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Christian Oriental Colophons:
Notes for a Structural Analysis (with a Look to
the Past): A Preface

Paola Buzi, Sapienza Universita di Roma

The articles collected in this ‘thematic section’ of the present issue of the
COMSt Bulletin, dedicated to Greek, Coptic, Ethiopic and Armenian col-
ophons, represent an outcome of the round table 7 colofoni cristiani orien-
tali: per un’analisi strutturale, which took place at Sapienza University of
Rome on 14 February 2020, as the fourth annual conference organised by the
‘PAThs’ project.! The round table also included interventions on colophons
of the Syriac, Christian Arabic, Georgian and Slavonic manuscript traditions,
which however are not published here.

It was certainly not the first scientific meeting dedicated to colophons,
and to oriental colophons in particular,? but compared to the previous occa-
sions its purpose was very targeted, aiming to a strict comparative analysis of
the structural elements that compose the colophons of the various Christian
oriental traditions and trying to answer questions like: Which are the ‘basic
elements’ for a colophon to be considered as such? Within the various tradi-
tions of the Christian Near East, is it possible to identify a sort of ‘standard
colophon’? What denomination is it possible to attribute to the textual sec-

1 See <http://www.paths.uniromal.it>, where a detailed programme is also avail-
able. The three previous meetings—the conference The Coptic Book between the
6" and the 8" Century, Sapienza Universita di Roma — Academia Belgica, 21-22
February 2017, the round table Linking Manuscripts from the Coptic, Ethiopian
and Syriac domain: Present and Future Synergy Strategies, organised in collabora-
tion with the projects Beta masahaft and TraCES (Hamburg), Universitdt Hamburg,
23-24 February, and the conference Coptic Literature in Context. The Contexts of
Coptic Literature. Late Antique Egypt in a Dialogue between Literature, Archae-
ology, and Digital Humanities, which took place at Sapienza Universita di Roma
on 25-27 February 2019—have been published respectively in Adamantius, 24
(2018), 6210, COMSt Bulletin, 4/1 (Spring 2018 = Linking Manuscripts from the
Coptic, Ethiopian and Syriac Domain: Present and Future Synergy Strategies),
39-58, 69-78, 115-120; and Buzi 2020.

2 The notion of ‘oriental’ follows the reflections and terminological choices of
the COMSt project (and consequently of this journal). It therefore ‘embraces all
non-Occidental (non-Latin-based) manuscript cultures which have an immediate
historical (‘genetic’) relationship with the Mediterranean codex area. This defini-
tion first excludes all East-Asian manuscript cultures, which are also ‘oriental’ in a
broader sense but which do not share the relationship with the Mediterranean codex
area’. Bausi and Gippert 2015, 2-3.



8 Paola Buzi

tions that compose it? Is it possible to follow the formal evolution over the
centuries of this textual element within a specific oriental culture? Are there
points of contacts between two or more oriental traditions, as some recurring
formulas seem to suggest? Are there any original ancient terms designating
these textual categories in the individual manuscript traditions?

In a few words, the meeting was not a free topic conference, dedicated
to colophons in general, but a compelling comparison on what the different
manuscript traditions of oriental Christianity have or do not have in common
regarding their structure and function, and, at the same time, an in-depth anal-
ysis of the specificities of each tradition.’

The structural architecture of colophons—or their syntax, to quote the
title of a recent conference on Southern, South-eastern and Central Asian
colophons*—was therefore at the core of the discussion among specialists—
speakers and discussants—of Greek, Syriac, Coptic, Ethiopic, Armenian,
Georgian, Slavonic, and Christian Arabic manuscript traditions.

As always happens in challenging enterprises, only few questions could
be properly answered, while some others emerged, and old ‘comfortable’ con-
cepts and categories had to be reformulated, as the contribution by Marilena
Maniaci clearly shows.

Studies on Oriental Colophons: A Short History of the Last Thirty Years

It is probably not useless to re-trace some of the steps in the reflection on col-
ophons—not necessarily Christian and not exclusively oriental—so far.

It is mainly from the 1990s that scholars have started to more or less sys-
tematically investigate this paratextual category,’ and it is not surprising that
such enquiry moved its first steps in the field of Greek and Latin manuscript
studies.

In 1995 Emma Condello and Giuseppe De Gregorio edited the volume
Scribi e colofoni. Le sottoscrizioni di copisti dalle origini all’avvento della
stampa, that collected the proceedings of a conference which had taken place
two years earlier in Erice.® The volume included a certain number of articles

3 In order to stimulate an effective dialogue the speakers had received in advance
a list of the structural aspects of colophons that would have been discussed, in a
comparative way, during the meeting.

4 See below.

5  The definition of ‘paracontent’ instead of ‘paratext’ has been recently proposed as
an ampler category. See Ciotti, Kohs, Wilden and Wimmer 2018.

6  Condello and De Gregorio 1995.

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)



Christian Oriental Colophons 9

dedicated to oriental traditions—Greek, Slavonic, Armenian, Hebrew—, but
it did not envisage a real comparison among them.’

About fifteen years later, in 2009, at Hamburg University an interdisci-
plinary conference entitled ‘On Colophons’ was organized. For the first time a
very wide range of disciplines was involved, from mediaeval Latin and Ethi-
opic traditions to those of the far East, such as the Tibetan, the Japanese Bud-
dhist and the Chinese. Unfortunately, the proceedings were never published,
but the concept of the scientific meeting envisaged a comparative approach
focused on some of the most stimulating issues related to the study of this
textual category, as the organizer, Jorg B. Quenzer, explained in a report of the
event:

... Taking into consideration the enormous differences between the various manu-
script cultures, the main objective of the conference was not to arrive at a general
characterisation, but to present and discuss the individual traditions. A number of
guidelines, however, were provided to the participants in advance, as for example,
the genesis of the genre, typological and systematic standards, particularities of
native terminology, and specifics of usage... Strong emphasis was placed on the
difference between textual and codicological approaches to the phenomenon of col-
ophons. Various misunderstandings could be traced back to inconsistency of termi-
nology in this regard. Close relations to other paratexts were observed in several
manuscript cultures, especially with regard to titles.®

Within the activities of the networking project Comparative Oriental
Manuscript Studies, funded by the European Science Foundation, the team
dedicated to Codicology, coordinated by Marilena Maniaci, organized a
workshop in Arles (9—13 October 2012) entitled ‘The Shaping of the Page,
the Scribe and the Illuminator at Work, The Making of Oriental Bookbindings
and their Conservation’. Colophons were also dealt with, although not in a
systematic way, since in that context, mainly for a matter of time and space,
they were taken into consideration together with many other aspects of the
manufacture of a manuscript. The results of the workshop converged in the
manual produced at the end of the project.’

Also in 2012, the conference Colofoni armeni a confronto. Le sotto-
scrizioni dei manoscritti in ambito armeno e nelle altre tradizioni scrittorie

7  Section ‘VII. Scribi e colofoni in aree geografiche non latine’ included E. Gamills-
cheg, ‘Struktur und Aussagen der Subskriptionen griechischer Handschriften’; N.
Golob, ‘A Few Comments on Glagolic Colophons (14™ and 15" Centuries)’; M.E.
Stone, ‘Colophons in Armenian Manuscripts’; A.M. Piemontese, ‘Colophon per-
siani fioriti e illustrate’; M. Beit-Arié, ‘Colophons in Hebrew Manuscripts: Source
of Information on Book Production and Text Transmission’.

Quenzer 2009.

