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PREFACE.

The Malayalamy language had by about the
fourteenth century enot only struggzled out of its
swaddling-clothes, but developed into a healthy,
blooming youth, tull of initiative and creative vigour.
Keralabhasa had already produced manipravala works
like Unniyadicaritam, Unniyaccicaritam, Unninilisan-
désam and the numerous verses cited by Lilatilakam, a
different type of compositions like Rimacaritam writ-
ten in conformity to the older pattu tradition, prose
works like Datavakyam, and commentaries like Kauta-
Iiyam bhasa. The fifteenth century witnessedthe efflore-
scence of the campu on the one side, and on th. other
the birth of Krspagatha and of the works of the
Niranam Panikkars. The fourteenth century Lilati-
lakam, therefore, has a special signiticance, standing
as it does betwecn the earliest extant compositions of
Malayalam and the fifteenth century works. The
grammatical portion of this work forms, so to say, a
vantage-post from which the student of the history
of the Malayalam language can cast his eyes forwards
and backwards into the surrounding terrain.

Lilatilakam is important in other ways too. It
argues out, and continually stresses, the independence
of the bhidsi of Ké&rala, even while it envisages inti-
mate affinities to Tamil. Again, the commentary
occasionally displays a rare acumen in the analysis of
linguistic phenomena and processes. Further, the
Work shows a fairly close acquaintance with Tamil
8Tammars, particularly Tolkappiyam, besides a pro-
/‘ound knowledge of the grammatical literature of
Sanskrit (and of Prakrit).



it

The relationship of Malayalam to the earlier
stages of Tamil iscongenital. while the relationship
to Sanskrit isthat of a de-ply devoted c@la to a guru.
The kinship to Tamil is impliedly admitted (though not
elaborated on a historical basis) by Lilatilakam. As
for the relationship to Sanskrit, this work refused to
under-estimate the importance of the innumerable
rudha elements of bhisi, even while it shared the
popular contemporary view which looked upon
Sanskrit as the ultimate source of all languages.

An exhaustive treatment of the grammar of Mala-
yalam can, of course, not be expected in a work, the
chief object of which is the explanation of the
laksana of manipravala. Many essential points are,
therefore, omitted or imperfectly handled ; but this in

no way detracts from the value of the linguistic
material available in the work.

The present essay is not a mere summary. I have
tried to interpret the data in terms of modern Lin-
guistics and with reference to texts and inscriptions
of contemporary and neighbouring periods. Forms of
sister speeches (particularly Tamil) have been cited,
both for elucidation and for comparison. I have
throughout aimed at the assessment of the value of
the material of Lilatilakam for astudy of the older
stages of Malayilam. :

The lack of transliterations with diacri-
tical. marks might perhaps narrow the appeal of my
book, but will nat ([ venture to hope) diminish its
usefulness ¢y stulents of the Malayalam language.

JULY 1944. L. V. RAMASWAMI.



GRAMMAR IN LILATILAKAM

THE discovergrc a‘few decades ago, of Lilatilakam,
the fourteenth century treatise on Malayalam rhetoric
and grammar, was hailed by scholars as once for all
removing the reproach that Malayalam possessed no
indigenous grammars of its own, prior to the works
published in the nineteenth century. Sentimental
considerations apart, Lilatilakam is something in the
nature of a treasure-trove to students of the evolution
of early Malayalam. The work, while primarily
concerned with the Manipravala form, contains also
discussions of Malayalam linguistic features which,
though - neither exhaustive nor in some points even
adequate, have a unique evidentiary value in the study
of the evolution of the Malayalam language.

The vyakhyas to the first and the last siitras of the
tiret Silpa are important in as much as the former set
explains, through a number of obiter dicta, the
individuality of the Malayalam language as
distinguished from Tamil, and comments upon some of
the fundamental linguistic features marking off
Malayalam from Tamil, while the latter defines the
linguistic characteristics of the literary form known
as pattu which formed part of the literary heritage
of Kerala. :

The second Silpa treats about (i) the nature and
the contents of the vocabulary of Malayalam
Manipravala, (ii) the phonetics of unique - Dravidian
sounds, and (iii) the morphology of Malayalam
Inflexjions.

The third Silpa is exclusively devoted to the
€Xaminatjon of the rules of vocali¢ and consonantal
sundhi in external positions in Malayalam.
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The evidentiary value of the grammatical and
linguistic observations of Lilatilakam has, however,
to be assessed with reference to the data supplied by
early inscriptions and by properly collated editions of
Old Malayalam literary texts. At the same time, the
materials in this grammar have to be interpreted
critically with reference to the extent to which a
conservative linguistic tradition may have influenced
the outook of this work.

The object of the present paper is to examine the
grammatical portion of Lilatilakam from these
view-points.

Silpa I, 1. Commentary.

Though Lilatilakam, like many medieval Indian
grammars, held the view that Sanskrit was the source’
of all other languages, and though even the explanation
of the eew) elements of x> attributes a remote? (but
at present untraceable) Sanskritic origin to these
elements, there is no attempt in Lilatilakam to
minimise or underrate the differences between Sanskrit
and what Lilatilakam calls ®oano, These differences
are not only implied in the definition of aslgyairao. but
they are also expressly brought out in different por-
tions of the work. The peculiarities of the ‘“‘Dravidian
sound-stock’ (‘‘selawaomac’’)are carefully marked off
inI, 1andII, 7, and a whole chapter is devoted to the
discussion of @semoacuvawd), The specialities of the
morphology of e claim another chapter for

L “aviav gmamoed); mmjesdlan’; mvyjavem’ @gmon’ e
999 .
agp Jo® " in II, 4, commentary.

““acanswoquos\mom’; mé\umamyog\;omi’gmaﬂmyoammwo”
in VII, 26, commentary.

2. ‘‘an o) Mo lanrenicgdnomw 3)em; @@\@QbMquJam”.
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vhemselves. Syntactical distinctions are envisaged in
the course of the commentary on II, 11. In vocabulary
the existence of a vast stock of ss®! words is
implied in the discussion in the commentary on II, 4.
Further, what is described in II, 6, as the ecanlacsm of
Sanskrit words is based on a recognition of the
differences between esaxo and Sanskrit.

I, 1.

The term oa¢¥ had been from a very early
time equated in Kerala to the language of the west
coast, apparently because of its intimacy in the earliest
stages to the language of the east coast.

Lilatilakam refers to this meaning of @al¢’ in the
following :—

“aaly’aemioy08n mal¥lolsangeoann Qa0 I, M Ga10808)
©0amo; 3an0@rMoo Ba )WL ey 1001 M 198aIEe2OM ME foamno ma ¥
@jaye®® (I, 1].

“mor'gom’\oaonbmjoosyrm@ o ‘@aly’’ ma) awo awgjem’...
@om g ‘oaly’’ po) nljaigaws [L 4].

This meaning seems to have been current in Kera-
la till a comparatively late period, as shown by expres-
sions like @dl¢’ @2 gp’, malvomleascsuolalaslagod and ma)
9 aeni) I=@oan0&d0))0).

Lilatilakam, however, uses the term not in this
sense but only in the wider sense of Tamil-Malayalam
as a group (with common characteristics). This
meaning is preferred, firstly because the work regards
the term ®@2'¢" as a modification of Sanskrit e@'w and
therefore it could be applied only to the 8dlw group
of languages (viz. the Tamil-Malayalam group,
according to Lilatilakam), and secondly because the
language of the west coast had by the time of
Likttilakam developed so many independent features
as to invalidate the exclusive restriction of the term
@2's" t0 1he west coast speech.
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This extended meaning of the word would te
evident from observations like the following in
Lilatilakam.

“alwsmim eango @wail )93 gpruyogoé\dromom'\mu’
(1, 11.

‘¢ ‘00’ maea)may ‘oaly’’ g eMOI;IM GD.E,JQJJ)@Q;\(UQQGOJQ
ev)o”’ |11, 7].

mm ‘m’aon3 &ioo ‘@als’’ apu caoN?’’ [T, 7],

“‘aneine E@moswEREs ‘ma@)y acsesmma gyolatdlams [I]I,

29].
The use by Lilatilakam of the term ‘o@als” for the

Tamil—Malayalam group necessitated the employment
of distinctive terms for the speeches of the east and
west coasts. Lilatilakam chose to call the former
@10fMUj@0aNd O @0I0B@0an0 OT 3ar8aiemuyesamo, apparently
because at the time of Lilitilakam the people of the
eand and the asoemu; countries spoke and wrote more or
less the same language, while the speech of Kerala (or
the older e¢aimsew) had already developed unique
peculiarities of its own. On the other h4nd, Lilatilakam
called the language of the west coast saogecamo, when
it had to be distinguished from other sewesanss, and
@amo when the west coast speech had to be marked off
from Sanskrit.
I, 1.

“Though Sanskrit appears mingled with Tamil
and with other languages, the ®weemo ‘“a.em)gyaicas’ is
notgiven to any of these; this mewm> ig in currency as
a m\gweavewa, only for the commmghng of Kérala-
bhasa and Sanskrit.”

Wlule it is quite true to say that the vemmo ‘‘@em)
@jag” belongs par excellence to the Kerala type, in
view of the extraordinary development which this
genre has attained in the west coast, it cannot be said

that the term itself was not known or current in
Tamil from a fairly early period.
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The eleventh century Tamil Grammar, alesaslae,

observes in the 40th stitra of seai®irgyseic ;—
“gaosawmsamymmgﬂ& alpalwch _moem@esa

meesswgdlen amilg{loaog..?’

“The composition in which non-Tamil Sanskrit
letters (sounds) are introduced, is of the mixed type.
This is eem™gyaoge in which «@@esa does not exist at all’”.

“wsen¢gewm’’’ here envisages non-Tamil Sanskrit
sounds which were usually represented with ©mooane
symbols in Tamil. Further, the reference to the
absence of the «@@wea jn eemleyaog compositions is

significant.
For Tamil eagde, emosdarglomed permitted only
two types of Sanskrit loans:— Sanskrit words that

could be represented unaltered in Tamil with Tamil
symbols, and (ii) adaptations of Sanskrit words contain-
ing unique Sanskrit sounds, according to certain defi-
nite rules of change. Neither emosasglwmon nor the

Tamil grammatical tradition of later centuries contem-
plates the use in Tamil poetic composition (or in
literature, generally speaking) of the non-Tamil
sounds of Sanskrit.

But a large body of religious prose commentaries
in which Sanskrit words containing non-Tamil sounds
(represented with wmoean» symbols) were used,appeared
to have cropped up in the Tamil country during the
post-Ramanuja period after about the middle of the
12th century.

aflesarovlws  probably refers to early Jaina
specimens of similar asmlgyaos prose commentaries and
religious treatises, through the ny® mentioned above.

A few prominent Vaispavite commentaries of the
Post-Ramanuja period are woswlogys) (by mesemees
i \mand aNggom). aimicomleqs) (by eemanso)\wsd), mosayy
M0 o, (by asseon@alalgleses) and the commenta-
-ries by ®a18l@aiogjond aileoss,
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I give below one or two specimen passages from’
epoonlogys) seen jn which long Sanskrit compounds,
adapted with Tamil endings, are common, and very
rare ; @@men’go forms are also met with.

““an Mo WD M HDTIOEMIWMo gm'@«gémwoaﬂmo MWUOHIONS
WEMOME Fa9eNIaeMIn’, MM Es0 g0 By ode gieaTyae

. >
Mo’ , MIZEAM adI MM\ BEeO P WMESVON ATV ELERYY) MO
2

“olmymlegranmloc ) vm aesoimelay wonamlo’asgize  Sey®
oaom agadassseilem gy eannmz’, cmc_x‘,{ehl)@asmocvw@nr'\fmmouf
m"\rbmﬂuammmoregoe\anyasmg_zsmm\w'\n;:mo@°...---~--

While, as a general rule, only Tamil endings are
met with for Sanskrit forms, Sanskrit inflexional
forms with Sanskrit endings are also rarely met with:-

oL Qjocmmo B2 Vo B2 1B BOIMerssee

SVINOMAl (BGaleMeserse

8lam elam......

$ e EWMBHMoai) @)H00mEM TVAND’ Q10 AILMUOTI 110 af)8 THIS
TVoMUNLYO VNS Wb BHOPLJOBo £UINIGTE £820.H0OMOD & Do.

MWAGNM Moad assno b

MAMOOOWEM TV IEGaleM B0 NMDITMAIOES Tiessoos

These nominal forms are usually third case forms
and rarely seventh case ones; I have not been able
to locate any second case or fifth case forms of Sans-
krit in these texts. Nor have I come across conju-
gational forms of Sanskrit verbs (with Sanskrit
endings) in these. In theserespects, Tamil asmleyarea
sharply differs from Malayalam @emayaos which embo-
dies Sanskrit forms with all kinds of Sanskrit endings.

Though. thus the @maans style exists in
certain Tamil prose compositions, the following
fundamental differences between the esmeywoa style of
Tamil and that of Malayalam have to be noted :—

a) The esgyaos style appears in Tamil only in
prose treatises or commentaries. e @& lomod’s
definition of ‘“easgde cannot apply to them in as
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much as they use tatsamas of all kinds of Sanskrit
words in which the non-Tamil sounds are represented
through wmmaens symbols,—a practice which has not
the sanction of emoshasg Nwmed or of Tamil grammatical
tradition. .

In Malayalam, however. the dominance of the
influence of Sanskrit has been such that a system of
R Pyaw’ was evolved, and non-Tamil Sanskrit sounds
were {reely used in Malayilam poetic and prose
literature alike (whether the poetic compositions were
composed in Sanskrit metres or in native metres).

Thus the esmlgyaos form was assimilated in Mala-
yalam literature, while in Tamil it was held strictly
outside Tamil “eargd’,

b) Not only were Sanskrit words containing
non-Tamil sounds freely used in Malayalam, but the
presence of @evvenw'go forms (i. e. Sanskrit nominal
forms with Sanskrit declension«l endings and Sanskrit
verbs with Sanskrit conjugational endings) was
postulated as a sine qua non of the emilgaa type of
composition.

For Tamil, though rare @@mwem’go inflexional
forms occur, they do not appear to have been
intimately woven into the texture of omlgaos
compositions.

, Contrast, in this respect, Malayalam asmlgyoa
works like agpolenavemw. (written in Sanskrit
metres) in which passages with @evavem’eo forms
blended with native ones are so common, or even sgg
@romwsmo (Written in native metres) in which also
passages like the following are met with :

. .
@ mawoem o 2@ €0Foo e lao . . .

. DogMoe
,_.mm,l)qvmoga,maoﬁb 20Qa3 MldZanMyaI@otavay M

Musalalgaquromd . - -
¢) As ga result of the assimilation of the ey

type of composition into Malayalam literature, other
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stylistic and rhetorical features also came to be
regarded as essentials of Malayalam esmlgyans
compositions.

These differences explain the reason why the
commentary on elenoleiae makes the observation :
““auo ajm3 BHEBRIMIMVoM’ BHDEWOW B m'\@ru:yo A om@oMmo
«uqmexg)cm\.”

I, 1.

In the course of the discussion of the question of
the possibility of the ‘‘occurrence of the Tamil words
in Malayalam esmeyaa compositions’’,the commentary
adumbrates an argument which is later countered.
The argument runs thus :—

““The [words of the] language of a country appear
mingled with those of neighbouring languages. Hence,
in the Tamil grammatical system laid down by
Agastya and others, some among the twenty-four
neighbouring speeches are described as el @oamo
existing in Tamil. The rule is laid down thus: “wwo’
©0100018)2 21900100 asmaj00h aIS@al0OIMNHEME M sm_u-gg'\go)%o
sgy’> Hence, Tamil words might occur in Malayalam
as 8Yn’ @oamd’’,

This portion call for number of comments.

(1) The oyo cited here is the first 'y@ of apayad
wod in ®angyoilasce of emotbacglwo, The my® provides
for different types of words for the composition of
®aiqdo: - @0’  eaws (native words with meanings
unimpaired in different parts of Tamil mos’), @N@)eaiomd
(the type in which one word may have different
meanings, and the type in which the same meaning
may be denoted by different words), @lessiegjoc
(regional words) and msean® (Indo-aryan words).

An examination of the s@osaog@o rules explain-
ing these types (see below) would show that ellesas
ogpa meant ‘dialectal words’ and aseana ‘borrowals
of Indo-aryan words’.
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The compound eu’esams of the elesolaias com-
mentary is intended to convey the idea of the Tamil
term o@essiogyo 5 hut (as will ‘be seen later) the
expression 8w esams’used by eleoaleras conveys a much
more comprehensivé meaning than ‘dialectal words’,
and certainly includes the idea of ‘(words of)
neighbouring speeches’.

(2) In order to understand the reference in the
alenmlass commentary to the speeches of the tweniy-
four regions surrounding the Tamil country (‘‘easlems
ssewaigdalemleranony’®), g brief survey of the sutras
of emisd aogjl@e and of the old Tamil commentaries is
necessary.

The two relevant sitras of smesdar\we are those
defining wwo’eainm gnd mesaiegyocd.

I translate them literally below:

“Words which are in consonance with usage in
sasomzl®’ land and which maintain their meanings
unimpaired (uvseea) belong to the @wo’eana type’’,

“Words which have their own significations in
the twelve regions where saiamaly’” is spoken, consti-
tute the @ooaseajad type”.

Though e®@omeryNewmed makes neither here nor
elsewhere any distinction between eaia@als’ and o ecsom
a)¢" and though the meaning of ®ai@a)y’ eaidam in the
phrase “@aimal¢’casdan asmeNeg’'>” need not neces-
sarily mean or imply ‘“‘adjoining to or separate from
sasam e’ territory’’, the commentarians mgmyecemao
(impliedly) and eaimimescwd (expressly) do make a
distinction between eaiomaly’ land and eoscsamale’
tracts, demarcate the frontiers of the former, and
enumerate a number of place-names as constituting
the latter.

