ (A) /ahwauy/ (K)  'state of circum-
stances'
/ho¥iar/ (P) /hUSera/ 'alert, healthy'

How the phonologies of tne two languages have
been influenced by each other particularly in the treat-
ment of borrowed words is an area for dialectologist
for further investigaticn. When two unrelated languages
in contact such as Kannada and Dakhni Urdu show some
similarity and difference at the various linguistic levels,
it gives us a situation which cannot be accommodated
within  the assumption of classical historical theory.
Research is essential about the origins of the bilingual
and multilingual comrunities and the social functions

of these aspects and {actors that perpetuate or dis-
courage them.

Conclusion

As pointed out earlier, Dakhni Urdu is the mother
torgue of almost all muslims in Karnataka and a few
Rajput and Maratha familles. Kapnada is their second
language. These two languages have been in use by
the respective speech communities side by side since
last seven centuries and have exerted their  utual
linguistic influence orn each other. The study of their
influences, their causes and results have never been
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studied in detail. Such a study is not only important
and useful for the dialectologists but also to scholars

of Indo-Aryan linguistics and Indian sociolinguistics.

This paper has attempted to point out some of
the areas for study and research in Dakhni Urdu and
Dravidian dialectology. Till now no thorough and intensive
study of the mutual influences of Dakhni and Kannada
and other Dravidian languages has been done. I would
like to draw the attention of the scholars of the respec-
tive Dravidian states to undertake a pilot project and
field work. The results of such an endeavour will be
a laudible contribution to Indian dialectal studies and
will also help: to solve problems of language teaching
and learning among the millions of “bilinguals and multi-
linguals of South India who have set an example of
co-existence with afiection and respect to each other
through the bonds of their linguistic codes.
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8. A CASE FOR TELUGU DIALECT SURVEY IN
TAMIL NADU

J. Neethivanan

The state of Tamil Nadu has a considerable number
of minority languages whose speakers constitute about
seventeen percent of the total population of the state:
- Every sixth person in this state speaks a non-Tamil
language as his mother tongue. In some districts this
number swells nearly upto thirty percent and above.
(Census  1961). In Coimbatore it is 32.46%, in Nilgiris
60.42% and in Madras 29.06%. Districts like North
Arcot (18.51%), Salem (24.72%) and Madurai (21.02%),
also have a large number of minority languages. In
fact these districts constitute the bilingual belt of
Tamil Nadu and other districts such as South Arcot,
Trichy, Thanjavur,Ramanathapuram, Tirunelveli and Kanya-
kumari constitute the core of unilingual belt.

According to 1961 Census, which is more detailed,
Telugu (3,363, 864), Kannada (947, 828), and Malayalgm
(404, 346) are the prominent minority languages belonging
to the same family as that of the regional language
while Urdu, belonging to a different family, is another
prominent language spoken by 615, 503 persons. According
to the same source, the above four languages and
Tainil are the first five numerically strong languages
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of the state. The next five languages, Saurashira, Badaga,
Marathi, Hindi and Hindustani are spoken by a total
number of about 3.3 lakh of persons which is little
more than one percent of the state's population. Kannada,
Urdu and Malayalam are spoken by about 5% while
Telugu is spoken by about ten percent (9.99% to be
exact). Telugu is the most prominent minority language
of the state. Outside Andhra Pradesh, it is in Tamil Nadu
that Telugu is spoken by a large number of people.

