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Abstract: The study of the linguistic style and register of Tamil used in colophons
found in manuscripts hailing from Tamil Nadu and containing Sanskrit, Tamil
and Manipravalam texts brings us to the fringes of what is the conventional use
of the language. Many idiosyncrasies and systematic variations from what is to-
day accepted as standard are met and force us to reconsider linguistic assump-
tions. This article focuses on personal names, their syntactic position in the
colophons, and the ensuing ambiguity concerning their interpretation. Often one
cannot in fact immediately decide whether they refer to scribes, owners, or indi-
viduals who played both roles.

1 Introduction

The present article stems from the ongoing research that Marco Franceschini
and I are conducting on a selection of paratexts, in particular colophons and
lending/borrowing statements, found in palm-leaf manuscripts from the cultural
area known today as Tamil Nadu.! While our collaborative study (slowly but
steadily) moves towards a first comprehensive study on the interpretation of such
material, I would like here to discuss a particularly thorny issue that concerns
personal names as they are found in colophons.>

Personal names occur sometimes in colophons, but their interpretation is not
always straightforward. Several cases emerge in which it is difficult to establish
whether these names refer to scribes, owners, or individuals who played both
roles at the same time.

1 See Ciotti and Franceschini 2016 and Franceschini in this volume. One may prefer the term
‘paracontent’ to that of ‘paratext’, see Ciotti et al. 2018.

2 With the term ‘colophon’ we intend here (a) ‘scribal colophons’, i.e. statements that indicate
the beginning or the conclusion of the scribal activity (the former kind not discussed in this arti-
cle), and (b) ‘ownership colophons’, i.e. statements that indicate the owner of a given manu-
script. In our research, Franceschini and I also investigate lending/borrowing statements, which
are however only mentioned en passant in this article (see example (30)).

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110795271-005
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There are two main ambiguous occurrences of personal names. One concerns
the Tamil syntactic string composed of the three modules [personal name) + [title]
(or [manuscript]) + [copying statement].> While the string [personal name] + [title]
(or [manuscript]) can be safely understood to indicate a possessive relationship
by means of an unmarked genitive to be attributed to the module [personal namel],
as is the norm in Tamil with names (e.g. celvan puttakam would mean ‘the manu-
script of Celvan’), what happens when such a string is followed by the module
[copying statement] is not obvious. Does the module [personal name] work as the
agent of the verb (e.g. ‘Celvan copied the manuscript’) or should we still read it
as an ownership statement (e.g. ‘the manuscript of Celvan was copied’)?

A second interpretative issue is constituted by stray personal names, i.e.
names that are written in isolation and are not part of colophons, whether these
are written by the same hand that copied the text(s) found in the manuscript in
question or by a different hand. To whom do these names refer?

In order to tackle these interpretative issues, we will first have a look at how
names of scribes and owners are most commonly expressed (§§ 2 and 3), includ-
ing cases in which scribes are also owners (§ 4). Once these more easily interpret-
able cases are established, we will focus on the ambiguous cases just mentioned
above (§ 5) and try to ascertain to whom they refer by combining codicological,
palaeographical, and philological observations. We will not shy away, though,
from acknowledging when our methods fail to reach a fully satisfactory solution
of the problem at hand.

Before moving further, we should note that the considerations found in this
article are based on part of the repository of paratexts that Marco Franceschini
and I have collected, in particular on a selection of the manuscripts belonging to
the collection of the IFP (Institut Francais de Pondichéry / French Institute of

3 Here we use the term ‘module’ to indicate what corresponds approximately to a broad syntac-
tic and semantic unit within a given sentence. In particular, in this article we will encounter the
following modules: (a) [personal name], which can include not just the name of an individual,
but also his ancestry and place of residence/origin; (b) [title], which simply indicates the title of
a given text and is usually the object of the sentence; (c) [manuscript], which stands for any word
meaning ‘manuscript’, such as pustakam, grandham (sic!), étu, etc. and is also usually the object
of the sentence; (d) [copying statement]|, which indicates a number of possible verbal syntagms
meaning that the act of copying is completed; and (e) [date], which indicates the moment in time
when the copying of a given manuscript was started or, far more often, concluded and contains
a complex array of sub-modules, such as year, month, day, constellation (see Franceschini in
this volume). Furthermore, we use the term ‘string’ to indicate any sequence of two or more of
such modules.
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Pondicherry), recognised by UNESCO as a ‘Memory of the World’ Collection in
2005.% More specifically, we will deal with 193 manuscripts and 510 paratexts.

