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MAPPING EPIGRAPHIC METHODOLOGICAL LITERATURE
THROUGH CITATION NETWORKS

1. INTRODUCTION

Epigraphy, as a field of study at the crossroads of several disciplines, does
not have a prominent methodological tradition, unlike other historical aca-
demic disciplines such as History, Philology and Archaeology. Nevertheless,
several scholars over the decades have felt the need to tackle methodological
questions. A special focus was devoted, not so much to methods — mostly de-
rived from philology and archaeology — as to the nature of the object of study.

The most acknowledged object of study is the epigraph, of course, i.e. a
written text normally inscribed on a durable material and made to be directly
read by an audience. Despite this apparently easy definition, the overall lan-
dscape is manifold. For instance, texts on durable objects like coins are seldom
studied by epigraphists and fall within Numismatics. Ostraka, i.e. fragments
of pottery carrying short texts, are often studied by papyrologists. Even within
the traditional Epigraphy, variability can be significant, as fixed epigraphs on
monuments are very different from instrumenta domestica. This high variability
in the nature of what can be considered an epigraph has prompted questions
and doubts among scholars, as well as several attempts to precisely define it.

The research carried out during the H2IOSC project (https://www.h2iosc.
cnr.it/) at ISPC-CNR laid the ground for the present work (SCARPA, VALENTE,
Ross12025). The exact definition of the epigraphic object, one of the special
focuses of a pilot project within H2IOSC, and a central concept during the
process of creating an ontology for Heritage Science, proved to be particularly
challenging and prompted further research on the nature of epigraphs and
ultimately of Epigraphy itself. Within this frame, this paper aims to analyse
a selection of the most relevant methodological works in Epigraphy using
bibliographic references and citation networks to provide a first preliminary
survey of the interest in methodological issues among epigraphists.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

A citation network analysis was the chosen approach. A citation net-
work allows for the analysis and visualization of the reciprocal citations in
scientific literature, finding foundational works, trends and communities while
mapping targeted scientific fields. A pool of twenty-eight core bibliographic
resources was selected for this aim (WALTZING 1892; Riccr 1898; CALABI
LIMENTANI 1968, 1996; MALLON 1961; FAVREAU 1969, 1989; PETRUCCI
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1981, 1994; Susint 1982, 1989; Garcia Loso 1991, 2001; BanTtr 1995;
Panciera 1998, 2012; pE SANTIAGO FERNANDEZ 2004, 2020; RAMIREZ
SANCHEZ 2005; PANCIERA et al. 2006; KocH 2007; VELAZQUEZ SORIANO
2008; RopriGUEZ SUAREZ 2012; Grosst 2016; FELLE 2017, 2022; BODEL
2023; TepescHI 2023). The selection criteria were mainly grounded on the
presence within them of methodological sections that discuss the nature of
epigraphic sources, the methods, and the scope of the discipline. The cited
references in these sources were manually inserted into a Zotero collection;

Fig. 1 — Complete citation network. Legend: green = AI_E; orange = AI_A; red = AI_N. The twenty-
eight selected contributions are arranged in circle. The DE Navascugs, GOMEZ MORENO 1953 node
is shown as deNavascues1953.
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manual retrieval was chosen instead of an automatic extraction from OCR
digital texts due to the high heterogeneity of citations that — especially for
references older than fifty years — are often partial or missing many elements.
Unpublished or in-press texts, theses, manuscripts, large epigraphic corpora
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Fig. 2 — Modified citation network. The red edge of some nodes shows that those sources are directly
related to the ‘exposed writing’ topic. The bE NavAascUEs, GOMEZ MORENO 1953 node is shown
as deNavascues1953.
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such as the CIL, academic lectures or generic citations of names of series and/
or journals were not considered.