Minority communities in India could broadly be
classified into two categories viz., (1) settled minorities
and (2) floating minorities. Settled minorities are those
who do not have any other homeland other than the
state where they now live. They do not go back to their
original land of emigration for choosing brides or grooms
for their children, they do not remit their earnings
outside the place where they earn their bread. By and
large they would have assimilated their life-style with
the main stream of the regional culture. And sometimes,
the homelanders may not accept the speech of these
groups as 'correct' and ‘'standard'. For example the
brand of Telugu that is spoken by the Telugus in Tamil-
Nadu is considered as 'corrupt' and it .is contemptuously
referred to as 'Arava Telugu'. The events and develop-
ments that take place in Andhra Pradesh do not have
any relevance to the 'Arava Telugus'. Such negative
attitudes of the homelanders has forced the Telugu
minoritiés in TamilNadu to quickly get themselves lost
in the regional culture. Such minorities in Tamil Nadu,
according to K.Rajayyan, the historian, could very
well be labelled neo-Tamils. Except as a cultural language,
their mother tongue is not used in other social domains
where the regional language is freely used.

The floating minorities, on the other hand, are
those who send back their earnings to their homeland.
They do not seek any cultural assimilation with the
people of the region and they try to maintain their
separate identity for ever. At the first opportunity
they will move over to another state in search of their
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bread and they do not develop any loyalty to any parti-
cular soil.

The neo-Tamils have achieved a near total identity
with the regional linguistic community and their mother
tongue does not have any functional value outside the
houses of these speakers and they have given it up
in all formal domains such as education, business, admini-
stration etc. Linguistic labels such as Telugu, Kannada
etc. are used only as identity markers of a particular
caste or group. For example, the Telugu speaking Naidu
Youth Association in Madurai or the Reddiar Association
- in Madras is known only as a caste organization and
never as a linguistic Organization. Such organizations
are never known to have attempted to do anything
to promote Telugu studies or culture. According to
Perialwar (1983) most of these speakers are not very
much enthusiastic about having a Telugu medium school
in their area even if provisions are made to start one
such school for their children. Literacy in their mother
tongue is quite unknown to these neo-Tamils who have
but contributed much to the Tamil studies.

Consequent upon such developments the Telugu
situation in Tamilnadu is an ideal one for conducting
a sociolinguistic survey. Number of sociolinguistic prob-
lems remain unstudied and unexplored. The problems
relating to mother tongue identity, maintenance or
shift, attitude towards the regional language, bilingual
education are quite a few to mention. Neither these
sociolingusitic problems nor the dialect distributions
within TamilNadu have been taken up for serious study
by any responsible agency. Except for writing an occa-
sional paper or for partial fulfilment of the requirements
for a Master's degree, study and survey of minority
languages are still a far cry. This trend could be ex-
plained in terms of different factors.

(i) These neo-Tamils, themselves do not want to
be distinguished from the dominant community.
When Perialwar went to the tield for collecting
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data for his project on 'Sociolinguistic aspects
of Kammavar Telugus, he was adviced by many
Telugus not to undertake such studies (1983).
Perhaps such communities fear that once they
are identified as a distinct group there might
develop a threat to whatever political power
and social status they enjoy now.

(ii) Consequent upon the linguistic re-organization
of Indian States, most of the state governments
assume that every state is unilingual in character
and the development of other minority languages
is left to the concern of the respective home
states. For example, in Madurai Kamaraj Univer-
sity, We have a Malayalam chair with the Financi-
al assistance provided by the Kerala Government,
a Telugu chair supported by Andhra Government
and a Kannada chair with the grace of Karnataka
Government. This is the case everywhere. The
plight of those language which do not have a
home state is indeed miserable.

also contributed its share to such a trend. The
emphasis on native intution as a basic requirement
for understanding the underlying linguistic struct-
ure has perhaps forced many linguists™ to operate
mostly within the framework of their own mother
tongue. '

(iif) Recent development ‘in the linguistic field has

These factors have definitely affected serious
linguistic research vis-a-vis minority languages. Socio-
linguistic problems among the minority communities
are very much alive. One cannot predict as to when
will these problems surface to the ground. Problems
relating to minority communities in Canada, Sri Lanka,
Cyprus, India and a number of other countries have
a direct bearing on language and related areas. Perhaps
such problems are the result of a failure to understand

and solve the sociolinguistic problems of the minority
communities.
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Studies in minority languages in TamilNadu, parti-
cularly with the case of Telugu, as the most prominent
minority language become very relevant in this context.
Knowledge about the linguistic situation in an area
is a pre-requisite for planning any kind of sociolinguistic
survey. Telugu in TamilNadu is spoken in all the districts
by a number of castes and professional groups. Results
of a dialect survey of Telugu language in TamilNadu
might resolve some basic questions with regard to the
period of migration from the homeland, the migratory
route, interference of the regional language and vice
versa, and the acceptability or rejection by the home-
landers.

