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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 Tami! Prose Literature with the help of scanty histori- 

cal records. iseagre 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 said about the ocean of Tamil Literature. 

And with the occasional but very valuable aids that we de- 

rive from Epigraphists and Archwologists, we have been 
able to descry now and then glimpses of the gems of Tamil 

Literature: and it isa verv noteworthy fact that both the 

oceans have a blemish in common; both of them do not 

suit the public taste, 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
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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 much felt, 

a dissertation on that subject will not be altogether un- 

welcome. It is true that the field and scope of Taruil Prose 

are comparatively insignificant when considered side by 

side with those of Tamil Poetry; vet, Tamil Prose consi- 

dered by itself is a good subject and in fact a pretty long 

subject for a dissertation. + “ Little need be said,” writes 

Prof. Minto, ‘to justify taking up Prose by itself. In 

criticising 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 ol Prose style ; and when Prose and Poetry are 

discussed in the same volume, Prose is yenerally sacrificed 

to Poetry.” These remarks of Prof. Minto apply with 

greater force and fruth, when we take the Tamil Prose 

Literature into consideration. The scantiness of Tamil Prose 

is a known faci. Hence (1) it is one of the first duties of a 

Tamil Student to work for the rapid increase of the Prose 

sphere ; there are, it is true, other duties equally important. 

(2) The publication of old works isa very important and 

at the same time a responsible duty. Arumuga Navalar 

and Damodaram Pilla did great good to the Literature by 

their publication of old classics and other works ; the post 

of honour in this field rightly belongs also to Pandit 

V. Saiinadha Aiyar. His editions of chintamani, Silappa- 

tikavam. Manimekalai &c, wre one and all excellent and he 

richly deserves the high encomiums poured on ‘him from 

every quarter. [“ M. Vinson in noticing the Pandii’s 

edition of chilappadikaram talks of ‘sa science profonde, de 
  

*« Vide Addendum 1. 

+ Minto’s Prose hiterature : Preface. 

} The Malabar Quarterly Review. Mar, 1904.
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son zeleinfatigable et deson talent experimente” (his profound 
knowledge is seen in his indefatigable zeal and talent.) 

(3) The long neglected field of the Tamil Drama has been 

recently taken wp by scholars well acquainted with the 
Literature of the Hast 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- 

maniyam ’ and ‘Kalavathi, an original drama’ deserve high 

appreciation. (4) Biographies and Prose translation from 

select English works are also necessary. * ‘“ 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 meélieval and modern history. “ The 

rise in the study of Epigraphy during the last twenty vears 

has, indeed, already vielded some direct 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 religious svsiems and whole classes of 

literature” + The age of Tirun Gnana Sawmbandhar, for in- 

stance, was fixed to be the early years of the 7th century 4-D. 

only with the aid of archeological researches. 

We shall here give an instance where Epigraphy helps 

in corroborating a date already known. Niramba Alagia 

Desikar, the author of Setu-puranam, lived towards the close 

of the Sixteenth century. The basis for placing his age 

there is the fact thal he was the teacher of Ati-vira-Rama : 

t this poet-king came to the throne in 1565 A.D. We have 

  

* Vide “ Introduction to ‘ Akbar.’ * 
+ Vide Arthur A. Macdonell’s ‘ History of Sanskrit 

Literature.’ p. 10. 
} Vide Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar p. 146.
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another evidence which gives us the same date. Sambandha 

Munivar, the anthor of Tiruvarur Proranam, war * the 

disciple of Niramba Alagiav. He gives 1414 Saka (1592 4.D.) 

as the date of having produced his work before a learned 

assembly at Tiruvarur. From this we are able to say 

that Ati- Vira-Rama and Sambandha Munivaa were-contem- 

poraries : further, in the very last sentence of his இஷ்ட 

Puranam, Niramba Alagiar refers to a sage called t Rama 

Natha Munivar. 

Who was this Ramanatha 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 Gurit 

of Niramba Alagiar. We are glad to find definite informa- 

tion about this sage given in Dr. Burgess’ * Archeological 

survey of Southern india J} There it is said that “ in the 

Sake year 1520 (1598 A.D.) the Icarned save Ramanatha 

built the victorious 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 Agamas of the Saiva 
  
  

* 4 எங்கள் குருகிரம்ப வழமகனெணம் குணக்கான்றைச் துதிச் 

இறைஞ்சிக் குறிக்: வாழ்வாம்.” 

** பார்புகழ் எசாப்ச மாயிசத் கைஞ்ஞாற்றுப் பதினான் சாய 

பிங்கலப்பே ராண்டிற் சம்பர்ச னாங்கேற்றினானே” கரம் 100 
nam pp. 5, 7 

ர் “மாசவர்சண் மிசவாழ்ச இராமசாக மாமுனில னீடழிலாழ்க 
waGsn.” Vide Setu Puranam. p. 335. 

i Vol. IV. page 58. 
$ : மேல்கண்ட லாரி யிலங்கோன் வெம்பழி இரமூன்னாள் 

மால். உண்ட மிகாயி Sande ராடல்செய்ம் மண்டபத்ை 

அல்சண்ட சற்சச னாயிரச் சோடைச் வு மூற்றிருபான் 

மேல்கண்ட. கானின் மூனிசாம காதன் வி௫ச்சனனே.. 

also, 6 தொண்டர் 

கூற்றம் கடிச்ச வசசாம சாயகர் கோயிலன்பான் 

முற்றும் சவள்சள் புரிமாம காசன் மூடிக் சனனே.”
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system.’ Hence we understand that Ramanatha, Munivar 

was a sage and scholar of the age of Ati-Vira-Rama an- 
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-Viva-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 fruit of his noble endeavours 

in as much as * the path of duty is the way to glory.’ 

CHAPTER I. 

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 

literature, Tamil Poetry has been covering. ‘ Whatever 

else she may have wanted ” savs Dr. Miller, “ India has 

never wanted Poetry ” and this is more true of Southern 

India’, (especially of the Tamil Literature), ‘than any other 

part of this vast continent’.* Grammars, dictionaries, 

biographies, prefaces, inscriptions, treatises on medicine, 

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 

godl in the case of the Tamil Literature too. “* Music and 

Rhyme are among the earliest pleasures of the child and in 
the History of Literature Poetry precedes Prose.” t+ “The 
metrical form of expressions 1s the oldest form of literary lan- 

guage that exists. In the early stages of society it is used for 

two reasons, first, because, as writing has not been invented 

it is the only way of preserving memorable thoughts and 

secondly because 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 reason 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 Tamilans. The poetical method of conceiving Nature 
was the main characteristic of the ancient Tamil Poetry. 
Tamil Poetry has been in existence from the very beginning 
of the Christian era; whereas Tamil Prose pnts in its 
appearance only from the time of Constantius Beschi at 
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 itis no wonder 
that ow: 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 same difficulty 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 Silappatikeram says t ‘Lest 

  

~* R. W. Emerson’s Poetry and Imagination. p. 439. 
Courthope’s ‘ Life in Poetry and Law in Taste.’ 

+ 

t Padhigam, Silappatikaram, p. 17.
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the commentary should get too long, 1 retrain trom 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 

conunentaries 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 difficult forms of poetry. The 
number of such forms of composition isinnumerable. One 

of the most difficult of such compositions is what is called 

the Nirotiaga Yameaga Andhadi. This is a curious 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 it, i.e., the letters u, o, a, 2, g must beabsent. Only 
very great poets should try this experiment. The great 

Poet Sivaprakasar has composcd one Andhadi of this kind 

called * « S54 @£¢B ofCgmins wos atsrh.” Evennow 

some of the Tamil Pandits (who have not had the influence 

of Western Culture) rack their brains ia the composition of 

*மிறைக்சவி, ? 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 ‘'amil speaking 
public for their mother-tongue. The chief reason for the 

neglect of Tamil is the absence of Prose works. Our Tamil 
Literature may be compared toa town where only gold 
vases are sold and where ordinary earthenware is absent 

" * Here is one stanza from this Andhadi. 
£ எணக்காக சாய்கடிசன் சாய கிலையெனச் சண்ணியென்ன: 

    

சணகச்சாச சானலைச் தெய்த்பே னெறிற்செர்துற் கக்தகெற்றிக் 

சணக்காச னார்தர்த கின்றனை யேயிணிக காதலினாத் 

கணக்காக ஸாநிகர்த் தேயழி யஙகத்இின் காதலற்றே,' (௨௮)
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in as much as it has excellent poetry and.is destitute of ordi- 

nary prose.* Itis 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 old 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 langtiage 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 ‘Asiriappa;’ the 
definition which Coleridge gives of Prose may selve our 
purpose here. Coleridge has ‘I wish our clever young 
poets would remember my homely definitions of Prose and 
Poeiry, 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 remam 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 myriad 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 IT. 
+ Chambers’s Encyclopaedia Vol. VIII. p. 262. 
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not ‘best words in, their best, order. Hence, Prose 

pessages where we discern only " poetic flow are all to be 
included in the ‘Provi ince of Prose. It is noticeable thai 

eyen the prose writings in the commentaries have always 

® tinge of poetic flow in them ; and, in, fact, the Tamil 
writers ancient as well as modern have had o great taste for 

this peculiar style and most of the commentators including 
* ¢the commentator on Brayanar Agapporul, + Nachchi- 

parkkiniyar, t t Parimelalayar, & § Adiyarkku Nallar very 

often indulged in making use of this peculiar style. This 

style, which is peculiar to Tamil, does notin any way max 

the excellence of good prose; on the ether hand, our pleasure 

is enhanced when we read passages which have the balanced 

poetic flow. It is noticeable that this poetic flow does not 
suit the English Language; and passages, which have poetic 
  

* The style of the Agapporul commentary bas a classie 

poetic flow. eg 

ந, ஓர கருங்குழற் சுற்றை மருல்இருத்தி அளகமு அுதலுச் 
தகைபெற நீவி, அசமுச் தோளும் அ௮ணிபெறத் தைவர்து; 

குணிர்ப்பகி கூறிக் தளிர்ப்ப முயங்கி ௦. 

+ Nachehinarkkinivar’s style has a simple and fine 

poetic flow. 

uptg செல்லுஞ் செலலிலே சருச்ணெ:பசக்தலை. யுடைய 

போரிலே இரிவன." 9, 605, Chintamani. 

t The terse style of Parimelalagar has also-the poetic 

tiow. He defines st-7ey thus: 

£ அஃதாவது, பகசைமையா ஊகத்தாற் கூடாதிருக்தே, தமக்கு 

வரய்க்கு மிடம்பெனும் அணையும் புறதிதாற்கூடி யொழுகுவார் சட்பு.” 

