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HISTORY
OF THE

Tamil Prose Literature.

INTRODUCTION.

Successful researches are being carried out by eminent
Tamil Scholars to ascertain the chronological history of the
development of Tamil Literature. To trace the history of
the Tamil Prose Literature with the help of scanty histori-
cal records. meagre and internal evidence from ancient, medie-
val and modern Tamil works is by no means easy. The
bright sky of ancient Tamil Literature is hidden from our
view by the cloudy overcast of want of historic spirit
among the Tamilians. What the British Pindar says of the
vast ocean that * Full many a gem of purest ray serene,
The dark unfathomed caves of ocean bear” may with equal
appropriateness be :aid about the ocean of Tamil Literature.
And with the occasional but very valuable aids that we de-
rive from Epigraphists and Archeologists, we have been
able to descry now and then glimpses of the gems of Tamil
Literature; and it is a very moteworthy fact that both the
oceans have & blemish in common; both of them do not
suit the public {aste, the one by the absence of fresh sweet
water and the other by the absence of readable Prose
works : the former stain is not within the capacity of human
powers to be removed ; but the latter one is not so; proper
exhortation to the educated Tamil students can, though not
in the near future, at no long time to come, make up this



9
sad want #. ‘This explains why the subject °The Tamil
Prose Literature ’ is here taken up for our dissertation. At
a time when the want of Tamil Prose is being so mueh felt,
1 disgertation on that svubject will not be altogether un-
welcome. It is true that the field and scope of Taniil Prose
are comparntively insignificant when considered side by
side with those of Tamil Poetry; vet, Tamil Prose consi-
dered by itself is a good subject and in fach & pretby long
subject for a dissertation. 1 ¢ Little need be said,” writes
Prof. Minto, ““ to justify taking up Prose by itself. In
crificising Poetry we are met by very different considera-
tions from those that occur in the other kinds of composi-
fion. What is more. many people not particularly intcrested
in Poetry are anxious for practical purposes to have a good
knowledge of Prose style ; and when Prose and Poetry are
disenssed in the same volume, Prose is generally sacrificed
to Poetry.” ‘Theere remarks of Prof. Minto apply with
grester force and fimth, when we take the Tamil Prose
Literature info consideration. The scauntiness of Tamil Prose
is a known faci. Hence (1) it is one ot the first duties of a
Tamil Student to work for the rapid increase of the Prose
sphere ; there ave, it is true, other duties equally important.
(2) The publication of old works is & very important and
at the same time s rcsponsible duty. Arumuga Nuvalar
and Damodaram Pillas did great good to the Titerature by
their publication ol old classics and other works ; the post
of honour in this fleld rightly belongs also to Pandit
V. Saminadha Aiyar. His editions of chintaiani, Silappa-
tikarain. Manimekalai &c, sre one and all excellent and he
richly deserves the hich encominms poured on -him from
every quarter. I “ M. Vinson in noticing the Pandii’s
edition of chilappadikeram talks of * sa science profonde, de

* Vide Addendum T.
1 Minto's Prose Literature : Preface.
1 The Malabar Quarierly Review. Mar, 1904.
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son zeleinfatigable et de son talent experimente™ (his profound
knowledge is seen in his indefatigable zeal and talent.}
(8) The long neglected field of the Tamil Drama has been
recently taken up by scholars well acquainted with the
Literature of the East and that of the West, with the result,
that in the short space of a decade more than twenty dra-
mas of high merit have been published ; of these ¢ Manon-
manivam ’ and ¢Kalavathi, an original drama’ deserve high
appreciation. (4) Biographies and Prose translation from
select English works are also npecessary. *  Histories
describing hard stern facts and stories relating to the actual
realities of life have vet to be clothed in forms suited to
modern times.” And (5) Tamil Scholars should help the
Epigraphists in their praiseworthy endeavours. The study
of Epigraphy has done inimense good by throwing light on
the dark periods of medieval and modern history. The
rise in the study of Epigraphy during the last twenty vears
has, indeed, already vielded some dirvect information of im-
portance, about the literary and religious history of India,
by fixing the date of some of the later poets as well as by
throwing light on religions systems and whole classes of
literature” + The age of Tiru Gnana Sawbandbar, for in-
stance, was fixed to be the early years of the 7th century 4.D.
only with the nid of archmological researches.

We shall here give an instance where Epigraphy helps
in corroborating a dute already known. Niramba Alagia
Desikar, the author of Setu-prranau, lived towards the c'oge
of the Sixteenth century. The bazis for placing his age
there is the fuct thal he was the teacher of Ati-vira-Rama :
1 this poet-king came to the thronein 1565 A.D. We have

#* Vide * Introduction to ¢ Akbar.” ™

T Vide Arthur A. Macdonell’s ¢ History of Sanskrit
Literature.” p. 10.

1 Vide Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar p. 146.



1

another evidence which gives us the same date. Sambandha,
Munivar, the anthor of Tivuvarur Puranam, was * the
disciple of Nivamba Alagiar. He gives 1314 Saka (1592 4.D.)
as the date of having produced his work before a learned
assembly nt Tiruvarur. From this we are able fo say
that Ati-Vira-Rama and Sambandha Munivar were.¢ontem-
poraries : further, in the very last sentence of his “Sefa-
Puranani, Niramba Alagiar vefers to o sage called + Rama
Natha Munivar.

Who was this Ramanathe Munivar? When did he live®
As his name is mentioned at the very close of the great
work, he must have been, very probably, the teacher or Guru
of Niramba Alagiar. We are glad to find definite informa-
tion ahout this sage given in Dr. Burgess’s * Archaological
survey of Southern 1India I There it is said that © in the
Saka vear 1520 (1598 A. D.)the lcarned sage Ramanatha
built the victorions Adal-mandapam of the Rameswarem
temple™ § He is also referred to as ¢ the prince of sages
who is well versed in all the rites and Agnmas of the Saiva

* S armaeh masdrou eopsQarsn sy Gevd@arenps 8¢
Sl p@Ps M sm arpand.”

Curiysy ssrls wrdizg esGErsol  uSenw srBu
SazalQu retrg d sivis arraGspPenSer ¥ Arur Pura-
nam pp. 5, 7

T Cwrsarsar Wewrps @orwers wigoslo of @flanps
wr@sn.”  Vide Setn Puranam. p. 335.

Vol. TV. page 58.

C Reaisdr . amll onGe s Grubull) &rapengnsr

L7 T

wrvsar Sane afrnbs rri oGalo wem . ugans

Brvsr . 5oFs @uiTd Cone i g grhfauner

Querseiri. srafier gowflins srasr o ©ssar@er.
also, ¢ Qsaeire_d

GHPY s9EF arsnw swei QardeeTurst

WpmE gawsd gqficmo crgar cpe & sarQar.
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system.” Hence we understand that Ramanatha Munivar
was a sage and scholar of the age of Ati-Virs-Rama Ran-
diyan. From the above facts, we arrive at the conclusion
that the sage Ramanatha, the poet and commentator Nir-
amba Alagiar, the poet-king Ati-Vira-Rama, his brother
and poet Vara-tunga-Rama and the poet Sambandha Muni-
var were all contemporaries who lived in the closing years
of the sixteenth century. The above fact illustrates the
value of Epigraphical researches.

~ Now, we have seen what the chief duties of the Tamil
Student are. If he walks in this path of duty without
swerving and renders service to his literature by making up
its wants, he shall reap the frait of his noble endeavours
in as much as ¢ the path of duty is the way to glory.’

CHAPTER L

A. The Dearth of Tamil Prose. B. The Utility of Tamil Prose.
C. The Province of Tamil Prose.

A. The Dearth of Tamil Prose :

The dearth of the Tamil Prose Literature strikes us all
the more clearly when we just consider how vast a scope of
liternture, Tamil Poetry has been covering. ¢ Whatever
else she may have wanted ”” savs Dr. Miller, * India has
never wanted Poetry ** and this is move true of Southern
India’, (especiallv of the Tamil Literature), ‘than any other
part of this vast continent’.* Grammanrs, dictionaries,
biographies, prefaces, inscriptions, trveatises on medicize,
astrology, .astronomy, metaphysical and moral questions
were invariably written in metre, so that there was practi-
cally no prose. The only branch of Literature where we
see the prose style much employed has been that of the

* Vide ¢ Introduction to Akbar ’
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learned commentaries on ancient works. Hence, the general
truth that in all literature Poetry precedes Prose ‘holds
godll in the case of the Tamil Literature too. “* Musm zu.xd
Rhyme are among the earliest pleasures ol she child and in
the History of Literature Poetry precedes Prose.”” 1 ¢“The
metrical form of expressions 1s the oldest form of literary lan-
guage that exists. Tn the early stages of society it is used for
Lwo reasons, fivsi, because, as writing has not been invented
it is the only way of preserving memorable thoughts and
secondly bechuse in primitive times what may be called the
poetical or ideal method of conceiving nature predominates
over the scientific method. Imagination is then stronger
than reagon and the poet is at once the story-teller, the
theologian, the historian, and the natural philosopher of
Society.” The scientific spirit was something foreign to
the Tamilians. The poetical method of conceiving Nature
was the main characteristic of the ancient Tamil Poetry.
Tamil Poetry has been in existence from the very bheginning
of the Christian era; whereas Tamil Prose puts in its
appearance only from the time of Constantius Beschi af
best (1740 A. D.)

The absence of paper and printing also accounts for
the dearth of Prose-writings. To write long prose works
on palmyra leaves would be very tedious and it is no wonder
that ows forefathers did not think 1t worth while to waste
their time in writing stories or tales in prose. The diffi-
culty of the writing materials necessitated them to seek
after compression of expression ; and this they found in
poetry. This saine diffienlty accounts for the brevity and
terseness of the commentaries on the poetical works. Adi-
yarkku nallar, after writing an elaborate annotation on the
first two lines of the Padhigam of Silappatikaram says | ‘Lest

~+ R. W. Emerson’s Poetry and Imagination. p. 439.
T Courthope’s * Life in Poetry and Liaw in Taste.’
i Padhiearn, Silappatikaram, p. 17.
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the commentary should get too long, 1 reirain from anno-
fating the whole book in this elaborate fashion.” If our
ancient authors had had the same conveniences that we have
now, surely, we would now be in possession of elaborate
commentaries and a good number of prose works.

B. The Utility of Tamil Prose :

For practical purposes Prose is to be preferred to
Poetry. Most of the Tamil scholars wasted their time and
energy in the composition of difficalt forms of poetry. The
number of such forms of composition is innumerable. One
of the most difficult of such compositions is what is called
the Nirottaga Yamega Andhadi. This is a cnrious sort of
composition fettered by hard rules ; it must have all the cha-
racteristics of a Yamaga Andhadi ; and in addition to these,
its special characteristic must be noticed. The lips of the
reader should not come in contact with each other, when he
reads ib, i.e., the letters u, o, a1, =, @ must be absent. Only
very great poets should try this experiment. The great
Poet Sivaprakasar has composcd one Andhadi of this kind
called * ¢« B Qed§ oflrmic s wws abgrs.” Evennow
some of the Tamil Pandits (who have not had the influence
of Western Culture) rack their brains ia the composition of
‘dearpssaf. ” They might with better beneficial results use
their time and energy in the composition of Prose works;
and thus create a liking in the minds of the Tamil speaking
public for their mother-tongue. The chief reason for the
neglect of Tamil is the absence of Prose works. Ouxr Tamil
Literature may be compared to a town where only gold
vases are sold and where ordinary earthenware is absent
* Here is one stanza from this Andhadi.
¢ somrésns srLspse sy S%vQward et ephQuictrear

sarisne sraniows Gguislys Cardlplsisp s6s6inpHé
seRrEEns @izsts dlarple Cudells arglieys
semdans euflars Qewyl) wessGer sngplp’ (2)
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in ag much ag it has excellent poetry and.is destitute of ordi-
nary prose.® It is the practical utility of Tamil Prose that
should be borne in mind ; and every real patron of his
literature must work towards its development.