*®ma’a a{loeawod, another commentarian, advances
argume3nts to show that such a distinction between
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eauamaly mss’ gnd eassamaly’ mog’ is not justified. He
cites in support of his view the ~so@lee of e@amaogilwe
which mentions ¢umso as the northern boundary of
@al¥’gamgimae and aes) (regarded by some as a river
which is said to have disappeared in the process of a
pre-historic 'land-submergence) as the southern
boundary.

s@x’maflesmwed further says that those who would
interpret “samma’ v smdam’® gs  ‘“‘outside oasamaly’
territory” would consider the osmmaileioito be the
following (and not the twelve eaogamaly’ tracts men-
tioned by wmamysmd and sam ueecwd)i— a9 lala,
M &0Ryn, BWIMo, 0)lEBYo, OHIBMo, YB0, @SHo, BMOHo, &
MSe. WSH , voamoe ynd sSemo.

Yet another commentarian, mapmidesimlwad, dis-
tinguishes ®ammaly’ mes’ from esosama’y’ ®mss . but envi-
sages twenty-four tracts as the possible sources of
oNesnieg)osd: the twelve tracts of eecsmmaly’ mos’, (men-
tioned by mamymemd and samueenwd) and the other
twelve tracts (mentioned by eown mgjlesamed towards
the end of his commentary on the siitra relating to
m"mmmm&;o@).

When the commentary on elaoealeae speaks of
twenty-four neighbouring speeches, it adverts to a view
which is reflected in ma\modaellwd’s commentary.'

(3) A strictly rigorous interpretatoin of smocb &>
adwmed’s definitions of m@o'sand and oleesseco®
shows that the term ““@lesainajom” meant *‘provincia-
lism” or ‘dialectal word,” and this meaning is more
in fitting with the literal signification of ®'®®2
(Sanskrit o),

1. The grammar mmg@ spenks of the twelve (o &0y’ )

regions and, besides, edarmloolpmildlos@levosimla (““the

eighteen lands from which Tamil has to be excluded”)
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mamyomd and samiaisen®sd, through their demar-
cation of eaamale’ mss’ from esssamaly’ mis’ seéms to
have imported into the interpretatien of the emosa»
aflw. rules a degree of linguistic separation which
perhaps was true of  their own days but not of the
days of emicbasgwmod.

maojlmidas\mwd (when he speaks of twenty-four
regions) and ™m@< (with its reference to 12 regions
of esosamaly’ land and the 17 other tracts) evidently
gave a very wide meaning to the term ole®aisgjos
and included in it the idea of ‘‘words of neighbouring
speeches”.

majlmodeslmed’s forced explanation of “‘eaicmaly’
saibm cxmIBMlargpe’’ gq “oasana’y’ moaegaye’ am aim\ne e e
Qo a0 ad axmleszm'aiome’® is hardly loyal to the
spirit of the e@osd aog\we rule.

The reference to the twenty-four regions and the
equation of elw’«ans {0 asmeswesans show that the
eleromarse commentary also used the term elweooms in
a very wide sense: *(words of) neighbouring speeches.”

I, 1.

The commentary expresses the opinion that the
Kannada and Telugu peoples and their languages do
not belong to the Dramida group which latter (in its
view) is constituted only of Tam. and Mal. Thismay
have to be interpreted to-day as merely implying that
the commentary recognised the closer relationship of
Mal. to Tam. than to Tel. or to Kann. The commentary
gives the following reasons :— (i) what is venerated
as the dramida vida is written in Tam., and it exclusi-
vely belongs to that language; and (ii) the sound-system
of Kann.and of Tel. is different from the phonetic
stock of the Tam.-Mal. group. The first reason would
not stand scrutiny. BY dramida véda, the commentary
means the 8th century Tam. work called Tiruvay-moli
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of Sathakdpa, a Sanskrit metrical translation of which
was styled BaleWoaIMan@’ TveN@).

The argument that because the languages of the
Kannadigas and Telugus are different from the langu-
age of ‘@@l weme,’ these peoples cannot be called galw
is of little value.

The other argument relates to the non-use of
8adlaw weaenm in Kannada and in Telugu.

galw wonranm is defined as ““Balwasigas, wRosy)@sw:
23188 ® ugp vl v sR Ve sww@o0lmI, &lbereisam i WIgIm M
6al) #0BDEN  HIH0C™EM a1 MICAMI 40PN M ay avaolma®’. This
definition has to be completed by what the yo» says
in I, 7, viz., that the five sounds o', 00’, o'. ¢ and
alveolar m are ‘ge'aw’ sounds not met with in Sanskrit.

The argument relating to the non-use of ealwave
~ew@ in Kannada and in Telugu would, on analysis, be
found to allude to the following:—(i) the absence,
in the period of Lilatilakam, in Kannada and
in Telugu, of ¢ ' and of the sound-groups o’ and oo’
and the ahsence in these speeches of what to-day
would be called the phonemic difference between
blade-dental @ and point-alveolar @ ; (ii) the presence

1. Kannada had ¥ which fell into disuse by about the 1 1th
.century, having suffered diffsrent changes. Kanaoada o° mergoed
into @ by about the 16th ceatury,

Telugu pre-literary inscriptions show ¥ which changed to
other sounds perhaps before the 11th ceatury. Telugu o° seems
to have become merged into ®° by the 16th century; Telugu pre-
literary inscriptions show ®0°, agin wayamnda’’s this Mo’
changed to ™' in the literary period. Telugn -5 > ~5"- go back
in many insbances’to -00’.,

The difference betwesn @omay apng end, varieties of as’ g4

is another speciality of the Telugu sound-system mentioned
by early Telugu grammariang,

o
L]
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in Kannada of the following sounds not met with in
BBW Wenplo®;—aV (a8 in Kannada anvoe’ _, eulavley, asTy),
ao’(as in o022 and @omao; and a» (as in <Y and w);
(iii) the presence in Telugu of =’ (as in ¢axmm and in
yaw)); (iv) the use in Kannada and in Telugu of voiced
plosives in initial positions (as in Kannada »'g), v\’ -,
w17’ -, mies,) ete., and as in Telugu cnom, 6\, wol, vy,
etc.), (vi) the use in these speeches of symbols of voiced
plosives in medial positions, and (vi) the use of simple
aspirates, voiced aspirates and «’, av’. ™’ and oo’ for
Sanskrit words (in contradistinction to the original
3d)aw practice of representing and evaluating Sanskrit
words, only with the symbols of galwaveamam),

In so far as the reasoning relates to the
transliteration of unique Sanskrit sounds, it need
not necessarily mean linguistic differentiation ;
Malayalam itself possessed these in tatsamas in Arya
eluttu. The other points in the latter argument,
however, do testify (when examined along with other
features from the modern student’s point of view) to
the closer intimacy of Malayalam to Tamil than to
Kannada or to Telugu.

I, 1.

Another portion of the vyakhya to I, L, brings out,
through the citation of parallel instances, some of the
phonological and morphological differences between
Malayalam and Tamil.

1. The correspondence of Malayalam-®e in final
positions, to Tamil-®w is.alluded to through the illus-
trations : Malayalam a«cle, Tamil e®eso, Malayalam
a¢m, Tamil #¥ooo, The instances: Malayalam 2sand
and Tamil eeeswod, Malayalam ®mswa, apnd Tamil
Desswm z]g0 refer to this correspondence in medial
positiong,

In tze earliest west coast inscriptions till the 10th

-
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century, forms with final-e«» are quite usual, thcse
with - in final positions being exceedingly rare.

But in these same inscriptions, one meets with
forms like the following in which a medial -ai is
reduced to - (as in colloquial Tamil).

wao; [cf, Tamil eonoay3] —TAS, III, p. 166 [10th
century].

algem, moem, mawovey’ [TAS, I, p. 240].

osgpag) [c¢f. Tamil eomew’] ib., III, p. 167, 1. 7.

Instances in which - appears in final positions
(corresponding to -2-0 of Tamil) occur at a somewhat
later stage :— .

a10®e, in a 12th century stone inscription [TAS, III,
p. 29], eswodla, esaso, in a 13th century stone inscrip-
tion [TAS, VII, page 66], emocla, aggn, mes in a 12th
century inscription [TAS, IV, p. 50, 1. 63, 64], »#, 20vcew
saowle jn a 13th century document[TAS. IV, p. 87].

Tt is possible that the change of -9 to -e» started
in medial positions. in words like e>q;, aay and then
gradually spread to final positions also.

It has to be noted that, while the final -a of
Malayalam words of this class does not have in modern
phonation any special palatal tonality before pauses,
the following facts [cf. KP, p. 88] indicate that this
-a was originally palatal in value ; the use of the front
or palatal glide after -a in vocalic sandhi (as in e™'e

1; Cf. the symbolic representation W’ in modern Mal. forms
Pei% > SuSw,’, a0y’ Thismode of symbolic representation
appears in the transcription of a 13th century Mal. document [TAS,
IV, 1, p. 87. ff] which contains many forms with -a (correspond-
ing to Tamil -ai) and ingtances showing unique Mal. developments
like @@®gam (Tamj) mYa'ado) gerate ay®aie change of -m- to

A . m . . . e g
before-um] ®maNew [Mal, yeousative -a); this inscription has
[o¥] .

“We» 5 By> beside W, yaag., noooed, SAWIm,
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wss, etc) ; the evaluation of forms like aologe where
the influence of the palatal -a makes itself felt in the
frontalized pronunciation of -kk- [¢f. north Malayalam
adlenses’, etc., in which -a- has changed even toa
slightly centralized -e-]; the difference in south Mal.
pronunciation between forms like 20, - (to conceal)
and @08’ _(to forget), which clearly point to the
palatal character of the final @ of the base in
the former (corresponding to Tamil aseoes’.),
One might add that the use of -ai beside -a in early
west coast inscriptions points to at itself having been
the ‘ancestor’ of Malayalam -a in these words. It is
significant in this connection that colloquial Tamil
and both literary and colloquial Kannada use -e in
corresponding words («s'eo, for instance).

The opinion that Malayalam -a represents a stage
anterior to that of Tamil -as is unproved. The argu-
ment that the oodaocgws, wpyomalaome slitra ‘‘evan
macesaacraias’’ explains the etymological origin of
Tamil -ai, and that the ‘‘older stage with -¢’ is repre-
sented in Malayalam, not only involves too many
unsupported postulates, but also runs counter to the
admittedly palatal character of the tonality of Mala-

yalam -a in the above type of instances.

2. While Malayalam shows -a corresponding

to -ai in the above words, the accusative ending of
Malayalam corresponding to the Tamil accusative
termination -ai is -e, as pointed out by Lilatilakam
through the illustrations : Malayalam eemeoo, Tamil
esaimeon; Malayalam «@em, Tamil caeem.

Colloquial Tamil has also -e for its accusative
ending,

Malayalam accusative -e appears represented in

a 13th century inscription [TAS, IV, p, 87 ff.]:—mafle®
(1. 10), sasb mea (1. 5'), s’ atdb&aos (1.13).
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The Travancore inscriptions of the tenth and the
eleventh centuries show -a: only.

3. The entire absence in Malayalam of the sound
known as aydam in Tamil is envisaged through the
instances: Malayalam ee@, Tamil %% (that); Mala-
yalam 22, Tamil ©,%%2°.

The vyakhya to II, 7, expressly points out this
absence of the aydam in Malayalam:—mgagie sana
€0avoWae mom’\.

4. Malayalam sasd!, .., .. Tamil o,

The Malayalam word shows vocalic contraction
medially, as in sa®@e >saicd. It may be noted that
colloquial Tamil has also %asd,

5. Malayalam @@ —Tamil oy’

For the change of ¢ to o, c¢f. Malayalam &eagysde
from eweqpe’(@). The use of 2 for ¢ in mod js
characteristic of colloquial Tamil also.

6. Malayalam smoat corresponding to old Tamil
woad, is another peculiarity mentioned by Lilatilakam
in this context.

7. The difference between Tamil wioem and
Malayalam e»®. pointed out by Lilatilakam involves
the absence of @-in the Malayalam form.

Cf. Tamil woey’. Malayalam e , Tamil w05°,
Malayalam @8$°, Tamil wese, Malayalam ®eo, Tamil
woq,’ Malayalam ®ea.

@ey’ is very common in the earliest inscrip-
tions beside o —cf, eegomomy®, in TAS, III, p- 166-

It may be noted that even in Tamil, s> @@o0™>
etc., occur in post-Sangam texts.

S
1. Tamil colloquials have this form from & very ©arlV
period. The 356h W® of the 13th century Tamil grammar ™!
Mome already adverts to the change of ®a3@d to sasd, .
The same ™W® also refers to the forms *23v¥@ and o102

®% ani 229", @00m gie 414 E@aom etc
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8. The correspondence of Malayalam ¢, eow’, em’,
to Tamil ®', ew’, aw’':—Malayalam sosso, zomes, asvw),
ammond,

This nasalization appears to have started earlyin
the evolution of “Malayalam, as the inscriptional
instances of the 9th and 10th centuries show.

oomogma [TAS, III, p.167).

@'sagoeyo [ib., III, p. 172].

oas() [ib. ITI, p. 181].

myooeom’ [ib., II, p. 82, 1. 47].

wesaemmond [ib,, II, p. 43, 1. 3].

anmadago [ib., ITI. p. 167, 1. 5].

Lilatilakam does not refer to similar changes affecting
the Sanskrit groups &’ v’ ere’, e, o’ & o’ey’ in familiar
Sanskrit words in Malay'lh evaluation which converts
them respectively to =’, emo’, go’, ' and . Early
inscriptional instances are available for some of them:

aswmsnnd [TAS, ITI, p. 181, 1. 5].

amaomloq’ [ib,, IIT, p. 55].

¢asmad, aiNemgo []b. I, P 289].

¢ wondamavoe [jb, III, p. 177].

For details regarding nasal assimilation in Mala-
valam, see my PMP, Chapter III.

Had the alveolar group-eo’ changed into the blade-
nasal -™'.in the period of eNeooNerao ?

The terms in which the commentary refers to the
sound-group oo’ while demonstrating the uniqueness
of this and other Tamil-Malayilam sounds
(in the commentary on II, 7) do not contemplate the
change of ™o to the blade-dental-o’, The
author’'s mind is well applied here to the problem
of sound-differences. He refers to ®o° aga unique
TamiLMalayalam non-Sanskritic sound ; and. he stress-
es that mo jg different from =, just as »° js different
from "'5’ ¢ is different from o', and so on. Isit possible
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that the author who had such a subtle ear for sound-
difterences would have failed to register the change of
abo” to ", if indeed it had been aecepted universally in
Kerala at this time ? It would be absurd to suppose
that the author ‘‘wrote’ oo’ and “‘evaluated’ it as o,

There are a few illustrations (with o from ®0o’) in
the printed text of Mr. Attur Krishna Pisharodi and
in a manuscript which I happened to examine myself ;
but in the absence of information regarding the date

of the mss., no inference can safely be drawn from
these few instances.

So far as rock inscriptions of the 9th to 14th
centuries are concerned, I have come across only one
instance of o from ™»6” ;—mosaeeen ITAS, V, p. 174
ff; 12th century], where g»ova» isa present relative
participle (<wwelen) as the context shows. Other
instances are rare, and these occur in documents
written on cadjan leaves or copper plates, the contem-
poraneity of which with the dates mentioned therein
cannot be relied on.

All this does not mean that the change may not
have started much earlier (than the 14th century) in
the colloquials and popular dialects, though learned
men (like the author of the wlewowmless commentary)
may have conservatively stuck on to o (both in
symbol and in sound-value). Indeed, such a perspective
is suggested by the use, in mss. of this period, of the
symbol «c’ for o' derived from am°, and by the refer-
ence by Lilatilakam itself (II, 7) to the alternative
evaluation in Kerala of ™ in sawmon, asan alveolar
group or as a dental one (see below).

9. The illustrations : Malay alam @@o®s s
corresponding to Tamil @o@eaen, maeso refer to the

use in Malayalam of the augment - @®- corresponding
to -send. of Tamil,
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According to TE, i77, the augment employed in
the inflexions of Tamil @®. @® (and, according
to TE, the numerals also is -eenb_; but in the
later stages of 'T‘gmil, -ma_ was also used.- @eab
appears to have been replaced (in Malayalam) by -mm-
from a very early period : ®e@m®es , palmes’, eeolm’,
aatalme’, aadcimosd [TAS, Iv, p. 76 1, 10..

10. The illustrations: Malayalam epelsabo [the
genitive of =, ‘the Ficus tree’], Tamil malmg’; asail
oo [the genitive of @ or @, ‘mango tree’l corres-
ponding to Tamil ecalme’. refer tothe unique genitive
ending -emwo_ of Malayalam. The juxtaposing by
Lilatilakam of Malayalam 2eao and Tamil ®m@° should
not mislead us into thinking that -mema of Malayalam
was derived from 2mp . Asg I have shown in my HAP,
Malayalam m™ _m_ss < p ses << waboasw, The earli-
est use of this Malayalam genitive -memo or -smo
occurs (so far asI have been able to find out) in US
among the texts and in a 14th century document among
the inscriptions: aloogymabo (US, 11, 15), soatasaeato,
agmyoatento ; mendo [\ TAS,IV, p. 149, 1. 9]. The use of
wad wes or m_mes even where modern Malayalam
employs eato continued till a very late period:; and
even to-day they are used in poetry for securing an

“archaic atmosphere’ or for prosodic purposes.

1l. The absence in Malayalam of the locative
post-position eem is contemplated by the instances:

Malayalam acs olv_secd, Tamil oosmoabasnd,

amom@0{l®o, wanad 8], refers to the seventh case
aed ; and the following siitra adverts to the different
meanings in which the post-position 28 mjpht appear.
Lilatilakam observes that ee isabsent in the west
Coast speeches.

12. Malayalam em@swirza—Tamil emmyoe’ (O!
woman with the heavy ear-rings!)

[}



20

The forms are vocative. In Tamil, the final w0 of
the compound #~mmeey ‘“woman with heavy ear-rings’”
is changed to -s»@’ in the vocative, according to the
osmcbacalwoe rule: ‘0o ‘epw’’ @dwo,’’ s in M@mow’ (the
vocative of mee®), This type of vocatives is conspi-
cuous by its absence in Malayalam.

13. Some of the differences between the verb-
forms of Malayalam and those of Tamil are indicated
by Lilatilakam through the following instances:—

(i) Malayalam 2ewsd — Tamil 2memd,

v amdomad,

These illustrate the absence of the verbal andlesw
-sem_ in Malayalam. .

In Old Tamil, both e2mm® and aemsd types existed;
in later stages of Tamil and in the modern colloquial
the amed-type became popular.