& Adiyarkku Nallar’s style has much poetic flow in it. 
His notes on the firsh two lines of the Padhigam of 

Silappatikaram have extreme poetic flow. Pandit ‘Sami: 

natha Aiyar has noted this in his preface (2. 12) “இக 
முடைய உசைஈகடை எித்லை விடத்து எதுசை மோனை ஜச்லியல்த் 

னோகொடி இனிய சுவை uw gy செய்யு ஊடையாச லமைர்.துள்ள௮9. 

2
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flow in them, are not much appreciated by English ‘Writers. 
“The rhythm of prose must, in order to be good of its 
species, be unreourrent. No greater fault can be committed 
in prose than the intentional or even accidental introduction 
of passages which oan ho read as verse, that is. as recurrent 
rhythm.” * 

The Grammar Sutran: which defines the province of 
Prose is putin’ the Sevynl Tyal of Tolkappiyam. How 
could a sutvam which defines the province of Prose have 
found a place in the Seyyul Iyal of Tolkappiyam ® This 
question naturally leads us to examine the original meaning 
of the word ‘Seyyvul.’ 

History of the word ‘Gzujci’:—The first meaning of 
the word ‘@eunjor’ (Seyyul) is to be got from its derivation. 
+ ‘Soyyul’ means that which is made or composed; hence a 
composition or work. This primeval meaning of the word 
‘Seyvul’ may alsa he noticed in the expression “உலயிடை 
மிட்ட uml Rane செய்யுள்" applied to such works as Perun- 
devanar Bharatam and Silappatikaram. Tf we give ‘Seyyul’ 
the present meaning of ஜன (பாட்டு) நண்டு பாட்டுடைச் 
@ediye? makes no sense, 2.02 18 prose, wm2@ is poetry, 
and G@siner is composition; hence, 2.007 யிடையிட்ட 

* Chambers’s Encyclopaedia. Vol. VIII. ற. 259. 
f f% bas peen vecontly found out that the printed 

commentary on the Seyynt Iyal of Tolkappivam is 
Peragirivar’s, not Nachchinarkkiniyar’s. as was hitherto 
believed. i. Vide Perasirivay’s commentary, Sevvul Tyal, 
PB. OST. fT. 164 Tolkappivan. “wai guar விச்கள் எண்ணத் 
போலச் செய்யுள் என்பார் சொழிற் பெயர் “11, 70௦05 118 
‘Vilakkam [P. 838. Iu, 27) Crises Qerdigres செய்யுளாகல் 
பெற்றும். iii, Note lakkanakkottu Urai, pp. 90.7. உசை 
செய்புளாமோ வெனின் “செய்யுளென்னுஞ் சொற்குப் பொகு 
ளோர்ர் துமுணாக.”” 
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wat Gen_& Qevtuss means ‘composition in which the poems 

are interspersed here ahd there with prore, i. ¢. poetical 

composition in which prose is intermixed. That ‘Seyyul’ 
meant only written composition, without regard to its quality, 
maay also be noticed from the old use of such expressions ar 
* பாட்டுடைச் செய்யுள். உரன் Qediyst (prose composition) 

and ர குச்இசச் செய்யுள் (grammar sutrams). Hence, the 
griginal meaning of the term ‘.eor¢ Geunyer,’ applied to 

prose, was only ‘prose composition’ not prose-poetry. 

Now, lef us examine the place yiven to Prose in the 

Tamit Grammars. First, let us begin with the Tolkappiyam. 
A study of the Sevvul Ival reveals to us that Tolkappiyar 

divides Seyyul (all compositions) into two main divisions, (1) 

Compositions where all the requisite rules (ihe number of 

feet &c.) 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. Suirams &c. The 

commentator on Seyyni Ival (Perasirvar) distinctly says that 

Sutrams &re not Pattn; & whereas he seruples not to nse 

the expression @éSa7 Gener t Hence we clearly see 

thas the term Sevyul is greater in denotation and less in 

ronnatation than the term Pattu, i.e. the term Seyyul (com- 

position) is the genus and the terms Pattu (poetry), Drai 

(prose) and Nool (Sutrams! ave all its species; and “a 

.genus has no meaning apart from the two or more species 

* Vide Silappatikaram, padbigam, 59-60. “Rediui@sar 

மென்னும் பெயசா, னாட்டு௮ம் யாமோர் வாட்டுடைச்செய்யுள்.” Vide 

2, 8, லெப்பநிசார அளும்பதவுசை, பாட்டுடைச் செய்யுள் உருவாகிய 

பசட்டும்சளேபடைய சாவியம், 

Vide p. 739. Porul Adikaram, Tolk. 

Vide Tilustration fat the close of this dissertation.) 

சூக்தம் பாட்டெனப் படாவேவெனின் படா ; பாட்டும் 

உரையும் நூலும் என வேஜோ.இனமையின்,” P. 742 

L, 32-3. Porul Adhikaram, Tolk. 

+ 
Cn
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into which it is divided ; nor has & species apart from the 

containing genus.”* And this justifies the use of the: 

காவ பாட்டுடைச் செய்யுள், உளரச் செய்புள் ke. 

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 uéfluw (Padyam) 

and sw (gadyam) to Pattu and Urai, respectively. 
He says, 

** பூத்தியங் ஈத்திய மென்றிசண் டாஞ்செய்யுள் ப.க்.இியமே 

லெர்திய பாகங்க எால்க!: இயலு மெனமொழிச்க 

கச்கியல் கட்டுவா செய்யளின் போவி sat ga pap 

படோத்இியல் சன்றம யாலொன்று சாரு முரைக்தனசே.”ர் 

Lt is noticeable here that the word ‘Seyyul’ is first used in the 

original sense of ‘Composition’ and secondly in the narrowed 

sense of ‘Poetry’. This shows that the Vira Soliyam age 
marks the transition stave in the meaning of ‘Seyvul.* 

‘Phe noxt stage reveals that ‘Seyyul’ almost lost its 

original meaning. Vaidyanatha, Desikar, the author of 
Hakkena vilakkam follows the plan of Tolkappiyar and he 

speaks of Prose in the very last sutram of Seyyul Lyal. Since 

he gives a place for Prose in the chapter on Seyvul, we are 

led to think that the ‘Seyyal’ in Seyyul Ival has its original 

sense, 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 உரைச் 

* Welton’s Logic. Vol. I~p. 81. 

T Virasoliyam. Yappuppadalam, 6. 
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@susyor to be the equivalent of prose-poetry and he speaks of 

the province of prose in his Pattiyal. Properly speaking 

the 143rd.  Sutram ‘urge. mass GP ena’ of 

Pattiyal (lakkana vilakkam) ought to have found a place in 

the preceding chapter (Seyyul Iyal.) 

The acute brain of Gisana Desikar, the writer of Ilak- 

kanakkotiu clearly perceives that ‘Seyyul’ has narrowed in 

its meaning. In the last sutram of his Tlakkanakkottu 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 meanings. 

This is the line of his argument. * The use of the term 

உரைச் செய்யுள் 10) 06 86716 ௦ 90௧6 composition’ is justi- 

fiable since we have the sanction of usage and since the very 

derivation of the word ‘Seyyul allows its usage. tT The 

use of the term 2eré Geduir in the sense of ‘Prose-poetry’ 

is allowable since prose passages are invariably written 

with the poetic flow. 

During Beschi’s time (1780 A. D.) the present notion 

that Seyyul and Pattu are equivalent creptin. In the 

commentary on sutrm 250 of Tonnul Vilakkam we notice 

{hat gadyam or prose is considered to be prose-poetry. 

Hence it is that the work Konrai- Vendhan (@starenp@aué gar) 

  

* உரைச் செய்யுள் எனப் பலரும் : ஆளுதலான்' உணர்ச ; 

*செய்யுளென்னுஞ் சொற்குப் பொருளோர்ந்து மூணர்க.” 

‘Notes on Sutram 131. Ilakkanakkottu. ~ 
ர் உரை செய்யுளாமோ வெனின்; விதித்தன செய்தலும் 

விலக்யென வொழிதலும்,'” “பொருப்பு வில்விபால் விருப்ப 

மிலசே”” என வாசக௩களைக் செய்யளுறுப்புச் தோன்ற 

எழுதலாற் செய்யளாம் என்க. Notes on Suiram 131, 

Takkanakkottu.
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is given as 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 

Tuanguage 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 inquiry into the meaning 

of the word ‘Seyyul,’ that the term ‘e-coré@euner’ originally 

meant ‘Prose Composition,’ that it did possess a separate 

sphere for itscli as a specics of composition, and that the 
eonfusion in the writings of the later writers was due to 

their not noticing the original meaning of the word ‘Seyyul.’ 

Since the word ‘Seyyw!’ has now the definite meaning of 

‘Poetry,’ the term ‘22¢ Qsiujsir, for ‘Prose’ has almost 

become obsolete. 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’ }(2e7 sem) 

which means ‘the speech on foot’; and it will be interesting 

to observe that the Latin expression ‘Oratio pedestris’ for 
Prose means also ‘speech on foot,’ 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 ‘Uvai’; .and Tamil Prose has 
  

‘@ogsonrgs சகையினு மிலக்கணப் பாவினடையோ 

டொப்ப வருவன வெல்லாங் கக்இய மெனப்படும், ஆதையிற் 

  

“கொன்றை வேச்சன்” முதலாயின கத் இயமெனச் 

கண்டுணர்க.”' 1, 188, Sutram 250. Tonnul Vilakkam. 

+ History of the Tamil Language, P. 144; L. 16. 
1 *உரசைத்துப் போதவின் உரை ”;) ஈடத்தவின் நடை £ 

The derivation of the word ‘ sa_’ (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’ (Qs7eéreno)-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 288th sutram of Seyyul 

Iyal, Tolkappiyam, defines its characteristics thus, 
“டுசான்மை தானே, உரையொடு புணர்க்ஈ பழைமை மேற்றே.” 

The Bharatam of Perundevanar and Thagadur Yadrai are 

given as examples. Perundevanar Bharatam, Thahadur 

Yadrai and Silappatikaram are 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 sex viz. (gait and style). 