C. The Province of Tamil Prose :

It is of essential importance to consider this question,
especially, so far as our Tamil Prose Literature is concerned.
There are pieces of 0ld prose writings which do not have
the essential elements of prose, Now the question arises

what is prose . The ordinary definition of Prose is © the
common language of men unconfined to poetical measures.”
In this sense, of course, almost all our old prose writings are
no prose; for example, let us examine the prose passages in
the ancient epic Silappatikaram; the rules of scansion can
very well be applied and they can be brought under the
general heading of the Tamil metre called ‘Agiriappa;’ the
definition which Coleridge gives of Prose may seive our
purpose here. Coleridge has ‘I wish our clever young
poets would remember my homely definitions of Prose and
Poetry, that prose is ‘words in their best order,’ poetry ‘the
best words in their best order.” t * As the medium in
which the Poet works is language, execution in his case is
the arrangement of the best words in the best order, the
best order being in all but a few anomalous cases, a rhyth-
mical one. The technical laws of verse, however, deal only
with ‘the best order.’” .There remain as a part of execution
‘the best words.” This section of the definition covers all the
intellectual propriety, the moral passion, the verbal felicity,
the myrind charms and graces of which “the best order is but
the vehicle.” Now applying this definition to our ancient
prose, we may safely assert that it comes under the compass
of Prose; for, there we find ‘words in their best order’ but

* Vide Addendum II.
t Chambers’s Encyclopeedia Vol. VIIL. p. 262.
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not ‘best words in, then besn order Hence, Prose
passages where we dmcem only poetlc flow are all to be
included in the Provi ince of Prose. Itis noticeable thatb
even. the prose wmtlngs in the commentarier have always
o tinge of poetic flow in Lhem and, in fact, the Tamil
writets ancient as well as modern have had o great taste for
this peculiar style and most of tho commentators including
%* ¢ the comumentator on Brayanar Agapporul, t Nachchi-
na.rhkmwa,r, Parimelalagar, & § Adiyarkku Nallar very
often indulged in making use of thIS peculiar style. This
style, which is peculiar to Tamil, does Dot in any way mar
the excellence of good prose; on the othel hxmd our pleasure
is enhanced when we read pass&ges which have the balanced
poetic flow. It is noticeable that this poetic flow does not
suit the English Lapguage; and passages, which have poetic

* The style of the Agapporul commentary bas a classie
poetic flow. eg

P. o1 ‘s@i@ph spop wGESGSE Hwsew HESHE
sans@up fal, .gsaet Gsrepd oefGups ogaig,
sallious sfg salfivn gpuad &c.,

+ Nachchinarkkiniyar’s style has a simple and fine
poetic flow.

upi g Qerogygs Geeallea soafandrsisl wyelw
B Pfwer.! P. 605, Chintamani.

{ The terse style of Parimelalagar has also the poetic
fiow. He defines s.rs_y thus :

¢ adosrans, UmamWT WTESETH e rEBEEs, 50EG

orisé@ W wbums slwrs ypsstoeaty. QuiteGent Bl

§ Adiyarkku Nallar’s siyle has much poetic flow in it.
His noies on the first two lines of the Padhigam of
Silappatikaram have exfreme poetic flow. Pandit ‘Sami:
natha Aiyar has noted this in his prefa.ce (P. 12,) ‘@@=
B ll] D EOE G Qpﬁsv s Gr‘gams Quonest Gpﬁ"\VuJGM/D
Cup@ st Gedu semal Lwé g Qi) e wre et gerer 57,

2
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flow in them, are not much appreciated by English Write{s'
“The rhythm of prose must, in order to be good of its
species, be unrecurrent. No greater fault can be committed
in prose than the intentional or even accidental introduction

of passages which can ho read as verse, that is. as recurrent
rhyvthm.” *

The Grammar Sutran: which defines the province of
Prose is pnt in” the Sevynl Tyal of Tolkappiyam. How
could & sutram which defines the province of Prosc have
fonnd a place in the Seyyul Iyal of Tolkappiyam ? This
Question naturally leads us to examine the original meaning
of the word ‘Seyyul.’

History of the word “Gsuishi’:—The first meaning of
he word ‘Qeinsr’ (Seyynl) is to be got from its derivation.
t *Soyyul’ means that which is made or composed; hence a
composition or work. This primeval meaning of the word
‘Seyvul’ may alsa be noticed in the expression “wanrufem..
dili unl Qe g Dedner” applied to such works as Perun-
devanar Bharatam and Silappatikaram. If we give ¢Seyyul’
the present meaning of Pattu (url®) poetry, wri @ s
@iner makes no sense. ».evr is prose, wrl® is postry,
and @sidysr is composition; hence, =.amr wfasofiCl.

¥ Chambers’s Encyclopaedia. Vol. VIII. P 259.

* It has peen vecently found out that the printed
commentary on the Sevyul Ival of Tolkappivam is
Peragivivar’s, not Nachehinarkkiniyar’s. ae was hitherto
believed. 1. Vide Pernsirivar’s commaentary, Sevvul Tyal.
P. 687, (L. 167 Tolkappiyvan:. “unig ger o525 &y b
Bunwd Qi arerugrn v Geryls Suwd ' ii. Note Ilakkana
Vilakkam [P. 838. I.. 27 Gedsalapp Qardgres Cedners sev
Qupapia.  iii.  Note llakkanakkotiu Uzai, pp. 90-1. e.anr
SediyarrGuor  Qevafer “QrinCearerangs Qenped Gures
Carrit wapsaris.”
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rar @enL & Qeiueh means ‘composition in which the poems
are interspersed here and there with prose. i. ¢. poeticnl
composition in which prose is intermized. That ‘Seyyul’
meant only written composition, without regard to its quality,
may also be noficed from the old use of such expressions as
* url@aon.$ Qainyst. 3mei Qedust (prose composition)
and t @FFeé Gedwer {grammar sutrams). Hence, the
griginal meaning of the term ‘wanrsd Gwminer,” apphied to
prose. was only ‘prose eompoxition’ not prose-poetry.

Now, let us examine the place given to Prose in the
Tamil Grammars. Fivst, let us hegin with the Tolkappiyam.
A study of the Sevvul Ival reveals to ns that Tolkappiyar
divides Sevyul (all compositions) into fwo wain divisions, 1)
Compositions where all the requisite rules (the number of
feet &e-) of metre are strictly observed and (ii) Compositions
where the number of feet is not limited. 1 Under the latter
division are included Prose. Commentaries. Sutrams &e. The
commentator on Sexynl Ival (Perasirvar) distinctly says that
sutrams &re not Pattn; & whereas he seruples nof to nse
the expression @&8ri Qeiner T Hence we clearly see
that the tevm Sevyul is greater in denotation and less in
vonnotation than the term Pattu, i.e. the term Seyyul (com-
position} ix the genus and the terms Pattu (poetry), Ural
{prose) and Nool (Sutrams} ave all its species; and “a
.gents has no mesaning apart from the two or more species

*+ Vide Silappatikaram, padhigam, 5§9-50. “Rariu@sar
Guoer ggtd @uwan, @@ s wnQuord crt @es_EQrduer.” Vide

P. 3, PolnBlans a@mious&esd, e R Qiaydr = =_ogan B
b e yemi i SrdSund,
T Vide p- 739. Porul Adikeram, Talk.
Vide Tlustration {at the close of this dissertation.)
$ @ Fmp Ll Quant) - rQanDaefisr i ; @
2 Eopuh STEMD S Calu Pareansuer.! P. T42
L. 32-3. Porul Adhikaram, Tolk.

5
+
N
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into which it is divided ; nor has & species apart irom the
conteining genus.”* And this justifies the use of the:
expresgions wrl@an & Qaingir, eenré Gadiygr &o.

But the word ¢ Seyyul”’ began to narrow in.its meaning.
and it is one of those cases where specialisation in meaning
has taken place. Poetry being the most difficult of com-
positions, the term ‘Seyyul’ came to be restricted to poetry
alone.

The author of Vira Soliyam includes under ‘Seyyul’ both
Poetry and Prose ; and, as he chiefly followed the rules of
Sanskrit grammar he gives the names of wéflwe (Padyam)
and ss@ww (gadyam) to Pattu and Urail, respectively.
He says,

*usBuwe 3480w Querdoar LresQeiner usBule
o5 P ursme arrve s Suwey CuearQwrdss
s ABOE s Geor Qrinaficr Qurall safsap@op
G $ R Beirpans wr@ordrm siap gpeny &sarr.” t
It is noticeable here that the word ‘Seyyul’ is first wsed in the
original sense of ‘Composition’ and secondly in the narrowed
sense of ‘Poetry’. This shows that the Vire Solivam age
marks the transition stauze 1 the meaning of ‘Sevyul.’

'Phe noxt stage reveals that ‘Seyyul’ almost lost its
original meaning. Vaidyanatha Desikar, the author of
lakkana vilakkam follows the plan of Tolkappiyar and he
speaks of Prose in the very last sutram of Seyyul Iyal. Since
he gives a place for Prose in the chapter on Seyvul, we are
led to think that the “Seyyul’ in Seyyul Ival has its original
/P1SC, Viz, composition. But his son Tyagaraja Desikar, the
writer of Pattiyal (which only means ¢ the chapter dealing
with tho several kinds of Poeiry’) wrongly took e.ewré

* Welton’s Luogic. Vol, L:p. 81.
t Viragoliyam. Yappuppadslem, 6.
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Qeirgsi to be the equivalent of prose-poetry and he speaks of
the province of prose in his Pattiyal. Properly speaking
the 143rd. Sutram ¢ wrige mess sHoIepgus > of
Pattiyal (Ilakkana vilakkam) ought to have found a place in
the preceding chapter (Seyyul Ival.)

The acute brain of (Bsana Desikar, the writer of Tlak-
kanakkottu clearly perceives that ‘Seyyul’ has narrowed in
its meaning. In the last sutram of his Ilakkanakkottu he
discusses the question how Prose and Sutrams can be called
‘Seyyul.” A keen study of his own commentary on his sutram
will clearly reveal to us that he tries to reconcile the original
meaning of Seyyul with the narrowed meaning; in fact,
he argues that Prose is ¢ Seyyul’ in both its mesnings.
This is the line of his argument. * The use of the ferm
2.mré Qeier in the sense of ‘Prose composition’ is justi-
fiable since we have the sanction of usage and since the very
derivation of the word ‘Seyyul’ allows its usage. T The
use of the term = ewré Qsduer in the sense of ‘Prose-poetry’
is allowable since prose passages are invariably written
with the poetic flow.

During Beschi’s time (1730 A. D.) the present notion
that Seyyul and Pattu are equivalent creptin. In the
commentary on sutrm 250 of Tonnul Vilakkam we notice
that gadyam or prose is considered to be prose-poetry.
Hence it is that the work Konrai-Vendhan (@srearen e & 1)

* o mopd Quuiyer eemll Ua(GL | HETSVTET  PeRTis ;
‘QeinQearareues Qerpey QuraQarnitg  apemis.
«Notes on Sutram 131. Ilakkanakkotbu. v

T car Gelwerilur Qaefler, “IPssar Gsisgrn
SavsGuer Qanflsgns,” “Qurgiy al@alure algiu
BaQ@s”  erar arssrslré Qeiyesmiys Csaarp
aapsonrd Gsbwernd ears. Notes on Sufram 131,
Tlakkanakkottu.
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is given ss an example of gadyam work.* Since Beschi’s
time, ‘Seyyul’ has always been used in its narrow sense
of “Poetry;” The writer of the History of the Tamil
Language says It is a pity that Prose should thus be regard-
ed as a kind of Poetry; it is this crooked notion that hinders
the free development of the Tami} Prose Literature.” T
But we have noticed, by a careful inguiry into the meaning
of the word ‘Seyyul,” that the term ‘e-enréQ@euner’ originally
meant “Prose Composition,” that it did possess a separate
sphere for itsclf as o species of composition, and that the
confusion in the writings of the later writers was due to
their not noticing the original meaning of the word ‘Seyyul.’
Since the word ‘Seyyul’ has now the definite meaning of
“Poetry,” the term ‘2ewrs Qeiyer, for ‘Prose’ has almost
become obgolete. Anyhow, Prose has now begun to create
a new sphere for itself and it is on the right lines of
improvement.

CHAPTER II.
History of the Tamil Prose Literature.
Early Period-Before 200 A. D.

The Tamil word for Prose is ‘Urai-Nadai’ {(2enr seo_)
which means ‘the speech on foot’; and it will be inferesting
to observe that the Liatin expression ¢Oratio pedestris’ for
Prose means also ‘speech on {oot,” i. e. ‘the language that
walks and does not profess to fly’; and as this was the style
that could possibly be used in writing commentaries, they
were also given the name of ‘Urai’; .and Tamil Prose has

* vQeisames Pavsulgy devdseerl RN
Grdu apaer Quaerd & ¢ fu Quariu@n, el p
Qeraranp Cavsen’ @osaruar s58FHuCowers
seir@ewris,” P. 188, Sutram 250. Tonnul Vilakkam.
T History of the Tamil Language, P. 144; L. 16.
t ‘earsmd Qursadd oer’; s gsalar ¢ sen ’
The derivation of the word ¢ sas_ ’ (style) strongly reminds
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had its origin mainly, if not solely, in commentaries.
‘We have no grounds for asserting that there were separate
prose works before the beginning of the 17th century. That
commentary was not the only province of prose in our
ancient literature, we may boldly assert; for, prose was
used in a particular species of composition, the characteristic
feature of which is called ‘Tonmai’ (Qgr&remw)-Narration of
ancient story; and it almost corresponds to the Epic Poetry.
The Tonmai composition, like the epic, “is one of the
earliest poetical forms in which the primtive imagination
has found expression.””* The 238th sutram of Seyyul
Iyal, Tolkappiyam, defines its characteristics thus,
“Qurarenw siQa1, pesQur@ yesrits vasgaw Cup@p.”’
The Bharatam of Perundevanar and Thagadur Yadrai are
given as examples. Perundevanar Bharatam, Thabadur
Yadrai and Silappatikaram arve the only three works where
we have prose intermixed with poetry. ¢“The epic poem
treats of one great, complex action, in a grand style and
with fulness of detail.”t These main requisites of an epic
are present in the above three Tamil works. Of these, we
shall first notice the Bharatant of Perundevanar.