9 Bausi A. etal. 2015 (Chapter 1 — Codicology, edited by M. Maniaci).

ee]
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10 Paola Buzi

del mondo mediterraneo, organized at Bologna University by Anna Sirinian,
took place. It resulted, four years later, in the first systematic collection of
studies on oriental colophons.!” The meeting aimed at a specific objective,
that is investigating whether the use of Armenian copyists to add extreme-
ly long and textually rich colophons found elements of comparison in other
written cultures of the Mediterranean world. The ‘Armenocentric’ perspective
found justification in the remarkable diffusion of the colophons in the Ar-
menian manuscript tradition, in which this paratext appears as a real literary
genre in itself."

The Hugoye Symposium III. Colophons in the Syriac Tradition, which
took place in the Beth Mardutho Research Library, Piscataway (NJ), on 16
May 2014, was exclusively dedicated to Syriac colophons, as its title sug-
gests. Most of the papers dealt with specific texts and literary genres or newly
established databases. Some of them have been published in Hugoye. Journal
of Syriac Studies, 18 (2015).1

Lastly, an attempt to analyse the structural features of the colophons of a
determined tradition was represented by The Syntax of South, Southeast and
Central Asian Colophons: A First Step Towards a Comparative and Histor-
ical Study of Manuscripts in the Pothi Format, a conference that took place,
once more, at Universitdt Hamburg (11-13 October 2018). Again, the concept
of the conference was very meaningful:

The expression ‘syntax of colophons’ in the title of this workshop refers to the ques-
tions of which basic elements can be distinguished in colophons (e.g. dates, names
of scribes, places of copying, scribal maxims and other formulaic expressions in the
case of scribal colophons) and in which order they are arranged. We also include
formulas which signify that the text or one of its sections is completed (in this case,
one may use labels such as ‘sub-colophon’ or ‘chapter colophon’). Worthwhile are
also attempts to distinguish and characterize heterogeneous colophons in the end of
manuscripts or xylographs, in particular colophons of different actors involved in
text production and transmission, and examinations of their arrangement, interplay
and degrees of authenticity..."

10 Sirinian, Buzi and Shurgaia 2016.

11 Sirinian 2016, 7.

12 See e.g. McCollum 2015, Boero 2015, Carlson 2015, Muraviev 2015, Brock 2015.

13 Programme Abstracts (see the web cache version at <https://webcache.googleus-
ercontent.com/search?q=cache:ROgczrPGJ5gJ:https://www.manuscript-cultures.
uni-hamburg.de/cal-details/Programme%2520Abstracts%2520The%2520Syntax-
%252001%2520Colophons%25202018.pdf >, last accessed 15 February 2022).

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)



Christian Oriental Colophons 11

‘The question of which basic elements can be distinguished in colophon’ was
also the crucial issue that has inspired the round table of Rome.!* The deci-
sion to limit the comparative analysis to Christian late antique and mediaeval
oriental cultures was determined by the desire to a have, as far as possible,
a common ground of comparison. Even in these circumstance, however, the
specific features of each manuscript culture emerged.

At the same time, the meeting was the occasion to reflect on the termi-
nology, starting from the same definition of ‘colophon’.

The Persisting Difficulty in Defining What a Colophon is

Even before attempting a comparative trans-tradition analysis, the effort of
defining what a colophon is represents a challenge in itself, since even about
the appropriateness of the term, which is generally used to designate this tex-
tual element, there is a lively debate and certainly not a total agreement. '’

As is well known, the notion of ‘colophon’ originally belonged to the
phenomenon of early typography, indicating a ‘subscription’ at the end of a
book, used especially in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, to provide the
title or subject of the work, its author, the name of the printer, and the date
and place of publication (or only some of these data).!® Only later, from the
eighteenth century onwards, the term was applied to manuscripts.

To make things even more complex, it won’t be useless to recall that the
term ‘colophon’ is not used only in classical—i.e. Greek and Latin'’—and
Christian oriental manuscripts studies, but is largely employed also in disci-
plines that deal with ancient oriental studies, such as Assyriology, Sumerolo-
gy, Egyptology, Hittitology, and so on, with their related manuscript features.'®

14 A conference entitled Colophons in Middle Eastern Manuscripts, organized by
Sabine Schmidtke and George A. Kiraz, took place at the Institute for Advanced
Study of Princeton University on 2—3 September 2021.

15 See again the contribution of Marilena Maniaci for sharp reflections on the termi-
nological matters.

16 Spencer Kennrad 1902.

17 Reynhout 2006.

18 Leichty 1964, 147—-155; Hunger 1968. It is noteworthy that within the scientific
activities of the Research group DO5—Formatting Contents of the Cluster of Ex-
cellence ‘Understanding Written Artifacts’ at Universitdt Hamburg, a project, co-
ordinated by Szilvia Sovegjarto, is dedicated to Colophons in Sumerian and Ak-
kadian Literary Manuscripts from 3" and 2" Millennium BCE Mesopotamia and
pays particular attention to colophons of literary works. The aim of the project is to
investigate the intertwining of literary production and the scribal practice of insert-
ing colophons during the third and second millennium BCE (<https://www.csmc.
uni-hamburg.de/written-artefacts/research-fields/field-d/rfd05.htm1>).

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)



12 Paola Buzi

If on the one hand it is a widely shared opinion that classical, late antique
and mediaeval colophons represent a different phenomenon compared to the
‘ancestors’ of ancient Near East, on the other hand it is undeniable that there
are some points of similarities in the construction of colophons of so different
(and chronologically distant) traditions that in part justify the use of the same
term.

It is a matter of fact that these paratexts were not an invention of the
‘cultures of the codex’ and that the necessity ‘to actualize’ the text, assigning
to it some additional coordinates, goes back at least to the second millennium
BCE.

To make an example, Ancient Mesopotamian scribes frequently append-
ed a colophon to their copies, above all if the texts were scientific and math-
ematic (less frequently to literary texts).!® This practice was more common in
the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babilonian periods, but more simple colophons
were used also in earlier times (Old Babylonian period, ¢.2000—1600 BCE).?°

In the first millennium BCE, for instance

Mesopotamian scribes used to add highly developed colophons to their works, es-
pecially when writing scholarly texts, for example, on medicine, divination or astral
sciences. This kind of postscript, often located at the end of the text, provides mod-
ern historians with a plethora of information relative to the scribe who wrote the text,
the place where he composed it, the content of the composition, the original docu-
ment copied (if any), and the owner of the tablet. Other writing practices are particu-
larly remarkable, such as noting long compositions on series of dozens of numbered
tablets, in the same way as we number the pages of a book. These practices reflect a
very specific context of that time: that of the creation, enrichment, management and
maintenance of large libraries. Organization into series, the presence of colophons,
as well as the existence of catalogues, are considered as the three criteria for deter-
mining that a set of documents comes from a library.”!

19 Colophons added to literary texts are much less common. See Lambert 1957, 1-14.

20 ‘Old Babylonian colophons are much less systematic, codified, and informative
than they are in the first millennium. In the mathematical documents, colophons are
generally placed at the bottom of the reverse of a tablet, and are separated from the
main text by a blank space, a single line or a double line. The colophon can also be
located on an edge of the tablet. Some additional information is sometimes includ-
ed in the text itself. This is the case, for example, for catchlines, incipits, or labels
[...] Another important component of colophons is what one might call a ‘title’ or
a ‘label’, that is, a key word or short phrase that indicates the content of the text to
which the colophon is attached. The label may also be included in the text, as an
incipit or as an entry of the items, or noted in a postscript. [...] Other components
of the colophons can be the number of items such as lines (m u), procedures (kibsu)
or sections (i m - Su)’ (Proust 2012, 127). Very frequent are also the colophons from
Uruk written between 250 and 150 BCE.

21 Proust 2012, 123-124.

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)



Christian Oriental Colophons 13

In ancient Mesopotamia the colophon has also the task to order the clay-tab-
lets within a library or an archive, a fact that, due to the book form, is an
indispensable necessity, because often the tablet is part of a series, many com-
positions requiring more than one tablet to be contained.