(ii) Malayalam 2gglsmbood—Tamil 2 ggomisomad,

2e3Verdod js the Old Malayalam present tense third
person plural finite. Such forms with final -e® for
the finite occur numerously in Old Malayalam texts.

The present tense ending -mao’-is directly *““in-
herited” by Malayalam from the parentstage. Cf.
awslabo in a 9th century west coast inscription [TAS,
11, p. 80.]

Middle Tamil had, apart from the type of as™a)
amood (related to the Malayalam type), other types
with the ‘‘affixes’ @soailabo’_,emalsm’~ (hoth mentioned
in alesanelws. the former alone in mm®), These types
did not strike root in Malayalam. The cliche ®agp™abo
@5 found in west coast inscriptions and in some old
texts contains this ending.

(iii) Malayalam aebad—Tami] sedasd-

Malayalam in its earliest stages (when it was
struggling to free itself from its swaddling clothes)
does show aembaid, aredaig, sgadaw@’. Cf. forms like

-
miomod '
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@53 i0d in esoselwo, @oamdayjoaujomo 3 but by the period
of enenalaeo, the use of forms with @ appears to have
become general for the future tense forms of 2em,—
acem ., a@od- and odd_—.

(iv) Malayalam® a®ué—Tamil amasd,

The short vowel of the last syllahle of Malayalam
is contrasted with the corresponding long vowel of
Tamil. Of course, Tamil has both m®and and awwns,
while Old Malayalam texts, whenever they use future
finite forms with personal endings, have only the short
vowel. This is true of old texts like eevsalwe esams,
gomaos)o and 2 gpmlesiavemwo.

(v) Malayalam e @ ad —Tamil earand.

Though both are future third person plural forms
and though Tamil has both &b add o soewd, Mala-
yvalam has only the former in the period of eleocaeis.
—Tfor eenawd in g very early west coast inseription,
cf. TAS, VIII, p. 41.

There is another Old Tamil type : ®@cemad, which
in Middle Tamil becomes very rare. In Malayalam,
it is absent—This Old Tamil type is perhaps a par-
ticipial noun, and it always modifies finites [cf. the rule
“pod aresmeaccgslea’ of mmyo ]

(vi) Malayalam @ (it cried, shouted)—Tamil
auloaq’.

Malayalam osad (it spread)—Tamil mewlaa’,

Here the contrast is not only in respect of the
third person neuter singular ending which is present
in Tamil but absent in the Malayalam forms, but also
in respect of the structure of the bases.

exloq and @x@eq’ are, strictly speaking, Old Tamil
forms based upon &- (to cry) and @o- (to spread). Old
Talrg)il texts show the participles a®’ (later @),

@R (]ater oon)) and the present future &2e
(later @jo.)

6
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From forms like @2 (pronounced aae. with
a glide-developed sound), bases like @ay-and similarly
@oa’ - appear to have been ‘‘isolated’ in later stages.
Malayalam has only these ‘‘developed’ bases.

The absence in Malayalam of personal termi-
nations in third person ‘‘neuter’ past tense forms is
also pointed out here. Personal endings had begun
to disappear from Malayalam tense-forms even before
the time of Lilatilakam, but this disappearance was
perbaps more frequently associated in the initial
stages with ‘‘neuter’’ tense-forms than with others.

Among the early Travancore inscriptions, I find

only a few instances of tense-forms without per-
sonal endings.

sacsowe [TAS, IV, p. 71, 1. 3]—3rd person masculine
—13th century.

aptay [TAS, VI, p. 112]—14th century.

In Old Malayalam texts the absence of pronominal
terminations is not infrequent ; cf. the following : —

@a00 oatoq miad saad [RC, 80]—3rd person neuter.

o [RC, 1261—3rd person neuter.

ameow) [US, I, 26]—3rd person neuter.

saamanalmda RC, 47 ]|—3rd person singular neuter.

The citations in the commentaries of Lilatilakam

contain instances of verbal finites without personal
endings, like the following :—

§ 018E & S0aXo [IV, 2].

cmo a@ondogyeral [V, 15].

pngoaas! g@asevgiome [VII], 12),

14. Reference is also made to the fact that while
Tamil uses Sanskrit words like aaye. a2, @,
with certain structural changes [mdlwgjlesmm] as apa.
[change of -s- to -d-], @>¢[the disappearance of the
aspirate element in &', and the voicing of #’j and aiao
ow [the use of the anaptyctic vowel], Malayalam
retains the Sanskrit forms without these changes.
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The difference pointed out here, when interpreted
from the modern student’s standpoint, shows that
scholars in Malabar had from a fairly early period be-
gun to “import” tatsamas from Skt,—a fact which is
abundantly illustrated not only by the popularity of the
manipravala literary form in Malayalam, but also by
the popularity enjoyed by Sanskrit elements in the
conversational language of the period of Lilatilakam

(cf. the qyom's to II, 8, and IIL, 29, below).
I,11. .
Lilatilakam defines and explains the nature of

awg’ in Malayalam, as distinguished from the mani-
pravala form. The essential characteristics of assg’
are: (i) the use of Dravidic metres and rules of versifi-
cation along with the employment of s@s® and 02 e; (ii)
the employment of purely Dravidic sounds; (iii) the use

of Skt. words, if employed at all, only as naturalised
adaptations known as m@ol@ajleema; in Tamil ; (iv) the

employment of older forms like mamond, aNaamo instead of
the genuine Malayalam developments aimoab gand algam-,

1. When the qoo refers to the “‘avos)”” of labial & and
2, the initial sounds of the first a"% and of the fifth afa
of the third line of the w03 stanza cited in the qoo,
it adverts to a well-known Tamil practice of sacsem
rhyme. Another such Tamil rule permitting the

agreement of @' and s is adverted to in the observa-
tion : ‘‘alascalansmiquomo. @ @ Muan) a0,

2, ©@0, ®Mai, @d, arcwanw), emam gccurring in a
verse cited as an illustration for a0g’, are described as
wslwoflesmal, The forms are derived respectively
from Sanskrit wee exmw, woam, aovwodla epyma.

The term ®@o'mai'seom js used by the commen-
tators of emosaogil®@o on the basis of the expression

aeemmmm gmployed by eosbecgdwe for adaptations

fromIndo.aryan, in the rule: “‘alssmmm aisla. peew
ﬂmmmoom@mbn'
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3. alemnme occurring in the same verse, is cited as
an example of a Sanskrit loan written in symbols
common to Sanskrit and Tamil-Malayalam.

This is envisaged by the smo®aogjlwe rule:—

ase s’ alga) mseqysomod m

OWYHOTMIS ajmdad ©0100]0& GaD.

mmo adverts to such words as words written in

SalpO VYT . !

4. Another observation refers to nine types of
changes mentioned in Tamil grammars, and cites oo
(for weo) and @emamoaye (for mmamaye) as illustrating
respectively two of these changes (viz. shortening and
lengthening).

esmaiddaogilwe refers to these in two rules: the 7th
ayo of amayjrlwosd (“mrmoo"s)ma%smmosm&oﬁmm. ...), and
the 51st 7y ® of apaialam” (@aseocsgpa’algall assaogse a
¥l molmod. . . ),

These are referred to as eaigd alaoes in mmpcd ¢

“uvelomm saalanmiged aqaecd

alolomod o moaomeje o smgao saley$Y;”

and

emaaoy) .gmsn.ﬁae)&;')mmeg 200M6TD

The evenleino commentary refers to these changes
in the 4th «p as changes peculiar to Tamil ®aigde and
Malayalam as’, and mentions particularly one type
Viz., @@am)srioaiailam, g5 in ®le for olare.

5. Forms like ®esamo, ailgams (with m’ jnstead of
™) in Malayalam awg’ are due to the ‘“‘resemblance, in
a large measure, of forms of Malayalam o205  to Tamil
forms”,

This gives the reason why in texts like ®o2almo
the older groups »’, emi’, ' exist side by side with «a’,
som’ and av.

The change of &’ {0 ag’, e’ {0 eom and & to m" had
materlahzed already in the language of the ee ®adem?
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=3, though the ‘low castes’ continued to use forms
like aramond, s@so, @oano. ’

All this shows that the pattu type referred to here
was a literary form inherited by Malayalam from an
ancient stage when the affinities of Malayalam to
Tamil were far more intimate than at the time of
Lilatilakam.

Silpa II.

The first eight sdtras’ treat about the vocabulary
of the manipravala form, the next fifteen deal with
Malayalam casal inflexions, gender and number, and
the last two give a summary account of verb-forms.

The ayom's to the sitras treating about the voca-
bulary contain very interesting observations which
merit the attention of the student of Malayalam. But
the sectton on Malayalam morphology, particularly the
discussion of verbs,—is disappointingly meagre and
inadequate.

11, 1.

The vocabularial elements of omlgaeg are
demarcated as €m and ™wenw’gm, the former being
constituted of *ew) or @a words, m.n’gmems and
wen’gowaug  and the general category of @iex’gmvue
w'@os (which category includes many representatives
of the me.mv’gomos group), while the latter is
constituted of all @avmu.av’gag or m']am)ammon°®ms.

The °e») elements are still further subdivided
into @evaew), soamsamoava and esavoamoea-

11, 2.

@avsew: words, asthe term itself denotes, are those
beculiar to Malayalam, without cognates in other
*9@asarig of the south. The illustrations appearing
In the puplished manuscript are ooy, awo ynd esmos).
@¥e and eemos) have cognates in other South Indian
languages, ang cannot be described as @evesw’ words.
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1T, 3.

eoamymmavwa words are those which have cognates
showing identity of structure and meaning in other
South Indian speeches. 'The examples given in II, 3,
are eanab, mens, 9s®, among which easm is described
by Lilatilakam as sangesanoma, moes a5 agRosesanomgw
and 25® as e MWeoanoava. Theugh there may be some
reason for describing m-es' as agyisecamonugw in view
of the structural identity of Malayalam mieg and
Kannada moe8 with the same meaning (as distinct from
literary Tamil miees), there appears to be no special
ground for calling 2s® an e Wecansmwgw word since
os® or es® occurs in other South Indian Dravidian
languages than Malayalam and Telugu.

The standpoint of Lilatilakam with reference to
@oamoamengw words of Malayalam is made clear in the
course of a discussion in the commentary on I, 1. With
some insistence and elaboration, Lilatilakam maintains
that words like @awm® ‘“‘woman’s tresses of hair” ave
“woman’s curled hair’” and esa& ‘woman’s breast’
which occur at the same time in Malayalam

1. Is there any special reason why the commentary should
have singled out the Malavulam words e®™, eng, mong, gy,
ngJ as &::}53’5@20'&“"“3“3? Do these Malayalam words show any
nearer correspondence to their Kannada counterparts than to
Tamil ones? I think that Lilatilakam may possibly have
remembared here that these Malayalam words have a somewhat
greater structural nearness to Kannada ®e®, epg, Moeg, eRgy
(used for all persons and genders) and ©228), than to literary Tamil
@iwem, wog’, mesx, @dgy (chis last used oaly for third person
nou-rational plural) and 2928} But waoen it is considered thag
alveady Irom an early period, Tamil colloquials bad forms like
@@am, @2 §, MIOY, aogy (this last for all genders. persons and

uumbers) nnd 29 (aud pre-literary Kannada al'so had megy),
the so-culled structural nearness to Kannada loses its point.
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samayaoz works and in Tamil, are as much the
property of Malayalam as that of Tamil, even
though words like these are used in Malayalam only
in the alewauw)mamn of @oays.  According to Lilati-
lakam, they belong® to the category of eosngeranomun
words, and do not lose their Malayalam individuality.
So far as words in common usage in Malayalam
like oo, awm, =0 etc. are concerned, their Mal.
character was quite beyond all doubt, and with
reference to similar words in Tamil, they are clearly
sagesamomugmm words. Doubts, however, appeared to
have arisen regarding purely literary words like amw,
avo gand ees=m; because these appeared only in an
swanayase0oe in Malayalam. Lilatilakam dispels these
doubts by saying that it is immaterial whether the

words concerned occur in common' or in literary
usage:- ¢-ail3van 1011080 8D Mo &lo M au@ray-? alewsan

1 jasanca noatl Aa1)n1a02D alm AV, 0m .,

Lilatilakam fortifies its position further with
the observations: **®86 nle®annyal0ien edmo @B gjawo
Rao naysm, ades) ‘@@F2’s ‘a®ga’, *migs)’ mmjrewswmog
wmyrs &0n @218 800 @ENIAQYSE ... B a3 30138 aAMU)OMIe aNew

- kb
At 11)1210930 z2uan), M @ GManto TLIBIM)ALjAIA0IAD.

Lil@tilakam seems to have regarded these words
from a level descriptive standpoint. The modern
student of the historical evolution of Malayalam,
who finds that all - the evidence available today points
to the earliest stages of the west coast speech having
been move or less coincident with what could be called
Middle Tamil, would consider words like g, ago
and »e>» as either preservations in Malayalam
liternture of the lexical inheritance from a common
stage oy 55 learned borrowings from Tamil, accordin.g
as the eyvidence warrants one way or the other. This
historical outlook was, however foreign to Lilatilakam.
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In this connection, Lilatilakam lays down the
general proposition that when words identical in struc-
ture and meaning occur in more than one sswesemd,
such words belong to each of these ‘speeches and that
the words in any one particular speech could only be
described as @ wovwe with reference to their
counterparts in other speeches :

“gmallm’  Seaumile’ 20an0ameenLEWIYMIS M aj®@and
Da; ey aymays’ AN ahas@o, &0 GO nugwaelata @
SB35 @M N CUOAVZIW VABD 68T Ao wuoeI8 BUDNY
aALDM® oo mra0seva0s8l@dal) Glewm’’

The terms in which the resem blance or similarity
is here referred to, show that Lilatilakam did not
concern itself with the process by which the resem-
blance arose ; the latter portion of the above citation
would even suggest that Lilatilakam did not even
think of the possibility of relationship between such
words in different speeches. The modern student of
the historical ‘and comparative evolution of speeches
would not dismiss these resemblances as accidental
or unimportant,but would seek to clarify the processes
by which these resemblances might have arisen.
This historical and comparative outlook, however, was
foreign to Lilatilakam, as mentioned above.

The wnchallengeable individuality of the west
coast speech is the corner-stone on which Lilitilakam
bases all discussion of #samiamomve words in Malayalam.
This basic idea is evident in contexts like the following:

(i} when the commentary adverts to the inap-
propriateness .‘‘eeacaiasemls’®) of regarding common
Malayalaf}l words like ®anm, amm, aw etc. as being
foreign simply because they are met with in other
GE8UDRIADES |

(ii) when stress is laid upon the “fixity” or

. NI ’y ~
‘definiteness’’ of words ([‘“egosm v8WMEIWO MYoquac ad)
Y ®lwm ogV BV 1T .
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(iii) when the proposition is adumbrated that

‘“‘one language cannotenter another’ [““m @sanowoo @aamd
Moo auacaila@), ayaimucaileweymewom’’] ;

(iv) when thes commentary prescribes "wowaig
as the test or the.criterion by .which the actual
nature (MWosom@ram memamimes) of a word could
he determined;

(v) when the commentary rejects the suggestion
that certain words might be considered to be ‘common’
to Mal. and Tam. [ @mwosivaysuwmiegomon a&o8aMoe a1 aug
wooem M) &'e GMoaljSM? ERoW! &HAYS?I WAl e8P @018 @8amo
@18\m)  sauam, M@ MTLoadaIRIIEST ORI ALMIAAE’]

(vi) when the commentary on II, 3, expressly
points cut the sasngziamsmva character of Kerala commu-
nal colloquialisms like @o®o, am=0, ayamond, @@amond [““avo
® @oan) G108 €0aMIM BTGBy e; M H Ga1080L0AA D) ; FOALOO
Q) aumunsay s gy e d® ] - and

(vii) when, after enumerating the fundamental
differences between Tamil and Malayalam, the com-
mentary clinches the argument by saying: ‘“alesloaidem,
am . WO woa®aleall 2aj98Rams Argaloall  emoameja®’ .

II, 3.

The illustrations suggested by T.ilatilakam for
erom oz forms are ammond, mgee’ and s aeso.

A somewhat clumsy and hesitant attempt is made
toderive the forms from Kannadamsmam, maw and ssuav,
on the ground that when Paradurama created Kerala,
the mainland already existed. In the alternative, the
Tamil forms o, :mase’ saaeo are suggested as the
originals of the Malayalam words.

The anteriority and posteriority of linguistic
forms are determined to-day by the clarification of
their spatial and chronological history and by the
aPblication of general laws of phonetics. Even if the
reference tq wo@eos’s having created Karala 18
understé)od figuratively, and interpreted as implying
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a comparatively late origin for Malayalam, there
seems to exist noreason at all why the commentary
should have regarded Kannada assupplying the origin-
als from which these Malayalam fcrms were derived.

Perhaps all that the commentary was sure of was
that these Malayalam forms showed structural modi-
fications in comparison with those of other seweoors,
and that they  might have been @maigews
or ‘“‘corruptions’.

11, 3.

An interesting fact mentioned in the vrtti is that
the “low castes” of Kerala used forms like ~amont, @@
amond | emano, @omo. A pparently, in communal dialects of
Kerala, the change of amont o o, smexs to amwso
etc. had not becomes universal, even though the
developments had become generally popular in both
the literary and the colloquial varieties of Malayalam.-
This perhaps points to the fact that the development
of the Malayalam features from the parent speech had
not been quite uniform among all communities (and
possibly in all areas) of Kerala. This fact may
account for the existence, side by side in old west
coast texts and inscriptions, of Malayalam and pre-
Malayalam features.

; II, 4.

This siitra postulates that all words which ean be
traced to Sanskrit primaries are samskrtabhava. The
instances’ given in the vittiare smws, aes., D e
=, aly, odeil, @qa® These are all described as
Wom'gmans, The vrtti further notes that certain
words may also be traced to Prakrit, e.g., maescm,
(OIA ““,l“ﬂ‘)ﬂm), ni\fu\_aam'\ (OIA @’\"“m(')’ A FH (Ol.A.