1. Perundevanar's Bharatam :—Perundevanar was one
of the Sangam Poets. He was great both as a poet and as

us of the beantiful stanza of Kambar where he puns upon
the two meanings of the word sen. viz. (gait and style).
Sri Bama says to Hanuman that Sita’s gait can be
compared, rightly, only to the style of the great poet.

CLpmim oy watare Yo d QeQuar Serar

Coam wvmws 556 Qevalar Qaarays CsC mer

vrauzs s Sperws @grarenn umpellsi Osr@és us s

sragy Soals Qsaal sev_am perw awraQevmi,”
[Kishkindakandam. Nadavitta Padalam. 64.)

* Chambers’s Encyclopedia. P. 395.

T T. Arnold’s ‘History of English Literature', P. 484.
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a prose-writer. Wherever a compilation of the sta.nzats
on Agapporul or Purappornl was made, this author, it
peems, was invariably asked to prefix his invocatory stanza.
This shows that he was held in great respect by his
colleagues of the Tamil Board both on account of his
erudition as a scholar and his piety towards God. The
firat invocatory stanzas of Iyngurnnuru (a@Gmars,)
Agananuru, and Purananuru are Perundevanar’s and they
are addressed to Siva. His invoeation in Narrinai {5 5%y
is to Vishnu, his address m Kuruntogai (as@srams) is to
Murugar, and his prayer in Bharatam is to Vinayakar.
Besides Bharatam and the five invocatory stanzas, he was
the author algo of one stanza in Narrinei, one in Agananuru,
and one in Tiruvalluva malai. His Bharatam is also known
by the name of Bharata Venba, as the major portion of the
work consists ol Venbas,* there were also Agavals* and
Prose. The comnientary on the Tolkappiyam sutram on
Tonmai reveals that «in Perundevanar’s DBharatam there
were intermixed choice prose passages. That Perundevanar
wroto nearly the whole of Bharatam may be inferred from
the stanzas (which Nachchinaikkiniyar quotes in his com-
mentary on Purattinai Iyal) where we find descriptions of
the later events of the Maha Bhavata. The following
Agaval from Bharatam is a graphic description of the
horrid slaughter which Asvattvma committed on Dhrushta
dhuimnan and the five sons of Panchali.
foppLay Caigar goasas Bl S

L@ WIETeT @EEwsa Cagser ®

Limass_aut Cavigpsd B A &pnBion

L g.}, Jr'ﬂu_,rrag

sramseowd slowp Qo6 sa afladerar g
SGF_g QsflSé w&5 ups
g ureene Gar@uosp ysovalers

* pp. 150, 154, 770. Porul Adhikeram. Tolk.
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ssQsps BE@L ufss srtws

Carlp swy wigpp sewrisselp

ot APRIT EUODUITET WOTET

apsrpwi @Fmn.a8 Quigie sorssSu

arsanis gb Quuits ere wrdareadler s

BBy Aafindp A&Qwar,” *
‘We see here that there is only a very ‘small percentage of
Sanskrit words; but in the prose passages found in the
Bharatam Mss. extant now, we find that the style is
replete with Sanskrit words and expressions; e. g., we
have, © Qaams Cubw gefflunw H8 su usargd HESTS
srearesQeis Jeiry serargpen w fPurs s HuleTost muras
seir® Graerfseps Hesfuiu @l yasuatess Curylssri.”’
That this is the prose style of a writer of the sangam age is
absurd. We have to strongly doubt the genuineness of the
Bharatam Mss. extant now. Surely there must have been
wholesale interpolations. Judging from the style of the above
stanza, we may safelv assert that the prose passages also
were written in a simple and classic style. Now, as regards the
author, Nachchinarkkiniyar always refers to him as Perun-
devanar. After he wrote the Bharatam, he came to be called
‘s umew QuassCsaeyt;,” and this epithet serves ‘to
distinguish him from saferssd GuapiCsaeyi (Kavi Sakarap
Perundevanar)and the later Perundevanar (the commentator
on Vira Soliyam). He was the first Tamil Poet that com-
posed the Bharatam in Tamil. That Perundevanar was &
native of the Tondai-nadu, ever the famous land of the great,
that his Bharatam, containing 12,000 stanzas, was well
appreciated by his colleagues of the Tamil Board «we learn
from the stanza of the Tondai-mandala-sathagam which says,

“ @rovn urouer afsr Wrases Gyt s lpes

Sris@ evel st CopAu o S ssei

urr s uT@w PuEsGsanr arepw UpbuSlsreaT

wigsw yalesr wemwe FO@ srara. wor . aCw.”’

* P. 1566. Porul Adhikaram, Tolk.

3
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2. The Thagadur Yadrai (5a@# 'U“ﬁf"’") : Thagadur
yadrai was not the work of a single author. It is the product
of the conjoint authorship of at least two authors (1) Pon-
mudiyar* and (2) Arisivkkirar.® The work consists® of a
graphic description of the campaign of Cheraman {‘Gerwrer
55687 AF 5 Ouges@sr apb@urep’) against Adiyaman, the
feudatory king of Thagadur and patron of the ‘Dravidian
Sappho’ Anvvayar. Adiyaman remained within the precincts
of his fortress at Thagadur, when Cheraman advanced
against him with a mighty force;T and, af the end,
Adiyaman was completely routed by Cheramanf Pon-
mudiyar § and Arvisirkkirar § were intimate friends; both
were true poets; Ponmudiyar describes certain portions of
the expedition, while Arisirkkirar takes up certain other
portions. The desciiption of the city of Thagadur is Pon-
mudiyar’s. 5 There are 3 stanzas of Ponmudiyar’s in
Purananum and one in Tiruvalluva malai. Arisirkkirar was
the author of the Sth decade of the ufpariué w; there are
algo 7 stanzas in Purananuru and one in Tiruvalluva
malai, written by him.

* P. 138. Purattinai Iyal. Tolk. Vide Nachchinark-
kiniyar’s notes to Purattinai sutrams 8-12.

+ P. 125 Porul Adhikaram. Tolk. «“Ge&rwrer Qa5
ssCfam_ wRaswrdr Quoissms.”

1 Pativenppattn, 8th Decade.

§ ¢ Arisil-kilar (A. D. 110-140). Several of his stanzas
occur also in the Thagadur yathirai. “Pon-Mudiyar (A. D.
110-140) & war bard who accompanied the army of the
Chera king Perum-Cheral-Irum Porai, when it marched
against Thagadur. His verses are full of martial spirit and
describe vividly and graphically stivving scenes on the
battle-field”

Vide-“The Tamils 1800 Years ago” published by
Messrs., Higginbotham & Co., Madras, 1904, P. 209.
$ P. 189. Pornl Adhikaram commentary, Tolk.



19

The city of Thagadur: ¢ Mr. V. Kanakasabhai Pillai,
has identified Thagadur with Dharmapuri, the head-
quarters of o Taluka in the Salem District.* This state-
ment is corroborated by two Chola inscriptions (Nog. 307
and 308 of 1901) in the Mallikarjuna temple at Dharma-
puri, according to which Tagadur, the modern Dharmapuri,
was the chief town of Tagadur-nadu, a sub-division of the
Ganga country (ganga-nadu), a district of Nigarili-Sola-
Mandalam.”t There is another village named Tagaduru in
the Nanjana Gudu Taluka of the Mysore District. Sundara-
Moorthi Swamigal, in his Devaram, mentions one Taga-
dur] which is most probably the present Dharmapuri:

That the prose portion is the major one in this work
we learn from the notes on the 174th Sutram of Seyyul
Iyal (Tolk.)$ Besides Prose there are poems of the Agaval
metre.§ The Tagadur Yadrai also has the special cha-
racteristic. “Tonmai’. The whole work was written in a
spirited style, since the subject-matter requires it. Pon-
mudiyar very graphically describes the preparations for
scaling the walls of the Tagadur fortress thus.

“ wpaye_w wpais Gspale. eflen
QrdBunr e wad wid Quaemy

Guws Frd urewa SupBeor 6526
s sagys s@I@mFs Qur Bupd
afev gy é?smqub e orie i

* Indian Antiquary Vol. XXII, pp- 66 & 143.
+ Epigraphia Indica. Vol. VI. July 1901.-
1 ¢ srevgpyi ss@iF sssceni s@wyrd’; (this S@LUTD
is & shrine in the Tanjore District.) Vide A@sr@sGsras.
§ “url@ agag Bo urdeow wiselar, genal S5@F
wrsQang Guisvaver,”
$ Vide stanzas quoted in the commentary on Purattinai
Sutrams 8-12. Tolk.
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Ut gih unesaud LPAl Ui g
Gusr Jevar Levayer Qear p@ear @pduw

Crnégei Crrigni Quns gons aVGrd@h

Sréast &nlor WL D

BfiGsIrL'_ air gryans Qi Qrove sgupi@e.’*
Examining the style of this metrical portion, we may
safely say that the prose of the Tagadur-Yadrai is also of
an elevated chaste diction.

3. Chilappatikaram: (The Epic of the Anklet.) The
writer of this great epic was Ilangovadigal,t brother of
the Chera kg Senkuttuvan. The author was the
contemporary of the poet Sittalal Sattanar (the author
of Manimekalai) and the king of Ceylon, Gayavahu, who
is referred to in this work as ‘sceo@ Poswss svang
Cauigeir °f The Gayavahu referred to here is Gajabahu I.
of Ceylon whp began his reign in 113 A. D.§ Senkuttuvan
the author’s brother was a Saivite.$ Ilangovadigal led an
ascetic life and it 1s & matter of dispute to which religion
he belonged. He speaks with an equal regard to Aruga,
Siva and Vishnu. At @ewarsdd, where Tlangovadigal

% P. 137. Porul Adhikaram.

T ¢ [lanko-adikal (A. D. 110-140) was the second son
of the Chera king, Athan, and grandson of the Chola king
Karikal, by his daughter Sonai. In his youth he renounced
the world and became a monk of the Nigrantha sect ”’;
P. 208 ** T'he Tamis 1800 Years ago.” .

1 80-surés@manans. L. 160; also eer@ume @anr-m.

§ “The reign of this Satakarnin (A-D. 77-133)”
referred to in the Chilappstikaram ¢ covers the entire period
of the reign of Gajabahu, king of Ceylon, which lasted
12 years from A. D. 113 to 195 according to the Maha-
wanso.” P. 8. “The Tanvls 1800 Years ago.”

$ 26-sra@srlsrews. L. 54-T, 62-7 &e.,
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resided, there was alsg a Saivite temple; Tirn Navukkarasu

Swamigal mentions one @ewarde.* This work was.
undertaken by its author with the set purpose of inculeat-

ing the three grand truths, viz., (1) that Justice punishes

kings who swerve from the path of righteousness, (2) that

a chaste woman is held in veneration even by the great

and (3) that Fate has its own way of working and that its

course can never be stopped.

The writer himself says that his work is an epic where
the poems are interspersed with prose, and that it was read
out before Sattanar of Madura.t The prose portion is
comparatively very small. The truth of the statement that
¢ the best of prose is often poet’s prose because the poet’s
mind is stored with good choice of figures and has also 2
disciplined habit in the nse of them”i may be noticed in
Tlangovadigal’s Prose. The style is exceedingly grand and
picturesque. The felicity of expression is markedly out-
standing; and the passages have a thorough poetic flow,
with .alliterations and rhyme; e. g. the second para-
graph. of the 2.rQup s G=r runs thus'— “Ha88s @8
QsreBas Qarer sgosel L.5gg, somais ApRan® F168
Qi wanypdgnf]) Qavar oo wrgp srulpay.”

The s asPup s @enr is the only prose portion of the
work. The passages which are called *Uraippattu,’ & ‘Uraip-
pattn madai,” have the least claims to be included in the
Province of Prose.

It can he safely said that the above three works were
written before 150 A. D. To this period belongs also the

* < e ande Gorard ewrer Quawns ygaremré Qam®
e sor L aetrCp.” Bomaei el S@EsTeTL S0,

1 Vide padigam, L, 88-9.

{ Prof-Earle’s English Prose. P. 246.



22

commentary of Nakkirar (the celebrated poet : anthor of
Tirumurugarruppadai, Nedunalvadai, stanzas in Pura-
nanuru, &c.,) (A. D. 100-130)* on Irayanar Agapporul.
We shall speak of this commentary in detail in the next
period since it assumed its written shape only then.