According to Census 1961, Telugu in TamilNadu
is spoken by more than 10% of the population in the
following districts:

Madras (14.15%),  Chingleput (13.92%),
N. Arcot (11.13%) Salem (14.82%),
Coimbatore (20.01%), Madurai (12.50%)

In other districts, Telugu speakers Constitute less
than 10%. They are as follows:

S. Arcot (4.93%), Nilgiri (7.36%),

Trichy (6.27%), Thanjavur (6.27%),

Ramanathapuram (8.27%), Tirunelveli (5.44%),

Kanyakumari (0.26%).

(Figures relate to the position before the bifurcation
of the districts: of Salem, Coimbatore, Trichy and Than-
javur).

Among the districts within the bilingual beit, Nilgirl
district, a hilly area, alone has less number of Telugus.
Among the core unilingual belt, Ramanathapuram is
a dry region. This pattern of distribution throws some

74-10
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light on the migratory route and the settlements. The
fertile wet lands fed by Kaveri and Tampiraparani
and the hilly region have not been preferred by the
Telugu migrants. Their settlements are mostly found
along the drylands and plateaus and their agricultural
produce is mostly based on black-soil. In Coimbatore
the Telugus took up to industries based on cotton --
a produce of dryland. Geographers are of the opinion
that when a community migrates from one region to
another, it looks for a region with similar geographical
factors as a favourable place for settlement (E.Swami-
nathan, 1983). We may tentatively conclude on this
basis that the Telugus of TamilNadu might have migrated
from the dry Rayalaseema area of Andhra Pradesh
and travelled through the bilingual belt, not going into
the core unilingual belt at the first phase. A recent
study on the place names in Madurai district (P.A.Mani-
maran, 1981) has also supplied evidences to prove this.
Most of the villages with the surname patti in Madurai
drylands are mostly inhabited by Telugus. A full fledged
Telugu dialect survey in Tamil Nadu might decisively
prove this hypothesis regarding the migration of Telugus.
Comparision of Arava-Telugu features and kinship
terms with those of Royalaseema features might provide
a clue to this hypothesis.

Due to the interference of the regional language,
the structure of the minority language is very much
affected at all levels. Subsequent innovations, borrowings
and adoptations are responsible for the emergence
of a variety of Telugu much different from that of
the home state which is not recognised by the home-
landers. Arava-Telugu as it is contemptuously referred
to by the Andhraites, has definitely come to stay and
this has to be first recognised by Telugus in Tamil Nadu.

A link variety of Arava-Telugu has to be identified
and grammar and dictionaries be prepared. Whatever
little amount of Telugu that is taught in the Universities
should be the Arava-Telugu since the homeland Telugu
will have no role to play within Tamil Nadu and anyone
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who has mastered this will not be able to communicate
with his Telugu neighbours. On line with Pattanayak's
definitions, Telugu is a second language within Tamil Nadu
for a Tamilian while Bengali is a foreign language.
While teaching a foreign language, the home variety
might be taught; but while teaching a second language
the variety used around should be taught.

Some characteristic features of most varieties
of Arava-Telugu are the following: (Neethivanan,1975)

(i) The absence of aspirated plosives

(ii) Change of high rounded, back -vowel /u/ to high,
open, central ‘vowel /t/ in medial and final posi-
tions.

(iii) Frequent occurrence of enunciative vowel /#/
and a subsequent, gradual loss of consonantal
ending words.