— 3

1. %" and aclo are included in this list of eV gmeas

words, The modern student would of course regard them as
native forms.
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ez 2ma), While the originals of aisesme mwm, etc.
are easily recognized as Prakrit (MIA) forms. the
question of the infiuence of MIA on forms like ailay,
aga’ ooef), asmem in the aforesaid list, has to be con-
sidered from the modern standpoint.

The commentary opines that Sanskrit was
the source from which all other languages took
their orivin, and then proceeds to observe that
@uw words are those whose relationship to Sanskrit
cannot even be remotely inferred or guessed. Tha
belief that the Dravidian languages owed their
origin to Sanskrit was once universally current in
South India; and even to-day there are not wanting
scholars who try to bolster up this view. The com-
mentary appears to have been influenced by thisgene-
ral belief ; but it is refreshing to note that the outlook
of the commentary igso far free from preconceived
notions that it gives us an elaborate exposition of the
futility of attempts to connect @w words like awoa’,
moae’ ~nsay with their so-called Sanskrit primaries.

Lilatilakam explains  wem ' pmea  words of
Malayalam as those whose relationship to Sanskrit
originals could be inferred [*‘ ag®em.1m mulme avoay’ gme
aogaoalanems emo).”” | The character of this
relationship and the processes and circumstances
regulating it are not discussed; but the general stand-
point of Lilatilakam that Sanskrit is the source of all
other languages should have led it to view these o «”
amens as evidencing in a greater or lesser degree
their ultimate Sanskritic origin, as distinguished from
the ssw) elements which, according to the work, should
have become changed beyond recognition.

While this is the standpoint of LilﬁtilakamI, ghe
modery, gtudent who considers Dravidian and 'I;ie(;-
aryan gag fundamentally separate langua.ge-fam‘ ’



would regard ‘“‘os:zais” asadaptations (with different
changes) from OIA and MIA at different stages in the
history of the cultural and social contacts of the two
language-families. o

The term ovon’gpoew in Malayalam (or in
other Dravidian speeches) has to be understood
by the modern student in a different sense from that
implied in Lilatilakam or that given to it expressly in
Prakrit grammars and modern Indo-Aryan speeches.

I1, 5.

The group of wew'go@xn words of Malayalam is
constituted of Sanskrit words which show ehanges in
the endings, when used in Malayalam [‘‘eesamailgm,
avea’ gms '], As the illustrations show, these changes
might be of different kinds: the adaptation of the
Skt. masculine bases with the Malayalam-o  (asin
saeri0 and eema) ; and the shortening of the endings =
and = of Sanskrit feminine bases (as in 200 and me).

Lilatilakam considers even the ending -@ of the avecav’
SVDG: @Dae, BIVIMo, Mo q11d @arle, US the ¢°rﬂ°ending
-«’ and not the Sanskrit neuter nominative ending.

aiaoay , camoas®, as@my’ with the off-glide embodied
in Sanskrit nominatives or Sanskrit bases, are also
mentioned here. )

While Lilatilakam would perhaps regard oveav’ gm
@ass as part of the ancient inheritance from Sanskrit,
consistently with its view that Sanskrit is the source
of all other languages, the modern student would
consider avenv' g m@ass as borrowings from Sanskrit by
Malayalam at different stages of its history, with
changes embodied only in the endings.

The oo notes in passing that there are no @au
w9 forms in Malayalam asmteyao, that words like

FOSTD"\‘BOO a.l‘e Q{@@‘@M or go@(mﬂ’\)m, tha,t a]l vao arises
rom the identity of the eyoo) portion, and that forms

llke agla’ are QB0 6 0 238 UMV D.
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11, 7.

“Native words with Sanskrit pratyayas may be
used in Kavyas.”

(i) The vrtti states that such forms (native nouns
with Sanskrit declensional endings and native verbs
with Sanskrit conjugational affixes) are never met
with in ordinary conversation.

It needs to be remarked that these mongrel forms,
some of which were bizarre in the extreme, were
fashionable only among Sanskritists during a parti-
cular period of Malayalam literature. The observation
in the commentary of Lilatilakam that such forms
never occurred in conversation—(as contrasted with
“naturalised’’ Sanskrit words having native endings,
for which, see below)—shows clearly that these ave v’
ooNgmesns forms never extended beyond the circle of
Sanskrit scholars who indulged in them in a spirit
of pedantry or (in some instances) of pleasantry.

O &oBAN0, GHYAD), DVEAMOOHED, GaIISHOMMTEH, aja)d'em,
ajayslen, momglen, eaeele® are instances given in the
citations of the qom) of this work.

g ggmesimuemws has allmiesiors, zos Moo, ®aloomw)
@10, @ai100d3BSOIMoo

Even aiexgoanaie of a later date shows »axs €l s and
m\gmmosmg{,.

(ii) The aem) further points out that samasas
formed of native and Sanskrit words, like ®\eaoem, aigy
smgus’, and eemiselwoenime with the Sanskrit
constituents in different positions have nothing

1'. T about them.
Peculla II’ 7.

In the course of a very interesting discussion, the
YO ey plains the uniqueness or @dios of the Tamil-
Malayalam sounds ®00> % o’» ¢ and short«s and e
and alveolgr .

-
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Each one of these sounds is taken up and shown to
be an independent sound, i.e., in the language of
modern phoneticians, a separate phoneme.

a0’ Lilatilakam points out, cannot be shown to
. . ) ., 0N,
have been a modification of »'; it is a consonant group
which has an individuality of its own.

¢’ cannot similarly be shown to be a variant of a’
or of any other sound ; though the adaptation of ax’ in
@ozws like ay@vad shows ¥, there are hosts of native
words with ¢ in which no original =" can conceivably
be postulated.

* is totally separate from ~'; for, otherwise, 27
and 207 could not be distinguished. and &3\ “‘charcoal”
and o) ‘“‘curry’” would be alike.

oo” has a special phonetic value (viz., that of a
long voiceless alveolar plosive) which marks it off from
other sounds.

As short «@ and = form as much the special pro.
perty of Dravidian languages as of Prakrit, these
sounds cannot be held (according to the ayoml) to be
Prakrit-derived.

11, 7

The vrtti gives a clear exposition of the dif-
ference between dental m° [d] and alveolar «' [D],

(i) It is pointed out that this difference is a funda-
mental one in Malayalam, since the confusion of the
two sounds would result in confusion of meaning, as
for instance in @cema moae ‘‘see in the tongue’ and
acsm amonil® ‘‘see in dream’’. No such semantic con-
fusion would result from varying the value of = in
Sanskrit words.

(ii) The difference in the evaluation of the sounds of
Sanskrit words is 3 “ ecemaw’’ feature, says the aoo)
which also cites a e®\ao embodying some of the rules
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for the differentiation of the dental and the alveolar
o’ in the evaluation of Sanskrit sounds.

(iii) The ™™ then observes that these rules regarding
the differentiation of dental and alveolar @ in the pro-
nounciation of Sanskrit words is ‘‘subject to deviations
among the east coast people’ [“®@ wympway) saiegay
ay&larocemao’™],  This would refer to the evaluation,
common in the east coast during the period of Lila-
tilakam, of all the o sounds of Sanskrit as alveolar o
(except in o»’, m.0" a3’ aw’),

(iv) The commentary next adverts to the alternative
dental and alveolar values, in Kerala evaluation, for
the long nasal In eowmom; but since this difference
in sound-value does not alter the meaning, it
is said to be ‘‘evgyswowmas’ This alternative value
is heard even today when texts are read. The actual
original wvalue of the long nasal was that of the
alveolar, in view of the origin of eassmom from o asog)
mond; but forms like easomboomd appearing in the west
coast manuscripts of this period—artificial creations of
learned men like amo’- and oamo’. —imply the
existence (in colloquials ?) of the dental value for the
long nasal of this word.

The o™ observes that no alternative evaluation is
possible for the long nasal in other native words like
amom®, sasomsnd, which should have only the dental
value, in the absence of which there would be un-
intelligibleness.

(v) The vrtti mentions also the difference in the
manner of the production of the sounds: while 1 isa
dental sound in the articulation of which there is only
spreading of the foreblade of the tongue and no
bending of the tongue-tip, n is an alveolar sound

produced by bending the tip of the tongue (slightly)
upwards and making it to touch the upper gums or the
region immediately behind.
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The differences in the phonation of the two sounds
have already been mentioned by Tolkappiyam, El,
93 and 94.

The observation of Lilatilakam: *&a0ioma aflagoes”
regarding the articulation of  dental @ may be
compared to Tolkappivam “mm»™) asom’™,

«mlaonWaemvomans” for the production of alveolar
n may compared to the Tolkappiyam otservation ¢«
eme) amimo (@egRe @00) >

vi. I may note here that while in the modern Mal.
alphabet the same symbol represents the dental
4 and the alveolar 1, there are two separate symbols
for these sounds in Tamil; but while the difference in
sound-value is meticulously observed by the Mala-
yalam speaker according to the contexts concerned,
this difference has practically ceased to exist in
modern Tamil evaluation which gives an alveolar
value both to the dentul 1 and to the alveolar 1.

The difference between dental 1#, and alveolar n
does not exist in Telugu or in Kannada.

I1, 7.

The citation of an eeway ) wo is followed immedi-
ately by the observation (made by the eleoolas.
commentary) that since the form ¢“@soo’® jis used by
wmway J in his ayo, the sound o should also be
presumed to have been considered by that grammar as
a unique Dravidian (non-Sanskritic) sound.

It has to be noted here that the Tamil grammatical
tradition, from the time of s ®asgwmid down till
to-day, does not recognise any distinction between the
sound-character of short o and that of long oo’, both
of which are considered as alveolar plosives. This
tradition started perhaps very early, when the value

of short o still had the value of an alveolar
plosive, like oo,
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In later periods, the alveolar plosive value of
o> seems to have changed to that of an r-trill. In Middle
Tamil inscriptions, the sounds @ and o” appear so much
interchanged as to' suggest that by this time e’ had
acquired the value of a tril.—This trill-value is given
to o not only in colloquial speech today, but also in the
‘evaluation of short o' when old texts are read. '

The Tamil grammatical tradition however, still
continues to ignore this change in the value of o',

This old tradition is absent in Malayalam, where
from the earliest known times, short o’ had the value
of a palato-cerebral trill. and oo that of a long
alveolar surd.

From the point of view of ermomlaas, therefore,
there is need to distinguish the character of o' from

that of oo,
II, 8.

This sitra states that ‘‘(naturalised) Sanskrit words
are met with everywhere (i. e. bothin #2aysandin ave
@omjaymacon ”’, The vrttiin elaborating it says that
(i) since the use of the particle ‘2" in this wo© indi-
cates sem,womsaamm with reference to the wem’ gaog e
forms of the preceding wy©, this rule postulates that
bhisikrtasamskrta words occur not only in Kavyas
but also in ordinary conversation, unlike sams-
krtikrta bhasa forms found only in Kavyas (as stated
already), (ii) this bhasikarana of Sanskrit words may
occur in several ways, and (iii) $uddhasamskrta forms
occur only in Kavyas but not in ordinary conversation.

The process of @sanlamem proceeds along lines like
the following: (i) the use of Sanskrit bases or nomina-

tives 45 @oawo bases in ecame contexts with the

inflexional (and conjugational) endings of esano;
(ii) the shortening of the endings =, 2° and
2.9 of Sanskrit feminine bases (except monosyllabics).

b
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(iii) the adaptation of Sanskrit bases with 2’nu>
endings as in M me, weay® and emo ;

(iv) the embodiment of Sanskrit bases, or those
adapted from Sanskrit, in compounrds governed by the
rules of ®oamoocvaw! relating to the doubling of the
initial sounds of the second constituents.

B would be clear from the above that the term
@rawlgomm.m’gm includes ovom’go@ass, and that it
further envisages Sanskrit words (used in Malayalam)
like e and ~9», where the process of =su)>0 arises
from their being used in esam> contexts with eoamo
endings, or in @»am> compounds.

The purpose of the present wy® is to distinguish,
from @avwem’yo words, all those Sanskrit pri-
maries which have attained ‘‘e@cmmo@.s”’ i, e. become
‘‘naturalised’” as members of ®oavo. This eoavoou is
conferred, as the qom) shows, by the e=oavo endings and
by the association, with those primaries, of phonologi-
caland morphological features special to @, Cf. also
the following observation in the qool to I, 1: *“‘aless)
€03 £2aMINV QY HMAVe M @ Do oaIGWBI018)ED, @7am00 @)@
eOBoBHoD

The emphasis on &camem:» jllustrates the recog-
nition by Lilatilakam of the essentiality of the
differences hetween w@oawo and avenv’go, in spite of its
approval of the general proposition that Sanskrit is
the source of all other speeches.

A very significant feature revealed by the vrtti
i8 that these @oangmmem’gm words were used in the
conversational language of the people, while neither
the Sanskritised Malayalam forms nor the suddha
Samskrta forms (i. e., Sanskrit words with Sanskrit
affixes) were current in the colloquial. These latter
typesnever penetrated into the language-consciousness
of the’ Malayalam-speaking people, but remained
outside the pale of the colloquial. On the other hand,
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the influence of Sanskrit really made itself felt on
the vocabulary of the masses through the dissemi-
nation of bbasikrtasamskrta words. In the course
of later centuries, this use in Malayalam voca-
bulary of bhasikrta samskrta words has, far from
showing any signs of decline, only gained in strength

and in popularity.
II, 4,5, 8.

A systematic discussion of the Indo-aryan elements
in Tamil—Malayalam, detailing the circumstances in
which the borrowings were made, has so far not been
attempted. The so-called @ewas which in Malayalam
would comprehend borrowals made (without changes
in the wo®'s) of OIA words at different periods, will
have to be distinguished from the ‘“‘@ezws” which are
constituted of words borrowed at different periods
from OIA with changes, and from MIA with or with-
out changes. While Malayalam in the course of its
history has gone on borrowing @ewes from OIA, the
MIA elements of Malayalam are mainly those which
it has inherited from a common ‘“parent stage’’ which
came under the influence of MIA speeches (particu-
larly of Buddhists and of Jains.)

One might compare words like the following
with the corresponding MIA bases (collected from
Pischel’s Grammatik der Prakrta—sprachen and MIA
glossaries) shown below within brackets: eol (vog)).
€0 o b (E0UNR), @vagyad (e@@gy), apwomd and epwon) (®paso
ol@), epoayd (m8alay), ogs) and aasem) (savam)), &mo ‘mo-
ment’ sem, 2o ‘‘arrangement’” ‘‘regulation” (ao=,
OIA 209; cf. Kann, 'uQQ), @000 (&00), &a40Wo (a.a_‘orm),.
vaa, (ema), 0895 ‘‘assembly’” (9198°0)), eaocsens)
(oas0a’ qioem’) ) amasar (Moaaro), mgj" (vas’an), aame (200m),
aNe) as ip aoleea) (W'0l), oime (TWed) ajgpomy’ (vgR)»
148’ (Tae), gaig) (aTs 0), arnee (®02), aflegoas mlewen),
afl@@o (Mlooa)) easgad (ams’o), sRouN@od ‘emo)), @aymd



40

‘carpenter’ (mayw), @mes (o-exser), the feminine suffix
@, (1), m30), Mlage(@g))), w'@ “‘manner, state’’ (ana)
avl, asdas. (a.m.’m), a18'@y (nnglao), aeaaoi) (avo@il); a8y -
(0,2, OTA Tys'-), mownad (orw2), @emGaIoMe (0890), Qasd
fMo (n1& @19eM), age (S}, wo: (ve))? asmab (wos, OIA o
@)’ ayam (aymm, OIA wm)). aomm[mgd ] (mpo), Selod)o (G0
W), owWomo (@wwomM), w0  (e@smo), &moad (&amon),
emoavjo (emommv), amao - and @ed) (for the shortening of
the penultimate vowel, @»o and aacl),

While the relationship to MIA is more or
less clear in respect of the above words, some influence
of MIA may have to be thought of in the case of
words like the following also: em>d<am)l.ad,
asamrsmo and asgyse (avesm, or ovawsm with consonantal
lengthening in the accented syllable).

II, 1 to5 and 8.

It would be interesting to contrast the classifica-
tion made by Lilatilakam of the elements of the
vocabulary of the @»aw> portion of amlgywss, with that
made by esmmaraw. of the vocabularial elements of
Tamil eagde.

Tolkappiyam nowhere recognizes a Sanskritic
origin for Tamil; and all the early commentarians of
this work regard those mseaiod or Indoaryan words
which are used in Tamil easgd (whether in a modified
or unmodified state), as importations into Tam. from
Skt.and MIA — This is clear from the rules of e@o
@onlwe regarding aseasd gnd-from the referencesto
aseans made by some of the earlier commentarians.

Another point to be noted in this connection is
that Tamil easgde was composed only with the aid of
@zlo¥9@’ and never with the aid of the sounds peculiar
to eoel® <vam’; the borrowings and adaptations

of Sanskrit words in Tamil smgde were either those
Which cquld be represented in Tamil with the same
symbols in which they appeared jn Sanskrit (i, e. sas@
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eugom or of symbols common to Tamil and Sanskrit)
or those showing structural changes in the process of
adaptation of unique Sanskrit sounds to Tamil.

All TA loans in® Tamil =eig® would therefore fall
under one or other of these two categories. To the
former type would belong words like ), dom
and aemo. —words which have been described by
Lilatilakam (in the course of the analysisin I, 1l of
the features of Malayalam a135') as ‘wis@a galaw reneioms
owae avonv’' e’  To the latter would belong all ad-
aptations, showing structural and semantic changes,
this group being known as md\wgfleamny in 'amil.

So far as native Tamil words are concerned, the
classification of Tolkappiyam comprehends three types
Do’ saint, aloloans gnd @esaegoesn while the sew)
group of Lilatilakam has three sub-divisions, based on
other perspectives: @evsaw], goansamo ava gnd etanomoeq.

The classification of the esamo elements (of @:mlgynioa)
in Lilatilakam is thus adapted to the special conditions
of Malayalam in which the dominant influence of
Sanskrit had brought in its wake the use of eo®-0¥gp
for. the representation of Sanskrit words, and the deve-
lopment of new literary forms and conventions.