This early period was a period of very great litevary
activity. The writer of “The Tamils 1800 years ago’ says
“Phe Aungustan period of Tamil Literature was, I should
say, in the first century of the christian ern; and the last
College of Poets was then held in Madura in the court of
the Tamil king Ugra Pandya. The works of not less than
fifty authors ol this period have come down to us.t

The Medieval Period.
1. A. D. 200 to A. D. 600.

Dwring this period, the Jain sscendancy was greab ;
and its influence on the Tanil Literature was equally great.
Most of the Jain Epies were written ab this time. Chinta-
mani, Chulamani &c., belong to this period. The Jains
were also Sanskrit Scholars ; we «ave greatly indebted to
them for their zeal and labowr towards enrichment of our
Tamil Literature ; and there is no exaggeration when it is
remarked that *it was through the fostering care of the
Jainas, that the South first secms to have been inspired
with new ideals and its literature with new forms of expres-
sion.” 1 It was the Jains that first began to use to any
large extent the bilingual style n writing ther religious
works. The works which we have now to consider here
are the Jain prose works of this ‘mongrel sort of diction,’
known as Manipravalam style, which is pleasing neither

# “The Tamils 1800 years ago” P. 195.

+ Ibid : P. 3.

I Vide €A TLiterary History of India’ by
R. W. Frazer, LL. B., pp. 310—11.
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to the purely Tamil nor the purely sanskrit ear; of these
prose works, Sri Puranam and Gadya Chintamani deserve
mention.

1. Sri Puranam is the Jain bisgraphy of the 24 Tirtan-
garas; in the biography of the Tirtangarar Sri Virttamanar,
the story of Jeevaka (the hero of Chintamani) is related,
though with much variation in the narration. There is a
proportionate intermixture of Sanskrit words with the
Tamil words. We shall give a specimen of the style here.
“wi@ma srar HCrenflls warrrger suoer FrewrwaL_t 5 HCsns
avarg mer yCrrs Imas ppvsm o Queraar &ucvmpesr
wBgirg Sursrebiar® Imss Sasss peflalen & swi®
96 Gws g Setudl sen@, &smw semrgany wen_ i g, ‘LsanGar
rEGsspem sRFm@u @FsQurseri wmil’ gy wres
samn a@af.s Qedenri.” The purity of the Tamil diction is
entirly absent in this style; still, the dignity derived from
the use of Sanskrit words is not lost.

2. Gadya Chintamani, as the name itself reveals, is &
prose work. Itis also in the manipravalam style. Pandit
Swaminatha Aiyar is of opinion that Tirnttakka Dever
might have got the materials for his Jeevaka Chintamani
from this work.

II. A. D. 600 to A. D, 1500.

This period is a period of great religious and literary ac-
tivity in South India. It was during this age that the
great sages and devotees of the Saivite and Vaishnavite
cregeds flourvished; it was during this age that most of the
great sectarian worky were wriften; it was during this
period that the Skanda Puranam of Kachchiappar, the
Ramayanam of Xambar and the Péria Puranam of Sekkilar
made their appearance ; and it was during this age that the
great commentators Nachchinarkkiniyar, Parimelalagar, and
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Adiyerkkunallar exerted their.utmost for the elucidamon, ot
the classio works of the Sangam age. Reinhold. Rost
regards the period between the 9th and the 13th centuries a8
the Augustan age of Tamil Literature. As there is mnot
even a mngle prose-writer who belonged to this period, we
shall have to notice only commentators and their commen-
taries. It is a remarkable fact in the history of the Tamil
Literature that commentaries have been, from a very long
time, occupying & prominent place. Following the Tamil
Grammar Tolkappiam we include commentaries also in the
Province of Proge.*

I. The firsi commeniary we have to notice is
Nakkirar's commentary on Jrayanar Agapporul written by Nila-
kandanar of Musiri: Before we say anything about this
commentary konown as lrayanar Agapporul urai, (also
known as Kalaviyal urai), one knotty question hieets us at
the very outset. ‘Tamil scholars doubt the authenticity of
Nakkar’s commentary. Prof. Sundaram Pillai was of
opinion that the commentary was not Nakkirar’s. After
seriously doubting {rom internal and other evidences the
authenticity of the poems of the 11th. Tiru murai ascribed
to Nakkirar (of course with the exception of Tiru
murugarruppadai) he writes, “Bqually spocryphal appears
to me the commentary on E\'&f)’&nur Agapporul also
ascribed to Nakkivar. It iz doubtful whether there existed
any Prose Literature at all in the days of Nakkirav.
Among quotations given to illustrate the texf, a few are
from Chilappatikaram, a work of his own age at best.
But the bulk of the illustrations cannot he even so old.
The stanzas serially numbered uniformly celebrate the
prowess of & Pandya, diversely named Arikesari, Varodaya,
Paramkusan, Vichari {all of sanskrit origin) * * *. Put
the opening passages of the commentary leave no room

* Vide Ilustration at the close.of the dissertation. |
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for further discussion, for Nakkirar is there made to point
out how his commentary was transmitted through nine
generations, counting from himself.”* We have seen that
there existed no separate prose works, and that prose was
used here and there in the particular composition ‘e enr
e w9 url @en sQsduar;’ A careful study of the com-
mentary reveals that jts real history must have been this.
Of the several Sangam Poets who tried to mnke out the
correct meaning of the Agapporul Sutrams, Nakkirar was
the ouly scholar who was able to exponnd all the subtle
points in the work, and his commentary won the applause
of the whole Literati of the Tamil Board. Nakkirar taught
his son the meaning of the Sutrams, detailing all the
subtle points. Nakkirar’s son taught, what he was taught,
to his disciple in turn. Thus the elaborate commentary,
orally transmitted, was at last handed over to Nilakandanar;
he thought it fit that the whole comunentary should be
written down and very wisely wrote the commentary,
prefixing a history explaining what occasioned Nakkirar
to comment upon the Agapporul and how he came in
possession of that sacred treasure. Nilakandanar freely
gives quotations from contemporary works too; and
it is no wonder the stanzas refer to Arikesari since he
might have lived either before or at the same time as
Nilakandanar; and there is nothing absurd in Nilakanda-
nar’s pointing ouf how Nakkirar’s commentary was trans-
mitted to him through nine generations. That this must
have been the real history of the commentary, we infer from
the manner in which the commentary proceeds; e.g.
we have such expressions as “ecers_tgo argr @rpow
Cry2l”, “@afl ners_ts arg Qe sn”, “Quaaro adg
@erp weor’’. These clearly show that Nilakandanar is the
writer of the commentary that was almost orally transmitted

* Christian College Magazine. Aug. ’91. P. 128.
The Ten Tamil Idyls.
4
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to him. The view that the Payiram was written by
Nilakandanar and the rest by Nakkirar is not temable, for,
in the body of the commentary we find “Qupundiss s
@résms.” A similar case we notice with regard to the
commentary of Nampillai on Nammalwar Tiramozhi. It
was Vadakku Tiruveedippillai who wrote down that com-
mentary; still the commentary is known after the name of
its originator as Nampillai (Bdu (sofertr i$®). That
Nakkirar was the commentator cannot be denied. Nachchi-
narkkiniar expressly writes thus; “se»$ smsdsrop’
soraflup Gurgerseir . semésrugyt wseni sE8i7F again
“Baaerr Qedignt wr@or Qaer pand wmers e ssnuEyt
wa@i 6$E€rQrear er QugPama Quui & Wres &5 818
Csigrar GQuwi &05Qar® ©&5 Beisawgs srulpg..
‘ol %o s G%ors  ser@aanrl L@a-gssenr TEBOSH D 166 1)
Qae_gu’ -sisme apés Quangyt yoai’ agrugm omls
e R s srQar gwsn s $ miblery  @maans vl rejenrupd
Quibgr e.anrdainn’ g™  If we can believe Nachchinark-
kiniyar, we can even say that Nakkirar wrote the main
outlines of his commentary, since we have e smr Quigg Bener
instead of e.evrseir_aer: if that be the case, we must
- say that Nilakandanar re-wrote and enlarged it. We see,
now, that Nakkirar was the commentator; Nilakandanar,
who was taught by his teacher. the text and the commen-
tary, wrote down the commentary giving. an introduction,
and smple quotations. Now, as to the style of the commen-
tary, we have already seen that it is highly classie,
argumentative, and elegant with much poetic flow. The
writer of “The Tamils 1800 years ago’ takes Nilakandanar
as the commentator on the Agapporul.}

* P. 808. Porul. Tolk.

T P. 814—Tolk. Marabiyal. Adiyarkkunallar writes
‘semdsnuent weeyt ri&rey merss Q& pugyit Qurgerans’;
P. 198. Chilap. -

1 “Nilakandan the commentator should have flourigshed
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2. The next commentator is llampuranar. As he was
the first commentator on Tolkappiyam, he was given
the distinguishing title of ‘The commentator’ (e wrwa@fui)
and he is always known by that name. Only a portion
of his commentary is now extant. Both Senavarayar and
Nachchinarkkiniyar refer to his commentary and often
criticise it.* Sivagnana yogigal, when he speaks of the Tol-
kappiyam commentators, begins his list with Urai-Asiriyar.
That Nampuranar was not acquainted with Sanskrit we un-
derstand both from his commentary and from what Sive-
gnana swamigal says of him.t His comentary on ortho-
graphy is considered very valuable. The title of *Adigal’
(enssor) attached to his name is significant; Adiyarkku-
nallar writes “cerurffluriBw gorwyremr ggpear.’” This
suggests to us that he was probably a scholar held in great
veneration. His style is good; it is often brief.

3. Kalladar was one of the five commentators on
Tolkappiyam; his commentary is not now extant and it was
not much read. '

4. Perasiriyar was one of the five Tolkappiyam com-
mentators. Besides his commentary on Tolkappiyam, he
has written commentaries on the great *Tirukkovayar’ and
‘Kuruntogai’ (with the exception of 20 stanzas). In his
commentary on Porul Adhikaram, Nachchinarkkiniyar refers
to Perasiriyar’s commentaries on T'olkappiyam and Kurun-
togai.l The Seyyul Iyal portion of the printed Tolkap-
piyaw is Perasinyar’s, not Nachchinarkkiniyar’s. In his
in the earlier half of the eighth century’’. p. 9. “The Tamils
1800 Years ago.”

* Vide their commentaries on Etymology, Tolk.

Tt P.26. @581 dIwsiL. “aldpm QeurarCp aae oer
wrBflwesr warefi_Gr_ri,”

1 Vide pp. 230 & 465; p. 89. Porul. Tolk.
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commentary on Kovayar, he quotes twice from the Devaram
of Appar Swamigal®* and hence we arc enabled to say
that Perasiviyar lived alter the beginning ol the 7th century
A. D., for “the two great Saiva devotees Appar (578 A. D)
and Tirn Gnana Sambandha weve contemporaries of the two
Pallava kings Mahendravarman T. and Narasimhavarman L.
Sa.mbzmdhm was o contemporary of a general of the Pallava
kmrf, Norasimhavdarman L. whose enciny was the Woestern
Chalukya king Pulikesan IT.77 That Derasiviyar was o
Snivite necds no proof. Perasiriyar was master of an elegant
and easy style. His style is grammatical, graphic, and simple.
Here is a specimen [rom his commentary on Tirukkova,ya.r-
P. 295, “gpsQem@ dppe; s¥kval Conflé orses’”.

“wrapar  Quagsrer  sLpser W gCs awrie Grbg
a2 @ pore, HtCrrsGsIBCarEps), mb @@
wlarde wid SI@EQ ey @ty HapQurtps § Yys@salws
AR e, Quuit s ; g5 Hevewist. Bpsipy des
arp s@rCGow Qaoas_& Gooassmpps. o.p, wrear Cupyl
Cur! GsnyfiGur ! aerm darlar ol 4Qaar 3 o sy rad
HaarBQartQus g5 sa& sOWSFEITE ; WIS wwés g sl
Ho%or Hevrers Queiry QsrQGar ; gagyw JIHQsrarwes
5 G g, aar gyuli Qercm®srs, GETTE S sE TUDF 510
Cuirilgper ; gery aar sreafignsy Sardsslard Qsisveneriiiy b
HACaar.”"  This is the best specimen of elegant and simple
prose; and this is the true prose style. In his commentary on
Tirukkovayar alone, Perasiriyar quotes from ten standard
works. He had a special taste for the Agapporul and he
made a clear study of its grammar.

* One from PgzsQsnmans s Q@b@,ws@asn&m,

Cyar wrie osBs imiu, @Gen® RursyGuor
Qurawae.i”y and the other from seflsg Fomdwssn— ¢ aw
Blanp svedlnr arPszlw.”