Sri Rama says to Hanuman that Sita’s gait can be 

compared, rightly, only to the style of the great poet. 
பூவரு மழலை யன்னம் புனைமடப் பிடியென் தின்ன 

சகேவரு மருளச் ௪ச்ச செலவின வென் கேறேன் 

பாவருங் இழனமத் தொன்மைப் பருணிதர் கொடுச்த பத 

சாவருவ் இளவிச செல்வி சடைவரு ஈடைய ணல்லோய்.' 

{Kishkindakandam. Nadavitta Padalam. 64.] 

* Chambers’s Encyclopedia. P. 395. 
ர் T. Arnold’s ‘History of English Literature’, P. 484.
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@ prose-writer. ‘Wheriever a compilation of the stanzas 

on Agapporul or Purapporul was made, this author, ib 

seems, 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 

fixst invocatory stanzas of Iyngurunuru (ஜங்குறுதாக) 

Agananuru, and Purananuru are Perundevanar’s and they 

are addressed to Siva. His invocation in Narrinai (¢hp%exr) 
is to Vishnu, his address in Kuruntogai (g@a2é@Qsrens) is to 

Murugar, and his prayer in Bharatam is to Vinayakar. 

Besides Bharatam and the five invocatory stanzas, he was 

the author also of one stanza in Narrinai, one in Agananuru, 

and one in Tirnvalluva malai. His Bharatam is also known 

by the name of Bharata Venba, as the major portion of the 
work consists of Venbas,* there were also Agavals* and 

Prose. The commentary on the Tolkappiyam sutram on 

Tonmai reveals that ‘in Perundevanar’s Bharatam there 

were intermixed choice prose passaves. That Perundevanar 

wroto nearly the whole of Bharatam may be inferred from 

the stanzas (which Nachchinavkkiniyar quotes in his com- 
mentary on Purattinai Iyal) whore we find descriptions of 
the later events of the Maha Bharata. The following 

Agavel from Bharatam is a graphic description of the 

horrid slaughter which Asvattvma committed on Dhrushta 

dhuimnan and the five sons of Panchali. 

**மறற்கெழு வேர்தன் குறங்கதுத் இட்டபின் 

அருமறை யாசான் ஓருமான் வெகுண்டு 

பாண்டவர் வேர்முகலீ ண்டெறி சற்றமோ 

og ஷூ ரறியாது 

சதையை ம் தலையற வெறிக்கதவ ணிவனெனச் 

ASA gs கெழிஇக் குஞ்சி பற்றி 

வடாது பாஞ்சால னெடுமுதற் புகல்உனைக் 

* pp. 150, 154, 770. Porul Adhikaram. Tolk. 
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சழுத்தெழச் திருடப் பறித்த சாலைச் 

கோயிற் கம்பலை யூர்முழு அணர்த் தலிற் 

றம்பியர் கூவரு மைம்பான் மருகரு 

மேடன்றமர் தொடங்கி யொருங்கு களத்தலிய 

வாள்வாய்த்அுப் பெயார்த சாலை யாள்வினைச் 

இன்னோ ரிணிப்பிற ரில்லென.”” * 

‘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 

நுகரகி ₹: இவ்வகை பேசிய அசரீரியாய ஆதித்ய பகவானும் அச்தர்சத் 

சானஞ்செய்த பின்பு சன்னனுடைய இயாக சத்.இியின்மசாநுபாவம் 

சண்டு சேவசாதஇகளும் ஆச்சரியப்பட்டுப் புஷ்பவர்ஷம் பொழிர்தார்.”? 

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 safely assert that thé 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 

பாசதம் பாடிய QuamiGsaret;” and this epithet serves ‘to 

distinguish him from «erst GugGiC sagt (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 ௧ 

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, 

*: இருறும் பாடல்பன் ஸீரா யிரமூஞ் செழும், சமிழ்ககு 

வீரர்சஞ் ௪௫௪ப் பலகையி லேற்றிய வித். தகனார் 

பாரதம் பாடும் பெருக்தேவர் வாழும பழம்பதிசாண் 

மாருதம் பூவின் மணம்வீ சடுக்தொண்டை மண்டலமே.” 

* P, 156. Porul Adhikaram, Tolk. 

ஜ் 
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2. The Thagadur Yadrai (246% யாத்திரை) : 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) Arisirkkirar.* The work consists’ of ல 

graphic description of the campaign of Cheraman (‘Cesurear 

£5@Or pis QugeCrr sy s@uTep') against Adiyaman, the 

feudatory king of Thagadur and patron of the ‘Dravidian 

Sappho’ Auvvayar. Adiyaman remained within the precincts 

of his fortress at Thagadur, when Cheraman advanced 

against him with a mighty force;t and, at the end, 

Adiyanian was completely routed by Cheraman.{ Pon- 

mudiyar$ and Arisirkkirar { were intimate friends; both 

were true poets; Ponmudiyar describes certain portions of 

the expedition, while Arisirkkirar takes up certain other 

portions. [he desciiption of the city of Thagadur is Pon- 

mudiyar’s.4 There are 3 stanzas of Ponmudiyar’s in 

Purananurn and one in Tiruvalluva malai. Arisirkkirar was 

the author of the 8th decade 01116 பதிற்றுப்ப,ச்.து; there are 

also 7 stanzas in Purananuru and one in Tiruvallava 

malai, written by him. 

* P. 138. Purattinai Iyal. Tolk. Vide Nachchinark- 

kiniyar’s notes to Purattinai sutrams 8-12. 

+ P.125 Porul Adhikaram. Tolk. “G@eaureir செல்வுழிச் 

தசடரிடை அதிகமான் இருரஈ்சதாம்.”” 

t Patirrnppattn, 8th Decade. 

§ © Avisil-kilar (A. D. 110-140). Several of his stanzas 

occur also in the Thagadur yathirai. “Pon-Mudiyar (A. D. 
110-140) a 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 stirring scenes on the 

battle-field”’ 

Vide-“The Tamils 1800 Years ago” published by 

Messrs., Higginbotham & Co., Madras, 1904. P. 209. 

§ P. 189. Porul Adhikaram commentary. Tolk. 
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The city of Thagadur: ‘ Mr. V. Kanakasabhai Pillai, 

has identified Thagadur with Dharmapuri, the head- 
quarters of a Taluka in the Salem District.+ This state- 

ment is corroborated by two Chola inscriptions (Nos. 307 

and 808 of 1901) in the Mallikarjuna temple at Dharma- 
puri, according to which Tagadur, the modern Dharmégpuri, 

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 Devarain, mentions one Taga- 

durt 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- 

vacteristic “Tonmai’. The whole work was written in & 

spirited style, since the subject-matter requires if. Pon- 

mudiyar very graphically describes the preparations for 

scaling the walls of the Tagadur fortress thus. 

₹: மறனுடைய மறவர்ச் சேறவிட ஸின்றி 

செய்யோ டையலி யப்பி யெவ்வாயு 

Gut Grd ure Sunde af De 

கல்லுங் கவணுல் சடுவிசைப் பொறியும் 

வில்லு கணையும் பலபடப் பாப்பிப் 

  

* Indian Antiquary Vol. XXII, pp. 66 & 148. 

+ Epigraphia Indica. Vol. VI. July 1901. - 
t ஈதாழையூர் துகடர் சச்சஞூர் தருமபுரம் ; (115 தருமபுரம் 

is @ shrine in the Tanjore District.) Vide Agr @sGarems. 

€ “பாட்டு வருவது று பான்மை யாசலின், அவை சகடீர் 

யாத்திரை போல்வன.” 

$ Vide stanzas quoted in the commentary on Puraittinai 

Sutrams 8-12. Tolk.
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பச்.தும் பரவையும் ப௫வரிப் புட்டி.ஐ 

மென்றிவை பலவுஞ் சென்றுசென் நெறியும் 

கோச்ஞுார் நோச்குரசர் கொக்துகை விதிர்க்கும் 

காக்கருச் கானை யிரும்பறை 

பூர்கோட் டண்ணுமை கேட்டொறுக் கலுழ்ந்தே,” 

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 epie was Ilangovadigal,t brother of 

the Chera king Senkuttuvan. he author was the 

contemporary of the poet Sittalai Sattanar (the author 
of Manimekalai) and the king of Ceylon, Gayavahu, who 

is referred to in this work as ‘s_a#@ ழிலங்கைச் கயவாகு 
Carsex *t The Gayavahu referred to here is Gajabahu I. 
of Ceylon whp began his reign in 113 A. D.§ Senkuttuvan 
the onthor’s brother was a Saivite.§ Ilangovadigal led an 
ascetic life and it is a matter of dispute to which religion 
he belonged. He speaks with an equal regard to Aruga, 
Siva and Vishnu. At குணவாயில், where Tlangovadigal 

* P. 137. Porul Adhikaram. 
T “ Nanko-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 * The Tamils 1800 Years ago.” . 
் 30-aréagenens. L. 160; also wemrQumeQonr-m, 
§ “The reign of this Satakarnin (A-D. 77-133)” 

referred to in the Chilappatikaram ‘ covers the entire period 
of the reign of Gajabahu, king of Ceylon, which lasted 
12 years from A. D. 113 to 125 according to the Maha- 
wanso.” P. 8. “The Tamils 1800 Years ago.” 

§ 26-கால்கோட்காகை, 1, 84-7, 69-7 &c., 
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resided, there was alsq a Saivite temple; Tirn Navukkarasu 

Swamigal mentions one @Gewesue.t 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 Pate 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 a 
disciplined habit in the use of them’’t may be noticed in 

Nangovadigal’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 கரைபெறு su.@s0 runs thus:— *அதுசேட்டுக் 

Qsrigas Carer sasen ॥.சத்து, ஈள்சைக்மு விழவொடு சாச்தி 

செய்ய, மழைதொழி லென்றும் மாறா தாயிற்று,” 

The »=cQup «@enr is the only prose portion of the 

work. The passages which are called ‘Uraippattu,’ & ‘Uraip- 
pattu madai,’ have the least claims to be included in the 

Province of Prose. 

It can be safely said that the above three works were 

written before 150 A.D. To this period belongs also the 
  
4 or amie GenrarW arer Qader ygatenré Qar® 

வினைகள் ator an.” தருஅ௮டைவ. இருச்சாண்டசம். 

t+ Vide padigam, U, 88-9. 

+ Prof-Barle’s English Prose. P. 246.
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commentary of Nakkirar (the celebrated poet : author of 

Tirumurugarruppadai, Nedunalvadsi, stanzas in Pura- 

nanuru, &c.,) (A. D. 100-130)* on Irvayanar 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 literary 

activity. The writer of ‘The Tamils 1800 years ago’ says 

“The Augustan period of Tamil Litcrature was, I should 

say, in the first century of the christian era, and the last 

Gollege of Poets was then held in Madura in the court of 

the Tamil king Ugra Pandya. ‘The works of not less than 

fifty authors of this period have come down to us.T 

The Medieval Period. 