Even though the Mesopotamian colophons are devoid of the ideological
and votive features that are proper of the finalities of a Christian oriental col-
ophon, they contain elements that we can compare to later manuscript tradi-
tions:

‘Maximally, a colophon might contain all the following information:
The catch-line

The name of the series and number of the tablet

The number of lines on the tablet

The source of the copy

The name of the owner of the tablet

The name of the scribe making the copy

The reason for making the copy?

The course of blessing

9. The date

10. Disposition of the copy

Minimally, a colophon might contain only one of the above categories’.”

PN R WD -

The Mesopotamian colophon, therefore, normally includes the name of the
scribe responsible for the copy, together with his title and genealogy, up to the
fourth generation.

Another element that frequently appears is the declaration of complete-
ness of the text. Expressions like ‘according to its original, written, checked,
and copied’ are quite common, a fact that recurs also in ancient Egyptian col-
ophons, although in this tradition the name of the scribe is seldom mentioned,
at least until the eighteenth dynasty.

The extant ancient Egyptian colophons?* date from the Middle Kingdom
to the Roman Period—although more than half of them date back to the Ra-
messide Period and has been found in Deir el Medina (Western Thebes)—and
most of them seem to have the main aim to certify the authoritativeness, com-
pleteness and therefore reliability of the text.

22 On the terminology of first millennium colophons and the reasons why a text was
copied see Pearce 1993, 185-193. According to colophons, scribal training and
practice, and reading for a pupil are among the most frequent finalities of a copy of
a text. It is possible to follow the carrier of a scribe through the colophons that he
has copied. See Verderame 2008, 51-67.

23 Leichty 1964, 147-148.

24 For Egyptian (pharaonic) colophons in general see Lenzo Marchese 2004, 359—
376; Luiselli 2004, 343-360.

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)



14 Paola Buzi

The Teaching of Amenemhat I and the Tale of Sinuhe, in some of the
manuscripts that convey them, have a colophon that reads ‘This is finished
from its beginning unto its end, as it was found’.

Not differently, the Tale of the Shipwrecked, preserved by one manu-
script only, St Petersburg, State Hermitage Museum, P. Leningrad 1115, is
closed by the following colophon, that also includes an auspice of good health
for the scribe because of his merits:

This is finished from its beginning unto its end, as it was found in a writing. It is
written by the scribe of cunning fingers, Ameni-amenaa; may he live in life wealth
and health!

Ancient Egyptian colophons never include references to the total number of
lines, the storage location or the provenance of the antigraph. Moreover, they
are not necessarily located to the end of a roll. In Ms London, British Museum,
P.Anastasi 111 the colophon precedes the last three passages:

It has come (at the end) well and with satisfaction. For the benefit of the prince (who
is) in his office, much praised by his city, messenger of the king in every foreign
country, who commands over the plain and hills, Amenemope, may he be trium-
phant. Made for him in year 3 [...], on day 28.

In the nineteenth and twentieth dynasties (c.1320-1080 BCE) the Egyptian
colophon seems to become more or less standardized, as Giuseppina Lenzo
Marchese observes:

Avec I’époque Ramesside, survient une série de changements :

— la souscription finale est désormais jw=s pw nfr m Htp « c¢’¢st venu parfaitement
en ordre » avec 1’adoption systématique du suffixe féminin =s;

— le nome de copiste est mentionné dans plusieurs exemples ;

— de nombreux manuscrits sont dédiés par des scribes assistants a leur maitres in-
troduit parfois par jr n, il est souvent question de 1’auteur de la composition et non
du copiste ;

— dans quelques cas, la mention de la date a laquelle le manuscrit a été copié appa-
rait.”

Lastly, in Demotic literature (sixth century BCE — third century CE) more at-
tention is devoted to the date of the copy and some variants of the above
described formula are elaborated.?

This brief excursus, beyond reminding us that the use of colophons is more ancient
than one may think, allows us to deduce that in the ancient Near East the need to
certify the correctness of a copy—by means of the mention of the scribe’s name and
career (Mesopotamia) or by declaring to have respected a ‘model” (Egypt)—was
perceived as an important requisite for the reliability of a text, regardless of its typol-

25 Lenzo Marchese 2004, 375.
26 Ibid. 368.

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)
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ogy, although other necessities have also their role in the use of colophons, such as
the formation of a scribe or the arrangement of a library or an archive (above all in
the case of ancient Mesopotamia). On the contrary, the hand of Mesopotamian and
Egyptian scribes does not seem to be moved by purely devotional reasons.

Differently from these ancient examples, most of the colophons of Christian
oriental manuscript traditions normally do not seem to include, within their
structural elements, the ‘seal of guarantee’ of the respect of the length of the
antigraph. In the Coptic manuscript tradition, for instance, and in particular in
Bohairic biblical manuscripts, this task is accomplished by another paratext,
that is the title, that specifies the length of the copied text (and therefore the
respect of its authoritativeness).?’

On the other hand, expressions of devotion, prayers in order to safeguard
the soul of the copyist or the commissioner (or both), eulogies, and invocation
to the Trinity are among the recurring elements of Christian oriental colo-
phons, although each tradition has also developed its own motives and com-
bination of patterns, that may also include the date and/or place of the copy,
the name of the commissioner, the destination of the manuscript, the name of
the patron, and so forth.

Particularly interesting is the motif of the excusatio for the supposed
corruption of the model, that determined the quality of the copy—an element
that recurs in Greek, Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Georgian and Christian Ar-
abic manuscripts®®—or the use of metaphors like the conclusion of the work
of copying compared to the arriving of a ship in a safe harbour.

Rarer seems to be the presence of ‘technical terminology’ that identifies
the book and its constitutive parts (quires, chapters, etc., including the colo-
phon itself),” the rhythm of copy, the place of work, and so on.

Lastly, sometimes colophons, from copy to copy, weld to the text (for
instance, in the Georgian tradition), losing the function of paratext and trans-
forming into part of the work, a phenomenon which however is not infrequent
also in the ancient Egyptian manuscript tradition.

27 Buzi 2017, 15-16.

28 Other forms of excusationes are of course possible. Particularly interesting is the
formula ‘It was written in Jerusalem in the winter season and in a hurry, so the
letters mostly appear actually arranged in a disordered way’ of the Coptic tradition.
See the contribution of Agostino Soldati.

29 For one of the few exceptions see the Greek ms Athens, Ethniké Bibliotheke tes
Hellados, 56 (Gregory-Aland Minuscule 773, von Soden A'%), tenth century, Con-
stantinople, whose colophon reads: ‘This venerable and divine book of the Gospels
contains in all 36 quaternions’ (f. 1r). For more details, see the article of Francesco
Valerio below.

COMSt Bulletin 8/1 (2022)



16 Paola Buzi

Next Desirable Steps toward an Effective Structural Analysis of Colophons

While it is evident that, despite their differences and cultural specificities, sev-
eral—if not all—manuscript traditions have felt the necessity to equip their
literary (and sometimes documentary) texts with additional data, in a way or
another related to the act of copying (data arranged in recurrent ‘information
blocks’, which in turn were organized in ‘functional blocks’, to use Marilena
Maniaci’s effective definitions in her contribution), what is still missing is a
shared terminology, that represents the conditio sine qua non for a real and
efficacious comparative structural analysis.

The task of defining such a shared terminology is so challenging that
only a long-lasting collaborative project, involving specialists of different dis-
ciplines, would likely permit to reach this ambitious goal.