1 The Bpigraphia Indics. Vol. IIL. pp. 277—8.
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5. Senavarayar was & contemporary of Nachchinark-
kiniyar; his commentary on Etymology is by some considered
superior to Nachchinarkkiniyar’'s. He wrote the commen-
tary only on the Etymological portion of Tolkappiyam. He
was a great Sanskrit scholar, and in his commentary, he
followed the Sanskrit principles of grammar. Sivagnana
swamigal writes of this; “ e rds 2%y Fusara Ats Cren
ol TlpssBerr By @er@shsrrnler @earQenreer
Qurnpanler & s3Cararn PRl 5055 wemrii gewrliit. et
QeravovGlarsd Qurel QusbLwsdr w—_rwsdGh wsED
@rQedwnr Qsrflsseowler, &by FQeTHTCH ase s
wrPflweny werefi.Gr @genreow PAwi s@ssnssQaerar®
Sleir gt Garnes  wwa@ar rrisyi.’*  Senavarayar boldly
refufes the commentary of Ilampuranar in many places.T
His prose style cannot be fully judged from a commentary
on a grammatical work; it is not so simple as that of Nach-
chinarkkiniyar. 'This is his style. < wrleorgres @cver Qevgs
o srl@C. Quoayd ef wnlor wigssa@swn@ @esrwar
wrep Campp @wisenrgpm— & s erarpad &’} In his com-
mentary on Btymology, Nachchinarkldniyar -often vefersg
to Senavarayar’s commentary. Senavarayar had an extensive
knowledge of the Tamil Literature and in his commentary
on Etymology, he gives quotations from a good number of
classical works.

6. Nachchinarkkiniyar was the Mallinatha Suri of
Tamil Literature. He was a Saivite Brahman of Madura.$
He lived about the close of the ninth century A. D. In hig
commentary on Seyyul Iyal, Nachchinarkkiniyar quotes a
sentence from Cheraman Perumal Nayanar’s ¢ Tiruk kailaya

v * D028 @sSr9ms P (Pagrar.) T pp. 45, 92 (Bren-d).
1 P. 32 (Crep-). § pp. 2, 4 &e., (p5F-&).

§ “ arw @rar Aeovpis Pads i srQear wrFw setanwo

2y

wineresr T’ 2 enrd B oy,
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Gnana Ula’ (8@ eeenu @rereer.)* Cheraman Perumal
lived in the first hall of the 9th century (about 825 A.D.)
Hence €25 A. D. is the upper limit to Nachchinarkkiniyar"s
age. This fact supported by the other evidences given in
the article on ‘Nachchinarkkiniyar’ in the “@¢ snés8las T
leads us to the conclusion that the commentator lived
towards the close of the 9th century. He is believed to
have lived to a great age and this must have been true
gince the number of works on which he wrote his
commentary is large. The Tolkappiyam, Kalittogai,
Pattuppattu, Chintamani, and the 20 stanzas of Kuruntogai,
are the worka which possess his precious commentary. He
was s scholar of very vast learning gifted with a tenacious
memory which could equal that of a Johnson or a
Macaulay. His unsurpassed skill as a commentator may
be inferred from the fact that the works he undertook to
annotate are all very difficult classic works; and his in-
tellectizal supgriority is also clear from the fact that he was
able to annotate the twenty stanzas of Kuruntogai which
baffled even-the acute genius of the great Perasiriyar;
and in his geveral commentaries, he has referred to more
than 80 works, all of classic merit. His commentary on
Tolkappiyam is highly praised;} and the simple beauty of
the prose style in his commentaries won [or him the high
appellation of ¢ sgpsarwi’ (the ambrosia-mouthed). In his
commentaries, he explains only what requires explanation
and points out only what is essential; he never passes over
difficult portions; wherever possible he gives the derivations

s

Ay B@eerd ypsmar 1 ‘anoter Sear agss’ erar
@y g HCuwdh Calmoaivivarmn” Qsré, té8; Qeiyewem
&. awa, Vide ‘@sé549" Vol. IL. No. 4.

. 1 Genwrar @reraeur, Ty, 116.

t Vide 8sgmis Flaa. Vol. IV. No. 2.

I “2éfCup ywaiQerd 5i8enié Ry’ Eossers
Qargmenr; Foliglurdng,
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of words; wherever necessary he gives apt quotations;
wherever he feels that his view of a question is the
correct one he boldly criticises the other commentators.
He freely uses Tamil idioms and proverbs. He can scan
things wonderfully well. He finds beauty where an
ordinary eye sees nothing. A keen sense of perceiving
* beauty coupled with an analysing faculty is the prominent
characteristic of Nachchinarkkiniyar, His style is simple
and fine; the occasional poetic flow, the balance of style, and
the unembarrassed flow of the diction are the outstanding
features of his writings and it may well be said that ‘Good
Jprose writing commences with Nachchinarkkiniyar.’ His
mode of analysing a stanza is simply admirable; all the
aforesaid beauties of Nachchinarkkiniyar may be noticed in
his commentary on the following stanza of Chintamani.

s@wCu Cslear wdliCs srwi wehwrGy

wntont woiQw everr 5Qs wyply werareCu

sgourt ety wille Fla Fidsnb

Qu@ibyychr wararsr urnd yemi JeamrorGer, (Gevs. 76.)
If any other commentator came across thie stanza, we are
sure, he would pass it over alleging that the meaning is
explicit. A commentator like the terse Parimelalagar would
make a curt remark like this  @®g gieGuwnf weisss
Guwers ”’ and pass over it. Not so with our Nachchinark-
kiniyar; he explains to us how Ilakkanai deserves these
endearing epithets. This is his beautiful commentary on the
stanza. “sewese Quiisgee e Peflsrmé sellp amivry. 56
e s (e Lisvenrr & (0 & e @ gLUrID{ 295 Codi. Deae@alevers
wWisFeomans o pBys @si@ssa0c opfiay. swlaerseamu
aV2aral é @ Beflwoenr Quappalar wiplevesw wyet.wC s winik.
sarapcs Qenadmsd Qsi@sselp OF. s W codtari.
srwenar wile,  srowa duyn Cs Quridy Qeue Gsls
aflar gufev. warerar welor Cuarpey ysparenodlar, wareanar
UReIMl T pg geaer semueasiiurase Queru sieiF B pa;
Berll Waver Qerevelltimena werw, werararurea Queraona.
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Qriguwri sp85s5 s %r slunop Spp Lioa. Crrdéss
srar wrar.”  We see in this passage the clear style of an
intelligent commentator. The above passage is the best
specimen of Tamil Prose, {ree from all mannerisms. Were
it not for the great service rendered to Tamil Literature
by this prince of commentators, we could hardly see at
prosent even that little taste which the Tamil students bear
towards their mother-tongue; and no befter enlogy can be
bestowed on this great patron of Tamil Literature than
that short sentence pregnant with sense which says,—
“ Qap Quis, tifgyis Gaflu QariPd erwisdp matair
sQevri,”

7. Parimelalagar was the famous commentator on ‘the
Universal code’—The Tirukkural. He is believed to have
Yived at Con jeeveram, since, in the Tondai-mandala-sathagam,
we have  SBsenesf anrpull Cuopsdar, agera @it
aflsnip garQupeireni. weamiewZw ”; but this remains a
matter of dispute. He rcfers to king Bhoja in his introdue-
tion to Kamattuppal. Probably he was a Vaishnavite; he
refers to the sacred work ‘Tiruvaimozhi’. He knew Sans-
krit also. His Prose, unhke that of Nachchinavkkiniyar, is
very terse and in some places too brief to be easily intelld-
gible. There is one thing very remarkable about his style
in this commentary. Like the stvle of the great Poet whose
work he is annotating, his style also is so much compressed
in form that one word in a sentence cannot be removed or
substituted without at the same time damaging the compact-
ness of the style. Not a single word he uses unnecessarily.
The quotations he gives are very apt; in his whole commen-
tary on Kural he gives quotations from abount twenty select
works. His style gets often poetical in its flow, as it cannot
but become, when its master seeks after compression of ex-
pression. The very first line of his Uraip-payiram has
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this flow with alliteration and rhyme;* and on the “whole
it may be said that his prose style, though not very simple,
is dignified and classic.

8. Perundevanar was the commentator on Virasoliyam.
Both the author and the commentator were contemporaries.

9. Adiyarkkunallar was the commentator of the old
cpic Chilappatikaram. He lived in the latter half of the 12th
century A. D. We have his commentary only on a porfion
of the book. Most probably Adiyarkkunallar was a Saivite;
wherever he has to speak of Siva, he refers to himn as ‘@=»
aeir’ the ‘omnipresent’t. If the use of the epithet ‘Nachchi-
narkkiniyar’ for Siva in the Devaram hymns js one of the
arguments for saying that the commentator who bore that
name must have been a Saivite, the use of the epithet
‘Adivarkkunallar’ in the Devaram must also help us in
pronouncing that the commentator whose name Wwas
Adiyarkkunallar must have been a Saivite; we have
% 5 60T ST (T @ye75 ST enfi By, wedwsravr Sy 10§ 5% seoaGr.”%

The work which Adiyarkkupallar undertook to anno-
tate was a very difficult work; for Chilappatikaram is not &
mere Iyal Tamil composition; one who undertakes fo
annotate it should have a clear knowledge of the three
branches of Tamil Literature, Iyal, Isai and Natakam. The
Arangerru Kadai requires a knowledge of the Nataka Tamil;
and portions of the Kadaladu Kadai, Kanal Vari &c. require
a knowledge of Isai Tamil. That Adiyarkkunallar wrote
this commentary only after a careful study of the works on

* ‘G Frew @psfu Bedpuai LIS BEEs0, o555l g
sflads S@w. again, ‘SQLsrug; Fiosy Qunblyss Qs
#evenio g s."

T pp. 164-5, 214, 294 &e.

I Po@rar suuiei Csanns, 2-Feasmp, 30 uisn,

5
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Iyal, Tsai and Natakam; available to him then, is quite
clear. He seems to have been a voracious reader of books;
and he gives quotations wherever he can; in his commen-
tary, he refers to about 56 works in all; of these 39 belong
to the province of Iyal Tamil, 7 to Isai and 10 to Natakam.
His prose sentences are often long, and they, now and
then, have the poetic flow. His style is always clear.

The Modern Period: 1500 A. D-X.

During the twelfth, thirteenth and fourteenth centu-
ries, there was much religious activity especially of the
Baiva Siddhanta system and the 14 philosophical treatises
were written during that age. Speaking of this * Cycle of
the Literary Revival’, Dr. Caldwell says, * Perhaps the
most valuable, certainly the most thoughtful, compositions
of this period were the Philosophical treatises in explanation
of the Vedantic and Saiva Syddhantic doctrines, some of
these translations from Sanskrit and some imitations.”*

1. The modern period starts with the name of Niramba
Alagia Desikar who lived about the close of the 16th
century. There is one thing remarkable about him. He
was both & poet and commentator. As a poet he holds high
rank. The Paranguippuranam and Setupwranam were wrig-
ten by him; and he was the commentator on the Tiruvarut-
payan of Uma-pathi-Sivachariar. His name, tradition tells
us, is an instance of ‘Liucus a non lucendo’; but, it may be
noticed that Manikka- Vasagar refers to Siva as ¢ Nirawnba,
Alagisr’t  He writes a simple and beautiful style.

2. About the middle of the 17th. century, there appears
for the first time in the history of our Tamil Literature s

* Dr. Caldwell’s Comi;ﬁtu;;é;nﬁnar, P. 144.
T Bss weyers Eotown aupdwi, Fsss S@luresrGar
@wér@;zb’.—gy@?ﬁﬂ&u_é’@, Hrarsso.
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foreigner—Robert de Nobilibus—who learnt Témil and wrote
Tamil prose works. A short history of his life and works is
found in the Madura District Manual (pp. 116, 180. Part iii).
“ Fired with a noble zeal for Christianity and emulqus of
the heroism of St. Paul, he resolved to dedicate his whole
life to one object and to become himself a. Hindu in order to
save Hindus.” He assumed the name of Tatouva Bodaga
Swami (s$a Qurgs samd). The following are his chief
works. (1) “The Kandam-a Tamil work in 4 large volumes;
It forms & complete body of theology, and was intended to be
used as a means of converting the heathen and confirming
neophytes in the principles of the faith. The style is simple
and somewhat diffuse, in conformity with the taste of the
Hindus for whom it was written. {2) An abridgment of
the Kandam with 32 meditative sermons added. (3) The
Attuma Nireiyanam or knowledge of the soul, a Tamil
work of severer and closer style than the Kandam, replete
with words unavoidably borrowed from the Sanskrit; and
(4) ‘The Touchanadikkaram’ or refutation of calumnies, a
Tamil polemical work as indicated by the title”. It is said
of the works which he wrote in Tamil that they are ¢most
remarkable for both grammatical and idiomatic clegance’.

Towards the close of the 17th. century, a group of
writers sprang up, a good number of them being
grammarians.

3. Mayilerum Perumal Pillai of Tinnevelly (1670 A. D.)
was the commentator on the first 37 agavals of Kalladam
(a poetical work of very high merit written about the 10th.
century A. D.). He was the teacher of Swaminatha Des1ka.1,
the writer of Ilakkanakkottu.