I. A. D. 200 to A. D. 6OO. 

During this period, the Jain ascendancy was great ; 

and its influence on the Tamil Literature was equally great. 

Most of the Jain Epics were writtcn at this time. Chinta- 
mani, Chulamani &c., belong to this period. The Jains 

were also Sanskrit Scholars ; we are greatly indebted to 

them for their zeal and labour 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 seems to have been inspired 

with new ideals and its literature with new forms of expres- 
sion.” | It was the Jains that first began to use to any 

large extent the bilingual style m writing their 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. 

+t Ibid: P. 3. 
$ Vide ‘A Literary History of India’ by 

R. W. Frazer, LL. B., pp. 810—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 biography of the 24 Tirtan- 
garas; in the biography of the Tirtangarar Sri Virttamanar, 
the story of Seevaka (the hero of Chintamani) is related, 

though with much variation in the narration. There is a 

proportionate intermixture of Sanskrit words with the 

Tami! words. We shall give a specimen of the style here. 
“மற்றொரு காள் சிமேோணிக மகாராஜன் ஸமவ சரணமடைக்து அசோக 

வனத்துள் அசோக விருகூ மூலக்து ரூப யெளாவன சுபலக்ஷ்ண் 

ஸூதெராகிச் இயாராரூடராக யிருக்க ஜீவக்தம மூனிகளைக் கண்டு 
அதீதியர்சம் விஸ்மிகணாகி, சுசரும som grr wen bs, பகவானே 

ஈதிருசலகூண ச௫ெசாகிய இச்தபோசனர் யார்!” என்று வினவ 

அவரும் s@alé Qstant.” 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 a 

prose work. It is 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. 

HW. A. D. GOO 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 

ergeds flourished; it was during this age that most of the 

great sectarian works were written; it was during this 

period that the Skanda Puranam of Kachchiappar, the 

Ramayanam of Kambar 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 elucidation, 94 

the claasio works of the Sangam age. Reinhold. Rost 

zegards the period between the 9th and the 13th centuries a5 

the Augustan age of Tamil Literature. As there is not 

even a single 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 

Giterature that commentaries have been, from a very long 

time, occupying a prominent place. Following the Tamil 

Grammar Tolkappiam we include commentaries also in the 

Province of Prose.* 

I. The first commentary we have to notice is 

Nakkirar's commentary on Jrayanar Agapporu! written by Nila- 
kandanar of Musiri: Before we say anything about this 

commentary known as lvayanar Agapporul urai, (also 

known as Kalaviyal urai), one knotty question meets us at 

the very outset. ‘Tamil scholars doubt the authenticity of 

Nakktwar’s commentary. Prof. Sundaram Pillai was of 

opinion that the commentary was not Nakkirar’s. After 

seriously doubting from internal and other evidences the 

authenticity of the poems of the 11th. Taru murai ascribed 
to Nakkirvar (of course with the exception of Tiru 

murugarruppadai) he writes, “Equally apocryphal appears 
to me the commentary on’ Eraiyanar Agapporul also 

ascribed to Nakkirar. It is doubttul whether there existed 
any Prose Literature at all in the days of Nakkirar. 

Among quotations given to illustrate the text, a few are 
from Chilappatikaram, a work of his own age at best. 

But the bulk of the illustrations cannot be even so old. 

The stanzas serially numbered uniformly celebrate the 

prowess of a Pandya, diversely named Arikesari, Varodaya, 
Paramkusan, Vichari (all of sanskrit origin) * * *. But 

the opening passages of the commentary leave no room 

* Vide Illustration at the close.of the dissertation. ,
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for further discussion, for Nakkivar 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 “உரை 
யிடையிட்ட பாட்டுடைச்செய்யுள்;” இ careful study of the com- 

mentary reveals that its real history must haye been this. 

Of the several Sangam Poets who tried to make out the 
correct meaning of the Agapporul Sutrams, Nakkirar was 
the only scholar who was able to expound 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 Sutvams, 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 commentary 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- 
nav’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 “sess_ég aan Ger moow 
இரக்கி”, “இனி உரைஈடச்சு வாறு சொல்லு அம்", (இங்கனம் வரு 

@ero song’. These clearly show that Nilakandanar is the 
writer of the commentary that was almost orally transmitted 

* Christian College Magazine. Aug. 791. 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 tenable, for, 
in the body of the commentary ரூடி நிறமி “மேற்பாயிசத்து 

exorésms,” A similar case we notice with regard to the 

commentary of Nampillai on Nanmmalwar Tirumozhi. It 

was Vadakku Tiruveedippillai who wrote down that com- 

meniary; still the commentary is known after the name of 

its originator as Nampillai Cidu (#aSoir%sn SQ). That 

Nakkirar was the commentator cannot be denicd. Nachchi- 

narkkiniar expressly writes thus; “se # சககச்தாறுட் 

களவியற் பொருள்கண்ட சணச்காயனார் மகனார். நக்கீரர்” again 
*;இவ்வுனா செய்தார் யாரோ வென்றவழி மதுரைச் கணக்காயனார் 

மகளூர் ஈச்ரரென உசை யெழதினுன் பெயர் கூறுதலுஞ் குத்தரஞ் 

செய்தான். பெயர் கூறுசலோடு ஓத்து Gossage தாயிற்று 

“அன்பி ' ளோச்இணைச் சனவெனப் படுவதும் தண சரும மன்று 
லெட்டனுட்-கர்சுருவ வழக்க மென்மனார் புலவர்” என்பது பாயிர 
மின்றிக் சானே மூன் மூகச்துகின்று இருவகைப் பாயிரவுரையும் 

பெய்அ உரைச்சப்பட்டது""* If we can believe Nachchinark- 
kiniyar, we can even say that Nakkirar wrote the main 
outlines of his commentary, since we have 2 mr Quog 'தினான் 
instead of s.corsawar: 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 ample quotations. Now, as to the style of the commen- 
tary, we have already seen that it is highly classic, 
argumentative, and elegant with mich poetic fow. 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 

“சணக்காயஞார் மகனார் ஈக்ரனா Gores இறையனார் பொருளுரை”; 
P, 198. Chilap. . 

t “Nilakandan the commentator should have flourished 
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2. The next commentator is Nampuranar. As he was 

the fixst commentator on Tolkappiyam, he was given 
the distinguishing title of ‘The commentator’ (2 ocua@fws) 

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 comiuentators, begins his list with Urai-Asiriyar. 

That Dampuranar was not acquainted with Sanskrit we un- 

derstand both from his commentary and from what Siva- 

gnana swamigal says of him.t His commentary on ortho- 
graphy is considered very valuable. The title of ‘Adigal’ 

(9.507) attached to his name is significant; Adiyarkku- 
nallar writes “csunAfwci@u இளம்பூசண அடிகள்,” 1118 

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 Tolkappiyam and Kurun- 

togai.t The Seyyul Iyal portion of the printed Tolkap- 
piyam 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. 
ர் 1.96. குச்இர விருக்இ. எசமிழ்தா லொன்றே வல்ல உரை 

யாசிரியரை யுள்ளிட்டோர்.” 

் மறற. 280 & 465; p. 89. Porul. Tolk.
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commentary on Kovayar, he quotes twice from the Devaram 
of Appaz Swamigal*® and hence we are enabled to say 

that Perasiriyar lived after the beginning of the Tth ecntury 

A. D., for “the two great Saiva devotees Appar (578 A. D.) 

and Tirn Gnana Sambandha were contemporaries of the two 
Pallava kings Mahendvavarman T. and Narasimhavarman T. 

Sambandhar was a contemporary of a general of the Pallava 

king, Navasimhavarman I. whose enemy was the Western 

Chalukya king Pulikesan IT.” That Perasiriyar was & 

Saivite 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 Tirukkovayar. 

7. 995, “அறத்தொடு கிற்றல்' தலைவி தோழிச் குரைத்சல்””. 

“யாமூன் பொருசாள் கடற்கரை யிடத்தே வண்டல் செய்து 

விளையாடாகின்றேமாக, அச்கோத்தொருதோன்றல், நும் வண்டல் 

மனைக்கு யாம் விருர்சென்னு வந்து கின்றபொழுது நீ பூச்கொய்யச் 

சிறிது புடை. பெயர்ர்தாய் ; அர் நிலைமைச்கட் இழ்காற்று மிகு 

லாற் எரைமே லேறுங்கடல் மேல்வக்அற்றது. உற, யான் றோழி 

யோ! தோழியோ ! என்று மின்னை விளிக்கேன் ; ௮.௮ கண்டிரங்க 

அவனருளொடுவந்து தன் சையைத்தச்சான் ; யானு மயகச்சத்சாலே 

அதனை நின்கை யென்று கொட்டேன் ; அவனும் பிறிதொன்றுஞ் 

சிந்தியா, என்னுயிர் கொண்டுதர்து, என்னைச் சரைச்கணுய்த்துப் 

போயினான் ; அன்று என் சாணினால் கினச்சுகனைச் சொல்லமாட்டிற் 

Gos.” 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 செத்சத்தொகைச் இருக்குதுச்கொகை, ன 

₹அண்ட மாரிரு சூடுக bg, ரண்டு போல்ுமோ 

Qarewar’, and the other from சணனித் இருவிருதக்சம்-- ₹ எம் 

மிறை ஈல்லவீணை வா௫ிம்குமே,”” 

+ The Epigraphia Indica. Vol. TIT. pp. 277—8.
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5. Senavarayar was a contemporary of Nachchinark- 

kiniyar; his commentary on Etymology is by some considered 

superior to Nachchinarkkiniyar’s. He wrote fhe commen- 

tary only on the Eitymological 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; ** வட தாற்கடலை நிலைசண்டறிக்த சேனா 

amit எழுக்கதிசொாசச்இுற் குரைசெய்காரரயின் இன்னோன்ன 
பொருளனை ச்துர்சோன்ற ஆரியர் சருத்துணர்ர் துரைப்பர். அவரி 

Gerda Barts போலப் பெரும்பயன் படாமைகருதி எழுத்திற் 

குசைசெய்யா தொழிர்சமையின், ,சமிழ் நாலொன்றே வல்ல உரை 

யாசிரியரை யுள்ளிட்டோ ர௬ுரையை ஆரியர் கருத்சகாகச்கொண்டு 

பின்னுள்ளோரு மயங்குவா ராயிஷர்,*”* Senavarayar boldly 
refufes the commentary of Hampuranar in many places.t 

His prose style cannot be fully judged from a commentary 
on @ grammatical work; it is not so simiple as that of Nach- 

chinarkkiniyar. This is his style. “' wr2ersrw aor னொரு 

வன் சாட்டுட் போவுழி ஓர் யானை யடிச்சுவடுகண்டு இஃ்சாசுவா 

வாசற் கேற்ற இலக்கணரமுடைச் அ எண்றவறி &c.?t In his com- 

mentary on Etymology, Nachchinarkkiniyar ‘often refers§ 

to Senavarayar’s commentary. Senavarayar had an extensive 
knowledge of the Tamil Literature and in his commentary 

on Hiymology, 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 his 
commentary on Seyyul Iyal, Nachchinarkkiniyar quotes a 

sentence from Cheraman Perumal Nayanar’s ‘ Tiruk kailaya 

11, 26 குத்திசவிருக்இ.(வெஞாக, * ஜம. 45, 99 (சேனா-ம்). 
1 22,898 (சேனா-ம். § pp. 2, 4 20, (௪௪-ம்). 