At the same time, it would be necessary to have, for each manuscript
tradition, a systematic and easily searchable collection of the respective cor-
pus of colophons, which should include the complete text with the related
translation, and the marking-up of meaningful textual elements, such as the
name of scribe, the commissioner, the donor, the date of copy and any sig-
nificant recurring formula. Geographical references, prosopography elements
and technical terms related to the manufacture of the book should also be
‘isolated’, so as to contribute to the codification of the structural elements of
a colophon, at least within a specific tradition.*

Much remains to be done in this respect, but hopefully the articles that
follow—and the round table from which they derive—represent a first step
toward a real and systematic study of the colophon’s structure.
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A Short History of the Greek Colophon from the
Beginnings to Modern Times*

Francesco Valerio, Sapienza Universita di Roma

This paper focuses on that kind of paratexts usually called colophons (that is to say,
the scribes’ signatures), as they occurr in Greek manuscripts. Our inquiry follows a
diachronical and a synchronical path: on the diachronical level, we sketch the history
and development of this ‘genre’ from the first instances in the Hellenistic, Roman
and Late Antique ages down to its canonization and most widespread dissemination
in the Byzantine age (including also some modern imitations); on the synchronical
level, we analyse the structure of these paratexts, taking into account their various
components and the ways in which they are expressed and arranged together. The
theorical discussion is rooted on a vast range of examples, which are not only quoted
and commented upon in the paper, but are also conveniently assembled in an ap-
pendix, where we offer a fresh edition of the Greek texts, English translations and
detailed critical apparatuses with bibliographical references.

Und das mdge nun iiber die griechischen Unterschriften gentig-
en. Leicht konnte man davon ein ganzes Bandchen sammeln,
aber es wiirde sehr eintonig und ermiidend ausfallen
(Wattenbach 1896, 494)!

De minimis curat palaeographus; en paléographie, certains
détails a premiére vue sans importance peuvent avoir une sig-
nification et jeter une lumicre, parfois inattendue, sur 1’histoire
des manuscrits, voire sur la culture du milieu ou vivaient les co-
pistes. Les souscriptions peuvent receler des détails de ce genre
(Garitte 1962, 389)

The label ‘Greek colophons’ refers to the language in which these texts, or
rather paratexts, were written. However, if we take into account their histori-
cal, cultural and geographical context, it would be better to label them ‘Byz-
antine colophons’: indeed, the earliest dated colophon in Greek dates back

*  This study was carried out within the framework of the ERC Advanced Grant
(2015) ‘PAThs — Tracking Papyrus and Parchment Paths: An Archaeological At-
las of Coptic Literature. Literary Texts in their Geographical Context. Production,
Copying,Usage, Dissemination and Storage’, directed by Paola Buzi and hosted by
Sapienza University of Rome (grant no. 687567). The author wishes to express his
warmest thanks to the other speakers and the audience of the Rome workshop, for
the fruitful debate; to Prof. Claudio De Stefani, Prof. Lucia Floridi and Dr Frances-
ca Potenza, for a critical look at the paper in advance of publication; to Dr Paolo
Vian (Archivio Apostolico Vaticano), for a palacographical suggestion; to the staff
of the Real Biblioteca del Escorial and to Dr Elisabetta Lugato (Biblioteca Nazio-
nale Marciana, Venice), for the supply of digitized images of two manuscripts.

1 Quoting only 8 examples.
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to the year 800, in the midst of what is usually called the ‘Byzantine age’. It
is fascinating and almost symbolic that such colophon inaugurated the ninth
century, although it is obviously only a coincidence, since the chronological
system used at the time does not coincide with ours: the Byzantine dates are
expressed according to the ‘annus Mundi’, the year of the creation of the
world, which was believed to have occurred in 5508 BCE.?

It is precisely with this colophon that we can start our inquiry (see be-
low Appendix 4.1). It can be read in ms Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1666, a very famous parchment codex containing the Greek
translation of Gregory the Great’s Dialogues. This translation is traditionally
assigned to Pope Zachary, who reigned in the mid-eighth century (741-752),
just half a century before the transcription of Vat. gr. 1666, which is dated, as
we have said, to the year 800.> The codex is written in a biblical majuscule
in its phase of extreme ‘decadence’ and was copied in Italy, apparently in
the area of Rome, as argued first by Pierre Batiffol (1861-1929) and then by
Guglielmo Cavallo:* not surprisingly, after its first publication in 1880 by the
abbot Giuseppe Cozza Luzi (1837-1905), its date, place of transcription and
script have earned this manuscript a mention in every manual of Greek palae-
ography and inclusion in almost all collections of manuscript facsimiles.’

Besides the colophon, we should first mention an acrostic epigram in
33 dodecasyllables (BHG 1445z, DBBE type 4439), inscribed on f. 1r, which
is in fact a book epigram, celebrating both Gregory the Great and his Greek
translator Zachary.® Though not part of the colophon (it was clearly copied
in Vat. gr. 1666 from its antigraph, together with the text of Gregory’s Dia-

2 See Grumel 1958, 111-128. For the sake of completeness, we should however
notice that the earliest dated Greek colophon known to us is in fact that of the
(lost) archetype of the codex Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, gr. 1115, a
theological collection (see Diktyon 50711, RGK 1I 330, Evangelatou-Notara 1984,
100-101, no. 335, Evangelatou-Notara 2000, 178, no. 32): its colophon is dated
to the year 1276 but states that the manuscript was transcribed from an antigraph
dated to the year 774/775 (on the topic, see the huge monograph by Alexakis 1996).

3 On Pope Zachary’s Greek translation, see most recently Delouis 2015, 82—85, and
also below, n. 8.

4 See the relevant bibliography quoted in the first apparatus of Appendix 4.1 and
most recently Ronconi 2021.

5 In addition to the bibliography quoted in our Appendix, see the digital catalogue
of the Vatican Library (<https://opac.vatlib.it/mss/detail/Vat.gr.1666>), containing
several bibliographical references and a complete digitization of the manuscript.

6  Not included in the Appendix below. See the edition by S. G. Mercati (1919) and
most recently Bernard and Demoen 2019, 411 (who oddly enough report that the
Vatican manuscript is ‘from the year 748’, pointing out in n. 43 that Canart and
Luca ‘date the manuscript to 800’) and Ronconi 2021, 620 n. 12. The acrostic
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logues), it deserves a mention because it contains some terms and ideas which
(as we will see below) can be regarded as typical of the colophons of the sub-
sequent centuries: I mean the phrase 6 Evtuyydvov 1 Biprw, ‘the person who
uses the book’ (i.e. the reader) and the reference to the m66og, the ‘love’, the
‘desire’, which inspires the client or the scribe of a book.”

Moreover, in a later witness of Gregory’s Dialogues (Milan, Bibliote-
ca Ambrosiana, D 69 sup., Diktyon 42555, fourteenth century), our epigram
is followed by another acrostic epigram in 14 dodecasyllables (ff. 43r—44r,
BHG 1445z, DBBE type 4441), which is written by the person ‘who wrote
this whole book with a reed’ (v. 9 6Anv v Bifrov tavtnv d6vakt ypdwag)
and declares that it was Zachary himself who gave the ‘order’ (kéAevoig, v.
8) to transcribe the book.® This epigram is also significant for our inquiry,
because one may notice further typical formulas of the colophons, namely the
previously mentioned reference to the ‘order’ given to the scribe (v. 8); the
so-called toneivooic (‘humiliation’) of the scribe, who calls himself 6 tdAag,
‘wretched’ (v. 5); the prayer for the salvation of the scribe’s soul from the
eternal damnation.’

Now, if we turn our attention to the colophon of the Vat. gr. 1666 (Ap-
pendix 4.1), we may first observe that, in the middle of the work, at the end of
the second book of the Dialogues (f. 82r), below a decorative frame and the
final title, the scribe has penned a prayer, which is noteworthy for its cruci-

reads Tpnyopiov Bifrog Zayapiov Matpidpyov, ‘Gregory’s Book of Zachary the
Patriarch’.