As for asos’ which represents in Malayalam the
direct lineal descendant of Tamil ®~gd, Lilatilakam
refers to features like ‘‘g@alw weceiomoanomlman.”” *‘@e)
wgylee®mn’’  “gdlavaucstismonk &0 MoaU G@o’’ ‘“gmom’’ ‘cag
@#”’, the nine aNaong of easgd, and the use of older
phonetic forms,

1. Astor the ol:ssification of lexical elements in the older gram-
mars of Kannada, it may be noted that the 135h century v eny@em)
8dasem marks off the fullowing categories : (i) 88w w or #® o
MW wordg ; (ii) VRN @mg which are MemS g mey@©'s that
may underge changes in the terminal portions of bases ; ‘iii) @™ '8
evidencing chianges in the bases themselves, and, (iv) twenty-one

.
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II, 9 and 10.

The fourteenth century treatise, Lilatilakam, has,
in its second Silpa, sixteen sitras dealing with Mala-
yalam inflexions, both nominal a'nd verbal. Though
the treatment is neither exhaustive nor even adequate
in some rcspects. there are data which illuminate the
past history of Malayalam. Here, as in other sections
of the grammatical portion of the work, full recogni-
tion is accorded to the individuality of the west doast
speech, even while the closeness of its affinities to
Tamil is envisaged. It is the language of manipravala
literature that is discussed, and therefore a number of
purely traditionary forms come in for treatment; but
the language of conversation and the living linguistic
peculiarities of the Malayalam of the fourteenth cen-
tury are not ignored. Ina work dealing with the,
manipravala type of composition, the influence of
Sanskrit is admitted; but, refreshingly enough, in
many places, the work rules out blind servility to the
rules of Sanskrit syntax.

In these siitras introducing the subject of- Malaya-
lam inflexions, the existence in Malayalam of eight
cases, three genders and two numbers is stated.

The classification of the cases into eight types is
Dravidian : cf. the rule of Tolkappiyam (the oldest

words called "'®OV2g ’ gaid to be identic-l in Sanskrit and in Kan-
nada. No particular mention is m~de of Pr.kritic elements.

As for Telugu, %r‘wwmﬂﬂﬂmwmﬂ divides the word-stock
of Telugu into four clagses (in TY® 16 of the MVemmartlegye ;—
@®8 (those derived with changes from Sanskrit and Prakrit):
(i) "v@ or @ey) (those which reseinble Sanskrit and Prakrit words
in their bases thougn not in the sudings) ; (iii 38 (those t?urrent
as @W words in common vsage); and (iv) @02 (illiteracies not
governed by rules. To this ligt, @@wogymmoang (in his allga)

afleai®) adds another clags which he calls m“’,}"e“ﬂ‘f" [‘@waaome
MmjeewlDe WM oqmjem. ]
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extant grammar of Tamil): ~N#ls 2B o bam alglawe
osas ‘the cases number eight, along with the vocative’.

2. So far as the classification of genders and
numbers is concerntd, the one adopted in Lilatilakam
does not correspond to the Tamil division of 2 wbaleam
(group constituted of rational beings) and 20,0 @ 0 em
(non-rationals including inanimates), 2@d@ ®ssm itself
being subdivided into eesdwie (masculine singular),
easmanad (feminine singular) and »'edasne (rational
plural;, and e °,oee™ having two sub-divisions swoa
ane (non-rational singular) and aseasfcdarcsd (non-
rational plural)s -~

This old classification of Tamil is, however, funda-
mental in Old Malayalam also, since the personal
endings of Old Malayalam verb-forms (so far as thesd
personal endings occur) evidence the distinctions in-
herent in the old classification.

Lilatilakam itself adverts to a feature of this old
classification when it observes in the commentary on
sitra 14 that ‘‘the second case ending only optionally
appears in forms denoting inanimates and irrationals’.

' 1T, 11.

This is a fairly comprehensive siitra dealing with
the morphology of Malayiilam infiexions and offerring
some observations on the syntax of cases.

1. The siitra states the names of the ‘vibhaktis’

referred to in the previous siitra and describes them as
‘eirht’ in number.

““aasd, ap, 8097, se°, madq”, ges, angloy) g ao®.

The commentary points out that while ‘sasd’ and
‘algV in the sitra are ‘esscioo’ the others are ‘Goenyos’,

The form and the purpose of the LilZtilakam sitra
may be compared to the Tolkappiyam Colladigaram
rule: “ﬁtutnnb, ®ad, 89, &, Vb, @E, aemd, aglowmoe W00,
The Tolkappiyam rule has been interpreted by all
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commentarians (except Teyvaccilaiyar) as giving the
names of the ‘vibhaktis’, and there too ‘e«wd’ and
*u'e) have been taken as indicating the meanings.

2. “The ‘first’ case is the ‘w@rodassla’ and it is
called ‘e21®’”’  says the commentary.

. Here one may recall Cenavaraiyar’s interpretation
of the Tolkappiyam rule : ‘‘e@woale apy vix’sainqed®
oa1mbdamondbaminenicw’.

3. The Malayalam second case ending e is marked
off in the commentary from Tamil eag, and the aug-
ments in forms like ovsom, acmmlom, apwew etc. are
pointed out as corresponding to Tamil ‘aoslesx’.

(a) Very interesting syntactical observations
follow. ‘The force of the second case ending of
Malayalam is to introduce the ideas of mlgjomy, almoge
ereay), and not to denote ‘space’ and ‘duration of time’;
nor are second case forms dependent upon ‘g2atasss’,”’

Conceivable Malayilam usages like elamveon m)
aoom (where duration of time is denoted by the second
case form), and amoemn amssm. mgsa a'g]l “the eye-
brow between the eyes and the curls” (where the second
case forms smo@esm agnd a@s2 are made dependent upon
mgsa in imitation of Sanskrit usages like those where
the indeclinable @eames governs second case forms) are
disapproved.

Similarly, the commentary points out the unsuit-
ability in Malayalam of a construction like w22
e@uavlgesmoon where (in imitation of Sanskrit) the
verb epaumies cmoont governs a second case form. )

(b) The terms' ‘migjen,’, ‘aleon’ and essy 88800
ated with the second case object, are used by‘_S’anskr-l.t

1, The Kanuadg, Gramm&r ‘mﬁ)d,bm,\ecba-\m’ uses theS? terms
in the sutra treating about the force of tha second €839 ending. It
also refers to ' ®°@1’ and ‘@@ wiad’ i, Kannada 88 Doidg exprassed

in the second case.
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treatises and adaptedin Tamil by some of the Tamil
commentarians of Tolkappiyam. Both eamoaieeswd

and maylmodselvlwd use more or less the same language:
€¢¢nWO0 A Do, CUBaIGHNI-{GU N0, ng}aggjs;m@_o, ad)Mas oY
915000 M 000077

The seventeenth century @Jswwarisaie points out
the resemblance in the following terms :

¢“nml aneyslomess, eeswsmags, mlbaicmles, alerel
o, q_l’]r,ggj’l @o uc)mﬂ_go’\wm%a emiesowd goeowlemnid pw
003180 ¢ UCAIFENLTUDO oY 1T U0 af)MAg) Yo iSealomend
2003 88D c.veyern.MIRED WO o 6D, PIOD ARaOSTG 6n olem
Wb a@o al100] almaiaeubd.

4, The third case endings of Malayalam are @0s°
(the only one mentioned in the sttra but referred to in
the commentary as ¢2veianam’) and e, and the post-
position eedss” (the two latter mentioned by the
commentary).

(a) The observation of the commentary that in
third case forms like @ralomaderm® the @ js nota second

case ending, but only a wwawowe hasto be understood as
implying that in third case forms like these, the third
case meaning alone is important and that the elemen®

°® preceding ®@om” need not be isolated as being ori-
ginally the second case ending.

(b) While 205° and @@ are equally important as
third case endings in Malayalam, why is @0s’ alone
mentioned in the siitra and then described in the com-
mentary as an ‘2ateiamam’ ? T suspect that the model of
the Tolkappiyam Colladigaram sutra which mentions
only @% as the the third case ending for Tamil though
5" and oo were both current, might have influenced
the author of Lilatilakam who (be it observed here)
Was a keen student of this Old Tamil grammar and
SOome of jtg earlier commentaries. It is noteworthy
that })ater Tamil grammars like @la@aiglwe, emalmoe

&~
[§3
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and ™™ mention both 2% (and 27s) and % (and
o) a5 equally important (in the sitras themselves).

(c) #°%°, with long 22 is the common form in
Malayalam, though 2% appears ocgasionally in poetry.
The thirteenth centnry em21m@° expressly refers to
@95° a5 a ‘development’ of 2s.

(d) In Old Tamil, both 2% and @0 appear to have
induced the signification of ‘agency’, ‘instrumentality’,
and ‘association’. Some kind of differentiation of
tunctions may havée already started in the Old Tamil
period. In later periods, the former seems to
have become restricted more and more to ‘associ-
ation’ (and allied meanings), while the latter (with its
variant eo®) generally signified ‘agency’ and
‘instrumentality’.

In Malayalam this differentiation of functions
became common ata very early stage, though rare
poetic instances exist like ewelwoom saisedmilsamy
[where @3 is used with the meaning of ‘association’]
and #seens 8awod [where #°¢° has the force of o]
cited by Gundert from o®md atog®
! (e) Malayalam appears to have developed the
special signification of ‘13@0» * for 805°—a meaning
that is common in Tamil only for the fifth case ending.
In Old Malayalam texts like Diatavakyam, construc-
tions like @w®®ewos cwWrAIF’, qvwoalizamog eoow! and
Tammewss odlnler’, are qnite common, though these
have ceased to be popular today.

Though the influence of Sanskrit is possible in the
popularising of the use of the third case endinzin
connection with alexow it may have had essentially
1 Dravidian origin.

Just in the same manner as the third case is pres-
cribed by Tolkippiyam for what it calls #349e3420®
(n instances invloving absence of resemblance, as1n



VTN

47 . C’ght.my'
eoaecf"o’,o

811 3mosTmmues pwd mlemg a1l08a, 50 too ‘absence of accom-

paniment’ may have been connected with the third case.

5. The fourth case endings of Malayalamare those
“{p TOUPES, o4 @oad’, LA’ g5 in m.mm", an o1’

(a) ™M, 4nd 2M° are ‘false’ isolations of the
Malayalam fourth case ending appearing after nouns
and pronouns with the ‘rational’ singular ®" as the
final or after nouns embodving the augment 2®"
Really, here, after the old &°had been lost, Malayalam
had, to start with, a ‘aveqy»’ w, which in the course of
the history of Malaydlam became opened out to °@,
The elements ®™° and €™ in what Lilatilakam iso-
lates as @™’ and 2%’ do not really belong to the
fourth case ending.

(b) The imitation in Malayilam of the Sanskrit
use of fcurth case forms as ‘objects’ of verb-bases like
aa’_ i disapproved by the commentary. A Malayalam
construction like @@m® sasalssimom @iaw j3 pointed
out as incongruous for Malayalam. :

6. The commentary points out that Malayalam has,
for the fifth case, the ‘‘endings” memlide’, ¢admlda”,
arsee mlo’ gnd Bcoldae’,

(a) The commentary expresses disapproval of®
Malayalam imitations of the Sanskrit use of fifth case
forms as ‘objects’ of verbs denoting ‘learning’
and’ ‘fearing’, as in constructions like @ 1od &b
@lde 03200 “learnt from him’” and mel@ldadmldo
Gus'l%l.

So far as verbs denoting ‘fear’ are concerned,
the oldest Tamil grammar allows for such verb-forms
the use of objects both in the second case and in the
fifth case. Not only is eemus ‘“‘fearing’’ mentioned in
the siitras dealing with verb-ideas governing the
second ang fifth cases, but the alternative government

of the second or fifth case forms is expressly pointed

out in a specijal] sitra in the chapter on the ‘merging’
of cases,
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In Malayalam itself, old texts show instances of
constructions like a@m'@dmlon 2we3is®,- where the
verb denoting ‘fear’ governs a fifth case object.

(b) So far as verbs denoting ‘learning’ are con-
cerned, constructions like @m0 @gsns® a1dly 5, W
oo apgsodmIm® atoly gre both common today, the
former adverting to the teacher from whoma general
course of instruction has been received and the latter
to the person from whom a particular piece of ins-
truction has been derived.

(c) o@®ml® contains the element *@@®, which ap-
pearsin formslike @@ #mud(yltimately from @2 mldead),

This “®@® appears already in tenth century inscriptions:
ajeenwisecms | TAS.|

(d) Beside #°5'®, Malayalam also had ®°® to de-
note comparison. These post-positions are used after
second case forms:— @2emeamamgls in Yl to IT, 11 ;
and sdmEosaised® jp T, §., II, 13 ; but ~emoldends jn
U.S., II, 68 ; and @o@'deeo® jn Bhg. I, 17, show the
use of #°® after the seventh case.

7. The commentary refers to sixth case endings
-€€DOS _mes, -80S gn. .

(a) For the history of the first three, see my EMM.

(b) The mention of -™° (which in origin is the
Malayalam fourth case ending of words with final -®°
or the dugment -2®°. mentioned above) calls for
comment.

‘The use of the fourth caseending for denoting @
sixth case signification when ¢2@dvlsewm’ nouns a1:e
‘qualified’ by the sixth case forms is already laid
downin Tolkappiyam, which ancient work, however,
does not say anywhere that -# is a ‘sixth case’ ending.
This use is adverted to in the chapter on ‘exoces® &2
slod', dealing with the ‘merging’ of cases and
case-significations.
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In the commentary on the seventh sitra of
sUoGeedg]seIo of WInen¢Iwe, saltmea@umMId refers to ‘@ as

having a sixth case meaning, only when it is a ¢®o2&™
CCAD020BAUORHND  SI0HDIHRNNWED A af)Mms atloemlwens

BABOQITBO+reneereninne loaldma]lesladalldal <o af)mrs mra1o ewoa
oamgj'lrom'lwa ABAUNID e eeeve- @ D@BAID29EO 8010120 @ EINIGI
g3l ¢a]r Tmmes a&mIMInd ofim @slHe. !

The grammar @v2lm9s does not refer to # asa
“‘sixth case” ending.

mm® eyen while referring to the use of the affix
@" instead of the sixth case ending, does not regard @°
as a sixth case ending.

Nor do the commentarians of Tolkappiyam (ex-
cept perhaps @smyvemd) interpret the Colladigaram
sitra in such‘a way as to suggest that®’ isa ‘sixth
case’ ending. Their interpretation is that a sixth case
compound like ™l eem would if resolved become
mules avelw aed, This interpretation was due to the
feeling that sixth case compounds like mmlae aem were
not very common in Tamil, but that generally usage
sanctioned only constructions like mwlemelw aad op
mtlse aemoelewam.

But already from a fairly early period, compounds
like ®Mlse asad and atlmlee amadr 49 ip lemles amay atlo

of SO, where aslimae’ relates to 2®w® with asixth
case relationship, were common.

1. The seventeenth century '@J3®0o»al8aies (very much
influenced by Sanskrit in its outlook and treatment) includes # in
the list of sixth cuse endings in the sutra. but observes in the
commentary that *® has the meaning of & anaytlgyoyo gnd
Confers ths force of the sixth case’’. In a later context, however:
it adyertg to & as the sixth case ending itself.

2. s collocation with a sixth case relationship cannot be
justifieq by the same Tolkappiyam sutra that covers instances like
®aules ageq, where 220@1996M 1oung are ‘qualified’ by the sisth
case form.

13
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It isnot surprising, therefore, that ® came to be
regarded by some as a ‘“‘sixth case’’ ending itself.

The correspondence of Sanskrit constructions
like P02av) a13@>7y1 o mooamsag mBUBLE May also have
contributed to the feeling that #° in forms like these
may be regarded as a ‘sixth case’ ending,

So far as Malayalam is concerned, Lilatilakam
regards it both as a ‘fourth case’ ending and as a ‘sixth
case’ ending. Bilaprabodham (written at a later
period, for Malayali students of Sanskrit) pointedly
refers to -#° exclusively as a ‘sixth case’ ending, the

‘fourth case’ ending being (in its opinion) only
@R 2laserm’ (Cmeaalmmayes anayyl 80®?).

Instances like o1221m* mowm asolemlem® also do occur
in Malayalam, where a1221m° js related to mowm and not
to the predicate.

(c) Constructions in Malayalam like @092 saza1>0
f‘went, though (or) while others were observing,’’ in
Ymitation of Sanskrit genitive absolute constructions,
are condemned by the commentary.

Similarly, constructions in Malayilam like @omges
@>y” “the mango tree among the trees,’”” in imitation of
the Sanskrit use of the au:y4) forms for mlabieam, are
are also condemned by the commentary.

8. Seventh case endings ar~ ‘:2c, m2a, cas, &7’

(a) Now, @9 (as illustrated in @@um°_ge:®_ag. eayer
18 actually compounded of the locative ending me” and

-°® which was a terminative expletive in the older
stages of the language but which came to havea
“‘qualificatory’’ value in forms like @osls® in @°51te
@® ‘¢ the elephant of the forsst’”, *‘qualifying” the
nouns immediately following.

(b) The suggestion in KP, p. 179, that 2®) one of
the seventh case endingsin Malayalam, is possibly
derived from @M, the Tymil locative post-position, is
not supported by the availabie inscriptional evidence,
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which points to Tamil #>®,a locative post-position,
having been the original of Malayalam ad _ cerwld
st (2t the temple) in teuth century inscriptions:
[TAS, IV, p.15, 1..19], alewoldsesd [ib., II, p. 81],
which form in later inscriptions becomes 32291380% or
earwlsod (TAS, IV, p. 46, 1. 1,—a twelfth century
inscription].

(¢) Locative absolute constructions in Malayalam
(inimitation of Sanskrit usage) like 23180180 a3l oymld
atloadoom “‘he was born, while the sun was rising,”” are
condemned by the commentary.

9. The eighth case endings are, according to the
commentary, ‘@, 27, 29 gnq °®» ag in @2Wa, o, a@,
®aIsm, pIts, a0es, aisisw?.

(a) Among the forms mentioned in the comment-
ary, @wan, mul gnq @osa, ais1sw [the last two show the
o@- ending used for g o,0leam vocatives, according to
Tolkappiyam] follow Old Tamil rules. 2»1dolesm nouns
with lip-rounded » were very rare in Old Tamil ; while
vocatives for pronouns like maid, maiz did not exist.