4. Vaidyanatha Desikar of Tiruvarur (1680 A. D.) was
the writer of the grammar Ilakkana Vilakkam and its
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commentary; it treats of the five-fold divisions of ’;‘amil
grammar. The Pattiyal of the work was written by h1.s son
Tyagaraja Desikar. Vaidyanatha Desikar’s style is an
imitation of the old classic style and rises above the ordinary
prosé style; e. g. “warGuwny) Qudrseflar aeoru@ s wHEsCs’
s seler warg g medfe Qprerp Bl s geus, Gurg
whp uenflay Qerarp ergésgis, skowrp petey Cordrp
Deopcesn gbsl Qurglu. ‘ecraf’ Gws b &ec.
(P. 10-wr@p 4. @evé, aard.)

5. Subramanya Deekshatar of Kurukoor (1680 A. D.)
was the writer of the Tamil Prayoga-vivekhs. He wrote
its commentary also-

6. Swaminatha Desikar (1680 A. D.) also known by
the name of (Esana Desikar was the writer of Ilakkanak-
kottu with its commentary. From one of his Urai-Sutrams
(P. 15, urldre, Yevs. Gars.) we learn that both .the work
and its commentary were written by him; and to justify
his position he cites the two cases of Vaidyanatha Desikar
and Subramanya Deekshatar who wrote commentaries
on their own works. Although he was a great Tamil
Scholar, he seems to have had very crooked notions,
in some cases, about his own Tamil language and literature.
He was a good prose-writer. His style is very lucid and
vigorous; e. g. see the passage beginning ¢ B@emaus
Cormasgn wl@s. wrafés arssi sfanp Palar Quer
Ul SRTRILD . e ensernenn gafoasalGisla garaaer Sy s
@svarr Qerenfiear, urpsgi’ Spi e o5amer angplaracr o
urley al@gibur g Caguaapap fmhyse Gurw e Gupens
Quirs”. (@weé. Qarg.)

7. Sankara Namasivaya Pulavar (1700 A. D.) was the
student of Swaminatha Desikar. He has written & fine
commentary on the Nanuul of Pavananthiar.
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The last five writers were specialists in Tamil
Grammar and they were contemporaries.

8. - Two decades after the opening of the 18th century
there again sappears @ foreign author Constantius Beschi
who wrote fine Tamil Prose works. ‘He was born at Casti-
glione (in North Italy) on the 8th. November 1680. He
was educated at Rome, and in due time became s Professed
Brother of the Order of Jesuits. His great natural endow-
ments and extrgordinary facility in the attainment of
languages soon pointed him out as a flt person to be em-
ployed in the Indian Mission ; and in ‘holy obedience’ to his
vows, he embarked for the East and arrived at Goa in the
vear 1707. Beschi was highly skilled as a linguist. In addi-
tion to Italian, his mother-tongue, he had mastered Hebrew,
Greek, Latin, Portuguese, Spanish and French; and of the
Indian Languages, he was learncd in Sanskrit, Tamil,
Telugu. Hindustani and Persian. The two latter he is stated
to have acquired in the short space of three months for
the express purpose of obtaining an interview with Chunda
Sahib. the Nabob, who was so astonished at his genius that
he presented him with a palanguin and bestowed on him the
nanie of Tsmatti Sunnyasi. In addition, the Nabob made
him his Dewan. He held his Dewanship nntil 1740; and in
1742 his constitution, broken by the effect of climate, gave
way and he died at Manapar. <The name adopted by
Beschi after he arrived in the Tamil country was Dhairya
Natha which is » free translation of his name Constantins
but we are told that after the publication of his Tembavani,
the title of Viramamuni was conferred upon him by Pan-
dits of the Tamil country.’” The following is a list of his
chief works; (1} In the year 1726, he wrote his Tembavani,
a fabulous mythological poem in 30 cantos on Scriptural
subjects. (2} In 1727 his prose work Vediar Orukkam, also
styled ‘e uCssrgonsss’ was written. The book consists
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of o series of considerations touching the duties _Of one
called to an apostolical life. The style of this worlf s said
to he rich and sparkling.  Dr. Pope writes, “Of his TiEosG
writings the very admirable Vediar Orukkam ¢The Duties
of Catechists’ is the best; it is the best model for the stu-
dent of Tamil Prose.” {3iIn 1728 his “Veda Vilakkam, THhs-
tration of Religion” was published. It is free from verbosity.
{4} In 1729 he wrote the commentary on his Tembavani.
(5) The Gnana-Unarttal. in prose, is a didactic and doctrinal
work of a very elovated style. (6 “The adventures of Guru
Simple (Noodle)’ Tale of the foolish priest and his disciples,
is o prose satire. It consists of a collection of stories, all
very funny.” The stories are nicely woven together. The
style is simple and natural.(7) Tonnul-Vilakkam is a treatise
on the five-fold divisions of Tamil Grammar. (8) Sadur
Agaradhi is a dictionary of the High Dialect. (9) He wrote
also a Tamil Grammar of the Common Dialect (in Latin),
1728 A D. His other works are Adeikkala Malai, Tirucha-
bai Canjdum, Vamen Cadei, a Tamil and Latin Distionary,
A Tatin Translation of the first two parts of Kural &e.

Beschi’s prose works are much vead, because the siyle
is very simple. It sparkles with life and is never dull.
Unlike Robertde Nobilibus, he was averse fo introdunecing
many Sanskrit terms and expressions into his Tamil works.
It'is believed that the marks by which the long e and o are
now distinguished from the short were first introduced by
Beschi. Speaking of Beschi’s works, Dr. Caldwell writes
“His prose style in the colloquial dialect, though good, is
not of pre-eminent excellence. It is a remarkable illustra-
tion of the diffevence in the position occupied in TIndia ab
present by Poetry and Prose respectively that Beschi’s
poetry, however much admired, is now very little read:
while his prose works, particularly his grammars and
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dictionavies of both the Tamil Dialects are in great
demand.”*

9. The next writer we have to consider is the great
Sivagnana Swamigal; he was a poet, philosopher, eritic,
and commentator, who lived in the latter half of the 18th.
century (d. 1785 A. D. Visvavasu). He was a great
genius of whom the Tamilians are ever proud. *“The
famous Adhinam at Thirnvavaduthurai has produced very
many great sages, poets, and writers in its days but it
produced none equal to Sivagnana Yogi. The Tamil
writers do not think that any praise is too lavish when
bestowed upon him. He was a great poet and rhetorician,
a keen logician and philosopher and commentator and a
great Sanskrit scholar.”t

I. Sivagnana Swami as a poet: He was the suthor
of the first canto of the famous Kanchi Puranam, a work
remarkable for theimagery of its description and great origina-
lity. The stanzas in this work are composed in difficult
metres; Metrical somersaults ave also present. His
minor works are abouts 16 in number, the most widely-read
of them being (1) Somesar Mudhumori Venba, a work
illustrating the Tirukkural stanzas from stories in the
Ramayanam, Peria puranam &c., and (2) Amudhambikai
Pillai-Tamil (e@psrodas (arder 4 i) a work of high
poetic excellence:

* Hrom 1. Infroduction to Beschi’s Grammar of
Q@s1@5 54, by R. W. Mahon. 2. Madura District Manual,
Chap 11. 3. Introduction to Tonnul Vilakkam. 4. Christian
College Magazine, October 1891. P.276-8. 5. Introduc-
tion to Kural & 6. Dr. Caldwell’'s Comp. Grammar.
pp. 149-50.

T Vide Translation of Sivagnana Botham: p. xvi.
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/I. Sivagnana Swami as @ commeniator: Aso
commentator he holds the most respectable plice in our
literature. s elaborate commentary on the Sivagnana
Bothain of Meikanda Deva has won very high admiration
and it is known as the Dravida Maba Bhashyam’ and
the suthor was hence called the ‘Dravida Maha Bhashya
Munivar.” He has written also a short commentary on the
same work. His profound knowledge of the Saiva Siddhanta
philosophy for the elucidation of which he worked so much
may be noticed in thers commentaries. He has also trans-
Inted into Tamil the Sanskrit Tarka-Sangraham.

171, Sivagnana Swami as a critic: He was a very
bold critic. His Tlakkana-Vilakka Churavali is a criticism
on Vaidyanatha Desikar’s Ilakkana-vilakkam. He has
written an elaborate commentary on the Payiram snd the
first sutram {orthography) of Tolkappiam; there, he
crificises the views of the various commentators, points out
where they have gone wrong and establishes his own view.
His ‘@sgrsswry sencer sewiemw, as the name itself
indicates, is a polemical dissertation. His ‘Pesvargsesces
woiny is also a book of criticismy disproving the views of
Gnanaprakasar, n commentator on Sivagnana Siddhiar. He
has also written a commentary on the 1st. stanza of Kamba
Ramayanam; it contains objections with answers. His
master-skill becomes prominent when we notice that he has
written » very long disquisition for the purpcse of defending
his view of the meaming and grammar of the single word
‘a®4.g" which ocowrs in a stanza of Sivagnana Siddhiar. The
very title of the disquisition is pedantic and infusing awe in
the minds of his opponents. He styles it ‘e@5mw orerayes
Qersigré@ . awlré @ourun’—the adamantine armour
equipped for the defenece of the word ‘e@gs.” In his
philosophical treatises, we find many words unavoidably
borrowed from Sanskrit.
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V. Sivagnana Swamias a Teacher: He had twelve
disciples under him. The greatest of his students was Kach-
chiappa Munivar, the author of ‘genflanas yrresrd' a clas-
sical work. Sivagnana Swami was a specialist in Tamil
Grammar. The twelve students of Sivagnana Swami
followed the noble example set by their worthy master and
they exerted their utmost for improving the Tamil language
and literature.

V. Sivagnana Swami as a Prose-writer: His prose
writings are his philosophical discussions and commentaries.
His style has great vigour and free flow; the use of apt
words and the excclience of diction are very admirable.
We shall here give a specimen of his style. The following
passage is a direct and bold criticism on Gnanaprakasar’s
view that in the expression ‘ansaerd’ as applied to Vinaya-
kar there is efuss. “arsesr aprioms werwrler” ‘angeanmh’
aEmpE@uurrp s f, @l srl e’ gpsiu ICsL e BEEEEG
Nrouors wass HgPAui s@ésPu wrlong, ‘emgear
Quérm hushd uergps’ aédi. uss SiCunsenpsiar
ustETgyay Sewrs g Guse Gsuse GuragrsTt
Qesrus AuRDveli, gouosry srwRro  wiess s Srnder,
Bbanm ussfogn yeQuuisanw Cuss Qsflumsp
Qzrivad JepieLi”  Sivagnana Yogigal was one of those
rare exceptions that had the fortane of possessing both the
creative and the critical spirit in them. He is one of the
very chief glories of Tamil Poetry; and by nothing is the
Tamil Land so glorious as by its Poetry.

11. Chokkappa Navalar was the commentator on Tan-
jai-Vanan-Kovai, his commentary is much appreciated. His
stvle is clear and distinct.

12. and 13. With the opening of the 19th. Century
there commences a rapid development of Prose Literaturc.

6
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Visagapperumalaiyar nd  Saravanapperumalaiyar {sons of

Tirnitani  Kandappaiyar—a  student  of Kachchla,.ppn,
Munivar) were both Prose-writers. Visn,ga,ppgl'lln]a,la.lyal'
has wrilten a grammar for begmners called ‘Bala Bodha
TIlakkanam’; and a small treatise on the usefulness of Edu-
eation ‘s@afiiwen’.  Saravanapperumalaiyar has written
two grammatical works, one trcating of ‘Prosody’ and the
other of the ‘Pigures of Speech’. He was & commentator
too; he has written coinmentaries on (1) Tiruvalluva malai,
(a) a portion of the Naidatham of Ati-Vira-Rama, and {3)
a portion of the Prabu-Linga-Leelai of Sivapprakasar. Be-
sides these commentaries, he has written several pamphlets;
some of these were discussions (on grammatical points) with
Thandavaraya Mudaliar, whose great work we shall
presently consider.