நி ** தூய ஞான கிறைர்த இவெச்சுடர் சானே யாயெ தன்மை 

  

யாளன் '” உரைச் சிறப்பு,
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Gnana Ula’ (qj @waemnu ஞானவுலா.)* Cheraman Perumal 

lived in the first half 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 “@¢ até a 8Nens + 
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 

since the number of works on which he wrote his 

commentary is large. The Tolkappiyam, Kalittogai, 

Pattuppatiu, Chintamani, and the 20 stanzas of Kuruntogai, 

are the works which possess his precious commentary. He 

was a 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- 
tellectial superiority 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 several commentaries, he has referred to more 

than 80 works, all of classic merit. His commentary on 

Tolkappiyam is highly praised;t and the simple beauty of 

the prose style in his commentaries won for him the high 

appellation of ‘sqesaut’ (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 

1 66 
  

அனு திருவுலாப் புறத் தள் ] 6வாமான வீசன் வரும்” என 

மூடித்துமேல் வேறோருறுப்பாயவாறும்'' கொல், ஈ௪9; செய்யுளியல் 

&. axa, Vide ‘Osésdy’ Vol. II. No. 4. 

. 1 Gemorer Grerajer, L. 116. 
+ 7186 சித்தார்த தீபிகை, 77௦1. 17. 11௦. 2. 
3 “உச்சிமேற் புலவர்கொள் ஈச்சினார்ச் இணியம்'” இலக்கணக் 

கொத்னுரை; சிறப்புப்டாயிசம்,
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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 

prose 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. 

கரும்பே தேனே யமிர்தே காமர் மணியாழே 

யரும்பார் மலர்மே லணஈசே மழலை யன்னம்மே 
சுரும்பார் சோலை மயிலே குயிலே சடர்வீகம் 

பெரும்பூண் மன்னன் பாவாய் பூவாய் பிணைமானே, (இலச், 76.) 

If any other commentator came across this stanza, we are 

suze, he would pass it over alleging that the meaning is 

explicit. A commentator like the terse Parimelalagar would 

make a curt remark like this இஃது ஆர்வமொதி யலங்கார 
” and pass over it. Notso with our Nachchinark- 

kiniyar; he explains to us how Tlakkanai deserves these 

endearing epithets. This is his beautiful commentary on the 

உவா 2௧. *கணவற்கு மெய்ம்முழுதும் இணிதசாயிருச்தலிற் கநம்பு,. கல் 

லாரு௮ப்பெல்வலாககொண்டு இயற் விற் றேன். இவ்வுலகிலில்லாச 

மிக்கசுவையும் உறுதியுக கொடுத்தவின் ௮மிர்து, சகாமவேட்சையை 

மென்ச 

விளைவித்து இணியபண் டோறஜ்றலின் மழலையை புடையதோர் யாம். 

கணவதற்குச் செல்வத்தைக் கொடுத்தலிற் றிந, கடையா வன்னம். 

சாயலான் மயில், காலமன்றியு கேட்டோர்ச்கு இன்பஞ் செய்த 

லின் குயில், மன்னன் மசளே யென்றல் புகழன்மையின், மன்னன் 

பாவாய் என்றது அவன் கண்மணிப்பாவை யென்பதுணர்ச் இற்று; 

இணி யிவள் கொல்லிப்பாவை யன்று, மன்னன்பாவை யென்றுமாம்.
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சேடியார் கற்பித் ௪ கட்டளை தப்பாமற் கூறவிற் பூவை, சோக்கத் 

சான் மான்," We see in this passage the clear style of an 

intelligent commentator. The above passage is the best 

specimen of Tamil Prose, free from all mannerisms. Were 

it not for the great service rendered to Tamil Literature 

by this prince of commentators, we could hardly see at 

present even that little taste which the Tamil students bear 
towards their mother-tongue; and no better enlogy can be 

bestowed on this great patron of Tamil Literature than 

that short sentence pregnant with sense which says,— 

வேச போத, ஈச்௫னார்ச் இனிய னெச்ரில் றுக்சமிழ் இுகர்வர் 
swears,” 

7. Parimelalagar was the famous commentator on ‘the 

Universal code’—The Tirnkkural. He is believed to have 

lived at Con jeeveram, since, in the Tondai-mandala-sathagam, 

we 1181௦ *: இருச்சாஞ்ி வாழ்பரி மேலழசன், வள்ளாவ ஞார்க்கு 

”; but this remains a 

matier of dispute. He refers to king Bhoja in his introduc- 

tion to Kamatiuppal. Probably he was a Vaishnavite; he 

refers to the sacred work ‘Tiruvaimozh?. He knew Sens- 

krit also. His Prose, unhke that of Nachchinarkkiniyar, 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 sainé time damaging the compacé- 

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 about 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 Uvaip-payiram has 

வதிசாட்டி னான்றொண்டை மண்டலமம
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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 portion 

of the book. Most probably Adiyarkkunallar was a Saivite; 

wherever he has to speak of Siva, he refers to hin as ‘@p 

ais’ the ‘omnipresent’t. If the use of the epithet ‘Nachchi- 

narkkiniyar’ for Siva in the Devaram hymns is one of the 

arguments for saying that the commentator who bore that 

name must have been a Saivite, the use of the epithet 

‘Adiyarkkunallar’ in the Devaram must also help us in 

pronouncing that the commentator whose name was 

Adiyarkkunallar must have been a Saivite; we have 

சண் ணுளார்கரறு ஒரு ளானிலை, யண்ணலார் அடியார்க்கு நல்உசே.”3 

The work which Adiyarkkunallar undertook to anno- 

tate was a very difficult work; for Chilappatikaram is not @ 

mere Iyal Taanil composition; one who undertakes to 

annotate it should have a clear knowledge of the three 

branches of Tami) 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 
  

* ‘Orr முகவிய இறையவர் பதங்களும், அக்தமி லின்பத் 

கழிவில் வீடும்," ஐஜஹ்ம, *வீடென்பத; சர்சையு மொழியுஞ் செல்லா 

நிலைமை.” 

T pp. 164-5, 214, 294 ke. 
் இருஞான சம்பச்,சர் தேவாரம், 2-இருமுறை, 80 பக்கம். 

5
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Tyal, Isai and Nainkam; 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 

Saiva 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 a poet and commentator. As a poet he holds high 
rank. The Parangiippuranam and Setupuranams were writ- 
ten by him; and he was the commentator on the Tiruvarut- 
payan of Uma-pathi-Sivachariar. His name, tradition tells 
us, is wn instance of ‘Lucus a non lucendo’; but, it may be 
noticed that Manikka-Vasagar refers to Siva as * Nivamba 
Alagiar.’+ He writes a simple and beautiful style, 

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

* Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar, P. 144, 
ர் “நித்ச மணாளர் நீரம்ப வழகியர், சித்தத திருப்பராலன்னே 

யென்னும்'-அன்னைப்பச் ௪, இருவாசகம். 
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foreigner—Robert de Nobilibus-who learht Tamil 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 

இரகம் (ச.ச்வ போசுக சுவாமி), The following are his chief 

works. (1) ‘The Kandam-a Tamil work in 4 large volumes; 

Tt forms a 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 ditfuse, 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 elegance’. 

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 87 agavals of Kalladam 

{a poetical work of very high merit written about the 10th. 

century A. D.). He was the teacher of Swaminatha Desikar, 

the writer of Nakkanakkottu. 

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 Tamil 

grammar. The Pattiyal of the work was written by his son 

Tyagaraja Desikar. Vaidyanatha Desikar’s style is an 

imitation of the old classic style and rises above the ordinary 

prose style; e.g. மனமொழி மெய்சளின் உணஈகுது ம௫ழ்ச்தே'” 

என்பவாசலின் மனத்தாற் றுணிவு தோன்ற நிணைச் தலும், மொழி 

யர்ற் பணிவு தோன்ற வாழ்த்தலுர்) தலையாற் றணிவு கோன்ற 

இறைஞ்சலும் அடங்கப் பொதுப்பட வணங்கி” யென்றும்,” ௦. 

(2. 10-எழுச், இலச், விளச்.) 

5. Subramanya Deekshatar of Kurukoor (1680 A. D.) 

was the writer of the Tamil Prayoga-vivekha. He wrote 

itg commentary also. 

6. Swaminatha Desikar (1680 A. D.) also known by 

the name of Gisana Desikar was the writer of Tlakkanak- 

kottu with its commentary. From one of his Urai-Sutrams 

(P. 15. பாயிரம், இலக், கொதி.) 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; ௨. g. see the passage beginning “ @gmat 
கோவைக்குங் கூட்டுக. மாணிக்க வாசகர் 9 Mano Paar Quer 
பலு திண்ணம்............ அவரிவைகளிருச்சவே அவைகளை விரும்புச 
லென்னெனின், பாற்கடலுட் பிறந்து அதனுள் வாழுமீன்கள் அப் 
பாலை விரும்பாது வேறுபலவற்றை விரும்பு சல் போல அவரதியற்கை 
யென்க””. (இலக். சொத்ட் 

7. Sankara Namasivaya Pulavar (1700 A.D.) was the 
student of Swaminatha Desikar. He has written a fine 
commentary on the Nannul 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 appears ஐ 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 a Professed 

Brother of the Order of Jesuits. His great natural endow- 
ments and extraordinary facility in the attainment of 

languages soon pointed him out as a fit 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 

year 1707. Beschi was highly skilled as & linguist. In addi- 

tion to Italian, his mother-tongne, 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 Ismatti Sunnyasi. In addition, the Nabob made 

him his Dewan. He held his Dewanship until 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 o free translation of his name Constantius 
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 followiag 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 ‘auCsergens2s’ was written. The book consists
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of a series of considerations touching the duties of one 

called to an apostolical life. The style of this work is said 

to he rich and sparkling. Dr. Pope writes, “Of his pHoHe 

writings the very admirable Vediar Orukkam ‘The Duties 

of Catechirts’ is the best; itis the best model for the stu- 

dent of Tamil Prose.” (31 In 1728 his “Veda Vilakkam, Tilus- 

tration of Religion” was published. It is free from verbosity. 