2 Scribes and copying

Among the personal names that can be found in colophons, those of scribes are
definitely the great majority. Names of owners and other people involved in the
production and use of manuscripts are in fact, unfortunately, much rarer.

As a consequence, scribes’ names are also the main source of information we
have to reconstruct the social settings of our manuscript culture. In fact, though
not that common, scribes’ names also come together with titles (e.g. guru,
periyampi, etc.) as well as additional information concerning the place of origin
or residence of the scribes, their male relatives, gotras, religious affiliations, etc.
Just to give one example, the colophon of a copy of the Sucindrasthalamahatmya
(dated 30 Dec. 1880) reads:

(1) RE05920
.. ejusakhaddhyayan Srivatsagotrotbhave satyasadasiitrah cucindiram narayanar
putran senapati likhitam®

Senapati, reciter of the Yajurveda, born in the Srivatsa gotra, [belonging to the tradition] of
the Satyasadasitra (read Satyasadhasitra), son of Narayanar of Cucindiram, copied [this
manuscript].

This example also showcases one particularly characterising feature of the
paratexts we are dealing with, namely the blending of Sanskrit and Tamil
features, both graphic (various combinations of Tamilian Grantha and Tamil
scripts) and grammatical (phonetic, morphological and syntactic).

4 Note that all manuscripts belonging to the IFP collection have a registration number that be-
gins with RE.

5 Hereafter only the relevant parts of colophons are quoted, the omitted parts being replaced by
ellipses. Tamilian Grantha script is represented in bold, whereas Tamil script is in normal char-
acters. A number of brackets of different shapes are used to indicate that the original reading has
issues and has been restored: ( ) for symbols, [[ ]] for scribal elisions, \ / and / \ for scribal inser-
tions, [[a—>]]b for scribal emendations, < > for scribal omissions corrected by the editors, [ ] for
damages of the support and their editorial evaluation. 1 { (cruces desperationis) are used when
reading and/or interpretation have failed. A few philological observations are included in round
brackets in the translations, when needed. All translations are mine, though always discussed
with Marco Franceschini.
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When it comes to the way of conveying that a particular person is the scribe
of a given manuscript, we find a restricted variety of expressions, most of which
indicate that the act of copying is completed.®

As for Sanskrit, the most common sentences we encounter are ended by forms
of the verbal root likh-.” Particularly popular are its past participle, i.e. likhitam,
used with the name of the scribe mostly in the instrumental (2) and above all the
compound svahastalikhitam, which is mostly used either in a longer compound (3)
or in predication with the name of the scribe moslty in the genitive case (4).®

(2) RE38376
... venikata(rama)diksitena likhitam ...

Venkatarama Diksita copied.

(3) RE10871
... vedaranyavasiSellapattarakakumaraganapatipattarakasvahastalikhitapustakam

[The manuscript] copied by the hand of Ganapatipattaraka son of Sellapattaraka residing
in Vedaranya.

(4) RE15533y°
parames$varaguroh svahasthalikhitam

Parame$varaguru copied with his own hand (lit. [the manuscript] copied by the hand of
Parame$varaguru).

Both likhitam and svahastalikhitam can also be found in Tamil colophons, but
are used as some sort of finite forms, hence in a way that is equivalent to Tamil
elutinatu (past third person neuter of the verb ‘to copy’). In this respect, we
have for example (5) RE15554a jiida[nalSivan likhitam ..., ‘Jiianasivan copied’,
and (6) RE05574 ... gopalakrsnan svahastalikhitam, ‘Gopalakrsnan copied
with his own hand’, but not *jianasivanal likhitam or *gopalakrsnanal

6 This is no place to list the rarer formulas that express the conclusion of copying and include
the name of the scribe.

7 Note that the verbs likh- and even vilikh- mean ‘to copy’; an example of the latter is found in
RE30866 gamgatharena guruna vy<a>lekhyamgirasabdake (‘having been copied (vyalekhya)
by guru Gamgathara’. The verbs rac- and virac- mean ‘to compose, to author’.