(iv) Change of /a/ to /e/ in the final position (e.g.
yeenike -—> yeenuga ‘elephant’

(v) Retention of /NP/ forms as in Old Telugu whereas
Modern Telugu has only /P/

(vi) Using the plural marker /-I%/ as a derivative
marker while borrowing from Tamil

e.8. todaali — todat  'thigh’

A dialect survey will bring to .llght many more
features such as these which might justify the recognition
of Arava-Telugu as an entity of its own. Fx—xrther,
the feature No.(v) just mentioned might throw a clue
as to the date of emigration of Telugus from their

original homeland.
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Following illustrations will support this view:

Old Telugu  Modern Telugu  Arava Telugu Gloss

ityga figa ityalt ‘fly'
koonti kooti koonti '‘monkey’
ceempa ceepa ceempa ‘fish'

It is quite probable that Telugu migration intoTamilNadu
might have started prior to the period when NP cluster
in OT dropped the nasal as in MT. Some more features
of OT have also been noted in AT (Perialwar: Personal
communication).

Dialect survey and analysis of minority languages
might be helpful in quantifying the degree of interference
of’ the regional language over minority languages belong-
ing to different language families. A study of a few
samplings from Gavara Telugu speech, Devanga Kannada
speech and Saurashtra speech within TamilNadu has
demonstrated that the influence of the regional language
over the minority languages of same family is much
pronounced at the phonological level than at the gram-
matical level as found with the language of a different
family (Neethivanan, 1975). This hypothesis may also
be put to. test at dialect surveys of minority languages.

The factors that are responsible for the attitude
of the homelanders in rejecting one variety of their
own language as ‘'corrupt' and unstandard' could also
be evaluated through such surveys. Though it is possible
to answer this problem simply in terms of social attitude,
it is quite probable that some 'linguistic distance'
s also responsible for this. A study of few samplings
has brought to light some six differences between the
home variety and AT. A survey of different varieties
of AT would definitely help us to quantify the linguistic
distance between these varieties. As the gap goes on
widening, the attitude towards acceptance is lessened.
It is after all a question of accepting or rejecting a
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variety which is less intelligible. Perhaps this explains
why the variety of Tamil spoken at Madras city is
considered by most of other Tamil speakers as 'Corrupt'.
However the reason for not branding the Jaffna Tamil
variety as 'corrupt' in spite of the linguistic distance,
could be explained only in terms of social attitude
right now. This problem needs further explorations.

Dialect surveys of minority languages followed
by sociolinguistic surveys in a multilingual country like
India would go a long way in promoting mutual respect
and understanding between different communities.
‘And to quote Fishman (1977) 'our political and cultural
foundations are weakened when large population groupings
do not feel encouraged to express, to safeguard, and

to develop behavioural patterns that are traditionally
meaningtul to them'.
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9. PRONOUNS - A CLASSIFICATION IN THE
KARAIKAL TAMIL DIALECT

S. Radhakrishnan

This study is concerned with the- investigation
of the differences in Pronouns in the spoken Tamil
from the Karaikal Region of Union Territory Pondicherry.
Pronouns in the dialect are compared with written
Tamil.

Pronouns in the dialect are classified as personal
pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, reflexive pronouns
and interrogative pronouns. They show differences in
their ability to distinguish number, gender and person.

Personal pronouns are classified into first person
(PN;) and second person (PN:); singular (PNisg,
PN sg.) and plural ( PNy pl, PN2 pl). PNy pl is further
classified into inclusive plural (PN Incl. pl) which
includes the speaker and hearer and exclusive plural
(PN, Excl. pl) which does not include the hearer. PN
is classified as (PN2 sg) and (PN2 pl). Personal pronouns,
PN; and PN, have distinctions of number, but not
gender.
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The third person pronouns (PN3) are classified
into pronouns human (PNsH) and pronouns non-human
(PN3NH) and are also treated as demonstratives. This
type of pronouns (PN3:H and PN3; NH) distinguish three
genders viz., masculine (M), feminine (F) and neuter
Neut.) and two numbers viz., singular and plural.