7  See vv. 1 yavuton mdg 0 Evruyyavov T BiPAw, ‘whoever uses the book is glad’, and
24-25 60w 8¢ Ol kai Evapéte MA | dydpevog 6 Tdveopog Zayapiag, ‘the most
clever Zachary, incited by a divine love and a virtuous zeal’. The literal meaning
of the phrase évtuyydvew BifArom is ‘to light upon a book’ (the verb contains indeed
the root of toyn, ‘fate, chance’), but it is already used as a metaphor for the act of
reading in many classical Greek authors, from Plato onwards (see LSJ, s.v., III).

8  See the edition by S.G. Mercati 1919. The acrostic reads Todvvov povoyod and it is
reasonable to assume that ‘John the monk’ was the author not only of this epigram,
but also of the longer epigram previously mentioned. Mercati believed that John
was just the copyist who worked by order of Zachary, but Lauxtermann 2003, 355
(no. 8), has suggested that John was instead the actual translator of the text of the
Dialogues (it was John the Monk who did the actual translating, and not the pope
who will have had more important matters to attend to”).

9 See vv. 12-14 Xpiotov 6¢ dvcmnd taig TovTov mpecPeiong | dtav €v Ti kpioet
PEAMA® TapecTdvar | béptepog evpebijvan katadikng, ‘with his [i.e. Zachary’s] in-
tercessions, I beg Christ, when I will appear before the (heavenly) court, to be vic-
torious in the judgment’. A close parallel to this idea can be found in the colophon
of the Uspenskij Gospel (Appendix 4.2), which we are going to discuss.
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form layout and for the mixture of Latin and Greek, both written in the Greek
alphabet.!°

Finally, at the end of the fourth book of the Dialogues, on the last leaf of

the codex (f. 185v), there is the very colophon, which contains almost all the
typical elements of the Byzantine colophon, namely:

the explicit (statement of the end of the copying job), expressed with a
verb in the passive aorist (€tedel®On/éninp®bn, ‘it has been completed’,
£ypdon, ‘it has been written’), or with the formula téhoc/tépua ilnoe,
‘has come to an end’,"" the subject of which is always the book;
the mention of the book, generic, as here (BifAog/BiPpAiov, or also déAtog'?),
or with a precise indication of the author and/or work included in the co-
dex;
the date, expressed here with day, month and year, but normally includ-
ing also the indiction and sometimes even the day of the week and the
hour!*—and in some cases supplemented by historical references, such as
the mention of sovereigns ruling at the time.'*

Most likely, the f. 185v of the Vat. gr. 1666 also contained another prayer

for the scribe, similar to the one inscribed on f. 82r, but unfortunately, being
the last leaf of the codex, it is now badly damaged and only the last letters of
the participle ypayavtog (‘who has written”), inscribed vertically, are visible
above the colophon, together with a staurogram.'> However, the damage was

10
11
12
13

14

15

On such bilingual and monographic texts, see e.g. Valerio 2011, 232 and n. 15.
Compare Appendix 5.3.2, 7.2, 11.2.

Compare Appendix 5.2.1, 5.4.1, 7.2.

Compare Appendix 5.1.2 (day of the week and hour), 5.2.1 (day of the week),
5.4.2 (day of the week, with a pun between the name of Saturday, cappartov, and
the cognate verb cofpatiCetv, ‘observe the sabbath’, i.e. ‘take rest’—a similar pun
also in the colophon of the well known hagiographic and homiletic miscellany
Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 1470, f. 248v, written in the year 890
by Anastasios: see at least Diktyon 51087, Lake IV 134, RGK 11 19, Follieri 1977,
145, Evangelatou-Notara 1982, 123—124, no. 10, Constantinides 1993, 321 and n.
3, Constantinides 2003, 170 n. 4, DBBE occurrence 18694), 8.2 (hour).

Compare Appendix 8.1 (colophon of a codex transcribed in Crete, which mentions
the ruling Byzantine emperor and the tax collector then operating on the island),
8.2 (of a codex from the Southern Italy, in which, not by chance, the sovereign
mentioned is not the Byzantine emperor but the stupor mundi, Frederick 1I), 10.1
(of a Constantinopolitan codex, mentioning the ruling Byzantine emperor).

A fresh inspection of the leaf, with the aid of a UV lamp, did not bring any improve-
ment to the reading. The staurogram is centred above the colophon, the participle
yphyovrtog is vertically aligned with its right margin, while some faded and illeg-
ible letters are visible on the opposite side, vertically aligned with the left margin
of the colophon (Cozza Luzi 1880, xxiv, claimed to have read here the final title,
Bipriov 8”).
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already ancient, as attests the sixteenth-century apograph made in the Vatican
Library by the copyist Manuel Provataris (now Vatican City, Biblioteca Apos-
tolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 608, Diktyon 67239), in which the text of the last page
of the Vat. gr. 1666 is transcribed only in part.'®
We can now examine the second dated colophon (Appendix 4.2), which
takes us from Roman Italy, strongly imbued with Greek culture, to the capital
of the Byzantine Empire, precisely in the monastery of St John the Baptist t@®v
>tovdiov (in short, the Stoudios monastery), one of the most important cultur-
al centres of the middle Byzantine age.'” This colophon is dated to the year 835
and is found at the end of a copy of the Four Gospels, known as the Uspenskij
Gospels, in honour of the archimandrite Porfirij Uspenskij (1804—-1885), who
brought it to St Petersburg from the monastery of St Saba in Jerusalem (now
Saint Petersburg, Rosijskaja Nacional’naja Biblioteka, gr. 219). The codex is
written in a minuscule script which, due to its place of production, is usually
called ‘Stoudite minuscule’. In this colophon we find the three elements pre-
viously highlighted in the colophon of the Vatican Gregory (explicit, mention
of the book, date—in this case with the indiction expressed), but we also no-
tice two further typical elements of the Byzantine colophon, namely:
- the mention of the copyist (in this case the monk Nicholas), who invari-
ably uses the (previously recorded) artifice of the tameivwotg, that is the

16 On the Vat. gr. 608, see Canart 1964, 247 (no. 61). On f. 133r, the copyist tran-
scribes the text up to the end of . 185r of the Vat. gr. 1666, then leaves 2 unwritten
lines (with a {itet in the margin) and transcribes only the text of col. i1 of f. 185v
(now barely visible, the text of col. 1 being, then and now, completely lost). Final-
ly, after 4 blank lines, there is the following colophon: 1 BifAog adtn peteypdon
€K TOAOLOTATOV TPOTOTLTTOV YEYPOUUUEVOD, OG ELeyev €ig TO Téhog Thig BipAov, &v
gtel ,ctn’, ampiadiov kot (‘The present book has been transcribed from a very an-
cient model written, as it says at the end of the book, in the year 6308 [= 800], on
April 21st’). The Vat. gr. 608 was already known to Cozza Luzi, who ventured
the hypothesis that it had been written by Leone Allacci (1586—1669): see Cozza
Luzi 1880, xxii (in the Vatican copy of this volume, the words ‘Leo Allazio’ are
underlined and accompanied in the margin by a blunt pencil note, ‘nemmeno per
idea!’, which could be by the hand of cardinal Franz Ehrle [1845-1934], as kindly
suggested to me by Dr Paolo Vian).

17 On which see at least the classical treatment by Janin 1969, 430—440 (no. 31). For
the manuscript production, see Fonki¢ 1980-1982, 83-92 (§ 1), Perria 1993, Fonki¢
2000.
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self-attribution of derogatory epithets,'® or of the phrase téyo kai povoydg,
‘perhaps not even worthy of the name of monk’;"

- the prayer addressed by the copyist to the readers (here we find
again ol &vrvyydvovteg, otherwise the technical and usual term is oi
avoyu(y)vaokovteg, ‘the people who read’).?