14. Thandava Raya Mudaliar was born at Villinallur
{Villinmpakkam) near Chunampet. Ho belonged to the
Stddhanta Saiva Sect. His father was Kandaswaini Muda-
liyar; his elder brother was 'Mnnia,ppa, Mudaliyar. His
father died while he was yet young. He then went to Qunsir
aflteri & sor s ari and remaincd there under the guardianship
of his uncle Kumarasami Vadyar; he received his primary
education from his uncle. Wrom his very youth, he had a
speeial taste for his mother-tongue., He studied Tainil
Literature and Grammar under Velappa Desikar (opoawri
Caarby @s@si), the fonrth descendant of Andhage Kavi
Vira Raghava (gfssésad Srrse @peflwri). He then
came to Madvas; and, here, he drank deep of the Tamil
Literature with the aid of Visvanatha Pillai (ygee s
w75 Jeirler) gnd Vidhvan Ramanuja Mudaliar of Kunimedu.
He made a special study of Tolkappiyom; he studied ortho-
graphy and etymology under that specialist, always known
by the name of Tolkappiyam Varadappa Mudaliar and for
the study of the difficult but very interesting portion Porul-



Adhikaram, he repaired to the grcat Pandit of SriKari
{#arid)-Vaduga-natha Thambiran who belonged to the
family of Arunachala Kavirayar, the author o!f the famous
Rama-Natakam. He also Jearnt Sanskrit, Telugn, Canarese,
Hindustani, Maharashtra and English; and like the humming-
bees that gather together and enjoy the sweet honey from
fragrant flowers, owr author derived great intellectual
pleasure from his knowledge of more than half o dozen lan-
guages. He was appointed Tamil Pandit in the Government
College (Madras), and when that college ceased to work, he
was made Judge in the Court at Chingleput in 1843 A.D.
As a Judge, he did his duties very conscientiously. When
he was Tamil Teacher in the Government College he had,
on several occasions, to enter into hot discussions on literary
topics with Ramanuja Kavirayar and Saravanapperumal-
aiyar. DBesides his famons Panchatantram, he wrote also
a collection of stories (ssmwersf); his other works are
Tiruttanikai Malai, Tirupporur Padigam, Ilakkana Vina Vi-
dai &c. H= also prepared, by a caveful examination of the
cadjan books corrvect copies of Tirukkural (Parimelalagar’s
commentary), Naladiyar, Jeevaka Chintamani, Kalladam,
Divakaram and Tolkappiyam; and some of these he printed.
He was of great help to Kottayur Sivakkolundu Desikar
in his preparation of Koteechura Kovai (Qsneds £ Caranay ).
It is also said of him that, at the request of some Christian
Missionaries, he wrote, under the nom-de-plume of
Muttnsami Pillai, a pamphlet called Veda-Vikalpa-dikkaram
(Gasafspu Fésrrd) a refutation of Veda-vikalpam, a
work written against the Bible by one Ponnambala Swami
of Purasawakkam. He has also written some minor works
on the subject of Liove {Agapporul.) This prince of Tamil
Prose writers passed away in the year 1850 A.D.*

#* A free translation of the Tamil preface to Pancha-
tantram, edited by V. G. SBwyanarayana Sastriar.
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The Panchatantram. (‘The hand-book of practical
moral philosophy’): The Panchatantram, so called because
it is divided into five books, is from the literary point ol view,
the best among Tamil Prose works. Speaking about the
origin of the Panchatantram, Prof. Arthur. A Macdonell
writes, “If not actnally a Buddhistic work, the Panchatantram
must be derived from Buddhistic sources. This follows
from the fact that a number of its fables can be traced to
Buddhistic writings and [rom the internal evidence of the
book itself, Though now divided into only five books, it is
shown by the evidence of the oldest translation to have at
one time embraced twelve. What its original name was,
we cannof say; but, it may not improbably have been called
after the two jackals Karataks and Damanaka, who play a
prominent part in the First Book, for, the title of the old
Syriac Version is Kalilag and Damnag; and that of the
Arabic Translation Kalilah and Dimnah.’”*

The first book, entitled-‘Separation of Friends’ (Jdér
Cusw-sowing discord among friends) gives the story of a
Bull and a Lion who are made friends by two Jackals; after-
words, one of the Jackals feeling itself neglected by
the Lion starts an intrigue by telling both the Lion and the
Bull that each is plotting against the other, and its avtful
device brought about the end it desived: the Bull was killed
by the angry Lion and the Jackal, as prime-minister of the
latter, enjoys the fruits of its machinations. The second
book, called ‘Acquisition of friends’ ( & @i relates
the adventures of o Tortoise, a Deer, a Crow and a Mouse;
‘it is meant to illusrate the advantages of judicious friend-
ship.” The third book entitled #68 aféret (‘Associating
with a foe and ruining him’) gives the story of ‘the war of
the Crows and the Owls.’ It points out the danger of friend-
ship concluded between those who are old enemies. The

* History of the Sanskrit Literature: pp. 369—72. o
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fourth book entitled ¢ Loss of what has been acquired’
(i #5 srew) contains the story of the Monkey and the
Crocodile. Tt points out how fools can be made by flattery
to part with their possessions. The fifth book called
« Inconsiderate action ’ (wewdCrafu s1flgman) contains
a number of stories illustrating the evils resulting from
nonattention to all the circumstances of a case.

“« The book is pervaded by a quaint humour which
transfers to the animal kingdom all sorts of human action.
Thus, animals devote themselves to the study of the Vedas
and to the practice of religious rites. They engage in dis-
quisitions about god, saints and heroes or exchange views
regarding subtle rules of Ethics ; but suddenly their fierce
animal nature breaks out ””.* The story of the pious Cat
that was called upon to act as umpire is an example of this.
The story of the conceited musical Donkey is very
humourous.

The Panchatantram was written in Tamil first in the
metrical form by one Veera-mardha-thanda Devar. Though
the poem is in a very easy style, it has not been much read;
hence arose the need of a prose Panchatantram. We shall
here enumarate the chief charactevistics of this prose work.
(1) The ineuleation of moral principles is the primary object
of the work. (2) The way in which the stories are inter-
woven and made to bear relation to the thread of the main
story is very admirable. (8} In the various dialogues that take
place, we notice judgment based upon profound reasoning.
{4) Common-place sayings ave introduced very skilfully
here and there ; and there is an astonishing command of
Tamil proverbs and idioms in their right places. In the
small book on e sapref alone, there are more than 20
proverbs and common sayings. (5) The great charm of

* History of the Sanskrit Literature. Prof, Macdonell.
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the book is the conslant play of wit and hwmonr. (6) A
mastorly style is noticcable throughont the book: Tt- is
simple, it is granmatical, it is clegant and it is dlgm'ﬁed.
The free unaffccted movement coupled with clear distinet-
ness is remarkable.  (7) There is an mtelligent chowce of
Tamil and Sanskrit words. (8) There is the vm‘iety.of
expression specially prominent; and, (9) The peeuliar
charactevistic of this book is that its style gets more and
move difficult. by slow degrees ; until in the last book we
have a fairly diffienlt style.

Dr. Caldwell writes, “In the present centuary an
entirely new style of composition hns appeared viz, good
colloguial prose, which. through the spread of Buropean
influences, seems likelv to have a strnggle for the mastery
with Poetry in the Tamul literature of the future. The
name of the father of this sprcies of composition (in so far
as Tamilians are concerned) deserves to be remcmbered.
Tt was Tandavarays Mudalivar, at one time a teacher in
the college of Madras. To him we ave indebted for the
Tamil prose version of the Pancha-tantra, and. throngh the
influence of his example, for versions of Ramayana, the
Maha-Bharata. &e., in the same style of flowing and elegant
vet perfectly intelligible prose ”.* This prose version of
the Panchatantram is an exeellent work in all respects and
we are sure that it will ever continue to be a fountain of
pleasure to the learned and the nnlearned, and to the young
and the old.

15. Arumukha Navalar.

© afovaurs wr A 5sQ@srR Qurallyy, severt anpims wws
s orfgpar, * * B0@w D swroadl @ gyl
e LT, @ulr/b@ﬂj@ Quralyw Ly et Y@, T

* Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar, P. 150.
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Qrd wrw elerfan strtg, Palshd amisgs SFodw
Gems5, Qarpsm qpsors dwileas Dewrgpn, agpsPos
Quap aswysedr QL @pilsrear, swwi Qs sEdos
aremrQuar, pawwuaps Biesy wel_eps QupCurer, &owse
Qs & & L apair, swasalar aplQurmer 575 9@u raserasr,
ws B arenng semic Cerisgy nH, FByp powsis Pa
G5 grwenf, spoemi yvam . seflse, gpomem 1T QPSET
aoQar, !

wara¥Fand RerdfaFpro 1Tarar,
(B@éQumemauwni, srawi @y, Fpdyd urdmb.)

Arumukha Navalar was born at Nallur in Jaffoa in
1823 A. D. 1In his youth he underwent a regular course
of instruction He was first taught Avithmetic; he then
studied Nigandu, Nidatham, Bharatam and Kanda-puranam.
He was for some time learning Enghsh also under the Rev.
Peter Percival of Jaffna who admiring his scholarship
in Tamil, soon made him his Tanul Pandit In compliance
with Rev. Percival's request, he preparcd a correct edition
of the Tamil prose version of the Bible. Before he was
20 yvears old, he studied all the Saiva Siddhanta Philosophi-
cal works, besides Devaram, Tiruvachakam &c. From his
J4th. vear he commenced his habit of delivering lectures on
Saivaism and at Tiruvavaduthurai, His Holiness the then
Pandara Sannidhigal conferred upon him the title of Nava-
lar in great admiration of his ability as a lecturer. He
established two schools (Vidya Salai) one at Chidambaram
and the other at Vannar-pannai (in Jaffna', where young
pupils are even now being taught Tamil with the special
intent of making them understand the truth and value ol
the Saiva system of religion. In 1867, while he was at
Madras, he was in the habit of delrvering lectures, every
Friday, on Saivaism. His lectures were very well-attended
and the benign influence they infused in the minds of the
audience was strikingly remarkable. Navalar had one print-
ing-press of his own known as Vidyanupalana yendra salai.
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The books he printed are Soundarys Lagari, Nig:md\},
Tirukkural, Tarkka Sangraham, Setu-puranam, Tlakkanak-
kotturai, Prayoga viveka, Periapuranam, Kandapuranam
and several o.t.her works. The following are the works
which he printed with his commentaries : (1) Koil-puranam
(2) Nannul (Kandigai) (8) Saiva Samaya Neri (4) Vakkun-‘
dam, Nalvazhi, Nanneri &c. He wrote also prose versions of
Periapuranam, Kandapuranam, Tiruvilayadal puranam &c;
and, lor beginncrs, he wrote the 4 paits of Bala-padmn.and
the 2 parts of Saiva Vina Vidai. He wasa great prose writet.
The characteristic feature of his prose sbyle is clearness.
Fven when he writes on philosophical topics, his style has
the same simple elegance and clearness. Here is a specimen
of his style. Speaking of ¢ mery’ (kindness, love) he says
“ genuner g, G &ger derégn »apyer ergrn Cure @5
@f srlc & sremp) LS seed e owwurs  Qaefl
B Qewevsler s semi_ayl, Deva carowunsy Quls Ty
randi oty gmd@sed Qendrarp urevsre. ¢ gerdpe
GCLr e . 8@5 g1 priaei-yerseali 4F& S@mb aer
@t GFmisaperigy anis’, (GFern, Quiwygreers Qe
wsr, P.128). Navalar was a bachelor thronghout his life-
time. In his travels between Jaffna and Madras, he visited
almost all the saered shrines of South India. Mahali ngaiyar
who wrote the small trcatise on granunar for beginners
and Ramalinga Swamigal, the writer of (1) Manu-murai-
Kanda Vasagam-an exccllent, beautiful little prose work and
(2) Jeevakarunya Orukkam — were his contemporaries.
Navalar was an inlimate {riend of the great poet Meenakshi
Sundavam Pillad.

After his 50th year, he hegan to lose his health. He
quietly spent his last days (in Jaffna) in prayer and medita-
tion ; and in his 56th. year [Dec. 18797 he freed himself
from this mortol coil and took shelter beneath His Holy
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Feel.* Our Tamil Land lost in him a great prose writer
an excellent lecturer and o noble-hearted and true patron of
Saivaism and Tamil Literature.

< He is gone who seem’d so great,
Gone ; but nothing can bereave him
Of the foree he made his own
Being here. ”

‘We now reach the prose of times 8o near to us of which
the estimates ave so often not only personal but personal
with passion. Hence, we shall here note merely the authors
and their respective works without venturing any remarks
favourable or unlavourable. We shall not speak anything
about the living authors. (1) The veteran scholar
Damodaram Pillai (1832—1901) wrote Chulamani (prose),
besides his introdnctions to Virasoliyam, Kalittogai &e.
He did great good by his valuable editions of Tolkappiyam,
Virasoliyam, Irayanar Agapporul, Ilakkana - Vilakkam,
Kalittogai, ‘Thanikaippuranam &c. (2) Prof. Sundaram Pillai
(1853—1897) was the writer of a prose work entitled ‘ An
Tntroduction to Science’ (& pGmes aferssw). His death
was a great loss both to literature and historical research.
(3) Sabapathi Navalar (d. 1903) was the writer of ‘Dravidap-
prakasikai, (§rraf Jrsrfans) a valuable History of the
Pamil Literature, and, lastly, (4) V. G. Suryanarayana Sastriar
(1873—1903 A. D.) was the writer of a History of the
Tamil Tanguage, besides a classical novel entitled
‘Mathivanan’ and other works of poetry, prose, and drama.

Recent years have witnessed a very rapid out-growth
of the Tamil Prose Literature. Novels and Dramas are
increasing rapidly in number ; Histories, Biographies and

+ From a Tamil metrical biography of Navalar.