8 Finite forms are rarer and found mostly in colophons in metrical form.

9 Greek letters are added after manuscript numbers when the manuscript contains more than
one paratext. They are added progressively from the beginning of the manuscript in the order
paratexts have been met by Franceschini and me. For example, in the current case, RE15533y
indicates the third paratext in RE15533.

10 Like the verb likh- in Sanskrit, in this context the Tamil verb elutu- means ‘to copy’.
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svahastalikhitam, i.e. with the personal name in the instrumental case." Alter-
natively, one could interpret such strings as made of a personal name with an
unmarked genitive, which as we mentioned in the introduction is the norm in
Tamil, followed by a verbal noun. Such an interpretation could also imply that the
combination of genitive + svahastalikhitam in Sanskrit (as in (4)) in fact underlies
a Tamil syntactic construction. This would mean that the previous two examples
could be translated as something like ‘the copying of Jiidanasivan’ and ‘the copying
of Gopalakrsnan with his own hand’.”?

Alternatively, forms of the Tamil verbal root elutu- are also often used. We
may encounter both finite forms (7) and past participles (past peyareccams to use
a partly Tamil indigenous terminology), followed for instance by a word meaning
‘manuscript’ (8).

(7) RE200476
... nirvacanacandrikai - yeluti[n]en ...

... L copied the Nirvacanacandrikai ...

(8) RE50420
... inta pustakam - annakuttikurakkal (read °kuru® for °kura®?) kanistan svaminatan kayyal
yelutina pustakam ...

... This manuscript is the manuscript that was copied by the hand of Svaminatan youngest
son (kanistan) of the teacher (kuru, i.e. guru) Annakutti ...

Finally, we find concluding formulas containing (9) the noun eluttu (‘[written]
character’) or (10) a compound thereof, namely kaiyeluttu (‘[written] character
[drawn] by hand’).

(9) RE201038
... tyakavinotatennavan brahmadif?rafyan eluttu ...

The writing of Tyakavinotatennavan Brahmadirayan (?).

11 The spelling of svahastalikhitam is most unstable. Just to give some examples, it can be spelled
as suhastalikhitam (RE04090p), svayastalikhitam (RE107340), sakastalikitam (RE15447y),
svastilikhitam (RE19988), sostalikhitam (RE25314f) and cuvahastalikitam (RE26402).

12 Note that we do also have cases of [name] + [copying statement], where the latter is just the
word elutinatu (and its spelling variants). For example, RE45807 icalimatai kopalakrsnan
elutinatu (‘Kopalakrspnan from Icalimatai copied’ or ‘the copying of Kopalakrsnan from
Icalimatai’). The syntactic ambivalence of verbal nouns in Tamil as finite forms and verbal nouns
will be discussed further in § 5.1.
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(10) RE47681
... teyvanayakan kaiyeluttu

The handwriting of Teyvanayakam.

3 Owners and ownership

The ownership of a manuscript can be expressed in two ways: (a) by the scribe of
the manuscript who writes down the name of the person for whom the manu-
script is intended (§ 3.1), or (b) by the owner himself, who writes somewhere in
the manuscript his own name (§ 3.2).

3.1 Ownership stated by the scribe

Sometimes scribes record the name of the recipient of the manuscript, who is thus
identified as its intended owner, i.e. the first person who possessed the artefact
once it was completed. Although it cannot be said with certainty, we assume that
the owner is also the sponsor, i.e. the person who paid for the work of the scribe.

The most common Sanskrit ways to indicate the owner are the genitive of the
personal name followed by a word meaning ‘manuscript’ (11) or the genitive of
the personal name followed by the title of the work in question (12).

(11) RE39684

$rimatgolakimathanivasakasyapanvayasya paficaksaradivacaryyasya vaidya-
nathasya pautrasya viSvanathesvarasya putrasya vaidyanathasya grandham iti
jiieyam ...

It should be known that this is the manuscript of Vaidyanatha, son of Visvanathe$vara,
grandson of Vaidyanatha, [who was] of the lineage of Kasyapa resident of the illustrious
Golaki matha [and] teacher of the Paficaksarasiva.