The prayer can be either generic (‘pray for me / for the person who
wrote’, as in the Vat. gr. 1666, f. 82r),>' or more detailed: besides the Uspen-
skij Gospels, where we have a reference to the Last Judgment,”> one could
quote the colophon of Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. Pal.
gr. 44 (Appendix 5.2.1), a Psalter with catenae written in the Peloponnese at
the end of the ninth century, where the copyist hopes to ‘escape the fire of
Gehenna’.

All in all, the first two dated colophons are perfect examples of what we
can regard as the five pivotal elements of the Byzantine colophon, namely: (a)
the explicit, (b) the mention of the book, (¢) the mention of the copyist, (d) the
date (which is often combined with the place),? (e) the prayer.

Now, Byzantine colophons as such have been extensively studied from
the end of the nineteenth century onwards. Besides the manuals of Greek pal-
aecography and codicology,* we can rely on useful collections of texts, such
as the three volumes of Florentia Evangelatou-Notara,” and also on extensive
collections of facsimiles, like those of Kirsopp (1872-1946) and Silva (1898—

18 Here, and in many other instances, we find apaptorog, ‘sinner’, while another sug-
gestive term is ywpikdg or ywpikoypdapog, ‘unskilled scribe’ (such epithets are often
combined): compare Appendix 5.2.3, 6.2, 7.2, 8.2. On the tancivwoig, see Wendel
1950 and (for Christian Oriental parallels) McCollum 2015, 91 and n. 43.

19 Compare Appendix 6.2, 9 (on this phrase, see Drescher 1969, 96-97 and Lee 1970).
At times the scribe gives way to imaginative formulations, like the copyist Constantine
(Appendix 5.2.2), who calls himself ‘rich in sins but poor in righteousness’ (an echo of
LXX Prov. 19.22 kpelocwv 8¢ mtoydg dikaog 1| mhovoiog yevotng ?). Otherwise, the
self-consciousness seems to prevail and the copyist rewards himself with the title of
‘calligrapher’ (Appendix 5.1.2, 8.2, 10.1).

20 On the verb évtuyydvom, see above p. 23 and n. 7.

21 Compare Appendix 7.2, 8.1, 8.2.

22 See above, n. 9.

23 See Appendix 5.1.2, 5.2.3 (place of residence of the donor), 5.2.1, 5.3.2, 5.4.1
(place of residence of the scribe), 5.3.1, 7.2 (place of residence both of the donor
and the scribe), 7.1 (mention of the donee institution), 8.1 (mention of an official
operating in a specific place), 9 (explicit mention of the place of copying).

24 From Wattenbach 1896 and Gardthausen 1911-1913 onwards.

25 See Evangelatou-Notara 1982, Evangelatou-Notara 1984, Evangelatou-Notara
2000.
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1983) Lake, of Alexander Turyn (1900-1981), and many others.* Further-
more, starting with the groundbreaking contributions of Karl Krumbacher
(1856-1909) and Branko Grani¢, the curious reader has at his disposal a plen-
tiful supply of secondary literature, focusing both on the structural aspects of
the colophons and on their historical and social context.?’

However, attention has almost always been paid to the proper Byzantine
colophons, as if there were nothing else before the emblematic Vatican colo-
phon of the year 800. Yet, if we go back in time, when the Greek book still did
not have the form of a parchment codex, but of a papyrus roll, we will reach as
far as the Ptolemaic age, at the end of the third century BCE, and find what can
be regarded as the first Greek colophon, or at least its most direct ancestor. It
is found in a fragmentary papyrus roll, now in the collection of the Sorbonne,
extracted from a cartonnage and containing a comedy of Menander, The Si-
cyonians (P.Sorb. inv. 72 + 2272 + 2723, see Appendix 1.1). At the end of
the text, after the final title and the stichometric note, there are 3 fragmentary
lines, each of them corresponding to an iambic trimeter: in the first verse, the
readers are requested not to jeer at the script; in the second verse, the same re-
quest is formulated with reference to the leg; the third verse, which is separat-
ed from the first two by a paragraphos, had been misread and misinterpreted
by the first editors of the papyrus, but was then brilliantly restored by Kyri-
akos Tsantsanoglou, thanks to the comparison with the colophon of an early
eleventh-century codex, now in Jerusalem.® It is certainly fascinating, and
might appear at first surprising, to detect a perfect correspondence between a
text of the third century BCE and another one of more than a millennium later,
but it cannot be regarded as an unexpected phenomenon in the context of the
Greek civilization, which in its millennial development has always shown a
strong unity and continuity, a profound ‘spiritual’ cohesion.

Anyway, this proto-colophon is interesting because it contains multiple
references to the act of copying: in vv. 1-2, the ‘writing’ (ypagn)) and the leg
(oxéhoc—due the Egyptian scribes’ habit of using the legs and the tunic as

26 See Lake, Turyn 1964, Turyn 1972, Turyn 1980, and also RGK, Follieri 1969, Mar-
ava-Chatzinicolaou and Toufexi-Paschou 1978, Spatharakis 1981, Constantinides
and Browning 1993 (to mention just the works directly quoted in the present pa-
per).

27 See (at least) Krumbacher 1909, Grani¢ 1922, Grani¢ 1924, Bassi 1938, Wendel
1950, Garitte 1962, Treu 1966, Rudberg 1966, Treu 1970, Follieri 1973-1974, Wil-
son 1975, Treu 1977, Treu 1978, Eleuteri 1980, Cutler 1981, Manfredini 1984,
Atsalos 1991, Constantinides 1993, Gamillscheg 1993, Gamillscheg 1995, Con-
stantinides 2003, Ronconi 2012, Ronconi 2014, Dobrynina 2018a.

28 Complete references in the apparatus of Appendix 1.1.
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their working surface),?” and, in the last verse, ‘the three fingers’, that are

the very instrument of writing. Furthermore, this text, though small and frag-

mentary, already shows many typical and topical elements of the subsequent

Byzantine colophon.

The correspondence between v. 3 of the Menander colophon and the
colophon of the Jerusalem codex can be regarded as a sort of anticipation
of a noteworthy feature of the Byzantine colophons, namely the use of for-
mulas: stock phrases, freely used and rearranged by the scribes, for the most
part composed in dodecasyllables, the chief verse of Byzantine poetry, which
derives from the classical iambic trimeter. Section 5 of the Appendix collects
selected instances of the most frequent formulas:

- Appendix 5.1 (and 5.4.1): the formula that contrasts the transience of the
scribe’s hand with the eternity of writing. In the two earliest instances it is
attested in a somewhat brachylogical version of a single verse (Appendix
5.1.1), then it occurs in versions of 2 (Appendix 5.1.2, 5.4.1), 3 (Appendix
5.1.3), or more verses.*

- Appendix 5.2 (and 6.2): the formula that compares the completion of the
scribe’s work to the end of a journey or some other enterprise. This for-
mula is also attested in versions of 2 (Appendix 5.2.1), 3 (Appendix 5.2.2,
5.2.3, 6.2), or more lines.?!

- Appendix 5.3 (and 7.2): the invocation (in a single verse), to God as
ouvteAeoTg, ‘the person who accomplishes’, which is attested in two dif-
ferent versions with different objects, either T kahd, ‘the good works’
(Appendix 5.3.1, 5.3.3, 7.2), or 10 6\, ‘all’ (Appendix 5.3.2).%

- Appendix 5.4 (and 6.2): the etymological figure 6 ypdowv Topaypdest,
‘the scribe goes wrong’.*

- Appendix 5.5: a 3 line prayer for the scribe, the client and the reader, which
will be discussed in detail below.**

29 See Parassoglou 1979.

30 Special studies: Garitte 1962 (with Coptic, Arabic and Syriac parallels) and Atsalos
1991. See also Wattenbach 1896, 493, Gardthausen 1913, 433, G. Mercati 1941,
76, Rudberg 1966, Treu 1970, Treu 1977, 473 n. 3, Eleuteri 1980, 81-82. Armenian
parallels are offered by Sirinian 2014, 90-92, Syriac and Arabic (Garstn) parallels
by McCollum 2015, 86-91.