7

.
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Translations from select English works are also slowly
creeping in ; Journals almost all written in a flawless stvle
are being published. The best among these is the
‘Sen-Tamil’ published monthly by the present Madura
Tamil Sangan which is a great boon to our Literature;
thus every effort is being made to up-lift and ennoble our
Literature ; and we hope, that. in the course of a few vears,
we shall see the Tamil Literature as remarkable for its
Prose ar for its Poetry.

“There is & good time coming ves,
A good time coming ; .

The proper impulse has been given,—
Wait a little longer.””

CHAPTER III.

The Leading Characteristics of the Tamil Prose Diction.

It is of supreme importance to consider here the
essential characteristics of a good Tamil prosc style. We
have seen that the best Tamil Prose work is the Pancha-
tantram : we find in it & happy choice of expression, a good
selection of vocabulary and grammatical correctness. Now,
we shall see what the chief features are; (1) The mneedful
qualities for a fit prose are regularity, uniformity, precision,
balance’.* The balance of style is noticeable in Nach-
chinarkkiniyar’s commentay on Chintamani. (2) Prose
diction should be distinct fron: eolloquial diction; and it
requires & moderate elevation. ‘Poetry soars, prose moves
upon the ground ; it moves with dignity but it does not
spurn the ground’.t It must be remembered that there

* Matthew Arnold. 7Essa,ys in criticism. P. 39.
t John Earle’s English Prose. P. 153.
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are degrees and shades of elevation according to the condi-
tion of the writer, the subject and the occasion. This
peculiar dignity of style may be noticed in Sivagnana
Yogigal’s prose. (8} ¢ Much of the charm of good prose is
dve to mere explicitness. * Bvidentia in narratione’ EEAE
Quintilian, ‘est quidem magna virtus’—clearness in statement
is certainly a great quality.” * This principle virtue has
been much overlooked by some of the modern prose-writers.
Lt is the lucidity of style that greatly contributes to the
simple charm and excellence of Arumulkhs, Navalar's prose.
(4) Another essential element of good diction is ‘variition
which shonld pervade every part, words, phrases, idioms,
sentenccs.” This is the outstanding characteristic which
contributes to the excellence and pleasantness of the Pancha-
tantram. Mere adherence to this rule without proper care
or skill will mar the perspicuity ol the style. (5) The
choice of expression is a pretty difficult art to acquive ; and
1t holds & pronuinent place in writing Tamil, since our
language has a copions vocabulary. Dr. Caldwell writes,
“ The extraordinary copiousness of the Tamil vocabulary is
shown by the fact that a school lexicon of the Tamil
language published by the American Missionaries at
Jaftna, contains no less than 58,500 words; notwithstanding
which, it would be necessary to add several thonsands of
technical terms, besides provincialisms, and thousands
upon thousands of authorised compounds in order to render
the list complete.”t Tamil words, wherever poseible,
should be prefered to sanskrit words. A prose passage,
where Sanskrit words ave conspicuous by their absence,
will be exceedingly sweet and homely ; e.g. the sentence
 anerent o wenyp Qumisri ’ is more homely and pleasing
than the sentence ‘Csarser :.,%b.u aiass aiaflssiiser,’ So

i
* John Earle’s English Prose. P. 153.
T Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar pPp- 84-5.
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long as the meaning of a sentence is not rendered obscure,
we may freely use Tamil words. (6) Tt is necessary for o
writter to learn to appreciate the various eolours and
shades of words. To write good Tamil Prose, one ought
to be in complete touch with the Tamil vocabulary and have
experience of literature and life, of hearing, reading,
writing ; in fact, all these should guide one; else, it will lead
one to rediculous results. We have heard of a Western
scholar who tried to speak Tamil with the help of the
English-Tamil dictionary; when he had to order his servant
to ‘put the things in the sun,” he said to him ‘Qur@ 258
stfugems qis @Gflwafia’! (7) We should take care to
use the right word in the right place. There are words
‘which are not so entirely equivalent that they may be used
indifferently and at hap-hazard;’ e. g. the words Garunb
and Perd ought not to be used indiscriminately nor are
the words wmaeno and Gspms, There is a slight differ-
ence in their meanings; Nachchinarkkiniyar defines Caru
and Pewis, umaenw and Gepoi thus:— Canud e iSdreyss
Al g Gurgps dpug Rard, Qanup Elysm HoBa s
P b; Lemsow Ar@uaran Hsgags @sppd’:- Eomity and
Rancour (ug.siurl @ eanr, pp. 23, 88)., {8) Unusual words
should be shunned ‘as as a ship would shun a reef.” We
should not use in ordinary prose, such unusual words as
sereuar in the sense of sen®, Gexpid in the sense of Garws
snis e &e.  (9) Sober words should be chosen in pre-
ference to those which are elevated; in ordinary prose we
should not write e g ser@er @eoersil uvLibsea
where we can write in the simpler {form ses god @yl
Geerapan, (10) The coining of new words will enrich our
vocabulary; but it is not easy to produce satisfactory
examples of novelty. “Words, like other tools, wear out
(as) Horace said) and new ones are wanted to keep the
language going.” * This truth was perciived by
+ John Earle’s English Prose. P. 156. o
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Tolkappiyar himself. He says ‘Novelty ought not to be
condemned; it is admissible’ (“su@ere Ialvs sre s’
tugQer”’*,  Pavananthiar is more explicit. He has
umgwsr  sifloie UBWET LGserb, elpee &te) acnsil
@Qar.” Old things which have once been pleasing lose
their popularity and are cast aside; new things make
their appearance and are taken up. We shall give here onz
illustration of each. i. The expression ‘@#oréCsas’
was onee ordinarily used to denote the male among horses.
In Tolkappiyam we have ‘@ra® Carpflors s@a Carenp
QUiby . ... @SSy ervemt s Cron Qevedt pgwid, ...
Wpow @is oaoapi @Goaawodp, sgw ersr s B Csri
4Gs’. Tn his commentary, Nachchinarkkiniyar writes ‘@8
wrews CGraGoape Géarei asfsrdpwm’t i Here
is an illnstration of novelty. The letter # was not origi-
nally used as an initial letter;t but, siterwards, sach
words as s, Fogpdny crept in; and the commentators
give these words as examples of novelty (452nd. Sufram
Etymology) and they remark ‘gee Spsreges Csrafu
Qere@evwmp’. There are instances of word-coining e. g.
the term = ergiev for psychology. eufigrey for biology &e.
The expression ‘s @ers @si@s’ may be taken as an
example of word-revival. (11) Special attention youst be
paid to Tamil idioms; ‘werefsoran ol @uors &p'—
here we have an example of a Tail idiom. (12) An accurate
stndy of the Tamil Grammar is very essential; for, it is
grammar that helps us in understanding the nature of words
and the manner of their usage. (13) Punctuation, and the
parapraph system must be adopted, since their usage
greatly helps the rcader. (143 The introduction of foreign
words, wherever necessary, should be {reely allowed. Some

* gfeafwe 56. Tolk.
T wrfuzd, 68. Tolk.
I owérBersi, 62 &£Bno.



54

of the Hindustani words like sewrd* surd,t rrajsserl have
slready found place in standard works. Fnglish words are
also creeping in. A growing language cannot but take up
words and expressions from other languages with which it
comes in daily contact. (15) The Timitation of Sandhi’
also deserves onr attention. If ‘Sandhi® were to be used ab
all places arbitrarily, the lucidity of the style is sure to be
destroyed; for instance, the sentence GsaQsrarL s wred
Gysalallsraralf @ wrapempsler sr@ani presents roughness
both to the eye and to the ear; but if we just break up the
Sandhis and write GeEQsrdy 514 @b wrFi Gpsalar @er
@ Bigun sigsapanmsler sn@ent we find the meaning clear.
(16) The study of Philology must be encouraged. “This
at least is certain that Philology is' one of those studies
which must be taken into account in a freatise which has
Prose for its scope, because it iz one of the instruments
whereby & man’s mind may be made better acquainted with
the material out of which Prose is constructed.”’§ Phi-
lology is an interesting subject in many respects. I
reveals fo us old customs; e. g. (1) The words ‘@@wen,’
‘evuiyei’ (sorrow, affliction) have an interesting origin.
Originally, criminals were punished thus:—they were
let into a sack; the mouth of the sack was tightly closed;
and the sack was then rolled on thorny grounds. Hence
BBoau |@en+aw) and esuyer (e toer) have had their
origin from the sack {erw) and signify pain or suffering.
The word ‘sei’ for ‘wall’ has also an interesting
derivation. Houses (in the Tamil Land) are built on

Spai wsl@GE sambip Cesssy, Guwrler —Go,s'ga?“
Guraleards Cunpoy grv- God@auar.

T ‘Bisi dGmewt wrsi FunQeer’. §@Goys G- e Sl
*T S,

¥

I ‘@gmﬁi,@vdr..,zgsa’grma& QrarsG@er’y wre Qagy
GisQarsam nuafdmGon.’  sssrvderrn- e SfAsnsi
§ Jobn Earle’s English Prose. P. 114.
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certain principles of structure and the names of the human
organs are given to the various structures of the building.
Tamil Poets often compare our body to & nest, and the soul
to the bird that rests in it; the word yé8& has both mea-
nings (1) house and {2) body. Our legs support the body
while standing; the pillars of a house correspond to our
legs; hence, the word ‘sréy’ signifies (1) leg and (2) pillar.
Again it is the cross-beam which, like our arm, can bear
weight. Hence, the cross beam is known by the name of
‘ens’, ‘enssar’ means cross beams, rafters. The entrance of
a houge corresponds to our mouth and is called ‘ard’
(@rulés = amis + @av, @e=house+ amdr=entrance). The
windows of a house correspond to our eyes-the organ of
vision; @odésedr is used in the sense of ‘window’ of.
Qanevé srerrd Gous syt &, aamii® yds wemraimis g
Q@sarpé.’*  The upper-part of the shoulders and the arms
bear weight; similarly the walls and beams support weight;
hence ‘walls’ have been called ‘@i’ from ‘Fae’ which
means ‘the upper part of the shoulder’ e g. ‘save@ndems
werogs eswa;’t Hence we clearly see that Philology
deserves the greatest attention of a Tamil Student; and (17)
The Tamil Student must have unbiassed views concerning
things old and new. Liet him bear in mind the wise advice
given in Sivaprakasam-(z2) “GgresewwarGaCoamany
s man, B Caredr Ausr Qovan@umanys Esnar.” Every-
thing old is not necessarily good and everything new is not
necessarily bad.)’

CONCLUSION.

In the course of our dissertation we noticed that the
Pamil Prose Literature began not with commentaries a8 is
usually believed, but with regular prose passages inters-
persed in considerable poetical compositions; next, prose

* QeliuBarad. 2. stens, 23-24. T Qr@raaren. 1,.183.
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came to be used in commentaries; it was used by the Jains
in their Manipravala works; it may also be noted here ‘thaf;
the commentaries on the Vaishnavite religious works (anwrs
wremb) were also written in the Manipravala style. La»t.etr
" on, Prose was used in criticisms and philosophical di'sql'ﬂsl-
tions, and lastly, prose has been used in stories, Translations
&e. The cxclusive attention- hitherto paid fo the branch
of Poetry is slowly giving way and, now, scholars who, in
addition to their love for their mother-tongue, have had the
wostern culture, devote their time and abtention for the
development of the Tamil Literature by supplying its two
wants, (1)inits spheve of Drama and (2} in its sphere of Prose.

The Tamil Tianguage has been, for the last two or
threc decades, slowly gaining high appreciation at the
hands of Western scholars. “Wherever approbation falls
there we eannot help recognising merit” says Martinesu;
and our literature has received the highest approbation from
varions quarters. We shall quots two authors who
understood the high excellence of Tamil. Able Hovelacque
writes thus, “Dravidian Literature is particularly rich in
moral poems and in collections of wise saws and aphorisms,
which ‘constitute the most ancient monuments of Tamil
Poetry. But in any case the Tamil Literature remains the
most copious, the most fruitful, the most interesting, and
at the same time, the most ancient.”* William Dwight
‘Whitney writes, “the author bas been informed by an
American who was born in Southern India and grew up to
speak its language vernacularly along with his English, a
man of high education and unusual gifts as a preacher and
writer that he esteemed the Tamil & finer language to think
and speak in than any Buropean tongue known to him.”¥

—— e
* “The Science of Language.” p.88. + ‘Life and
Growth of Language’ p. 244.
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‘Whenour TamilLiterature is somuch praised in spite of
-its two wants (Prose and Drama), we have every reason to
hope that, if these wants are made up and if proper
attention be concentrated on such principles as are calcu-
lated to promote the devélopment of Prose Literature, we
shall soon be in possession of a rich supply of fresh
materials and our Literature will ‘combine in it all that is
best and purest in the literature of the West and in the
.ancient literature of the Bast and will, in the words of the
Poet, be “A thing of Beauty and a Joy for ever.'™

# Introduction to Kalavati.
8
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