(12) RE43875p
narayanasya - vedam trtiyastakam

The third Astakam of the Veda of Narayana.

The same expressions are also used in Tamil, where the genitive is usually left
unmarked (13).

(13) RE04080a
ramasvami ayyan pustakam

The manuscript of Ramasvami Ayyan.
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The combination of a personal name followed by a compound made of the title of
the work in question and a word meaning ‘manuscript’ is also not uncommon (14).

(14) RE10793p
cupparayan punyahavacanapostakam

The Punyahavacanam manuscript of Cupparayan.

A further, slightly more articulated formula is made of the dative of the personal
name of the recipient of the manuscript (i.e. the owner) followed by a copying
formula (15, 16).

(15) RE15398

... tirunelveli mel matam tirupparankunram atinafi cuvamikku mutitta perumar pillai
makan piccapillai eluti mukitta kiirmapiranam yinam

The Karmapiranam (read Kiarmapuranam), which was fully copied by Piccapillai son of
Perumar Pillai, who completed [it] for the master of the Matam Tirupparankunram Atinam
in Tirunelveli, [was given as a] gift (y-inam).

(16) RE22704
vellankolli kurunatayyan yelutinatu palayankottai piranda pattaravarkalukku

Vellankolli (?) Kurunatayyan copied [this manuscript] for Mr. Pattar, who was born in
Palayankottai.

3.2 Ownership stated by the owner

At other times, the owner himself writes what we could call an ownership state-
ment. This means the hand that wrote such a statement differs from that of the
scribe(s), who wrote the text(s) in the manuscript. Contrary to the previous case
(§ 3.1), one cannot assume by default here that the owner was also the sponsor
who paid for the production of the manuscript. Although this may at times be so,
it may also be the case that the owner recorded his name on the manuscript after
having bought it from a previous owner. In such cases, the statement is often left
uninked.

3.2.1 Explicit ownership statement
A first case is represented by the string [personal name] + [title] (and/or [manu-

script]), which we interpret as an ownership statement, because as mentioned
above, Tamil syntax does not generally use the genitive case to mark ownership
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when the owner is a person. A further — probably rather obvious — feature of this
kind of statement is that it is not part of the scribal colophon, but can be added,
for example, on a leaf at the beginning (17) or on an inserted folio (18).

(17) RE49434a
narayanasami[v(?)]addhyar ela\m/ kantam patapustakam

The manuscript with the pada text of the seventh chapter of Narayanasamivaddhyar.

(18) RE49434y
vemkate$varan e[lu] kandam padapustakam

The manuscript of the pada text of the seventh chapter of Vemkatesvaran.

Proof of the fact that our syntactic interpretation is correct arises from the follow-
ing colophon (19), where the ownership is stated by the string [personal name] +
[title] and is followed by the further string [personal name] + [scribal statement],
clear evidence that the first name occurring cannot be that of the scribe.

(19) RE19979y
tirumeninatapattar rudratriSatai (line change) alakiyasundaram svahastalikhitam

The RudratriSatai of Tirumeninatapattar. Alakiyasundaram copied with his own hand.

Another example (20) reads the same information in the opposite order with the
string [personal name] + [scribal statement] followed by the string [personal name]
+ [manuscript].

(20) RE10717B

radraksinamasmamasaram S§ittiraimasam \e» 6 &/ Suklapaksam paificchal[a]lmi
somavaram yeluti mukuficutu meyiyii cuppurdaya[[n—>]ln svahastilikhitam |
yisvarakuru(kal) postakam

In the year called Radraksi, month of Sittirai, sixth day, bright fortnight, fifth [lunar day],
Monday, it was fully copied. Cuppurayan from Meyiyi copied with his own hand. The
manuscript of Yisvarakurukal.