Third person human pronouns (PN3H) are again
classified into human singular pronoun (PN3;H sg) and
human plural pronoun (PN3Hpl). PN3H sg is divided
into human singular masculine pronoun (PN3H sg M)
and human singular feminine pronoun (PN3H. sg.F).
Both of these two genders, masculine and feminine,
have separate honorific forms: masculine (PN 3 H sg
Hon.M) and feminine (PN3; H sg Hon.F). PN3;H Pl
is divided into human plural pronoun (PN3; H pl) and
human plural honorific pronoun (PN3H pl Hon). All

the‘sub-categories of PN3 have remote and proximate
distinction.

Non-human pronouns at all levels are classified
into non-human singular pronouns (PN3; NH sg) and
non-human plural pronoun (PN3; NH pl). A diagramatic
demonstration of the classification of PNj3 is given.
(Diagram:1)

Under the title of other pronouns (PN4) interro-
gative pronouns (PN4I) and reflexive pronouns ( PN,
Refl) are classified and discussed. Interrogative pronouns
can be divided into the two kinds, one distinguishes
numbers whereas the other distinguishes both gender
and number. Reflexive distinguishes only number. PN,
classification is demonstrated (Diagram:2) [N indicates
nasalization of the preceding vowei].

Personal Pronouns
First Person (PNi)
First Person Singular (PN, sg)
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{naaN} / eeN-00 ene-0o Nenn - @0 naaN/
@ ene- occurs before dative case suffix -ku

eoece occurs before case suffixes other than -ku and ¢
and before free particles such as meele, Kiize,
edure, pakoN, etc.

eeN (¢) nellu > eeN nellu 'my paddy or Paddy
I Possess'
eeN+te > eente 'with me, in me'
(eengite)
eeN +kuude > eenguude 'along with me;
with me'
eeN +meele > ee Nmeele '‘on me'
(eemeele)
Nenn - Occurs before vowels
enn-oode maveN > 'my son'
enn-e paataange > enne paataange  'they saw
me'
enn-aale mudile >  ennaale mugile  '(it) is not
* by me'
00 naaN occurs elsewhere :
naaN i L

naaN onnuN seyle 'l did not do anything'

First Person Pronoun Plural (PN P))

First Person Pronoun - Inclusive Plural (PN, Incl. pl.)

PNl Incl. pl. is denoted by the morpheme
{(namme ® nambe) } 'having allomorphs'

/ (namme & (nambe), e name-gnamb] - /
edname occurs before dative case suffix-ku

name-ku >nameku  'to us'
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nambl- occurs before vowels

nambl-e > namble ‘us (Acc.)’
nambl-aale > namblaale 'by us'
nainbl-oode *  nambloode . 'with us/our'
nambl-uku > nambluku  ‘'for us'

eo namme (nambe) occurs elsewhere.
namme (nambe) 'we'

First Person Pronoun Exclusive Plural (PN Excl.p!)

First person exclusive plural is denoted by the
morpheme { naange } having allomorphs

/naange, e® enge- Nengl-/

Nemgl-  occurs before vowels
engl-uku >  engluku “for us'
engl-aale > englaale 'by us'
eng]-ooge > engloode  'with us'

o0 enge-  occurs before genetive suffix - ¢ and
free particles viz., meele, kiize
enge~(¢) vaye > engevaye ‘'our paddy field'
enge-meele > engemeele ‘'on us'
enge-kite > engekite  'with us'

o0 naange occurs elsewhere
naange 'we'
Second Person (PN )
Personal Pronoun - Second Person Singular (PN ; sg)