(b) The list in the commentary is but a summary
one. Instances of other Malayalam vocatives occurr-
ing in the citations of the commentary are ™o (Tamil
MmBIV’) e»o¥d0, a03m, P IMo0lgd aosmsel, None of these
can be justified by TolkAppiyam rules. Nor can vooa-
tives like 2@ y@irs0 g q wdmsem nr1ewr23372w of the four-
teenth century Datavikyam be supported by Tolkap-
piyam rules. ’

(c) In the commentary on the fourth sitra of the
fourth $ilpa, the vocatives 2@ and ™3o®im gre con-
servatively condemned, though it must be said that
instances like these with the affix *®@ tacked on to

e

1. For the shortening of the vowel, one may compars Mala-
yalam 221803 (;;06), Old Malayalam 201805 (Tamil SPEND)
appearing in RC. 13, and 2@9® in TAS, VII p. 113.
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words with the final rational singular ending -®°, are
common both in Middle Tamil and in Malayalam, even
when such nouns are not ¢20909342®’

Indeed, while in Old Tamil (according to the rule
in the chapter on vocatives in Tolkappiyam) the voca-
tives of rational masculine singulars (with -®°) took on
«@ only when they were ¢@»9003498’ or nouns denoting
relationship, the practice appears to have been ex-
tended to other rational masculine singulars also in
later periods. @lo®anglwe (in its commentary on the

eighth sitra of @woceszayser) jnstances vocatives like

@oo2em and emem, Middle Tamil texts like m>aile@d
olmeao¥l have forms like 2emdaem, @eidansm, @gmsm:

The thirteenth century grammar emalmi®@s also
cites illustrations of vocatives like @wzm, mluzm, ms
em, aleem for 2@d@lessm nouns with -®°, The same
grammar has @ea, eneem, which also could not be sup-
ported by the rules of Tolkappiyam.

11, 12 and 13.

These refer to compounds which, when expanded,

would have sixth case and seventh case meanings.
1I, 14.

The second case ending °® is declared by this sutra
to be optional for inanimate and non-rational nouns:
“Cap tr@@m @loum] atome oﬂagﬂ $7 and that for rationals
the second case ending is obligatorily used.

This agrees with the Tamil rule implied in Tolkap-
piyam in a sdtra in the Togaimarabu portion of
Eluttu:— coodolasm onsld avlwin’ amoed’.

In modern Malayalam, however, the absence O,f
the second case ending is usual only for ‘inanimates’;
and here this absence is not merely optional br?t S0.
common among native speakers that one Who fails to
omit the ending would at once he marked off asa
foreigner.
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II, 15 and 16.

Satra 15 mentions the three genders: masculine,
feminine and neuter. The next rule postulates that
the feminine ending’in words other than nouns is -8°,

The commentary on sdtra 16 specially points out
that the determination of gender in Malayalam is

guided by sex and not by grammatical rules: <@ ays
aleo afownoc aanalac, m aloolzsanles?.

11, 17.

™ ig said to be the feminine affix for the conversion
of nouns denoting caste, or of masculines.

The commentary gives the illustrations e25191 4,4
wgy@uml.

It must be observed that, so far as these illustra-
tions are concerned, the original feminine-denoter
may have been a Prakritic -™ [01A -01]-

Malayalam, however, has 2 as the feminine-con-
verter in instances_like emoy¢l, alvail.

II1, 18.

«m’ js the masculine singular ending, generally
speaking’’.

The commentary explains forms like e@mad, ayglan
(used as neuters) as being due to *‘masculinity being
attributed to them’ [ty 0w osooatr@®?).

11,.19 and 20.

Sitra 19 envisages ‘neuter’ singular -e2°; and the
next siitra refers to the neuter singular ending -2° of
the demonstratives @2, 22 and of the interro-
gative «@2"

II, 21 and 22.

The ‘number’ of nouns is dealt with in these,

While singular nouns are instanced in the com-
mentary on satra 21, the next siitra lists plural endings
of noupg gg ¢€-0", -@8°,- -200°,- -a0®, _aw®, generally
Spe&king".

'Iille illugtrations in the commentary for plurals
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are all ‘frationals’: Ejoa2emd, aaled, mmlogd, &3mbd,! e
aid, amaid,? aoud.

Then follow the observations: ‘‘because of the use
of the word “gjoewsm’ jn the *siitfa, 2o etc. might
also be mentioned. Here, plurality also is associated
with trees” [cen@® qam>ra’imoe su0wazatlvayr®’]- The spe-
cial statement ‘plurality is also associated with trees’
(I think) obliquely glances at the Tamil rule that for
‘non-rationals’ (like trees, for instance) the use ot the
plural #®_ending is optional.

11, 23.

This sitra postulates that the endings of gender
and number appear as a rule for verb-forms also.

The commentary indicates that sometimes per-
sonal endings did not appear for Malayalam finites.

1I, 24,

This stitra on verbs lays dgwn that ‘““verb-forms
are to be met with in <1l apd “eyemoma’ and in the
first, second and third persons, according to
observation’’.

The commentary illustrates the facts of the siitra,
and also expands them in certain ways. Some of the
illustrations as printed in the published text appear to
have become mixed up and corrupted.

1. The illustrations for verbs denoting ¢wi»V
and ¢gJomiom’ may be classified thus:

(a) emadawoy type.—This is constituted of the
Malayalam participle ®>#%2" and the Malayslam
tense-form eooy (with final 2°). The force of .‘Oﬂ”
is not only conferred by %, but also implied in the

2omd gpg ®1@d (g iy

1. ®%md g o participial noun like
instance),

2. The published text prints these instances as
WD which are verb-forms, with which this sutra is nob
concerned- '

@gud 4
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‘“‘non-rational’’ participial form which by itséif is used
in Old Malayalam texts to denote cvlw?. v

The type e2®0s0a is a fairly early west coast
type. ’

The earliest instance of a participial ‘‘neuter’
like o2®a® ! (for em®ud) occurs in an eleventh cen-
tury inscription. Here, the 2 is short, asitisinall
forms of this kind in Unpunilisandésam (as, e.g.in
pUDATIS) . .

For the type of - @, the earliest available west
coast instances are 27°3% and e&253 [both of the
thirteenth century]. '

Both the type of eu®2” [with 2 instead of ®] and
that of ™% [with 27 as a final finite ending] are spe-
cial developments of Malayalam.

(b) eadsanmoe,—This is constituted of the third
person rational singular participial noun, and the
optative soa.

The force of a gentle ‘wlwT (pr cagosiomd’ ag the
case may be) is associated with @& which originally
was in Tamil a ¢vlwema2’ (used only for third persons),
but which in later stages was used for all persons “and
in Malayalam acquired an ‘“‘imperatival’’ value.

This type of »oid2a0m® i3 common in literary.
Tamil also.

The ““personal’’ variations, if desired, would be
embodied in the first constituent viz., the participial
Noun: 8al06aNI&, Galgymoe gtc, Cf. emdaym@oa of TAS,
I1I, p. 57 (eleventh century], and numerous forms like

1. Taetypes ©R12, 0ux1® [with ©] areequally old in
Malayalam, occurring as they do in very old west coast insorip-
tions. [Tamil colloquials had forms with 2 3 of, the participials
2Maly »omul2 with penultimate ¢ instead of g, mentioned
by Vimcoliyam-

There ig o justification for the view that forms with 2.2
were earlier thep thoge with -22. - W A%
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ainvlagoooa  jn the fourteenth-century prose text
Duatavakyam. _

(c) eaig)3 umio, eaigejmoe. _The type of o vgeumo, of
which easgy™s jg gy derivative, is a '\}ery old formation.

Tolkappiyam has a special sitra dealing with the
collocation ex@d saese [closely connected with e%
eauege] ; this siitra explains that @ume a transitive verb
taking enwad 3¢ its.object,' may have as its subject the
doer of the action of the verbal noun [ ¢@aatoeinms’ ],
or a different person [¢otloMdatomncee’] jn which latter
case the verbal noun would have the doer as its sub-
ject, while sume would have a different person as its
subject. [t is the latter type that has developed the
imperatival meaning. '

(d) eoaumal® represents an old second person
imperative type in Malayilam— The corresponding
type in Tamil has -2%¢ for its ending.

2. (a) The commentary then adverts to the first
first person singular -e@® and the first person plural
-802° gnd -.ga®.

The -@2® ending is very rare in Malayalam texts,
while -892° js the usual first person plural end.ing
wherever it appears in Old Malayalam texts or
inscriptions.

-202° j3 not mentioned by Tolkappiyam ; it be-
comes frequent in post-Sangam Tamil texts.

(b) For the second person tense-finites. the
following personal endings are mentioned :

-o(2%) agin @™o for the singular ;

-20(®%) a5 in w2mo for the singular ;

-290% ag in wmld for the plural.

(i) The singular -@ is the older - _w1th iifs
final -®° elided. Forms with -@@ agppear in Ramacari-
tam, Unnunilisandséam, Ditavakyam and other old
Malayalam texts.
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. (ii) The singular -2> which is from older
with its -2° elided, is exemplified by Malayq%
instances like (-@w) algnleados (@) of Diatavikyam.

Tamil grammars refer to -202° along with -®om” "
-208° 4pd -290°%. .

(iii) The plural -m90” is also represented (though
rarely) in Old Malayalam texts, as in @mlao of KR,
and (a@mmime) awldold of Kautaliyam.

(iv) The commentary at this stage makes the
observation : ‘‘aemasmeailayye@odan arlecoan 2*?

I would interpret this as referring to the personal
endings of the future and present finites as being the
same as those for the past. I would transfer here the
present tense illustrations ®2mlamdos etc,, which are
printed in the published text along with the past tense
instances.

(¢) The personal endings -9@m° 43pq -e@2° are
adverted toin the illustrations @@mond, cimode.

For the ‘“‘neuter’’ third person, the type without
any personal endings. as in nm, sane’ is mentioned;
and the comment is made that these forms are used
for both the singular and plural, though traditionary
plural forms like amawm, sanwm are also envisaged
immediately after.

The plural type of wmm is used in old texts ;
sy olwessgpe of Ramacaritam, and a@oaimaiats
®lemn of Kannadéar Aamayanam.

Finites without personal endings were during the
period perhaps already common in the colloquials ; in
the literary dialect, the use of old traditionary forms
with personal endings seems to have persisted,
thouglh even here the illustrations in the commentary
on sutry 23, the pointed reference in the commentary
on the pregent sitra to ‘non-rational’ finjtes like @™,
and tlhf‘? actual employment of finites without personal
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endings in US and RC, show that such finites were not
rare in literature too.
- Immediately after the mention of forms with the
"third person ‘rational’ endings, -vo, .o, the com-
mentary makes the observation :—¢¢aslendosde??, ¢l
#1020’ wOPales asmzomealsye@oayeio’?. The illustra-
tions of the printed text (ao12cbo), amwlemdoad) are not
appropriate in the context, which refers to third per-
sonal rational endings. I would therefore suggest ths
reading given above, on the ground that reference ie
made here very probably to third personal -on, 312,
which are common to the present, future and the
past alike.
Forms like awolsaoscd are frequent in Old Malaya-
lam texts like Ditavakyam and Kautaliyam.
Similarly, immediately after the mention of third
person ‘non-rational’ plurals, there appears the
observation :
¢ cairdom’ ¢ U0, M3l Acmarmz VlawBoo vz
The printed text gives the inappropriate illustra-
tions: ‘o’ caidos’, peither of which is a third person
‘non-rational plural’.
I would emend these as suggested above.
The forms with -s®» appear in the past, present
and future alike in early Malayalam.
Kautaliyam, for instance, has finites like sum.
Forms with #° [non-rational plural] appear
in the early texts both as predicates and as
participial subjects; examples of predicates are
@55massnbos,meiolwasizatoo, ®loe 0899451280, , o186 b0
[Ditavikyam, p. 37]; and @320 jpn ma 9e0w@B0RD
[Kautal,]
This non-rational plural type of aio1sod or Qi kadoo
is not a literary Tamil one. The long 22 appears

in-Tamil only in “rational’’ M5 @22, 2097 apg =0°
(d) -e'®, the ending of the conditional verb-form,

mentioned in the vrtti to 24, wasan early, popular
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‘isolation’ in Malayalam, as shown by 10th century
forms :—moolald 5 eaisoals [TAS, III, p. 176, unique

in Malayalam as the conditional of the negative]
a¥lals [ib. I1I, p. 180].

() One of the illustrations given in the g™
is asntomd ([ came). The use of @0 here is irregular in
as much as the past stem of ¥2°. js @™~ with the dental
group -™°- which goes back to -®°- of Tamil. The older
form should therefore be @1’ and not @wa’; but
during the time of Lil. and of the Kannassa Panikkars
the development of ®° to ™° had become so fixed and
popular on the one hand, and on the other the change
of ™0® to ™° had perhaps been initiated so firmly in
the colloquial, that the original of @™° was ‘‘etymo-
logised’’ as @ma® and the spelling ame’ was sometimes
employed to represent wm’. Cf, the use of @ada® [RC,
30] ; @nda” |US, II, 12] ; and olomdood. as an illustra-
tion in the vrtti to Lilatilakam II, 11.

Silpa IIT.

The whole of this Silpa is devoted to tne examina-
tion of vocalic and consonantal sandhi in Malayalam.
Though the treatment here again is far from
being exhaustive, many features recorded in this
gilpa are of great value to the student of the
evolution of the Malayalam language. Several
vrttis mark off Malayalam features from the corres-
ponding Tamil ones, and everywhere the outlook is
guided by the desire to distinguish, define and explain
features and phenomena that are peculiarly Malaya-
lam ; it has at the same time to be recognized that
Some of the sutras and the vrttis to these also reveal
a respegt for purely literary sandhi phenomena which
were abgent from the living speech of the time and
which exjsted only in kdavyas as the remnants of an
older literary tradition.
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I have discussed the stitras in detail in my DS, and
pointed out the divergences between Old Mal. and
Tamil on the one hand, and the differences between
Old Malayalam and New Malayalam on the other. 1In
the present essay I shall thereforemerely indicate the
important pointsrelating to the stitras and the vrttis
of this chapter, and finally sum up the chief character-
istics of the outlook of this work, so far as they are

revealed in the third Silpa.

I1L, I.
This is a moasm, ayo laying down that the glide

-y- crops up between contiguous vowels in vocalic
sandhi, as in ®180n°, ansiwm®, etc.

The prescription of ®° as the intervocal glide
‘““when vowel meets vowel,”” in general terms
as a owaemyatwl, and of the following siitras
as alewanarlwly impliedly brings out some differences
between the Malayalam (of the period of Lilatilakam)
and Tamil. The rule in Tamil isto use ®° after front
vowels and @° after back vowels; and this practice
is observed in many early west coast inscriptions. The
gradual disappearance in Malayalam of contexts
where @° was originally used (as in the infinitives,
which in Malaydalam came to be used, in the course of
its early history, with -°@), and the increasing popula-
rity of @ (as in asow®®, an illustration supplied bY
the qyam1) have led to this moeomyalw? being laid down.

The vrtti has a number of signiticant observations.

(i) The vowels @@, @@, @, @9, 2, 90, of) &> 3, 27
and the diphthong ©® occur in initial positions of
Malayalam words; @ is not met with initially; even
words like eatvaie are rare in Malayalam.

(ii) In final positions, all vowels except 2,0ed,
and 2° may occur. Final -0e0- as in @@0o® is pointed
out as a Tamil feature. The %™ points out that
short ® as a final, though occurring in the rapid
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colloquial under the stress of emotion, isnot literary;
words like ®a12, m2g> should be evaluated only with

a long @ ,

I1I, 1.

The observations made by Lilatilakam on the
glide-sound -&- illustrate the insight of this work into
linguistic minutiae and its acquaintance with the earlier
Prakrit grammars. In the commentary on II, 1, the

following observations occur: —¢¢mws @a803 allavawlos
©lanr29mi0 20 1@D1_amyo 9 gyreemavy RNy _m@agar g)o

§?D  (EQaVITD’ D®0637 m-aounmowcwogog'(cm_m)om)"@fsm
¢awl 4 ¢@maro? V@B AVISWEBQZ NI,

Again, in the commentary on IV, 21, there are the

. o . .
following comments on the -2 - glide in a compound
like ‘e@asTols:_ ccalam aflapyzosais ujaieacalngjiovlmale
GDB__Q)IHBD *QAU @0’ DVYINBI AYEEIIA]IOMBaO DB GO BIdA

820 a0, 00 1Bagont @908 alnlpanyem??. .

(a) The ‘glide’ character of ®° is clearly
brought out here not only by the term @@o0a0 s for the
Prakrit glide (to. which the Malayilam glide is com-
pared)—a unique word which, so far as I can see, no
one of the earlier Prakrit grammars has employed—
but also by expressions like ‘alavatlaiolnsnsmnzooioal’
and ¢"Wfadosm3an e’ The pointed contrast between
@#00202®3 of Prakrit and the fully consonantal ®°in
Sanskrit ?2y™ reinforces the significance of the
term—2®3? in bringing out the absence of full con-
sonantal friction in the phonation of this glide-
sound. - The adjustment of the articulatory
origins in the transition from a palatal vocalic
sound to another immediately following vowel
leads 10 the assumption by the tongue of a position for

a light spiranta]l ®° Hemacandra describes the Prakrit
glide as <ol gpd Cenggdemmo?,
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(b) The somewhat. close acquaintance shown by
Lilatilakam with Prakrit grammatical rules’ and
practice is evidenced in a number of ways.

2w js not mentioned by Vararuci in his @29
o, Nor does Candra in his @o@@manwm refer to
@@l gs such, when he prescribes in III, 55, of his
eP@Telanm: asr0aRPDIwieooweg) TuoloeRos, ww e 2a)
@1.”  Hemacandra speaks of @®@®),in connection with
the 2 8°yem yowels @ and @, generally speaking. In
Jaina Prakrit manuscripts, however, the ®@®%is found
introduced in association with all kinds of vowels,

These divergencies of rules and practice are obli-
quely glanced at in the observations:— C‘aalapeocaial
o UB2EA0 80 RIDASI__ gnq SQIHED - - - - @D Baldan dEDH0 0]
egoat] @er03 alnlgan Bm.?