3.2.2 Stray names written by a ‘different’ hand

Another way in which a secondary owner can record his ownership of the manu-
script is simply by adding his own name somewhere on the manuscript (21, 22),
or even on a slip of paper glued onto the manuscript (23). As a consequence, such
a stray name will then be palaeographically distinct from the hand(s) of the
scribe(s).
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(21) RE33907«
narayanan (the name is actually written on the blank verso of the folio on whose recto a
section of text ends)

(22) RE43875a
janakirama Sarma (different hand on the guard leaf that is in fact an inserted folio that
clearly does not belong to the original bundle)

(23) RE12615
sénapatikan patikal (written on slips of paper pasted on the leaves)

A caveat is in place here, as one cannot completely exclude that the owner may
have recorded the name of the scribe on the manuscript. However, one wonders
to what extent this may be likely, particularly if no further specification is given,
such as adding a few words to the tune of ‘this was copied by ...". A case in point
is manuscript RE43820, where this is exactly what happens (24).

(24) RE43820
yajiiasubrahmanyasya likhitam (line change) janakirama $arma ||

The writing of Yajfiasubrahmanya. Janakirama Sarma.

Here the hand of the colophon seems to differ from the one that copied the text.
We can thus assume that Janakirama Sarma was the owner, who wrote down his
name on the cover of the bundle, as well as indicating the name of the scribe.

4 Scribes as well as owners

It may also be the case that a person made a copy for himself, meaning he would
be both scribe and owner of the manuscript. It seems that there is no standard
way to express such a situation and what follows is a collection of cases encoun-
tered thus far, both in Sanskrit and Tamil (25 to 30).

(25) RE126218

vemkatakrsnalikhitam svartthe

[This] was copied by Vemkatakrsna for himself (svartthe).
(26) RE082568

yenakku yelutik konten

I copied [this manuscript] for myself.
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(27) RE53247a
$ri-atfiatmgolapuranivasino vemkatarayaguro svahastalikhitam | pustakam tasyaiva

The writing by his own hand of Vemkatarayaguru inhabitant of the town of $ri-afhaimgola
(?). The manuscript is indeed his.

(28) RE55827y
svamimalairamu svahastalikhitam | &2 svamimalairamu postakam |

Svamimalairamu copied with his own hand. The manuscript of Svamimalairamu.

(29) RE19028
[date] yeluti muhificitu | . subramhmanyan pustakam | svahastalikhitam |

[date] it was fully copied. The manuscript of Subramhmanyan, copied with his own hand.

(30) RE55825

... trtivakandam yeliti mukaficutu | &» marutvakuti sundaravatiyar svahastalikhitam |
6 yeduttavan kuduppadu | kudavittdl dayavu panni sundavaddhyar vams$a-
sthalyeda(ttil) kuduppatu |

... the third chapter was fully copied. Sundaravatiyar of Marutvakuti copied with his own
hand. He who takes it, will return it. If one does not return it, he will be kind and return it
to the members (?) of the family of Sundavaddhyar.?

At other junctures, the fact that a scribe is also the owner of the manuscript in
question can be ascertained when other paratexts within the same manuscript
help make the fact clear (31). Each paratext gives only the information that the
person is the scribe or the owner. Combined, these tell us that the person played
both roles.

(31) RE20052
RE20052a - Cintyagama: Jirnoddharavidhi
svaminathapattar pustakam | ) ||

The manuscript of Svaminathapattar.
RE20052f - Sitksmasastra: Adhvanyasavidhi and Sadadhvalaksana
ayyappattar kumaran svaminathabhattar postakam | 6»

The manuscript of Svaminathabhattar son of Ayyappattar.

13 In vamsSasthalyeda(ttil) the combination of suffixes -al-yedattu-il is the Brahmin Tamil ver-
sion of standard Tamil -kal-itattu-il. The compound vamsa-stha- is tentatively understood to
mean ‘family member’ (given in the Brahmin Tamil plural vam$asthal).



Scribe, Owner, or Both? Personal Names in Colophons from Tamil Nadu —— 161

RE20052y - Navaratrinirnayavidhi
svaminathapattar | navaratripaja | 6.

The Navaratripuija of Svaminathapattar.
RE200525 - Asaucadividhi
svaminathabhattar svahastalakhitam | | 6 ||

Svaminathabhattar copied (°lakhitam, emend into °likhitam) with his own hand.

A sub-case of this typology occurs when one of the paratexts is just a stray name
(32). The person behind that name being both the scribe and the owner of the
manuscript is of course made clear by information contained in the other
paratexts (colophons and ownership statements), in so far as the hand that wrote
them all is identical.