PN, sg is denoted by the morpheme { nii } having
allomorphs /@® 0oN e® nii/
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ee 00N- occurs before consonants and ¢

ooN-kite > oongite 'with you' (loc)
00N-¢ uudu > 00N uudu 'your house'
00N-kuude > oonguude 'with you
(Association)

o0 one- occurs with dative suffix -ku
one-ku > oneku 'to you'

oa onn- occurs before vowels
onne-e >  onne 'you (Nom)'
onn-oode > onnoode  with you'
onn-aale > onnaale 'by you'

oo nii occurs elsewhere.
nii 'you'

Personal Pronoun Second person Plural (PN2 pl)

PN, pl has the morpheme { niinge } having
three allomorphs /onge-songl- ee niinge/

eo onge- occurs with genitive, locative and associative
case suffixes.

onge- ¢ uuru > onge uuru 'your native place'

onge-kite > ongekite 'with you'

onge-kuude > ongekuuqe 'with you'
oo ongl- occurs before vowels.

ongl-aale > onglaale 'by you'

ongl-uku H ongluku 'to you'

ongl-e >  ongle 'you (Acc.)

oo niinge  occurs elsewhere.

niinge 'you'
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Remote (R):

Remote (R) demonstrative pronoun has only one
morpheme { a-} having allomorph /a-/

Singular (Sg)

Masculine (M)

a-vuru > awru 'that - he' (PN3 H sg M. HoniR)
a-wunge > avunge 'that - he' (PNs H sg M Hon: R)
a-veN > aven 'that - he' (PN3 H s§ M Hon R)

Feminine (F)

a-du > adu 'that - she' (PN3s Hsg F Hon: R)
a-vunge > avunge 'that - she' (PN3H sg F Honz R)
a-ve > ave - ‘she - that' (PN3 H sg F Hon R)

Neuter (NH)
adu > adu 'it-that' (PN; NH sg R)

Plurat (pl)

Masculine (M)
a-vunge > avunge 'that-they' (PN3H pl M Hon R)
a-vununge > avununge 'that-they' (PN3 H pl MHon R)

(avunuvo)

Feminine (F)

a-duvo > aduvo 'that she-they' (PN3 H p! F Hon R)
(adunge)

a-vuluvo > avuluvc 'that she-they! (PN3s H pl F Hon R)
a-vunge > avunge 'that-they' (PN3h Pl F Hon R)
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Neuter (NH)
a-duvo > aduvo 'they-that' (PN3 NH pl R)

Proximate (P):
Proximate (P) demonstrative pronoun has only one
morpheme {/i- } having allomorph /i-/.

Singular

masculine (M)
i-vuru > iwru- ‘he-this' (PN3H sg M Hon, P)

i-vunge > iwunge ‘he-thi (PN3 H sg M Hon: P)
i-veN > iveN  'he-th. (PNs H sg M N Hon P)

Feminine (F)

i-du > idu 'this-she' (PN3 H sg F Hon, P)
i-wunge > ivunge 'this-she' (PN3sH sg F Honz P)
i-ve > jve 'this-she' (PN3H sg F N Hon P)

Neuter (NH)

i-du > idu 'this-it' (PN3 NH sg P)
Plural

Masculine (M)

i-vunge > ivunge ‘'they-this' (PN3H pl M Hon P)
i-vununge > ivununge 'they-this' (PNsH pl M N Hon P)

Feminine (F)

i-duvo iduvo 'this-she-they'(PNi H pl F Hon P)
t-vuluvo  ivuluvo 'this-she-they' (PN3 H pl FN Hon P)

Neuter (NH)
i<duvo > iduvo  they-this' (PN3 NH pl p)
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Other Pronouns (PNy)
Interrogative Pronoun (PN I)

Interrogative pronoun is classified as in the Diagram-2,

{ yaa-} /yaa- 0® be-/
©ooyaa- occurs with non-neuter suffix -ru
yaa-ru >yaaru 'who'

o@e- occurs elsewhere.