(4) In 1729 he wrote the commentary on his Tembavant. 

(5) The Gnana-Unarttal. in prose, is a didactic and doctrinal 

work of a very elevated style. (6 ‘The adventures of Guru 

Simple (Noodle) Tale of the foolish priest and his disciples, 

is @ 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 Canidam, Vamen Cadei, a Tamil and Latin Distionary, 

A Latin Translation of the first two parts of Kural &c. 

Beschi’s prose works are much read, because the style 

is very simple. It sparkles with Jife and is never dull. 
Unlike Robertde Nobilibus, he was averse to introducing 
many Sanskrit terms and expressions into his Tamil works. 
1415 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 difference in the position oceupied in India at 
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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dictionaries 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, critic, 

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 Thiruvavaduthurat 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 author 

of the first canto of the famous Kanchi Puranam, a work 

remarkable for the imagery ofits description and great origina- 
lity. The stanzas in this work are composed in difficult 

metres; Metrical somcrsaults are 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 (G@esraSenses Marten 8 sue) a work of high 

poetic excellence: 

  

* From 1. Introduction to Beschi’s Grammar of 

கொடுந்தமிழ், நந 13. W. Mahon. 2. Madura District Manual, 
Chap 11. 3. Introduction to Tonnu) Vilakkam. 4. Christian 

College Magazine, October 1891. P. 276-8. 5. Introduc- 
tion to Kural & 6. Dr. Caldwell’s Comp. Grammavr. 

pp. 149-50. 

ர் Vide Translation of Sivagnana Botham: p. xvi.
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i. Sivagnana Swami as @ commentator: Asa 

commentator he holds the most respectable place in our 

literature. is elaborate commentary on the Sivagnana 

Bothain of Meikanda Deva has won very high admiration 

and it is known os the ‘Dravida Maha Bhashyam’ and 

the author 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 these commentaries. He has also trans- 

lated into Tamil the Sanskrit 'Tarka-Sangraham. 

777. Sivagnana Swami as a critic: He was a very 

bold critic. His Tlakkana-Vilakka Churavali is a criticism 

on Vaidyanatha Desikar’s Dlakkane-vilakkam. He has 

written an elaborate commentary on the Payiram and the 
first sutram (orthography) of Tolkappiam; there, he 

criticises the views of the various commentators, points out 

where they have gone wrong and establishes his own view. 
His இித்சாக் சுமசபு கண்டன கண்டனம்,” os the name itself 

indicates, is a polemical dissertation. His ‘Aaswangecng 

wg, is also a book of criticism disproving the views of 

Gnanaprakasar, a commentator on Sivagnana Siddhiar. He 

has also written a commentary on the Ist. stanza of Kamba 

Ramayanam; it contains objections with answers. His 

master-skill becomes prominent when we notice that he has 
written a very long disquisition for the purpcse of defending 

his view of the meaning and grammar of the single word 

‘a@4.$° which occurs in astanza of Sivagnansa Siddhiar. The 
very title of the disquisition is pedantic and infusing awe in 
the minds of his opponents. He styles it ‘7@sg7 என்னுஞ் 
சொல்லுக்கட்ட வயிரக் @enuTunh’—the adamantine armour 
equipped for the defence of the word ‘a#@gs.’ In his 
philosophical treatises, we find many words unavoidably 
borrowed from Sanskrit.
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IV. Sivagnana Swami asa Teacher: He had twelve 

disciples under him. The greatest of his students was Kach- 

chiappa Munivar, the author of ‘senflenac: ysnenrs’ 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 asa 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 excellence of diction are very admirable. 

We shal! here give a specimen of his style. The following 
passage is a direct and bold criticism on Gnanaprakasar’s 

view that in the expression ‘azowr’ as applied to Vinaya- 
kar 4 18 ரூபகம். **வாரண முகத்தை யுடையானை** $வாரணம்” 

என்னாகுபெயசாற் கூறி, ஒருசோட்டன்” மு.சவியவிசேடணங்களுக்கு 

விசேடியமாச வைத்து அரியர் கருச்சறிய மாட்டாது, “வாரண 

மென்று ரூபசம் பண்ணுக" என்றீர். ரூபகப் பிரயோசனமுள்ள 

ப.கான்னுகய மில்லாத விடத்து ரூபசஞ் செய்தல் பொருக்சா 

சென்பசறியூல்லீர், அலக்காச சாஸ்திரம் படித் கறிக்நிராயின், 

இல்லா ரூபகத்திற்கும் அகுபெயர்ச்கும் பேதர் தெரியாமற் 

சொல்லி யிழுக்குீர்.?” Sivagnana Yogigal was one of those 

yare exceptions that had the fortune 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 

style 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 ond Saravanapperumalaiyar (sons of 

Tirnttani Kandappaiyar—a student of Kachchiappa 

Muniar) were both Prose-writers. Visagapperumalaiyar 

has written a grammar for begmners called ‘Bala Bodha 

Takkanany; and a small treatise on the usefulness of Edu- 

மண்டை சல்விப்பயன்”. Saravanapperumalaiyar has written 

two grammatical works, one treating of ‘Prosody’ and the 

other of the ‘igures of Speech’. He was a commentator 

too; he has written commentaries on (1) Tiruvalluva malai, 

(a) & portion of the Naidatham of Ati-Vira-Rama, and (8) 

® 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 Mnudaliar, whose great work we © shall 

presently consider. 

14. Thandava Raya Mudaliar was born at Villinallur 
(Villiampakkam) near Chunampet. He belonged to the 
Siddhanta Saiva Sect. His father was Kandaswaini Muda- 

liyar; his elder brother was “Muniappa Mudaliyar. His 

father died while he was yet young. He then went to Quacér 
விளைக்ச sors are and remaincd there under the guardianship 

of his uncle Kumavasami Vadyar; he received his primary 
education from his uncle. Irom his very youth, he had a 
special taste for his mother-tongue. He studied Tamil 

Literature and Grammar under Velappa Desikar (2 peur 
லேலப்ப தேசிகர்), நிக fourth descendant of Andhaga Kavi 
Vira Raghava (96 ss¢sa89 Seree சேசலியார்).. 116 then 
came to Madras; and, here, he drank deep of the Tamil 
Niterature with the aid of Visvanatha Pillai (ygoma ear 
s7% Serer) and Vidhvan Ramanuja Mudaliar of Kunimedu. 
He made a special study of Tolkappiyam; 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 

(@enf)-Vaduga-natha Thembiran who belonged to the 

family of Arunachala Kavirayar, the author of the famous 

Rama-Natakam. He also learnt Sanskrit, Telugu, Canarese, 

Hindustani, Maharashtra and English; and like the humming- 

bees that gather together and enjoy the sweet honey from 

fragrant flowers, our author derived great intellectual 

pleasure from his knowledge of more than half a dozen lan- 

guages. He was appointed Tami! 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 Tamul Teacher in the Government College he had, 

on several occasions, to enter into hot discussions on literary 

topics with Ramanuja Kavirayar and Saravanapperumal- 

aiyar. Besides his famous Panchatantram, he wrote also 

a collection of stories (@s7we;e?); his other works are 

Tiruttanikei Malai, Tirupporur Padigam, Ilakkana Vina Vi- 

dai &c. H+ also prepared, by a careful examination of the 

cadjan books correct 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 ளம் (சோடீச்சராச்் சோவை]. 

It is also said of him that, at the request of some Christian 

Missionaries, he wrote, under the mnom-de-plume of 

Mutinsami Pillai, a pamphlet called Veda-Vikalpa-dikkaram 

(GagSsos1 Géarcbd) a refutation of WVeda-vikalpam, a 

work written against the Bible by one Ponnambala Swami 

of Purasawakkam. He has also written some minor works 

on the subject of Love (Agapporul.) This prince of Tamil 

Prose writers passed away in the year 1850 A. D.* 

  

* A free translation of the Tamil preface 1௦ Pancha- 

tantram, edited by V. G. Suryanarayana 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 of view, 

the best among Tamil Prose works. Speaking about the 

origin of the Panchatantram, Prof. Arthur. A Macdonell 

writers, “If notactnally 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 cannot say; but, if may not improbably have been called 

after the two jackals Karatake 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’ (Jér 
Gusi-sowing discord among friends} gives the story of 2 

Bull and a Lion who are made friends by two Jackals; after- 

words, one of the Jackals feeling itself neglected bv 

the Lion starts an intrigue by telling both the Lion and the 
Bult that each is plotting against the other, and its artful 
device brought about the end it desired: the Bull was killed 
by the angry Lion and the Jackal, as ptime-minister of the 

latter, enjoys the fruits of its machinations. The second 
book, called ‘Acquisition of friends’ ( #@iaonus) relates 
the adventures of a Tortoise, a Deer, a Crow and a Mouse; 

‘it is meant to illusrate the advantages of judicious friend- 
ship.’ The third book entitled #69 éced (‘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 Juiterature: pp. 369-72.
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fourth book entitled ‘Loss of what has been acquired’ 

(4486 sce) contains the story of the Monkey and the 

Crocodile. It points out how fools can be made by flattery 

to part with their possessions. The fifth book called 

‘ Inconsiderate action? (#ewICraQu safégeand) 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 

fransfers 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 musica 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 enumavate the chief characteristics 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 are 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 eiganrsf 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 constant play of wit and humour. (6) A 

masterly style is noticcable throughout the book. 14 is 

simple, it is granumatical, if is clegant and it Is dignified. 