31 Special study: Treu 1977. See also Wattenbach 1896, 278-279, 493, Gardthau-
sen 1913, 433, Eleuteri 1980, 82—86, Manfredini 1984. Armenian parallels are
offered by Sirinian 2014, 93-95, Syriac parallels by Brock 1995, Syriac and Arabic
(Garsuni) parallels by McCollum 2015, 79-85.

32 See Wattenbach 1896, 494, Meesters 2020.

33 Special study: Atsalos 1991-1992. See also Turyn 1964, 54.

34 See Wattenbach 1896, 493, Krumbacher 1909, 399 and n. 1, Gardthausen 1913,
432.
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- Appendix 5.6 (~ 5.3.1, 8.2): a 1 line prayer from the scribe, to obtain
Christ’s favour.

At the structural level, we observe in the Menander colophon a com-
posite structure, as it is formed by two separate sections (vv. 1-2 first, then
v. 3), even materially separated by the insertion of a paragraphos. Now, it is
very common to come across Byzantine colophons which are not coherent,
but are formed by the juxtaposition, sometimes even in an inconsistent way,
of distinct elements: section 6 of the Appendix shows two examples of these
hotchpotch colophons, to which one can add (e.g.) the colophon of an early
twelfth-century codex written in Reggio Calabria (now Vatican City, Bibliote-
ca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1646, Appendix 5.4.1). Here we may observe,
one after the other: (a) the ‘signature’ of the scribe, with the usual elements
previously highlighted (explicit, mention of the book, name of the scribe,
taneivooig, date), (b) the formula of the rotting hand (see above), (¢) the
prayer for the copyist, which contains within it another formula (‘the scribe
goes wrong’: see above), and (d) the prayer for the client (another important
figure which will be discussed below).

Still on the structural level, the Menander proto-colophon attests the use
of the metrical form, which is another typical feature of the Byzantine colo-
phon. Besides the metric formulas just discussed, we have many colophons
composed entirely in verse.

Picking out from the Appendix, we may mention for example the colo-
phon of the Suda lexicon Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr.
1296 (Appendix 5.4.2), in dodecasyllables,* or that of the metaphrastic Me-
nologion Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 1553 (Appendix 5.1.3),
which combines the hand-formula in three dodecasyllables with a prayer in
six political verses.* But the most striking case is perhaps a colophon com-

35 The layout of this colophon is also noteworthy (see Turyn 1965, tab. 160 and the
digitization of the manuscript provided by the Vatican Library at <https://digi.vat-
lib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1296.pt.3>): the lines do not correspond to the metrical
units, but are arranged in order to form a cross and are written alternating black and
red ink.

36 The political verses are somewhat irregular, but still recognizable as such. As far as
I can see from the digitized images of the codex (available at <https://gallica.bnf.fr/
ark:/12148/btv1b10723346q>), the hand that penned this metrical colophon is the
same hand that added in the margins of many leaves, throughout the manuscript,
prayers, invocations, notes, glosses and corrections (see ff. 17v, 30r, 33r, 33v, 34r,
34v, 36v, 40r, 44v, 451, 65v, 68r, 691, 711, 791, 881, 1041, 114r, 1151, 1221, 1251,
128r, 1371, 147r, 150v, 156v, 1611, 1641, 167v, 168v, 173v, 174v, 184r, 185r, 191r,
192v, 1931, 195v, 2021, 2151, 216v, 2171, 219v, 2231, 2241, 2291, 229v, 239V, 2417,
242r, 245t, 250r, 250v, 2521, 252v, 2561, 283V, 287v, 299v, 300v). Though, in many
invocations, this scribe calls himself ypagevg, his hand is quite different from the
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posed by the monk Maximos Planoudes (c.1255-1305), the most famous
‘scribe and scholar’ of the Palacologan age (Appendix 11.1):% it is indeed a
short poem in 27 hexameters which however, on account of a curious hazard
of the tradition, is no longer preserved within the manuscript for which it was
composed (a nomokanon, now lost), but is contained in three later miscellane-
ous manuscripts. Though expressed in stylized terms and in a bombastic tone,
all the components of the Byzantine colophon are clearly recognizable in this
text: the explicit (vv. 1-3), the mention of the book (vv. 4-6 and again 18-21),
the mention of the client (vv. 7-17), the prayer, ending with the mention of the
scribe (vv. 22-27).

But there are also many instances of prosimetric colophons, in which a
text in prose is accompanied by the usual metrical formulas.*®

Finally, on a topical level, we stumble here upon the first occurrence of
the topos of the copyist’s excusatio, the ‘justification’.** This topos is usually
part of the prayer and is often accompanied by the formula ‘the scribe goes
wrong’, with which it is clearly connected.

In its simplest form, it is a request for forgiveness for mistakes
(opdhpata) made during the copy: compare for example the colophon of
a late eleventh-century Gospel Lectionary, probably copied in Greece (now
Athens, EOvucn Biprodnkn thic EALGdoc, 180, Appendix 5.1.2), in which the
scribe Andrew, though calling himself a ‘calligrapher’, apologizes for every
error occurring in the text, ‘even a slight one’.

Otherwise, the request for indulgence may be accompanied by an in-
vitation to the readers to correct (d10pB6m) the errors themselves, as in the
colophon of a codex containing the Homilies on the Genesis by St John Chry-
sostom, probably copied in Southern Italy at the beginning of the fourteenth
century (now Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, C 209 inf., Appendix 6.2): ‘And
you who read, if any error occurs, correct it and do not curse in the name of
the Lord, because the scribe goes wrong’.*

Sometimes, the excusatio can take on, one could say, baroque nuances
(by no means alien to the Byzantine culture), as in the colophon of Vatican
City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 648 (Appendix 9), containing
the Commentary to the Pauline Epistles by Theophylact of Bulgary: the scri-

hand of the main text: therefore I am inclined to suppose that the ‘John the priest’,
author both of the colophon we are dealing with and of the marginal notes, was not
the scribe of the codex, but a reader or corrector.

37 Arecent overview on Planoudes is provided by Pontani 2015, 409—415 (§ 4.4).

38 Compare Appendix 5.1.2,5.2.1,5.2.2,5.2.3,5.3.1,53.2,54.1,6.2,7.2,8.2.

39 Compare v. 1 of the Menander colophon (Appendix 1.1): ‘Do not jeer at the script
[...].

40 Note the use of the formula ¢ ypdowv mapaypdeet.
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be, native of Rhodes, worked in Jerusalem during the winter of 1232 and
complains about the poor quality of his script ascribing it to the unfavourable
wintry season and to the haste with which he had to work, and then, in a cryp-
tographic note, he even blames the scribe of the antigraph for the great pain
caused by his carelessness.*!

Let us now leave the Menander colophon and consider instead a frequent
element of the Greek papyrus rolls, which is not a part of the text but a critical
sign: the so-called coronis (kopwvig), the ‘marginal flourish’ which was used
to mark the end of a work or a section of a work.*> The coronis deserves to be
mentioned here because, on at least two occasions, it has become, one could
say, a part of the text in its own right.