(32) RE15536
RE155360 - Vinayakalpa

lokanadhan

RE15536 - ?
brhasrenipuranivasasridaksinamiirttigurusiinulokanathan svahastalikhitam sam-
purnam

Lokanathan son of the teacher Sridaksinamiirtti inhabitant of Brhadrenipura copied with
his own hand. It is completed.

RE15536Y - Sarasvatipujakalpa

$rimatlokanathan pustakam sampiirnam

The manuscript of the illustrious Lokanathan is completed.

RE155366 - Gauripuija

$rimatlokanadhan gauripiijai samaptah

The illustrious Lokanadhan. The Gauripiijai is completed.

RE15536¢ - Anantavratapija

perificeri lok[[a]lnadhan grandham

The manuscript of Lokanadhan of Perificeri.

5 Scribes or owners?

As mentioned in the introduction we have encountered two main kinds of occur-
rences of personal names the interpretation of which is ambiguous. The observa-
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tions made so far will help us direct our understanding of them, though they may
not always lead us to a satisfactory clarification.

5.1 A syntactic conundrum

Another very frequent way of concluding a Tamil colophon is constructed with the
gerund (ceytu vinaiyeccam) of the root elutu-, namely eluti, followed by a finite form
of the verbal roots muki- or muti- (both meaning ‘to finish, to complete’). Hence, the
standard expression would be eluti mukintatu or eluti mutintatu, although variant
spellings are quite numerous." What matters here the most is that this expression
seems to be in large part reserved for the syntactic string [date] + [copying
statement], which would translate as ‘in date so and so, [this manuscript] was fully
copied’ or, rather, ‘in date so and so, the completion of writing [occurred]’, since
the third person singular neuter of a verb is basically a verbal noun.”

There are however syntactically more complex cases in which the same con-
struction has in the middle two more modules, namely [personal name] and [title]
(or [manuscript]); for example in RE10775 (33.i).

(33.i) RE10775
krodhinamasamvatsaram Kartt[ikajmasam = 22 (D1) §uppu sahasranama yeluti mukificatu

If we apply the principle that seems to have emerged from our previous examples
according to which the construction [personal name] + [title] (or [manuscript]) in-
dicates ownership, then we would need to translate as follows:

In the year called Krodhi, month of Karttika, 22nd day, the Sahasranamam of Suppu was
fully copied.

One can easily gather more similar cases (34.i, 35.i).

14 The spelling of both eluti mukintatu or eluti mutintatu is rather unstable. Just to give a few
examples, the former can be also spelled as eluti mukintitu (RE04209a), eluti mukificutu
(RE05915), yeliti mukhificutu (RE10689), yeluti mukuficutu (RE10717B), yeluti mukificatu
(RE10775) and yesuti muhintatu (RE10906a, written in Tamilian Grantha script!), the latter as
yeluti mutificatu (RE04090p) and eluti mutittatu (RE10882a).

15 Note that the third person singular neuter can be used for animate agents, too. See the ex-
ample (16), which has already been discussed above in § 3.1).
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(34.i) RE325726
ceya (YJic) ati m°® 32 (D2) aruvatterai comecuvarakurukkal arunam upanisat eluti
muhuii[catu]

In the Jovian year Ceya, month of Ati, 32nd day, the Arunam Upanisat of Aruvatterai
Comecuvarakuru was fully copied.

(35.1) RE47712¢ - Korikanar Kataikkantam - 25 Dec. 1822
ayyar kataikkan[tam ye]luti mukintitu &2 998 (YK1a) markali (M2) 12 (D1) yeluti mukintatu

The Kataikkantam of Ayyar was fully copied. Kollam year 998, month of Markali, 12th day
— it was fully copied.

