| offer my good wishes for having brought all the changes that took place in Tamil
over a period of 1000-1500 years in the form of a book. During our days there was no
such book to learn the phonetic and phonemic changes in Tamil in a single place that
was written in a lucid manner. You have also used Universal changes and principles
to learn about changes that took place in Tamil.  Out of curiosity | ask: Did you
observe heightening of vowels and de-retroflexion (other than meaning context) in
Old Tamil? from which period? At what point of time the spoken forms are accepted
in written text? Which social contexts are the spoken forms accepted in written
materials? By spending two hours, | completely read your book. It is a document of
your scholarship.

Dr. M. Jayakumar
Bharathiar University

P.S. As for the questions raised, I recently came across a word in Aham and I believe this is a case of heightening of
vowels. See attached image. wmped YT F et 5Gwi. Here the word Qy,eP)@ et is an outcome of & deletion
Jollowed by compensatory lengthening of vowel: & eur 'it was spread out'.

2 Lped gy, e F et FGws “lit. You resembled a hive of white ants - fig. You became very pale”; Another use:
LIGOLDTGHT 2 69 T35 60 2, TWIF eur 5Guws You are with an extensive knowledge’. 94Lped is white ants in old Tamil.

See: 9pLpad [ AZal ] n Alal . prob. 9y Lp-. White ant. See &ewpwinest. (BHeur,) (Lexicon)

wirped [ yazZal ] nydlal . of. o4ped. White ant; &eopWITasL. (this is an example of initial Ul deletion as well, like
wmref and yaf).

ST > Y@M is an example of heightening of vowels followed by lenition of &. The question about spoken/written
is that I don't think the poets (during Sangam period) had a clear distinction between spoken and written forms, the way
we have now. GBrL/CBIGLD, IFH/ s etc., must have been considered literary forms by them. Tolkappiyar
refers to regional speech/dialect but didn’t specifically mention anything about conversion from written to spoken Tamil,
nor did he mention about application of phonological rules on literary variety. Only from Beschi onwards, we happened
to make a distinction between Q&T®BSLAL and C\FBSLOLD, a very argumentative topic indeed from a linguistic
perspective. Beschi calls “A grammar of the common dialect of the Tamul language” and not sure the term
L)Y L8)Lp was coined by him — there is no reference about this term in his book except the title. In my book, I argue
that application of phonological rules and evolving of many varieties is a common linguistic phenomenon and has nothing
to talk about G\&TRBSLOL or C\&TFFSSLOLP.

-Vasu
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