~ Singular
e-vurt > evuru who' (PN4 I sg M N Hon; )
e-vunge > ewnge 'who' (PN, I sg M Hon)
e-veN > eveN 'who' (PN4 I sg-MN Hon)
e-ve > eve '‘who' (PNy I sg F N Hon)
e-du > edu 'who' (PNy I sg Neut)
Plural

e-vunuvo > ewunuvo 'who' (PN4 I pl M N Hon)
e-vunge > ewunge  ‘'who' (PN4 I pl M Hon)

eduvo > eduvo 'who' (PN I pl F Hon)
(e-dunge) (edunge)

e-vuluvo > evuluvo 'who' (PN4 I pl F N Hon)
(evulunge)
Neuter

e-duvo > eduvo 'who' (PNy [ pl Neut)

Reflexive Pronoun (PN, Refl)

PNa4 Refl. singular pronoun alone is available in
this dialect and it is denoted by the morpheme { taaN }
having allomorphs



(abunpa)
oanpa
(abuninaa)
oanjnna

oAnpd
oanunaa
abunaa

npa
and
npa
uana
abunna
ninaa

109[BIp [TWel [e3yredey = *Q L'y i>u0y (uoH) foxupy
[Twej uaupy = A won} (un2) uoD]

1d 8¢
unoUOld JAIXI[IIY

uaa
DU
40Dk
&paa
ma
joas
4pAd
unAg

(LM un unouold 2IAneSoisauy

-Ne3 (3) 1Jou "Nd
INAN [d T "Nd = InaN
UOH N o Id | "Nd =UOH N
UOH A [d I "Nd = H
UOH N W Id [ "Nd =uoH N

1d
WHWIdI"Nd = H //
Ml \

Nd

y

N3N BS | “Nd = N3N L

UOH *N o 3S [ "Nd =UOH-N
UH 4851 *Nd= H
UoH N W 3S [ "Nd =UOH-N
Zud W8S [*"Nd = ZuoHq
YUH W 8§ 1 "Nd = TuoH

V/,

\l

d

(AL @ : weideiqg)
(*Nd) sunouoig 1aq10

{



£ taaN ~» tann-

ootane- o0 taN-/

oo taN- occurs with locative case suffix { kite}
before free particles {kiize} and {meele }

taN-kite >  tangite 'with oneself'

tan-Kiize > tangiile ‘under oneself'

taN-sotu >  taNsotu ‘one's property'
oo tane- occurs before dative case suffix -ku

tane-ku >  taneku 'to oneself'

tann- occurs before vowels

tann-oode >  tannoode 'with oneself'

tann-e > tanne ‘oneself (Acc)

tann-aale >  tannaale 'by oneself'

o® taaN occurs elsewhere-

taaN ‘oneself (Nom)'

Oblique forms:

Pronouns have the following oblique forms

case suffixes.

PN,

PN2

PNy

74-11

eeN-
sg naaN == ene-

"
enn-
0oN-

one-
onn-

sg nii -»
' 'You'

Ref. sg taaN_yEiz:::_

tann-
‘oneself’

161

and

before
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Colophon
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INAUGURAL ADDRESS

Dr. V. I. . Subramoniam,
Vice-Chancellor, Tamil University, Thanjavur.

I have great pleasure in welcoming you all in the
developing campus of the Tamil University, Thanjavur
and to share with you our ideas of dialect survey which
has been proposed by Dr.s.Arokianathan to be carried
out in Tamil Nadu.

Kerala has been covered through out, for two comm-
unities for Malayalam of which one for Ezhava/Tiyyas
was published. For the Nair survey the maps were ready,
but the identified isoglosses were not shaped into a
report. 1 hope it will soon be published. At Pondicherry
the dialect survey is in full swing for Tamil. This will
be followed by Telugu in Yanam and Malayalam in
Mahe.

While interviewing candidates, the experts were
able to identify /I~ 1/ change as /paalam e paalam/
'bridge' specially after the long back vowel in Thanjavur,
Pudukkottai areas and the reverse, /paalam ns paalam/
'strip of metal' is also found. This extends up to Srivilli-
puttuur near to the Kerala border. This is a powerful
isogloss extending over a long area covering many com-
munities, specially the non-brahmins. More isoglosses
are possible. The need for an immediate survey has
become imperative.