However, one could understand the syntax of these sentences in a completely
different way with the module [personal name] indicating the name of the scribe,
rather than that of the owner. In other words, [personal name] would be the agent
of the action expressed in the module [copying statement] and one should not in-
terpret it as an unmarked genitive, which would instead put it in a relationship
with the module [title] (or [manuscript]). Such an interpretation is possible given
the syntactic scope of the Tamil third person singular neuter of finite verbal
forms, which as mentioned earlier, can be a verbal noun, as understood in the
string [date] + [copying formula (eluti muki-)] or a finite verbal form, as we are
alternatively arguing here for the string [personal name] + ... + [copying formula
(eluti muki-)]. Hence, one could provide for all the examples just seen above (33.i,
34.i and 35.i) an alternative translation (33.ii, 34.ii and 35.ii) in which the module
[personal name] indicates the agent of the module [copying formula (eluti muki-)].

(33.ii) RE10775
In the year called Krodhi, month of Karttika, 22nd day, Suppu fully copied the
Sahasranamam.

(34.i1) RE325728
In the Jovian year Ceya, month of Ati, 32nd day, Aruvatterai Comecuvarakuru fully copied
the Arunam Upanisat.

(35.ii) RE47712¢
Ayyar fully copied the Kataikkantam. Kollam year 998, month of Markali, 12th day - it was
fully copied.'

16 The same double interpretation was offered above in § 2 for the string [personal name] +
[copying formula (likhitam | svahastalikhitam)]. For similar observations on Tamil syntax, see
Chevillard 2021, 22.
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This latter interpretation seems to be supported by at least one notable case in
the corpus here under consideration. In manuscript RE436435 after the string
[personal name] + [title] + [copying formula (eluti mutintatu)], we find another
string that reveals the recipient of the manuscript (36).

(36) RE436436 - ASaucadipika with Tamil meaning - 26 Feb. 1837

dhunmukhivarusam macimaca m° 17 teti nayittikkilamai sasti vi§akaneksittirattil
palaniyil tirunacci amman cannitanattil dandayutapanisamipattil comaracampettaiyil
irukkum caminata ayyan kumaran balasvami ayyan acaucaviti eluti mutintatu murrum
civacitamparattukku elutina etu

In the year Dhunmukhi, month of Maci, 17th day, Sunday, sixth [lunar day], constellation of
Visaka, Balasvami Ayyan son of Caminata Ayyan who is in Comaracampettai in the presence
of (°samipattil) Dandayutapani in the divine presence of (cannitanattil) Tarunacci Amman at
Palani fully copied the Acaucaviti. The manuscript was copied for Civacitamparam.

Here we are explicitly told that the name of the scribe, namely Balasvami Ayyan,
and that of the recipient/owner, namely Civacitamparam, are different. There-
fore, the syntactic string [date] + [personal name)] + [title] + [copying formula (eluti
mutintatu)) clearly does not express ownership.

Unfortunately, for the time being we are not able to detect a rule — if one ex-
ists at all — that allows us to decide how to interpret the string [personal name] +
[title] (or [manuscript]) when the available information is not as straightforward
as in the case of RE436438 (36). Increasingly extensive scrutiny of the paratextual
material and the integration of further palaeographical and codicological data
will hopefully help us solve in future some of these unclear cases.

5.2 Stray names written by the ‘same’ hand

We now return to the issue of stray names. We have already seen above (§ 3.2.2)
that if the hand that wrote the stray name is different to the one that wrote the
(main) text(s) of the manuscript, it can be assumed the floating name refers to the
owner. We have also noticed (§ 4) that sometimes, by cross-checking various
paratexts within the same manuscript, a stray name written by the same hand
that wrote the text(s) can be attributed to a scribe who was also the owner of the
manuscript in question. However, there are more ambiguous cases, where it is
difficult to decide on the role of the person behind the stray name.

Sometimes, we meet stray names that on palaeographical and codicological
bases can be assumed to refer to the scribe and not the owner of the manuscript,
though the latter option cannot be completely excluded. For example, both (37)
RE10829a and (38) RE10845 read satyajfiani at the very end of the text (Figs 1 and
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2). This seems to be a personal name and, since it is written by the same hand that
copied the text in the manuscript, it also seems plausible that it is the signature
of the scribe rather than the name of the owner/sponsor.

Fig. 1: RE108290 [134'6]

Fig. 2: RE10845 [63'8]

Similarly, in the case of (39) RE33907p the personal name tirumalanampi that
appears at the end of the manuscript is written by the same hand that copied the
text of the manuscript (Fig. 3), hence it seems to refer to the scribe rather than the
owner/sponsor.