(¢) It may be noted here that among the older
Dravidian grammars, the glide character of this sound
appearing between vowels is recognized only by Lilati-
lakam for Malayalam and by Sabdacintimani
for Telugu.

Tolkappiyvam speaks of the sound 2s5mse2®" *“‘con-
sonant appearing in the junction (of vowels).”” The
earliest native Kannada grammars also refer to @ in
such contexts as fully consonantal.

III, 1.

The commentary expressly points out that the
final -®2 of Malayalam words like 6o, apago js a long
sound and that the use of the short sound is not proper,
though sometimes (in the colloquials) the short value
is given.

Now these observations of the commentary are, I
think, also applicable to the final long -°® of many
Mal. types. To-day, there appears to be no fixity or rule
regarding the length of final -°® in Malayalam. Even
educated persons indiscriminately use the short and
long varieties in final positions of Malayalam words.

Vo
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" I would suggest the adoption of a set of rules like
the following :

a) Short - should be retained in those types
where in origin it was short, except when stress
requires lengthening. The chief types where final"® was
short in origin are (i) the Malayalam accusatives;
(ii) Malay3ilam infinitives like @2en, a@s0, @abers  ptc.;
(iii) words like ®ae3, 4t5; and (iv) sixth case
forms like e@oddo, alaxlages, etc,

(by Wherever the old long -*@ still denotes em-
phasis, the length should be retained, as in @em (jp
smoas @EM), BEOZA. JFAUGM, W2, alsel, where the long
@ corresponds to the e®02° a@ of Tamil.

(c) In other instances, where final -°® denoting
emphasis (¢@00° o@ of Tamil) has now lost its original
force and become a mere indicator (in popular concep-

tion) of the category to which the form belongs, the
short °® may be used, as in e®e® (originally em3®), the
negative participle type of e, the ‘‘permissive”
type of #2ges, etc.

(d) Collocations like #5131 a@™ were isolated as
such from contexts where -*® of ®9518as appeared as a
terminative expletive in locative forms governing
finites. Such an expletive -o® tacked ontolocatives and
also to the third case ending ™@®, are common in
@0 and saaegalzrsme.

But the expletive °® was itself the ‘“faded’’ repre-
sentative of a still older emphasis - denoting -o® at-
tached to locatives when the semantic stress fell on
these locatives.

Iu view of the fading of the original <3mo0o”
force, 4 short value may be agreed upon for the quali-
ficatory particle.

(e) The following types should retain their length,

In view of the emotional stress associated with —@® —
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i. Restrictive -o® corresponding to m1°1™lases -o@
of Tamil, as in @wisz omag,

ii. Interrogatival ~®, as in wosgy, m3gy, 435 (B354
ad), CEaR (Bsmd 4 o))

iii. Vocatival —® as in m23m, 2628, etc.

iv. The - o@ at the end of negatives, as in %,
ealgaio, djalectal Gatr@>¢® [prohibitive].

v. Interjectional -°® as in @033.

vi. The augment —-o® as in @@Bo&®. etc.

111, 2, 3.

After the demonstratives ™ and 2, the sound &°
or optionally u°, crops up before vowels following, as
in ewawa® or @way¥as® (that comeliness).

The vrtti to 2 points out that -y- also occurs some-
times, as in @»%#e”. Tamil inscriptions show eollo-
quial forms like mxd.

I may note here two points of difference between
Tamil and Malayalam.

(@) @° occurring in literary Tamil in similar
contexts appears invariably geminated, while in
Malayalam it may optionally remainshort, colloquial
Tamil may have short @°, as in mane® [SII, III, p. 252]
and £ [ib, III, p. 77].

The difference between Tamil and Malayilam is
reflected in Malayalam forms like 2ales, epasles gecur-
ring in Old and New Malayalam alike [cf. @paiesew
of early inscriptions].

(b) -y- after ¢ never occurs in Tamil literary
specch Nanniil, 163, provides (as an exception to the
rule) that ®° may appear after ™ before front vowels
following (as in e@wlees), but after the short ™, liter-
ary Tamil never allows -2"-

¢éaniadamicmoso cap®? mm’lawgmm*o" says the oom!
to sitra 3. Thishas reference to the plural ™’ men-
tioned by e™odecafles along with 23 and 22 10
the of¢molarss o 8] . )
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111, 4

" is ths glide appearing after the back, lip-
rounded vowels 2, 27, 93, a5 in 2% umg’, #2emMZ D", @10
Q4BDI VIO WIBO. °

The vrtti sheds light on the following ;—

(i) In @o2y’, aisy®, often heard in Malayalam {even

in the period of Lil.), beside 2® and ™%, 2° was origi-
nally a glide and not a consonantal final.

Cf. vrtti II1, 12, below.

(ii) The intermediate demonstrative 2of literary
Tamil is not met with in Malayalam.

II1, 5.

“In sandhi contexts, the final woq» 2° of Mala-
yalam is elided before vowels following’’.

(a) The vrtti points out that (i) this sound is @abd
2 @le i e., possessed only of a half-matra value ;

(]1) it resembles the @00100ej& 00 (denoted in the
IPA script by the symbol w) of Tamil ; and that

(iii) it differs from the -2 of 2®, %, in as much
as this latter 2 is a fully rounded 2 with the value of
one 23@®9.

In modern Malayalam, its phonetic value before
pauses is that of 2, while in intimate word-compounds
it has a tendency to revert to an w-like sound before
initial consonants of tlie second constituents.

I am of the view that a sound w similar to that of
Tamil is the ‘“‘ancestor™ of modern Malay&alam final 2,

When did this change of older -w to -2 occur ? The
vrtti here has not noted any special distinction bet-
ween the Malaydlam ®oq® and the Tamil #0olwejanss
on the contrary, the terms in which the relationship
of the Malayalam sound to its Tamil counterpartis
referred to might indicate that at the time of the
Vrtti the Malayalam ®°Y® probably had the same
value as the Tamil @o0lweaecs w,

—1t718 not quite easy to find out when the change in
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the value of the Malayalam ™>y» gccurred. No dis-
tinctive symbol is employed in Tamil or in Old Mala-
yvialam to represent the aveqy», usually denoted in
writing by the symbol for 2. In ’Eiie oldest west coast
inscriptions, therefore, the symbol for 2 usually repre-
sented (Wherever necessary) the avsy®» sound. This
symbol was probably wused, as often in moderu
writing, even after the Malayalam 2 had developed.
Thus the difficulty in tracing the chronology of the
change of -w- to -2 in Malayilam even approximately
is obvicus. Nevertheless. use the of the words @21gl242,
®ame, without the symbol for 2 at the final positions,
in a 15th century inscription published on p. 14 of
the Cochin Archaeological Report for 1926, the
dropping - of the symbol for 2 in numerous instances
in a 16th century Ms. of a Malayalam transla-
tion of 9%, and the transliteration by the
16th — 17th century Catholic missionary Fenicio
of Malaydlam words (containing the oeqy» final)
like o4 (as  “‘pua’), o3e8” (as ‘“‘pattanga’’),
@849’ (as ‘“‘muleca’). @™’ (as ‘‘marunna’’). ®33° (as
(*‘calla’), c¢eowle)’ (as ‘coila’) and @@ mp® (as
“‘entauada’’) show that the change of w >2 in pausal
positions materialised by about or before the 15th
century.

In “vulgar’ writing, even to-day, the Malayalam
avoqyw (particularly before pauses) isrepresented with-
outany special symbol asin the inscriptional instances
given above. The absence of the symbol for 2 would
change the vocalic value to that of -™; and as aloosely-
uttered - js generally felt as nearer to @ than to 20T %,
the practice of dropping the 2 symbol with a ViIeW to

denoting the mwowy» 5 js sometimes followed: |

(b) The vrtti regards the final vowel in ™2 (that)
as woqJ,  Strict rules of Tamil grammar regard the
corresponding sound as a fully rounded 2, though in
comparatively lateTamil texts the sound iselided like *
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before vowels following, in sandhi. In Old Malayalam
texts, the final vowel of 2%, 22" jssometimes elided
before vowels following, and sometimes not —In col-
loquial Tamil to-dé,y, the value of the final vowel of
of these words is that of the «v:qy® w, It is interest-
ing to note that Lil. recognizes here the existence in
Malayilam of the avey® value for the final vowel
of @n®.
I1II, 6.

“When @°, §° are followed by vowels in sandhi
contexts, ©° and " are ‘“‘geminated’’ as ©*” and $°; and
wjs elided.”

The rule, as stated here, alludes only to con-
texts in which vowels follow, but the changes are met
with before consonants following also, as in @@oaai v,
cf. the illustration @oowovg, in I1I, 29, commentary.
Further, what is described as -‘gemination’’ here
represents perhaps an original changs of o°4®"=0%0",
s® @ = §°.

For a full discussion of these changes, occurring
not only in Malayalam but in Tamil and in certain
other Dravidian speeches. see my HAP.

IIL, 7.

This is a ®o2omymy® about the meeting of vowels
and consonants in sandhi contexts.

Here again, the ™1 envisages the special condi-
tions of Malayalam in framing the present siitra as a
oyl prescribing mere Toe®es without any
change, and in laying down-the next four rules
as alem'w's which latter provide for all Malaya-
iam contexts (except the types of esleesm gnd
Soxem#9) involving doubling.

This arrangement of the rules in Lilatilakam re-
flects the peculiarities’ of the west coast speech in this
:i:feict‘; The contexts involving doubling of p%osives
course S;Ve}ls) bec.ame .reduced in Malayalam, in the

ltS\ earlier history, The influence of the
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colloquial brought about absence of doubling in the
types of algm10s” (¢f, Tamil al®as’) of elzlenon’
(cf. Tamil optional #1812e012"), ®laise (cf. Tamil @124s°).
The gradual replacement of the older infinitives with -a
by purpose-participles with 2™ also led to a reduction
in the number of contexts involving doubling.

The vrtti points out that (i) the consonants occur-
ring in initial positions of Malayalam words are
e, 2, m°, @, ®°, a1®, 2°, ®°, @’y and that (ii) ®" is not
a consonantal initial in Malayalam.

Regarding r-as a consonantal initial in Malayalam,
the W™ says that words with initial ® and ®° like
oowead and ewse® are ‘“‘corruptions from Sanskrit ;7
|c¢avoap@m oalGeei’ and that the evaluation of the
word for ‘two’ in Malayilam should be 205" and not
osi“, as often pronounced in Malayalam even at the
time of Lil, In literary Tamil, the word for ‘two’is
moe®’, In colloquial Tamil and in Malayilam, itis
pronounced ©®%" with an initial r-, the ¢-being
aphaeresized.

Lil. conservatively sticks to the Tamil literary tra-
dition, and criticises the use of ©°, in rather strong
terms:—<smoemonaeontaey maselasmils?? @m’\«n_m_!ow]eji. 23amd
wozall ajjaimews ealoaye. ™ @ BaVI210 O g I3
M aley o »’ Mm@ APBay ¢a M’ o] wem uE; ® A umanl’
‘no] famem]’ nol w) vomiay ‘aml nol atpg ules; eomn)
jolsms?

I1I, 8.

““‘After the final -® of second case forms [accusat:

ives], the plosives are geminated, as in m@2lo®®™
(saw that,)”

A similar rule exists in Tamil also after °® of

the second case forms.
- Y
1. Cf. also Telu.u ®M, Gypdi %" but Brahui has mesS,

Kann. 9®?2W, Kurukh 2den®.
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" The W™ says that after long ~» there is no
doubling, and gives ™2» & (yes | he, she or it saw)
as an example. The reason for the absence of
doubling is the intervention of a pause after *® in
instances like these. See my DS for & 3>12:2 instances
like these.

III, 9.

After the short interrogative particle =@, there is
gemination of plosives and of =, ®°, 2%, 4pq @°
111, 10.
A similar rule is laid down after the short demon-
stratives @, 2, Cf., for Tamil, TE., 204, 206, 207,

ITI, 11.

This comprehensive siitra says that in @o@davs
plosives are doubled after vowels, as in @@maas®,
angapse, The doubling affects only plosives, but not
the sounds e*, m*. 2%, a®,

This rule relating to “wasavs or compounds corres-
ponds roughly to the bedy of rulesaffecting ®®oeseg
in Tamil.

11T, 12,

This rule contemplates instances like @oe®mimy®,
aggle®iny’, aysmdse in which a nasal Agama, the
character of which depends upon that of the plosive
following, appears between the two constituents of
compounds.

I may note here that the nasal appears generally

in connection with words denoting trees or flowers
lef. TR, 218, 230, 232 etc.]
The nasal "@® is common to both Malayalam and
amil, after the names 20 and 2@ but after o4&l the
2:;“: of the tree, Tolkappiyam prescribes -m2° as the
to ha[v?ﬁ"gh forms like. 04&'\&%.2’" and mi8lm¢s appear
18 €come popular in Tamil in later periods.
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As for @4 (after which too Lilatilakam prescribes
the nasal swwe) the Tolkappiyam rule has been
nterpreted by 222>»m?d and maylmod el nled a5 allowing
the use of this augment alternatively.

It may also be mentioned that the 91 emphasizes
once again that 2%’ (mango tree) and W’ (flower)
appearing in Malayalim beside older 2, "4, are special
Malayalam formations; but Middle Tamil already
bad similar forms.

The work next proceeds to deal with consonantal
avaw].

III, 13.

“There is no change after ™ and "° appearing in
sandhi contexts before &°, ° o’ ,m*, 2% @, a®,

i. The rule, asstated here, is partly in agree-
ment with Tamil literary rules, and partly at
variance with them. When.-®" and -"° .meet -
e’ @°-and @ in Tamil, there is, generally speaking,
no change; but when -®° and - meet ®°-, 2:°- %,
there are changes affecting -®° and .m° in Tamil in
avazoav  contexts (see my DS).

Lilatilakam states that for Malayalam the meeting
of .®" and -™° with #°., 2 ., a2°. is not attended by any
change: and, generally speaking, thisis true of the
colloquial ; but, for the literary dialect, so far as-®°
is concerned, Lilatilakam itself (through III, 26,
below) prescribes the Tamil change of -®° to -0 before
8% 2% a1’ (as in ®atoo’@mos], ealo0®ay etc). .

I think that, while III, 13, envisages the colloguial
Malayalam usage (not unrepresented in literary speech
during the period of Lilatilakam), III. 26. contemplates
the tradition (inherited from Tamil which required
the change of -®° g o°.

ii. The %™ marks off the absolute consonantal finals
of Malayalam as em*, *, @°, o°, &*, 2°, ¥ and .
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2155 and ®29%45 are distinguished as@yﬁively
Tamil. éo,;. "

The inclusion by Lilatilakam of @’ amonﬁx,&heq
consonantal finals of Malayilam is dictated merely by
respect for tradition; for it should be noted that
even in Middle Tamil, @ had ceased to be an absolute
final.

iii. The q™) contains an important observa-
tion about ©°. It points out that ©° is neveran
absolute consonantal finil in Malayalam, the
sound in final positions of words like @®oe® being al-
ways followed by the aveqy®, For modern Malayalam,
KP allows ° as an absolute final (p. 95). The rule of
Tamil is that © isnever an absolute consonantal final.
TFor Kannada, the grammar Sabdamanidarpana (sitra
48)allows ©” as a final. For the reasons for the change

of outlook in modern Malayalam (and in Kannada), see
my PMP.

iv. The g1 expressly points out the absence in
Malayalam of the literary Tamil change of ™" to s*
before &°., a1°,, a2’ (in *“‘casal” contexts). Colloquial
Tamil shows no change here.

111, 14.

‘"~ is cerebralized to ** when it meets -m*"".!
Thisis essentially a Tamil rule, not metwithin

cxternal sandhi in modern Malayilam. Even Old’

Malayalam texts show only a few literary word-com-

pounds like the following, containg this sandhi change
in external positions :—

~—

.

1. The two examples cited in the vrtti here : am1@,
the chay . are uS}mll?v cited 'by Tamil grammars as illustrating
Mal. ‘::ge in .noml.n&.tlve-predwnte sequences. Nowhere in Old
DOminab;:,t: or inscriptions have I come aorosg instances of &
“Predicate sequences with this sandhi change-
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a@erlco {a@srr?) +o1]—KR, I, 3.

®mad [mm% +m93] KR, II, 36.
©3emd [@1m.,.m?o]_RC, 203.

Exceptin a few such rare old compounds, the
change is not met with in west coast inscriptions.

The rule, therefore, of the production of ®=” when
-m° meets @°, postulated in Lilatilakam, III, 14, covers
only Old Malayilam literary compounds like those
listed above. [It should be remembered that in inter-
nal sandhi this change occurs in Malayalam and in
other Dravidian dialects].

11T, 15, 16.

These two rules together envisage the following
changes :— &°+®°= gm° —as in @gpea’[ade 4 mada’]!

The change is not common in modern Malayalam,
except in ‘“crystallised’’ compounds like °0g, ewum.

The 91 mentions the change of -8° to -o° when
meeting 2°., as in @emd [k o), emotimd [0 4
eas], This alludes to rareliterary instances. asin
RC, 38. In external sandhi, the change is limited
even in Old Malayalam. The colloquial tendency to
keep the meeting sounds unchanged as in modern
Malayalam is implied by the instance andzo
cited as a counter-iustance in the a1 to ITI, 20,

111,17,

-2° meeting initial plosives of words following,
becomes a varga nasal. :

This is a rule common to Dravidian dialects.

1. The example R, cited in the vrtti to IIL, 15 & 16, is an
instance, usually given in Tanil gramamars. of o nominative—predi-
cate sequence evidencing the change of °+®° = gi3": aside from
Lilatilakam I have not come across any Malayalam nominative=
predicate sequence containing this sandhi change. The citation of
ingtances usually given in Tamil grammars snd the prescription
of some peculiarly Tamil changes, revesl & certain bias on the
part of Lilat:lakam in favour ofthe literary Tamil rules of Sandbi.
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III, 18.

.2° meeting ™%, gives rise to -"™°., 2° heing
dropped.

The meaning ’of the sutra and the illustration
given [“@omma®] show a departure from Tamil,
which prescribes the elision of -2° in all ™1 ¢on-
texts. Thoughinstances like 2o™1s, atos5amd gre com-
mon in Malayalam, yet there are illustrations like
& p15n M [TAS, III, p. 170,1.13], @maOMD, QIdBUMEOM D
in inscriptions.