At the same time, a table representing reciprocal citations was manually
created. Another table containing tags added in the Zotero collection to enrich
it with information about chronological periods and the general topic of the
publications was exported. Both tables were subsequently uploaded into the
software Gephi 0.11, creating a network of 1249 nodes - i.e. distinct biblio-
graphic sources —and 1571 edges —i.e. the connections between the sources. The
whole collection was subsequently evaluated using the Large Language Model
(LLM) Claude Sonnet 4.6 — by Anthropic, 2025/26, accessed via claude.ai — to
identify which works could be considered as ‘epigraphic studies’ and which could
not. The analysis comprised automated parsing of RIS-format bibliographic data,
web-based verification of selected records, and systematic thematic classification
of 1249 bibliographic references. The automatic classification provided three
categories: Al_E for epigraphic studies, AI_A for studies from adjacent disciplines
and topics, and AI_N for non-epigraphic studies. The use of Al was justified by
the need to obtain a sort of ‘objective’ classification of what can be considered
epigraphic and what cannot. When directly asked, Claude Sonnet 4.6 defined
an epigraphic study as «the analysis of inscriptions as primary historical sources,
examining their textual content, material support, graphic execution, social
function, and original context of display, with the aim of extracting historical,
linguistic, cultural, or archaeological knowledge that cannot be obtained from
other document types» and these criteria were used for the classification. The
LLM drew on the analysis of the following elements, also using web resources:
title, parent publications, authors’ profiles, abstracts, journal or series titles and
publishing information. Results can be viewed in Fig. 1.

The estimated indegree value —i.e. the number of connections (edges) that
point to a given node in the network — for each node suggested removing those
nodes with a value < 2, except for the twenty-eight selected resources that were
considered regardless of their indegree values, as some of the most recent works
lack any citation. This step reduced the network to 176 nodes and 497 edges.
The Girvan-Newman algorithm (GirRvan, NEwMAN 2002), which is normally
considered more appropriate for small networks, was used to estimate the clu-
stering, resulting in seven distinct clusters. The final visualization of the network
was created using the ForceAtlas 2 algorithm as shown in Fig. 2.

3. DiscussioN

Some trends and considerations can be drawn from this bibliometric
analysis. The twenty-eight selected contributions were published between 1892
and 2023. However, most of them were produced starting from the second
half of the 20th century, with a clear acceleration from the 1980s. This trend
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suggests that the interest of the scientific community in the methodological
issues related to epigraphy has increased over the last fifty years. Most of the
contributions belong to the subfields of Classical (39%) and Medieval (32%)
epigraphy, although a relevant percentage (18 %) consists of methodological
works without an explicit reference period.

Among the other contributions cited by the selected works, the majority
belongs to Classical and Medieval Epigraphy as well, which is unsurprising
given that most of the citing references come from the same areas. Regarding
the first subfield, most of the attention is paid to well-known manuals (CAGNAT
1914; SusiNt 1966); the presence of a manual on Latin Palaeography (MALLON
1952) shows how the boundaries between these two disciplines are blurred. Me-
dieval Epigraphy is represented by one of the most relevant works by FAVREAU
(1979). Another relevant presence is that of the key lecture by DE Navascugs,
GOMEZ MORENO (1953); its importance lies not only in the invitation to wi-
den Epigraphy’s boundaries, but also in the fact that it is probably one of the
first expressly methodological contributions. The preponderance of Classical
Epigraphy is reversed when considering a specific aspect of epigraphic studies,
i.e. ‘exposed writing’, a concept originally coined by PETrRUCCT (1980, 1986).

