Viiracoozhivam—as a Grammar of'
Inscfiptiona/ Tamil

t1s said that there were two sehools of grammatical thought in Tamil,
one represented by thollkeappiyam and the other by viiracoochiyam.
The fact that vifracoozlipam was writeen many centurics after tholka-
appiyam cannot be accounted the reason for the differont approach of
viiracoo!iyan: because Necminaatham, written afier vifracoozhiyain, only
suninarises iolkaappiyan. According to the paaviram of tholkaappiyans,
tholkaappiy.um was a graminar of both literary and colloguial Tamil.  As
Caldwell says, Jiterary dialecr in the Indian languages tends to he conven-
tionalised and scandardised. liable onlv to very simall change while col-
loquial dialcct is not inhibited that way.? Thercfore the ditfference between
the literary dialect of Tamil and the colloquial dialect of Tamil should
have been mcreasing with the passage of time.  Therefore, how much

tmportance cach dialeet should be given in a geammar. becomes a problem
for the grammarian.

By rhe beginning of the Age of the Fmperial Coozhas, the necessity
for a new Tamil gramainar scems to have been felt. Some scholars proba-
bly felt that commentaries to tholkaappiyam were enough

while others
started  writing new graiminars.

Among the new Tamil grammars,
viiracoozhiyin: was the oldest. Piiracoozhiyain was not well reecived by the
Tamil scholars as a  whole. partly  because ot excessive  Sanskrit
influence in it and partly because of ies shnt to colloquial Tamil.  Ins-
aiptional Tamil ditfers from literary Tamil in having a large adimixture of
colloquial expressions. Though Inseriptional Tamil is in many respects
inadequate as a source for colloquial Tamil. vet only that source is availa-
ble for study of medicval spoken Tamil. The spoken Tamil occupies a
more tportant position in modern linguistics than licerary Tamil, The
spoken Tamil is considered the real living language of the people. Puth-
thamiththiranaar, the auchor of vifracoo Zliyam, <cems to have realised the
importance of spoken Tamil when he framed his grammar,
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Studics in Inscriptional Tamil show that the classification of sandhi
into case relation sandhi and non casc relation sandhi is not very usefal,
Tholkaapiyam has that classification and ithaniunl and some other grammati-
cal works follow it.3  iiracoozhiyan: sccins to have struck a new path
when it dispensed with this classification in its treatment of sandhit - Com-
mentarics of grammatical works give so many exaimples of excoptions
that it 1s dithcult to establish theneed for rules, based on this classification.
This classification is probably more useful in studying literary Tamil more
than colloquial Tamil.  The author’s studies of the language of the Tamil
inscriptions before and after the time of vifracoozhiyan:, have convinced
him that this classification is not very usctul in the study of Inscriptional
Tamil.s Where tholkaappiyam meations doubling of the consonant in
case rclation sandhi, many examples of doubling of the same consonant

in non case relation sandhi are also seen in the toscriptions.  Further excep-
tions to the doubling of consonants ave also found to be as pumcrous as
forms with double consonants. When change of consenant is mentioned
by nhaninul for case relarion sandhi,® ir is found chat the change of conso-
nant occurs only in a small percentage of the situations 1eferred co and
the change of consonant docs not occur generally in both case relation
sandhi and non case relation sandhi. When change of consonant is imen-
tioned for non case refation sandhi,” a number of examples with no change
of consonant in non case relation sandhi are also found.  Sach change of
consonant s found 1n a number of cases in case relation sandhi too.  As
Inscriptional Tamil was close to the spoken Tamil, it is quite possible that
this classification was not important in spoken Tamil.