III, 19.

The “8® postulates the elision of final 2° in inst-
ances like a1sglae etc.

The commentary refers to the 8-1@. of the initial
ot ete., of dae ete,

Strictly speaking, then, the instances av1jwlgm
(‘“‘he with the bow of sugarcane’’, the god ®22), .ﬂ—l"mq.—j
@%00d  (the rattan dealer) have no place here. The
@elood  in these instances refers to the 2° of the
02010055 group of @°1m° and %y’ a change that is
separately provided for in Tamil zrammars.

The Old Malayalam text, ®o2a0190, has instances
like @>0e 11d, maloriga’.

Modern Malayilam has ®#213343°, @raumizo, Gaiadle,
RWEOD» ).
I1I, 20.

&', m°-, @, a)” gare geminated after -@°, -o°,
—a’, _¢% qpd -R°,

The rule, though framed in absolute terms, ap-
plies only to ®™aoavg and intimate sequences. The Tamil
rules provide for the doubling of plosivesafter -®°, -°*
and -¢° i compounds (and sequences) ; but the meeting
of . 4nd -2° with plosives involves other changes.

Tﬁe difference is important because it is clear that
?\Zeln In the period of Lilatilakam, the tendency of

alayalam wag to steer clear of the literary rules of
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Tamil. Lilitilakam itself, in ITI, 26 and 27, postulates
the Tamil changes for the meeting of -»° and - with
plosives in Malayalam. As I shall point out be-
low, these later siitras of Lilatilakamare intended
only to cover a few instances which appear either to
have been handed down to Old Malayalam by
tradition or to have been borrowed from literary
Tamil by Old Malayalam writers versed in Tamil lore.
' IIT, 21.

The simplification of §3 [arising from -8° +®"-] to
- [asin 2mata’ ™lmod] where the first constituent
of the compound is a dissyllabic or polysyllabic word,
or a monosyllabic word with a long vowel, is referred
to here.

The o™ mentions instances like ~@ousmie
[eocudo - n‘\ax] eVaLBemoge [GURDB 4 moqc»]occurring in
texts ; but in the printed editionsof Old Malayalam
texts, such compounds with dissyllabic or trisyllabic
tirst constituents are not found, though I have
come across compounds like mlemo® [RC, 28], mlame sm
[RC, 175].

The commentary disapproves of the sm° arising
from tbe junction of -¢" and ™ - (dental), in instances
like ansmo from an¥®mi», on the ground that the
old grammatical tradition as embodied in works like
Tolkappiyam, 3omean®m| doesnot mention it. Alter-
natively, it seeks to justify the change asa special
Malayalam usage. . \ ’

The change does not appear to have been an Old
Tamil one. e®@osaerilee does not expressly refer to
it; nor do Sangam texts show forms other than
instances like an$*mo.

But the Middle Tamil grammar, le?e291%e, ex-

pressly sanctions the change (for external aoawl) in
the 18th MO of evrwlolsew:. ccmyolmd Ml atas 2l
36 smyd0.??
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Middle Tamil texts like @@u20s gnd moenlogymMue
gshow forms like w3 (for aoy’mod); and Middle

Tamil inscriptions have instances like elssmosslo (for
a’le’smoselw) ’

So, the chan ge in external ovawl js not an exclu-
sively Malay@lam one.

But in internal mawl asin lm®-, asge®, ealm’-
the change seems to be special to Malayalam.

I1I, 22.

The "® states that the 2- sound appearing after
- (before words following, with consonantal initials)
is @aber®le 3 and the illustration soa’’sg is given.

The need for a rule like this in Malayilam arises
this way.

Old Tamil (as well as the Tamil grammatical tra-
dition) recognised only a @oceade after -»° in words
like @™, aloy.

But already from the period of Old Tamil onwards,
this @o®@de hehaved before vowels following, like
#00&09, in being elided.

This practice is referred to both by alesan¢ive
[*“w vl wwio’aale gocssamls alesmuys alddamaeo’?)

and by ®mae GLELY MOoRY aoamom@'\"]

In Malayilam, from the earliest known periods,
the sound had only a ®o0ceecoc yvalue. This peculiarity
is given formal recognition to in this N®.

IIT, 23, 24.

Here again, the Malayalam use of the ‘‘enunci-
ative” hefore pauses and before consonants fol-
OWing, in words like %% 5.3 #2)°, i3 recognized.
Thou% Tamil colloquials embodied the enunciative in
the colloquijals at least from the Middle Tamil period,
the Tamil grymmatical tradition does not recognize it.
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ITI, 25.

a®9°_ (seven) becomes *d¢ in compounds, in which
this word is followed by consonants. For a similar
Tamil rule, cf. TE, 390,

III. 26.

“-a®and -®°, while meeting the plosives [® -, ',
"] become changed to ©°, asin @b egypsl [aaid
ag}rggs’]]: an’aslo I‘B’@-}— oJ'lOJ ete.”’

(a) This is a Tamil rule observed in @v»eavs and
certain sequences. It may have been adopted by
some Old Malayalam writers.

Though the inscriptions of the 9th and (0th cen-
ries show instances of these Tamil changes, there
exist others, where these changes are absent and
the modern Malayilam practice is followed in the
meeting of ®° and ®° with the plosives : —

0O HWIT & 1I0Me &g’ [TAS,III, p, 166]—10th century.
Mmoo mineme™ad [TAS, III, p. 170—10th century];
DidYlvonsases [III, p. 181 —of 1004 A, D.]

In the 12th century, the absence of the Tamil
changes becomes more common :—

e’ (1. 241), Poba{smms® beside Too°asn® (1. 106)
[TAS, 1V, p. 46 ff ; modeeas” [TAS, IIT, p. 28, 1. 17];
sadatoml, samdate) [TAS, III, p.13, 29]; the adapted
Sanskrit #8112 (beside ®0°a1) [I11, p. 23].

Thus by about the twelfth century, the modern
Malayalam tendency (embodied for - asa rule by
Lilatilakam in II1, 20) had become fairly popular,

The prescription of a Tamil rule by Lilatilakam
in 1IT, 26, in spite of this fa.t, shows that Lilatilakam
wanted to lay down a special sitra to cover a few
rare traditionary instances which still continued to
exist in Malayalam works.
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" The current printed editions of US ! or of the works
of the Panikkars do not, however, show any
instances containing the Tamil changes.

(b) The vrtti to this rule makes an observation (in
regard to the meeting of - and -®° with @°-, % %),
which betrays a conservative literary bias :-<"™® e1#o®
200w Mol Yamd" “the substitution of an »°—like sound
[for °°] is not appropriate for Malayalam”.

The reference here is to the colloquial reten-
tion of original -®° on the one hand, and on the
other to the unique Malayalam substitution'of original
-®° by -a° before @°-, aa"-, 2., in instances like
axleb seeio, qabgjog” Omﬂd’a» commonly met with in US
and other Old Malayalam texts,

Lilatilakam expressly disapproves of this pecu-
liar Malayalam change, and conservatively prescribes
the Tamil rule.

The earliest inscriptions show forms like ®atomene,
but US shows words with ®° for ®°,

1 The change of =®°- to0 ©° in the meeting of -™° with 8° g
a form like 2®0°@° [yarse 302 of RC,] is probably an imitation
of Old Tamil usage, since 000°®”° [avar took root in Malayalam ;
polta’ nolnse®, poln’, polm being its Old Malayalam
representatives.

Agains RC hag ©2m01® (134° [0 ‘goyth’ +@1® “dircetion’]
with the change of @ (3°) to ©°, This also may be an imitation
of Tamil usaga. This literary change may. however. be conceiv-
ably justified by Lilatilakam IIT, 27, commentary.

Gundert quotes [p. 19 of his Grammar] from his manuseript
Sopy ot RC the following instance containing the Tamil sandbi
Chapgg of 0°+‘°°:=3U [after long vowels, asin Old Malayalam
m::&: or afrer polysyllabics] .__tv'm:g;ms'las'\mms'l (_____mgms'lbao..l_

@sl), i form occurs in TAS, II, p. 67, 1.3, beside
PZnslednnlaas] [p. 81, 1. 36] without the cwaw’ ghange. But
this ig not provided for in Lilatilakam.

o
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ITT, 2%.

When -»°, -»" meet ®°-+ the conson: ant group oo° is
produced, as in #0080 (@b | 2ol £n1200920 | [9atind @],

This change is absent in modem Malay«tlam and
inmany contaxts of Old Malaynlam. It is, however,
met within a few literary compounds like the follow-
ing, used in the texts:—woam [RC, 80j, @200 [RC,
81], mooalem [KR, IT. 188], #os000029 [RC]’ mr0oqam (four
measures] | TAS, [T, p. 16, 1. 53], sejec0% [US,IL[,97.

The common Malayalam treatment of the meeting

of -&% with @~ js envisaged in II1, 20.
III, 28.

-e® followed by ®*, e°. °- changes to alveolar

-®" a5 in am’.emol [ac&+oamo'lj almigof s - migo],
This again reflects a Tamil rule which is preserved
in modern Malayilam only ininstanceslike omad2em’l,
mm. Even in Old Malayilam colloquial, the tendency
to keep the meeting sounds unchanged had become
prominent, as illustrated by inscriptional instances :—
sas wlde [TAS, III, p. 180, 1. 41.
IIT, 29.
This is a alomeass ay® stating that ‘‘all other sandhi

changes have to be inferred from @®won?.

(i) Theillustrations envisage the following types:

(a) Adjectival compounds like 42342, O-Jmm'l
m’lcomao &dlmus, engelsd, goo”, HOEBID, rmsmaa’,

Qlm@es, e@rsmom’, eatols@m’, aammysa.__ Different
changes like the doubling of the penultimate plosive
as in aymo) and 21600089, and the cropping up of 2
nasal ®@»a are involved here.

All these are collectively referred to by Toll“"p'

piyam, ®avd  in a final miscellaneous ™ 482
«“1eBalpDomensdlyo . . . . amaled alosmlw - - - - admolom)
ooeilonsWemoeemandns’’, which involves tha phrase
“n_\sﬂbn.;snmoammosﬂ, explained as “0_16110(149000090-3‘9’&’
c@osaaaloch?.
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(b) Numeral compounds like 2®w2° [cf. TE;
440), aw0° [cf. TE, 457], aseso [cf, TE, 447), soo’oua”
[cf. TE, 443]. »

atwhas® is foreign to literary Tamil which has
only o4 m™loemg® (TE, 435). asxlmatase, atw'mmiyl, adamios]
are also popular west coast forms [ef. TAS, II, p. 49,
1.51], While forms like a@locaim° are derived by
commentaries from TE, 437, those like @ag{®loos) are
peculiar to the west coast.

‘c) The illustration ®oown wlws trade in cat-
tle” given in the 4™ jnvolves the change of the
®2008005d d0° tg the @»m02sd 0o".

(d) In @&ocaweg,, the penultimate ©° becomes
“geminated’’ to °°° [c¢f. Rule ITI, 6].

(ii) The vrtti further justifies the compounding
of Malayalam and naturalized Sanskrit words (asin
2@49e1 with doubling of ®°) in conformity to the rules
of Malayalam sandhi, provided the Sanskrit words
are *algvaeay» words. The vrtti argues that in
mmea there is no doubling of -#°-, since 2 is not a
“naturalised” word. Further, it is pointed out that
even Sanskrit® and ™’ could be doubled in compounds,
if they occur asinitials of 20wlg™ words, as in @@mgagye
etc., because Sanskrit sounds like these occurred in
adaptations from Sanskrit like 2 aave, qunaues, alam,
a0801%, @ %, ay@, current in the conversational lan-
guage of the savarna castes.

While 2@@0e1, anmgpanye. aaltolagyoes, are admissible.
instances like mem1d1700, seuampumlad, ocopumilad, eaogl
M@, m@Dpagemoal®” should be strictly avoided.
Where Sanskrit words meet, Sanskrit rules should, of
course, be followed.
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Conclusion.

The zrammatical outlook of Lilatilakam is marked
by three features :—

A. Recognition of the independence of the west
coast speech.

B. Respect for tradition.

C. Insight into linguistic = phenomena and
processes.

A

The recognition of the individuality of Malayalim
is brought out through the prescription of special
rules or the demarcation of distinctive features.

1) The commentary on the first siitra of the first

g} stresses the following differences between Mala-
yalam and Tamil :

i) Malayslam - — Tamil o9,
ii) Malayalam medial -™® — Tamil ®®"
iii) Malayslamaccusative - ®— Tamil -2@"
iv) Absence of mwe in Malayalam.
v) Nasal assimilation in Malayalam.
vi) Malayalam ™°. of eman,
vii) Malayalam mm° etc.,—Tamil ®20s8°, etec.
viii) Malayalam 6axd — Tamil exrwd
ix) ' Malayalam 2% — Tamil 2ov*,

X) Malayalam augment -2®°- — Tamil -™® -1
msmom’. mom’_,

Xi) Malayalam -(@*).00 gp (mm*).e0 —Tam. 2e9s.
xii) Comparisonal -#2% — Tamil #95'®.

xiii) Absence of @em i Malayalam.
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@. Cfﬁ,
xiv) Malayiillam locatival @®—Tamil @é//

oy Q’Qi
X Malayalam — 22, o,
v) yal : %res
xvi) Absence of some Tamil vocative types in

Malayalam,

xvii) Absence of 231899 in verb-forms of Mal.
xviii) Malayilam 2md— Tamil 2smasd,

xix) Malayslam &¥1—Tamil a®loo,

xx) Malayalam verbal finites without personal
endings.

Xxi) Mom’go@al words and eomlgmmsm’gm
words—Tamil owelwayleemay

2) Tbe stress on the @mlagjana genre being the
unique property of e¢®oa, jin view of its develop-
ment on the west coast, as shown by its eaxm
in Lilatilakam.

3) The reference to @w83wl forms of the west
coast, like o®094” 4,q mewos

4) The prescription of special rules in the third

Silpa for Malayalam developments:— Mal. short
intervocal - jh esales, ewana®, etc.; Malayalam

compounds and sequences like #gema and QIBEVEEHMTDY

the incorporation of the enunciative in instances like
eoa)’ e’ ¢@ig’maa’, g ap*mog’

5) The demarcation of Malayalam specia-
lities like the absence of final -#«® and @7, and
of final - and -5 in Malayalam; eoa’ asy as
Malayalam developments; the junction of ¢ and
% producing m°, s in aPI®; the absence in Malaya-
lam of Tami) cvaw? changes, as in @s°atoeemy the use of
Sanskrit sounds by the ss®@agnles of Kerala.

E
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6) Tlie framing and sequence of scme of the
sitras of the third Silpa envisage Malaydlam develop-
ments :— the increasing frequencyof *° asan inter-
vocal glide in Malayalam, through the prescrip-
tion of ®° in a avomomyalwl in the first sitra of
the 8ilpa; a similar wea mjalwl jn ILI, 7, prescribing
mere Toi®an when vowels meet consonants; and the
prescription of doubling of plosives after -®° in Rule
20 and of the traditional change of -®° to ©" through
Rule 26.

B.

Respect for tradition is evident in the following :

1. Recognition of the closeness of the affinities
of the west coast and the east coast dialects, through
the application of the word B2lw or @21¥° to the Tamil
—Malayslam group.

2. The definition of the 35’ genre of Malayalam.

3. The condemnation of the vocative—type :
MBOMBEM,

4. The sanction accorded to verbal finites with
personal endings, like @same, aiemoo, @remladol d, eatrwlm,

which had disappeared from the colloquials of the
period.

5. The inclusion of @® as an absolute final in
the list of absolute final sounds in the a1 on 111, 4,
even though forms with ®° finals had disappeared
from both Tamil and Malayzlam colloquials.-

6. The use of e@odaog{le a5 5 yard-stick to me-

asure the acceptability or “legitimacy’ of forms like
a0q)’, woempd,

7. The condemnation of the form ™ in III, 7.

8. The disapproval of <¢e@soa0ows” jp III, 26.
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C.

Lilatilakam shows remarkable insight into linguis-
tic processes in the discussion of topics like the
following :

1. The rejection of the argument that seeks to
connect every @w words of Malayalam with some

Sanskrit form or other.

2. The analysis of unique Tamil-Malayalam
sounds in II, 7, and, particularly, of the phonemic
differences between " and ©° and between dental ©°
and alveolar ®°,

3. The explanation for the shortening of final
80 of words like @9, @080 ip the 4™l op III, 1.

4. Therecognition of the glide character of ®°
through the comparison of the sound to Prakrit

€@ 20.0000I"7
5. The intimate analysis of what is called ™
eo®@ls 2° in the o1 on III, 5.

6. The classification of the elements of the voca-
bulary of @mlgans, which may be graphically repre-
sented by the following diagram.
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I(1) @wzn)— Mqlayfi!am words which cannot
easily be connected with the forms of other speeches.

(2)  amrmorwa;— Malayilam words like eatond,
s which are identical in structure with words of
other speeches.

.
v

(3) semawazy: — Malayalam words or forms
like @wmoad, mgee® eumos, which (though showing
structural differences) can be recognised as cognates
with forms of other speeches.

I[(1) ovem’g@3u: - Adaptations [tadbhavas] from
Sanskrit, showing considerable structural changes
which, however, are not so radical as to obscure the
relationship of these to their originals.

(2) mea’go@at :—Sanskrit words [tatsamas]
with slight structural modifications in the endings
introduced in the process of adaptation in Malayalam,
—current in the kavyas and in conversation alike.

(3) 2d0vlg® e’ ® words, which forma compre-
hensive category taking in moa’gosas and av°
W'y 2@y, and, besides, Sanskrit words like 2w, ool
in =2w) contexts with @ endings.

These ars m=t with alike in kdvyas and in con-
versational language.

(4) @evpavsmw®g® forms—nominal or verbal
forms of Sanskrit with Sanskrit endings, used only in
asmlay wog works and mever in conversation.

III. The term *"®° comprehends therefore all
elements except II (4).

IV, awem’galgo30a) words are those ®9a10 words
Wwhich pave Sanskrit declensional or conjugational
endings, Thege were occasionally used in esmlgjans

@248,  These unnatural hybrids never struck root in
the mass-speech.
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