Among the three motives of the surveys, (1) lexical
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collection (2) dialect spread and (3) dialect change,
the dialect spread has implication to linguistics as
well as for the spread of communities, whose past
history is not well known because of the pausity of
records. One has to construct it from contemporary
evidences like the dialects and the spread of the castes.

Recent studies have helped to hypothesise that

the boundaries of early kingdoms can be guessed through
the spread of certain communities which were martial
in their profession. The maravas for instance live in
Madurai, Ramnad, Tirunelvely districts in large numbers.
The Kallars live in considerable numbers in Thanjavur
and South Arcot. The concentration of the Padaiyaacciis
is found in South Arcot, North Arcot and Dharmapuri.
The Kaikkolars live in large numbers in North Arcot
and South Arcot districts. All these communities were
known to have served in the army of the Pandyas,
Cholas and Pallavas. The Naicker and Naidus were
the military personnel who fought for the Vijayanagara
Kings. Where evidences in history are scanty the spread
of the communities can indicate, the boundaries of
the erstwhile kingdom. Though there are some hazards
in such inferences, in the absence of other evidences
these are the best guesses that one can make.

If all dialect changes are due to borrowings, then
the spread,of change depends upon the a) distant, from
other language and b) intimacy frcm other dialects.
As Hoenigswald once indicated, the dialect differences
in the regions can help us to guess about the pre-history
of the people who speak it. We have the uncontroverted
example of Sowrashtras speaking Tamil in the Madurai,
Kumbakonam regions which can be due to the influence
of Sowrashtra language. The speakers of Telugu, Kannada,
Malayalam speaking Tamil will have the .influence
of their mother tongue giving rise to isoglosses of
a_different type. We infer the features of the substratum
languages. In many cases we can be certain. In a few
we may. But a guess of this type will help us in inferring
the heterogeneity of the speakers of Tamil giving rise



on Dialectology ‘189

to different dialects. If this. inference has a semblance
of probability, there is another cause for the multipli-
city of dialects in Indian Languages i.e. migration and
merger of other language speakers in Tamil Nadu.
Dialect formation to a great extend in Tamil Nadu,
Kerala, etc. is due to merger or other language speakers.
Besides linguistic history, details of migration and compo-
sition of society can be inferred. Linguistics specially
dialectology will thus become a tool for tracing the
migration of population, in other words, Demography,
a fact which has not been noted in clear terms by
others.






RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SEMINAR

The dialect survey of Tamil Nadu proposed by
Tamil University must appoint sufficiently large number
of well trained personnels as Research Assistants in
this project.

The number of informants must be a fair represen-
tation of the population of whom the survey is made.

Study of social organizations of the society must
precede any linguistic study of that society.

A pilot dialect survey must be undertaken before
the elaborate dialect survey.

The term ‘'jaati' may be used instead of caste
since the term 'caste' seems to be a cover term for
caste clusters.

For a dialect survey to be conducted throughout
Tamil Nadu one may take first a particular caste (jaati)
across the whole area of Tamil Nadu and establish
caste isogloss after weeding out the regional markers.

All the available dialect materials (the§es, disser-
tations, articles, books, etc.) regarding Tamil language
must Be documented in the librgry _and informations
regarding current works in Tamil dialectology must
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also be stored for any academic retrieval whenever
necessary.

Dialect maps and dialect dictionaries must also
be published as part of the dialect survey project.

A quarterly bulletin in dialectology need to be
started to provide a forum to exchange views and discuss
field problems encountered by the dialectologists in
and around the country.

District-wise linguistic hand books and caste-wise
linguistic hand books must be published as the result
of the dialect survey project.

An yearly meeting of all the dialectologists must
be initiated by Tamil University.
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