The free unaffected movement coupled with clear distinct- 

ness is rcmarkable. (7) There is an mtelligent choice of 

Tamil and Sanskrit words. (8) There is the variety of 

expression specially prominent ; and, (9) The peculiar 

characteristic of this hook is that its style gets more and 

more 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 has appeared viz, good 

colloquial prose, which. through the spread of European 

influences, seems likely to have a strnggle for the mastery 

with Poetry in the Tamil literature of the future. The 

name of the father of this sp-cies of composition (in so far 

as Tamilians are concerned) deserves to be remcmbered. 

Té was Tandavaraya Mudatlivar, at one time a teacher in 

the college of Madras. ‘To him we sre indebted for the 

Tamil prose version of the Pancha-tantra, and. through the 

imfluence of his example, for versions of Ramayana, the 

Maha-Bharata. &c., in the same style of flowing and elegant 

vet perfectly intelligible prose ’.* This prose version of 

the Panchatantramn 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 unlearned, and to the young 

and the old. 

15. Arumukha Navalar. 

*வில்லூர் மாட dsiQer® Quradu, sogrt ampams sue 

தீரு ளறிஞன், * * * நீற்றொடு சண்மணி கிறையுப் 
பூண்பார்ப், போற்றொடு பொலியும் புண்ணிய புருட, னவ 

  

  

* Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar, P. 150.
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செறி யாய வண த்துங் களைந்து, வெகெறி வளர்க்குக் இப்பிய 

Games, னெழுக்து முசலாக வியம்பிலக் ணெழும், வழுத்இலக் 

இயமும் வரம்புகண் டெழுர்தோன், சமயம் விசேடம் தகுகிரு 

வாணமென், றமையமுச் இக்கையு மடைவுறப் பெற்றோன், சுமங்கல 

விசேடச் சர௬.இியா மூலா,கமங்களின் முப்பொருள் ஈருதுபே சருளான், 

யுச்தியி னமைத்துணரர் சோங்கனு பூதி, இத்தியுற் றமைந்த செவ 

சிர் சாமணி, கற்றுணர் புலவருட் கனிக்கு, முற்றுண சாறு மூககா 

வலனே, ?”   மகாவித்வான் மீநாட்சிசுந்தாம் பிள்ளை, 

(இருச்சோஷையார், சாவலர் பதிப்பு, சிறப்புப் பாயிரம்,) 

Arumukha Navalar was born at Nallur in Jaffoa in 

1823 A. D. In his youth he underwent a regular course 

of instruction He was first taught Arithmetic; he then 

studied Nigandu, Nidatham, Bharatam and Kanda-puranam, 

He was for some time learning English also under the Rev. 

Peter Percival of Jaffna who admiring his scholarship 

in Tamil, soon made him his Tanul Pandit In conpliance 

with Rev. Percival’s request, he preparcd a correct edition 

of the Tamil prose version of the Bible. Before he was 

20 years old, he studied all the Saiva Siddhanta Philosophi- 

cal works, besides Devaram, Tiruvachakam &c. From his 

24th. 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 of 

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 yandra salai.
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The books he printed are Soundarya Lagari, Nigandu, 

Tirukkural, Tarkka Sangraham, Setn-puranam, Tlakkanak- 
kotturai, Prayoga viveka, Periapuranam, Kandapuranam 

and several other works. The following are the works 

which he printed with his commentaries : (1) Koil-puranam 

(2) Nannul (Kandigai) (3) Saiva, Samaya Neri (4) Vakkun- 

dam, Nalvazhi, Nanneri &c. He wrote also prose versions of 

Periapuranam, Kandapuranam, Tiruvilayadal puranam &e; 
and, for beginners, he wrote the 4 paits of Bala-padam and 
the 2 parts of Saiva Vina Vidai. He wasa great prose writer. 

The characteristic feature of his prose style is clearness. 

Even when he writes on philosophical topics, his style has 

the same simple elegance and clearness. Here is a specimen 

of his style. Speaking of ¢ airy’ (kindness, love) he says 

“* அன்பானது, குடச்துள் விளக்கும் உறையுள் வாளும் போல ஒரு 

வர் காட்டச் சாணற் பாலசன்று ; அவ்வன்புடைமையால் வெளிப் 

படும் செயல்களைச் சண்டவறி, இவை உண்மையால் இங்கே அன்பு 
உண்டென்று அதறுமிஇத்துச் கொள்ளற் பாலதாம். * அன்பிற்கு 

முண்டோ அடைக்குச் தா ழார்வலர்-புன்கணீர் பூசல் தரும் * என் 

னுச் இருக்குறளானு முணர்க'”,  (குசனம், பெரியபுராணம் செய் 

yer, P. 128). Navalar was a bachelor throughout his life- 

time. In his travels between Jaffna and Madras, he visited 

almost all the sacred shrines of South India. Mahali ngaiyar 
who wrote the sinall treatise on grammar for beginners 
and Ramalinga Swamigal, the writer of (1) Manu-mnurai- 
Kanda Vasagam-an exccllent, beautiful little prose work and 
(2) Jeevakarunya Orukkam — were his contemporaries. 
Navalar was en intimate friend of the grcat poet Meenakshi 
Sundaram Pillai. 

After his 50th year, he hegan to lose his health. He 
quietly spent his last days (in Jaffua) in prayer and medita- 
tion ; and in his 56th. year [Dec. 1879] he freed himself 
from this mortol coil ana took shelter beneath His Holy
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Feet. Our Tamil Land lost in him a great prose writer 

an excellent lecturer and » 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 so near to us of which 
the estimates are 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 unfavourable. We shall not speak anything 

about the living authors. (1) The veteran scholar 

Damodaram Pillai (1832—1901) wrote Chulamani (prose), 
besides his introductions to Virasoliyam, Kalittogai &௦. 
He did great good by his valuable editions of Tolkappiyam, 
Virasoliyam, Irayanar Agapporu!, Ilakkana - Vilakkam, 

Kalittogai, {hanikaippuranam &c. (2) Prof. Sundaram Pillai 
(1853—1897) was the writer of a prose work entitled ‘An 
Introduction to Science’ (தாத்றொகை விளக்கம்). His death 
was a great loss both to literature and historical research. 

(3) Sabapathi Navalar (d. 1903) was the writer of ‘Dravidap- 

prakasikai, (@era%_ SreaFms) a valuable History of the 

‘Tamil Literature, and, lastly, (4) V. G. Suryanarayana Sastriar 

(1873—1903 A.D.) was the writer of a History of the 

Tamil Language, 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 wf.
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Translations from select English works are also slowly 

creeping in ; Journals almost all written in a flawless style 

are being published. The best among these is the 

‘Sen-Tamil’ published monthly by the present Madura 

Tamil Sangain 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 as for its Poetry. 

“There is @ good time coming veb, 

A good time coming; - 
The proper impulse has been given,— 

Wait a little longer.’”’ 

CHAPTER ITI. 

The Leading Characteristics of the Tamil Prose Diction. 

It is of supreme importance to consider here the 
essential characteristics of a goo¢ Tamil prose style. We 

have seen that the best Tamil Prose work is the Pancha- 

tantram : we find in it a happy choice of expression, a good 

selection of vocabulary and grammatical correctness. Now, 

we shall see what the chief features nre; (1) The needful 

qualities for a fit prose are regularity, uniformity, precision, 

halance’.* The balance of style is noticeable im Nach- 

Chmarkkiniyar’s commentary on Chintamani. (2) Prose 

diction should be distinct fron: colloquial diction; and it 

requires a 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. Essays in criticism. P. 39. 

+ 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. (3) “* Much of the charm of good prose is 
due to mere explicitness. “ Bvidentia in narratione’ 8836 
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. 
It is the lucidity of style that greatly contributes to the 
simple charm and excellence of Arumukha Navalar's prose. 
(4) Another essential element of good diction is ‘variztion 
which shonld pervade every part, words, phrases, idioms, 
sentenccs.’ This is the outstanding characteristic which 
contributes to the excellence and pleasantness of the Pancha- 
tantvam. Mere adherence to this rule without proper care 
or skill will mar the perspicuity of the style. (5) The 
choice of expression is a pretty difficult art to acquire ; and 
1ம் holds a prominent 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 
Jafina, contains no less than 58,500 words; notwithstanding 
which, it would be necessary to add several thousands of 
technical terms, besides provincialisms, and thousands 
upon thousands of authorised compounds in order to render 
the list complete.’t Tamil words, wherever possible, 
should be prefered to sanskrit words. A prose passage, 
where Sanskrit words are conspicuous by their absence, 
will be exceedingly sweet and homely; e.g. the sentence 
* வானவர் பூ மழை பொழிர்தார் "15 00௧ homely and pleasing 
than the sentence ‘Gg aiiser புஷ்ப வர்ஷம் வர்ஷித தார்கள்.” 8 

  
  * John Earle’s English Prose. P. 153. 

t Dr. Caldwell’s Comparative Grammar pp. 84-5.
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long as the meaning of a sentence is not rendered obscure, 

we may freely use Tamil words. (6) It is necessary for a 

writter to learn to appreciate the various colours 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 போடு அக்க 

காரியத்தை ௮ர்.௪ சூரியணில்'! (7) "576 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 கோபம் 

and Pers ought not to be used indiscriminately nor are 

டள பகைமை மாமி செற்றம், There is a slight differ- 

ence in their meanings; Nachchinarkkiniyar defines கோபம் 

ஊம் செம், பகைமை ஊர் செத்தம் பொல: கோபத்தின் பின்னாகச் 

சிறிது பொழுது கிற்பது சினம், சோபம் நீட்டித்து கிற்தனெறது 

செம்; பலைமை நெடுங்காலம் நிகழ்வது செத்றம்''2- 10ம் and 

Rancour (பத் அப்பாட்டு உரை; pp. 28, 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 

xeroiar in the sense of se@, Caps in the sense of கொறுக் 

காக்சுட்டை &0, (9) Sober words should be chosen in pre- 

ference to those which are elevated; in ordinary prose we 

should not write e.g. science gestergih unis sone 

where we can write in the simpler form aaa மூள் வழியிற் 

@eox apes, (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 percived bv 

* John Earle’s English Prose. P. 156. a 
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Tolkappiyar himself. He says ‘Novelty ought not to be 

condemned; it is admissible’ (*கடிசொல் வில்லைச் சால,ச்அப் ' 

ug@Ger’*, Pavananthiar is more explicit. He has 
(பழையன கழிதலும் புதியன புகுதலும், வழுவல சால acme 

னானே.” 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 one 
illustration of each. i. The expression ‘@@eoré@Geaid’ 

was onee ordinarily used to denote the male among horses. 
In Tolkappiyam we have ‘@sa& Carp Stara சடுவ னென்ற 
Bib, nw.) குதிரையு ளாண்னைச் சேவ லென்றலும், ... 