Fig. 3: RE33907f [104'5]

However, even if one considers these observations convincing, the question re-
mains as to why these people did not add a [copying statement] such as svahasta-
likhitam, given that there was enough available space on the leaf to do so?

To the contrary, however, at other times the absence of the module [copying
statement] can be justified, as for example in the case of (40) RE11032. Here,
RE11032p (Fig. 4) contains just a stray name, whereas RE11032a, RE11032y and
RE110325 tell us that the same person was the scribe of the manuscript. It is then
possible to assume that RE11032 simply indicates the person in question was just
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the scribe and not the original owner of the manuscript. However, does this pro-
vide enough evidence to make such a claim? Both palaeographical and codico-
logical considerations can help corroborate our assumption here. On the one
hand, the hand that wrote the stray name in RE11032f is the same that copied the
text of the manuscript, on the other, the name is seen to be written at the very end
of the last line of the folio. This seems to suggest that there was not enough space
to add the word svahastalikhitam, which was however already used before in the
manuscript where space was available (i.e. RE11032a, Fig. 5).

(40) RE11032

RE11032a
netunkatu vasantarajagurukkal prathamaputran sundare$varan svahastalikhitam

Sundaresvaran first son of Vasantarajaguru of Netunkatu copied with his own hand.

RE11032B
sundare$varan

Sundare$varan.

RE11032y
netunkatu vasantarajagurukkal prathamaputran sundare$varan svahastalikhitam

Sundaresvaran first son of Vasantarajaguru of Netunkatu copied with his own hand.

RE110328
sundaram svahastalikhitam

Sundare$varan copied with his own hand.

Fig. 4: RE11032p [237'8]

Fig. 5: RE11032a [138"4]
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The same observation seems not to reflect a mere coincidence, as it also works in
another case, namely that of manuscript (41) RE43394. Here too, RE43394a
(Fig. 6) contains just a stray name written at the end of the last line of the page,
with no space for further additions such as a [copying statement], contrary to the
statements in RE43394p (Fig. 7) and RE43394y.

(41) RE43394

RE4339%4a
koSappattu candrasekharagurukkal

RE43394pB
kosappattu badiirusubbarayagurukkal kumaran candrasekharagurukkal svahasta-
likhitam

Candrasekharaguru son of Badiirusubbarayaguru of Kosappattu copied with his own hand.

RE43394y

kosappattu subbarayagurukkal kumaran candra$ekharagurukkal svahastalikhitam
6 vyiva (YJla) perattasi m° 27 (D1) somavaram ratripafica[190v4]manikki
renukamandapapiijai yeludi accudu

Candra$ekharaguru son of Subbarayaguru of KoSappattu copied with his own hand. Jovian
year of Yiva [= Yuva?], month of Perattasi, 27th day, Monday, at the fifth hour of the night,
the Renukamandapapuijai was copied.

Fig. 7: RE43394p [163"2] and detail
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6 Conclusion

All the cases discussed so far do not exhaust the virtually endless intricacies that
can emerge when interpreting colophons. What we have intended to show here
are the clear cases and those that can at least be analysed and categorised,
though at times they may remain ambiguous. A minimal list of further complica-
tions would include: physical damages that impair the reading; uncertainties in
understanding (in particular from digital reproductions of manuscripts) if certain
characters are inked and thus reconstructing the sequence in which they have
been inscribed on the leaf; and the fragmentary information from different manu-
scripts about the same person, whose role — or roles — remains unclear.

Aside from the cases where the information is given overtly, one must recur
to philological, palaeographical and codicological means to make sense of the
content of the colophons. Please note that our intent should not be concerned
with only baffling cases, but also provide an explicit justification for our interpre-
tation of the role of personal names in colophons based on actual evidence and
not just intuitive appreciation of these short texts.

It remains that the above-mentioned means are not always sufficient to solve
the problems we may encounter and would benefit from the establishment of a
far wealthier database. In this way we would be able to assess the history of each
manuscript far better, which for the time being awaits reconnection to its indi-
vidual past, severed as it is by a long history of inadequate archiving practices
and limited cataloguing undertakings.”
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