I refer first of all to an epigram by Meleager of Gadara (Anthologia
Palatina 12.257, Appendix 1.2), a late Hellenistic poet, author of epigrams
and editor of a collection of epigrams by himself and by other poets, named
Ytépovog (‘Garland’). This epigram must have concluded the Garland and
contains some elements which we have previously identified as typical of
the colophon, such as the explicit (v. 1) and the mention of the author and the
work (vv. 3-6).

The other text is a humbler epigram in four iambic trimeters (Appen-
dix 1.3), inscribed at the end of an opistograph papyrus roll now in London
(P.Lond.Lit. 11 = P.Lond. inv. 136): the recto (along the fibres) contains some
accounts of the Augustan age, while the verso (across the fibres) has been
reused for the transcription of books 3—4 of the liad and of our epigram.*
The coronis, speaking in the first person as in Meleager’s epigram, calls itself
‘guardian of letters’ (ypappdtov oAag, v. 1) and this phrase clearly echoes
the beginning of Meleager’s epigram (£pkoDpog YpomTaig TIGTOTATO GEAIGLY,
‘most trusty keeper of the bounds of written columns’, v. 2), where the idea
is the same, but is expressed in a more convoluted turn of phrase and with a
more refined lexicon.** The second verse of the papyrus epigram contains a

41 The codex is indeed written in a small and compressed hand, rich in ligatures and
abbreviations (see Turyn 1964, tab. 6, Follieri 1969, tab. 49).

42 See the pivotal study by Stephens 1959 (quotation from p. 3). See most recently Al-
brecht and Matera 2017, 8—10 (further bibliography in n. 6) and Dobrynina 2018b.

43 It is however to be stressed that the epigram is written on an additional papyrus
sheet pasted at the end of the Homeric roll but detached from another roll (the
accounts on its recto are different from those on the recto of the Homeric text): see
Milne 1927, Schironi 2010, 112.

44 No wonder Meleager’s epigram is composed in ‘solemn’ elegiac distichs, while
the papyrus epigram is in iambic trimeters, which was traditionally regarded as
a ‘colloquial’ metre (Aristot. Poet. 1449a.25). In v. 2 of Meleager’s epigram, the
codex unicus (Heidelberg, Universititsbibliothek, Pal. gr. 23, Diktyon 32453, tenth
century) has the vox nihili opkovpog and the editors have unanimously accepted the
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reference to the copying activity (‘the reed wrote me, the right hand and kne-
e’),® while vv. 3—4 provide us with the first attestation of another fopos of the
Byzantine colophon, the anathema, the curse hurled against whoever damages
or steals a book.* Among the many possible instances, one could recall the
colophon of a Cypriot Menologion of the early twelfth century (now Paris,
Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 1531, Appendix 7.2): it is noteworthy
for its composite and prosimetric structure, starts with one of the standard
formulas and ends with a furious anathema, which sends every possible thief
down to hell, ‘with Jude the traitor and the other apostates’.

A chapter in the prehistory of the Byzantine colophon, which requires
now at least a brief mention, is that of the late antique biblical codices, name-
ly the Sinaiticus (Appendix 2.1), containing the Old and New Testament, the
Marchalianus (Appendix 2.2), containing the Prophets, and the Coislinianus
(Appendix 2.3), containing portions of the Pauline Epistles (the codex is
fragmentary and heavily damaged). The Sinaiticus is usually assigned to the
fourth century and is regarded as the most perfect instance of the canonical
biblical majuscule,*” while the Coislinianus is assigned to the sixth century
and exemplifies the later development of the biblical majuscule (the so-called
phase of decadence of the canon).*® The Marchalianus is written in a stylized

emendation £pxodpoc, proposed by Claude de Saumaise (Salmasius, 1588—-1653),
which however is a hapax. Yet the emendation oikovpdg (“housekeeper’), proposed
by Gigante 1978, is equally fitting from the palacographical point of view and
provides an adequate sense without being a hapax (it is also interesting to observe
that in the ancient lexicography the term oikovpdg is explained with gOAag, that
is the term used in v. 1 of the iambic epigram as an equivalent of the Meleagrean
£pkolpog/oikovpdc: see Synagoge o 47 Cunningham).

45 To be compared with vv. 1-2 of the Menander epigram, discussed above (Appendix
1.1).

46 Special study (covering both the Greek and the Latin Middle Ages): Drogin 1983.

47 See at least the recent overview by Parker 2010. Brent Nongbri has most recently
argued for a dating within a time span between the early fourth and the early fifth
century, but the dated early fifth-century examples of ‘cursive’ scripts, that he quo-
tes for comparison, do not seem to me very similar to the ‘cursive’ marginal notes
inscribed in the Codex Sinaiticus: see Nongbri 2022 (especially figs. 3—4).

48 See Cavallo 1967, 82 and n. 5. Archaeometric analyses recently carried out on the
manuscript revealed that its diacritics have been inscribed by the first hand and
not, as was previously supposed, by the hand of the later restorer: therefore Elina
Dobrynina maintains that ‘using a systematic approach for dating majuscule manu-
scripts on the basis of diacritical marks as proposed by Boris L. Fonkich, the lower
text [i.e. the first hand of the text] should be assigned to the period from the end of
eighth to the end of ninth century’ (Dobrynina 2020, 147). The issue needs perhaps
some further inquiry and for the time being I rely on the traditional sixth century
dating.
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and calligraphic bimodular Alexandrian majuscule and can be dated with a
fair degree of certainty between the seventh and the eighth century.®

The colophons of the Sinaiticus and the Marchalianus are very well
known texts and have been thoroughly studied by many scholars, above all
the cardinal Giovanni Mercati (1866—1957).%° Therefore this is not the place
to dwell on them and to stress again their importance for the reconstruction of
the philological activity of Eusebios and Pamphilos, who worked in Caesarea
of Palestine resuming the biblical studies of Origen. We could just point out
the presence in these texts of many technical terms of the philological domain,
such as dvtipdAiie (‘to collate”), petarapupdve (‘to transcribe’), S10pBo® (‘to
correct’), vmoonpeiwolg (‘annotation’), dvtiypagpov and oyoéAov, which do
not need translation.

The colophon of the Coislinianus (Appendix 2.3) deserves a closer in-
spection because, after the first section devoted to the transcription of the
codex,’ there are two short texts, both introduced by a title written in red
ink. At a first glance, it is evident that the first text, the mpocpdvnoig (the
address of the book to the reader), is nothing more than a heavy, yet still
recognizable, reworking of the iambic epigram on the coronis, contained in
the London papyrus:*? indeed, we have here another early example of a com-
posite colophon, including some formular expressions. The second text, the
avtippaoctg (the reader’s reply to the book), is incomplete at the end, because
it continued on the next leaf of the codex, which unfortunately is now lost.
Yet, after the edition of the fragments of the Coislinianus, provided in 1890 by
Henri Omont (1857-1940), Albert Ehrhard (1862—1940) pointed out in 1891
that the dialogue between the book and the reader is preserved in its entirety
in a thirteenth-century Gospel codex, copied in Sicily and now in Naples.*
Then, in 1925, Ernst von Dobschiitz (1870-1934), exploiting the Nachlass of
Caspar René Gregory (1846—-1917), was able to add another witness of this cu-

49 See Cavallo 1975, 48, 51.

50 See G. Mercati 1941, 1-48.

51 In which note the occurrence of at least two canonical elements of the colophon:
the mention of the book (‘I have written [...] this book of the Apostle Paul’) and the
scribe’s prayer (‘I apologize for my daring act, in order to obtain the indulgence by
means of the prayer for me’). On the connection of this colophon with the biblical
studies of Euthalios, see the classical treatment of Robinson 1895 and, most recent-
ly, Willard 2009 and Blomkvist 2012.

52 See Appendix 1.3 and above. Robinson 1895, 4, many years before the publication
of the London papyrus (Milne 1927), analysing the colophon of the Coislinianus,
shrewdly o