முடிய வர்த ௨௨ வழசக் குண்மையிற், கடிய லாகா கடனறிச் தோர் 

é@s’. In his commentary, Nachchinarkkiniyar writes ‘@@ 
oreudt CraCas nay இக்காலத் தரிதாயிற்று,ர். ii. Here 
is an illustration of novelty. The letter # was not origi- 
nally used as an initial letter; but, afterwards, sach 

words as சட்டி, #uwprn; crept in; and the commentators 

give these words as examples of novelty (452nd. Sutram 

Etymology) and they remark ‘gma Spsrggas Can plus 
சொல்லேயாம்”. There are instances of word-coining e. g. 

the term 2orgre for psychology. eui*#gre for biology 6௦. 

The expression ‘a. @enrs Gsi@s&'’ may be taken as an 

example of word-revival. (11) Special attention soust be 
paid to Tamil idioms; ‘acrefsagram முட்டுமால் Sy’ — 
here we have an example of a Tamil idiom. (12) An accurate 
study 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. (18) Punctuation, and the 

parapraph system must be adopted, since their usage 

greatly helps the reader. (14) The introduction of foreign 

words, wherever necessary, should be freely allowed. Some 

  

* எச்சவியல் 56. Toll. 

ர் மரபிமல், 68. 11791. 

$ எழுச்தஇகாசம், 09 சூச்இரம்,
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of the Hindustani words like sora* eusé,t சாவுச்சன்1 have 
already found place in standard works. Tnglish 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 ‘Limitation of Sandhi’ 

also deserves our attention. If ‘Sandhi’ were to be used ai 

all places arbitrarily, the lucidity of the style is sure to be 

destroyed; for instance, the sentence செக்கோனடாத்து மரசர் 
குடிசஸிணின்னனீஃகு மருமுறைகளை சாடுவார். நாச800115, 01121171௦8 
both to the eye and to the ear; but if we Just break up the 

Sandhis and write @siGsrd srsab gret குடி.சனின் இண் 

ari €8Gm sicnGpsamster erQ@ant we find the meaning clear. 

(16) The study of Philology must be encouraged. ‘This 
af least is certain that Philology is’ one of those studies 

which must be taken into account in a treatise which has 

Prose for its scope, because it is one of the instruments 

whereby a 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. It 
reveals to us old customs; e.g (1) The words ‘@@uaen,’ 

‘omayjer” (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 
இடும்பை | இடும்- யை) ஐ பையுள் (பைட உள்) 118௩௪ had their 
origin from the sack (ex) and signify pain or suffering. 

The word ‘sa’ for ‘wall’ has also an interesting 
derivation. Houses (in the Tamil Gand) are built on 

+ 

  

Goat wa _GF sandii_p Cadan, Guster முது 
குமாசனைப் போத்து தும்-குமாகுருபசர். 

ர் “சித்கர் விஞ்சையர் மாசர் சபாசென”. இிருப்புசழ்- அருணஇரி 
காதர், 

  

ற “முதுகூளிச் இரள்,..மி.ண்டிண் டெனச்சொட்டி யாடவெஞ் 

சூர்க்கொன்ற ராவுத்தனே.' சக்தசலங்காரம். அருணடரிராதர்: 

§ John 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 a nest, and the soul 

to the bird that rests in it; the word y#@a& 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 ‘srd’ 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 

‘ons’, ‘onset’ means cross beams, rafters. The entrance of 

a house corresponds to our mouth and is called ‘ami’ 
(ara —ans + Qa, @ev—house+aadi=entrance). The 

windows of a house correspond to our eyes-the organ of 

vision; @wasebr is used in the sense of ‘window’ of. 
கோலச் சாளாக் குறுங்க ணுழைக் து, வண்டொடு புச்ச மணவாய்ச் 

சென்றல்,"* The upper-part of the shoulders and the arms 

bear weight; similarly the walls and beams support weight; 

hence ‘walls’ have been called “சுவர்” from ‘#0’ which 
means ‘the upper part of the shoulder’ ட. ஐ. *சுவன்மிகை 

யமைத்த கையன்; 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. Let him bear in mind the wise advice 

given in Sivaprakasam-(s2.) “Ggsrerewwan@ugaGumany 

சன்றாகா; இன்று கோன்றியதூ லெணுமெயையுச் Bacar.” 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 

Tamil Prose Literature began not with commentaries a8 is 

usually believed, but with regular prose passages inters- 

persed in considerable poetical compositions; next, prose 
  

* இலப்பதிகாசம். 2, காதை, 28-94, * செடுசல்வாடை., 1184.
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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 that 

the commentaries on the Vaishnavite religious works (@u7s 
umemrib) were also written in the Manipravala style. Later 

* on, Prose was used in criticisms and philosophical disquisi- 

tions, and lastly, prose has been used in stories, Translations 

&e. The exclusive attention: hitherto paid to the branch 

of Poetry is slowly giving way and, now, scholars who, in 

addition to their love for their mother-tongue, have had the 
western culture, devote their time and attention for the 

development of the Tamil Literature by supplying its two 

wants, (1)in its sphere of Drama and (2) in its sphere of Prose. 

The Tamil Language has been, for the last two or 
three decades, slowly gaining high appreciation at the 

hands of Western scholars. ‘‘Wherever approbation falls 
there we eannot help recognising merit’ says Martineau; 
and our literature has received the highest approbation from 
various quarters. We shall quote two authors who 

under tood 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. Buk in any case the Tamil Literature remains the 
most copious, the most fruitful, the most interesting, and 
atthe same time, the most ancient.”* William Dwight 
Whitney writes, “the author bas been informed by sn 
American who was born in Southern India and prew wp 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 a finer language to think 
and speak in than any Ruropean tongue lnown to him.” 

ma பம்மிய ப டப ப ப ப பபப ப ப ப. * «The Science of Language.” p. 88. + ‘Tife and 
Growth of Language’ p. 244.
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Wher our Tamil Literature 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 East and will, in the words of the 

‘Poet, be “A thing of Beauty and a Joy for சர 

  

    

*® Introduction to Kalavati. 
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ADDENDUM, I. 

வேண்பா, 

சீரார் திமிம்மொறியு் தெண்டிரையு மொச்குமென்ப 

சேரா முவமை நிகழ்ச் துவமால்--(1) காசார் 

சலிபயக்குஞ் செம்பொருள்கள் சாமர் தமிழின் 

கலைபயச்குஞ் செம்பொருள்கள் காண், 

தாவுகோச்சக்கலிப்பா. 

(2) அருக்சமிழி னழமு; தன்ன இலச்சகணம்்ஐ வகையென்ப 

இருர்திரைசேர் cofisa Saag மைச்தென்ப [போத் 

8) பெருர் சசைமைச் தமிழ்ட்பொருளும் பேராழிமறையபொருள் 

திறாக்தியநுண் ணறிவினுக்கு மெட்டாது இகழுமன்றே, 

கட்டளைக்கலித் துறை. 

(4) மல்லன் மலையன்ன மாதவச் தோன்பண்டு வாரிஇயின் 

சொல்லுஞ் சுவைபோற் றமிழின் சுவையையுச் துய்த் தறிர் சான் 

(5) எல்லை யிலாச்கடன் முர்நீ செனும்பெயர்த் தன்றுகிழும் 

ஈல்லறி ஜஞோர்புகழ் மு,க்சமிழ்ப் பேரா னலமூறுமே, 

கலிநிலைத்துறை. 

(6) பொலஞு லாக்கட றன்னுல்வா முயிர்களைப் போற்றி 

ஈலமெ லாக்சரு மாறுகற் றமிழ்மொழி ஈன்கு 

புலமு லாமனச் செல்வரைப் போற்றிடும்; புகலின் 

பலமி லாவகை செயுாவை யுண்டொன்று பறைவாம், 

அறுசீர்க் கமிநேடிலடியாசிரிய விருத்தம். 

(7) சலதிச் குற்ற பெருங்குறவு தாகா கல.த்தை.2் தணியாமை 
பலஇச் குற்ற தமிழ்ச்குறைவு பண்பார் வசன அ£வின்மை 

*சலஇச் குற்ற பிறப்பகமால் *சடலைத் இருத் ச வினசயா 1இஃ 
இிலதிச் குற்ற தமிழ்மொழிக்சே! யின்னூால் கத்மோர்ச் சைய 

[மன்றே. 

சட 

*கலதிக்கு._உற்ற-ட பிறப்பகம் - (மூதேவியின் பிறப்பிடம்." 

ர் *தேம்புனவே நகிர்ச்சகடலுஞு சென்றுகர லின்றே'' இந்தா, 

காச்தரு, - ௬௫௮. 

3$இஃது- (இக்குறைபாடு) -- இல௮ | இக்கு -. உற்ற 4- தமிழ் 
மொழிக்கு, உற்கூஉவமவாசகம், **செப்புற்ற கொங்கை'' என்புழிப் 

போல,



ADDENDUM, W. 

கலிவிருத்தம். 

தச்ச ஜெள்ளவின் ரான மெல்கணு 

மிச்ச பொற்சலன் விற்கு சாட்டினை" 

யிக்கு மாணுச மின்ற மிழ்ப்பரப் 

பொக்கு மென்னலா மூண்மை நாடிடின், 

கான்ன ணம்மெணி விரணி யச்சலன் 

மன்னர் செல்வரே வாங்கும் ஆற்றலர். 

துன்னும் ஏழையர் சொல்லு மட்கலன் 

இன்மை யித்பிற தேய மெய்தூவர் 

அன்ன வண்ணமே அருக்க மிழ்ச்சணே 

வன்னப் பாச்களே மல்கி யுண்மையின் 

அன்னு பண்டிதர் சோமேன் ௮ுன்னலர் 

மன்னு பாமரர் வசன மின்மையின் 

செந்த மிழ்ச்சுவை சிறிது மோர்ச்திலர் 
சர்தம் பாஷையில் சாட்டம் வைத்திலர் 

மிசாச்த மாசவே சோர்வி லாங்கில,் 

சச்த சாடியே அவல மாற்றுவர். 

வேறு, 

அநத லிற்றமி ழின்சுவை மார்க்தஈற் 

போத மிச்சுவர் போற்றிவ சனழால் 

ag மில்பல என்றுமி யற்றியத் 

திதி லாவகை செய்து. இகழ்வரே, 

  

Town Press, Conjéeveram.