A glance at examples where case relation sandhi should occur shows
that in examples where particular cases are involved, the sandhi is optional.
Forms where these particular cases are involved, secein to behave Tike non
case relation sandbi forms.  Change of consonant-m. according to the
particular plosive which ftollows, is mentioned in tholkaappiyan: tor non
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examples with -aal :—
puuththotimpaTTivaal (S.LL. Vol.XII, p. 43, line 1s).
kaalaal (S.I.I. Vol.XII, p. 46, linc 27).
pitaraal (S.LL. Vol.XII, p. 48, linc 44).
nitaiyaal (S.LI. Vol.IH p. 222 line 7).
pomaal (S.LL. Vol.llI, p.227, linc 8).
taalhaal (S.LI. Vol. XII, puas, line 15).
neyyaal  (S.L1. Vol XIII, p-128, line 1).
kaacaal (Epigraphia Indica, Vol XXI, p.109, linc ro).
cuulavuzhakkaal (S.LI. Vol.lll, p.230, line 16).
nilaththaal (S.L1. Vol XIIL, p.46, line r13).
muzhaiyaal (S.1.I. Vol XII, p.14, linc 3).
kuuTaiyaal (S.LI. VoL, p.222, linc 8).

The language of the Tamil inscriptions after vifracoozhiyam was more
positive in that there were twelve examples with -aal while there was no
cxample with -aan.

examples with -aal:—

peeraal (S.LI. Vol.VIIL, p.82, linc 23, also p.300, line 13, S.LLVol.
VII, p. 9, line 3).

cerikalhaal (S.LI. Vol.VII, p. ro, linc 3).

anavarathaananaal (S.LI. Vol.V, p. 151, line rs).

maaththaal (S.LI. Vol.V, p.i79, line 21).

naalhaal (S.LI. Vol.V, p.118, linc 1o, Vol. IV, p. 133, line 1)

arulhaal (S.LI. Vol.IV, p.133, linc 8).

paNiyaal (S.LI. VoLVIL p.2ss5, linc 15).

kulhaththaal (S.LI. Vol.VII, p.9, line 4).

kaiyyaal (S.IL. Vol.V, p. 133, line 24).

While tholkaappiyam mentions - in as the fifth casc suthx, viiracoozhiyam
mentions - il as that case suffix. In the inscriptions before viiracoozhiyam
there were seven examples with - in and nine examples with -il.

examples  with  -in 1—

thalaiyin (S.LL. Vollll, p.4s4, line ro1).
ponnin (S.LI. - Vollll, p.2, linc s).
akavaayin (S.ILI.  Vol.XIII, p.1s54. line s).
pirampin (S.LLVol.XII, p.48, linc 4).
kaalin (S.L.I. Vol.XII, p.48, linc 8).
palhlhiyin (S.LI. Vol.Ill, p.223, linc r2).
thamizhin (S.I.I. Vol.Ill, p.454, linc 90).
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cxamples with -il :—

nellil (S.LL VolXII, p. 47 linc 24).

naalhil (S.LI. Vol.VII, p. 456 linc 10).

nettiyil (S.LI. VolIll, p. 454, linc o8).

maavil kizhaththimayakkalil (S.I.L. Vol. XII, p. 72, linc 4)-
ceyyil (S.LL Vol.XHII p. 153 line 2).

cllaivil (S.LL Vol. V, p. 288, linc 14).

teruvil (S.LL VoL, p. 223, linc 4).

puutuuril (S.LL Vol.XII, p. 45, line r).

In the inscriptions afeer viiracoozhiyans, there were five examples with -in
and cleven examples with -il.

examples  with  -in 1—

varaiyin (S.LL. Vol. V, p. 179, linc 3).

pitappin ( ibid, linc 4).
muththiiyin =~ ( ibid. )

veempin ( ibid.  linc r2).
veelaiyin ( ibid. 13).

examples with -il - —

nilangkalhil (S.1.I.  Vol.VIII, p. 82, linc 20).
varampukalhil ( ibid.

¢Tuththapaathanhalluuril (S.LLI. Vol.V, p. 27, linc ).
muthalikalhil ( ibid. linc 2).

tiruvoththuuril mantaaTikalhil (S.LI. Vol.VIL, p.36, linc ).
ulakil (S.LI. VoLV, p.179, linc 16).

marumakkalhil (S.ILI. Vol.VIII, p.300, linc 7)

naalhil (  ibid. line 18).

aattil (S.ILI. Vol. V, p.248, line 7).

teevaraTiyaaril (S.LI. Vol. VII, p.289, linc 4).

Thus the case signs mentioned by viiracoozhiyam, are the ones fre-
quently inet with in the inscriptions. It is quite possible that -aal and -il
have replaced -aan and -in in spoken Tamil and that might have been the
reason why viiracoozhiyam gives them so much prominence. Pakkal was
a postposition signifying place in the locative case and it was used frequently
in the inscriptions.  Viiracoozhiyam mentions it while tholkaappiyam and
nhannal do not do so.  The postpositior nhintu was mentioned in con-
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nection with the ffth case by viiracoozhiyam alone among the carly and
medieval Tamil gramiars and it too was found to be used in the language
of the inscriptions.  uTaiya is a postposition of the possessive case in the
spoken lang nag: today. It was mentioned neither by tholkaappiyam nor
by whannuzl. This postposition was in common usage in the inscriptions
and  viiracoozhiyam meontioned it. Viiracoozhiyam mentions appdlatlv
forms like nTaiyar; nTatyaath, uTaivaar ctc. as postpositions of the
sixth case but Dr. P. S Subrabmanya Sastri criticises it on the ground that
they have to be nur-_d as Ap})\lbtxvc forins and not as postpositions.  But
i certain contexts i which forms like uTaiyaan and uTaiyaar arc found in
the inscriptions, it secins that they have the foree of the possessive case.
For example, Kaanjeivaayilu Taiyaar Uthaiyathivaakaran Thillaiyaalhiyaar
(S.LI. Vol.H, p. 93, linc 4 means Uthuwtlnwal\arm Thillaiyaalhiyaar of
Kaanjcivaayil.  Paththamiththiranaar pl()l)’lb]\ realised that in grammati-
cal study, syntactical function was more important than mere form.
Tamil verbs are generally classified into simple and causal verbs, i.c.
thanvinai and pitavinai. tholkaappiyam does not mention this calssification.
viiracoozhiyair: mentions them by Sanskrit terims keevala thaathu and kaaritha
thaathu.'2 Kaaritha thaathu or causal verbs are further sub-divided into
kaaritham, kaarithakkaaritham (double causals) and kaarithakkaarithak-
kaaritham (treble causals).  loscriptional Tamil before the time of Puth-
thmm‘lt‘urv war provide examples for some of these sub-divisions.
cxamples —
Causal :—

aakki (S.LL. VolII, p. 93, linc r0).

kauTTi (Epigraphia Indica, Vol.XXI, p. 109. line t98).

cetti (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. IX, p. 88, linc 74).

itakkina (S.LL VoLVI, p. 167, linc ).

tiruththi (S.LL Vol.llI, p. 4s54. linc 99).

curukki (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXVIII, p. o1, linc 13).

Double Causal :—
ATTuviKKa (S.LI. Volll, p. 8, linc 3),
uwuTTuvippathu (S.LL Vol.XI, p. 48, linc 3).
puthukkuviththaar  (S.LL Vol.XII, p. 27, linc 7).

nhaniitlaar, cven though he came after viiracoozhiyans, was not very
clear about this classification. He uses the terim cevalvinai for the causal
verb at one place and for the imperative mood of the verb at another

12, Kurumurd Aivar, Ke—piiracoozhiyan, Jaffna, 35, Cevlon, 1943,
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place.'*  Therctore on this point too, vifracoozhiyan:, as a descriptive
gaammar appears to have an edge over the casly and medieval Tamil
graminars.

Forms fike aana, poona, aaya and pooya which wre found i spoken
Tamil, were used in the inscriptions.  vitracoozhipan mentions past adjec-
tival participles ending in naand va and Perimtecy anaar, the commentator,
gives these forms as examples. ™ Other carly and medieval Tamnil gram-
marians  do  not ncntion  thon.

Passive torims are rarcly need 1o Tamil, Boer passive forins it pl'ﬂl
Were in CXIstence even in r,m/\\mp piyane and there wore examples fo
Inscripeional Tamil.  Neither thollrap ppiyame nor ahainin] mention these
forms.  vifricoozhipam mentions it b\ a Sanskrit termy karimakaaraka
where the root paTiu or some other one is added to the original roet fol-
lowed by -a and then the personal terminations are added 1

for it in

Thus it scems that viivacoozhiyam can lav cliay char e s a betrer des-
aiptive grammar than rhe other carhy and medicv A] traditionad grammars,

for the language of the Tamil inscriptions,
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