The clustering revealed six main groups. Some of them are very homo-
geneous: cluster 1, mostly composed of 19th century works, belongs almost
entirely to Classical Epigraphy, versus Medieval Epigraphy as do clusters 0 and
3. Clusters 2 and 5 prominently belong to Medieval Epigraphy, while clusters 4
and 6 tend to be mixed. Their position is also indicative. Clusters 1-3 and 5 are
generally peripheral and independent, while clusters 0 and 6 are clearly at the
centre of the network and share many connections with all the other clusters;
they also contain the majority of the most cited contributions of the network.
Cluster 4, which also has a peripheral position, is more intertwined with clu-
sters 5 and 6. Although some more isolated clusters exist (1 and, partly, 2 and
3), the overall picture shows a relatively compact distribution that suggests a
reciprocal awareness of the most important contributions in the field. The role
of Petrucci’s works is also interesting; the presence of his six works, including
those on ‘exposed writing’, a key concept in the definition of the object of study
in Epigraphy, across four different clusters is a clue of its relevance for different
communities for what concerns methodological issues. Other authors whose
presence spans more than two clusters are Augusto Campana, Arthur Ernest
Gordon, Ernst Willibald Emil Hiibner, Walter Koch and Jean Mallon.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Despite some undeniable biases — such as the relatively limited size of
the input pool, the use of Al for automatic classification, and the presence of
recent works that still do not yet have an impact on citations — the network
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analysis of a group of bibliographic resources derived from key contributions
in the epigraphic field has allowed us to draw some preliminary conclusions.
The fact that only 176 out of 1249 total contributions were considered for
the final analysis suggests that the core of relevant studies for epigraphic
methodology is relatively well defined. Part of this core is composed by
foundational works in Epigraphy, such as those of CAGNAT’s (1914), MAL-
LON’s (1952), SusinI’s (1966) and FAVREAU’s (1979) works, but a relevant
role is also played by more specific contributions (DE Navascuts, GOMEZ
Moreno 1953; PETrRUCCT 1981) on the nature and scope of Epigraphy, as
well as on its connections with adjacent disciplines such as Palaeography.
The centralized network and the presence of mixed clusters seem to suggest
that contributions from other epigraphic fields are generally considered as
useful regardless of the local contexts or chronological periods, presenting
a landscape where disciplinary boundaries are not insurmountable barriers.
The constant updating of the network will allow us to maintain the current
picture of methodological studies in Epigraphy.

RiccARDO VALENTE

Istituto di Scienze del Patrimonio Culturale - CNR
riccardo.valente@cnr.it

Acknowledgements

This research was supported by the H2IOSC Project — Humanities and cultural
Heritage Italian Open Science Cloud funded by the European Union NextGenera-
tionEU — National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP) — Mission 4 ‘Education
and Research’ Component 2 ‘From research to business’ Investment 3.1 ‘Fund for
the realization of an integrated system of research and innovation infrastructures’
Action 3.1.1 ‘Creation of new research infrastructures strengthening of existing ones
and their networking for Scientific Excellence under Horizon Europe’ - Project code
IR0000029 — CUP B63C22000730005. Implementing Entity CNR. The author wants
to thank Erica Scarpa and Irene Rossi for their advice and support.

REFERENCES

BanTi O. 1995, Epigrafia medioevale e paleografia. Specificita dell’analisi epigrafica, «Scrittura
e civilta», 19, 31-51.

BobpeL J.P. 2023, Epigraphic culture and the epigraphic mode, in R. BENEFIEL, C.M. KEESLING
(eds.), Inscriptions and the Epigraphic Habit: The Epigraphic Cultures of Greece, Rome,
and Beyond, Leiden, BRILL, 1-44 (https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004683129).

CAGNAT R.L.V. 1914, Cours d’epigraphie latine, Paris.

CaraBt LIMENTANTI L. 1968, Epigrafia latina (3t ed.), Milano, Istituto Editoriale Cisalpino-La
Goliardica.

CALABI LIMENTANI 1. 1996, Linee per una storia del manuale di epigrafia latina (dall’ Agustin
al Cagnat), «Epigraphica», 58, 9-34.

FAVREfl\g li 11926491’8 L épigraphie médiévale, «Cahiers de civilisation médiévale (Xe-XII¢ siecles)»,

404


mailto:riccardo.valente@cnr.it
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004683129

Mapping epigraphic methodological literature through citation networks

FAVREAU R. 1979, Les inscriptions médiévales, Turnhout, Brepols.

FAavrReAU R. 1989, L’épigraphie médiévale: naissance et développement d'une discipline,
«Comptes rendus des séances de I’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres», 133,
2, 328-363.

FeLLE A.E. 2017, Casi di epigrafi funerarie ‘non esposte’: alcune considerazioni, «Studi Me-
dievali», 58, 579-606.

FeLLE A.E. 2022, Scritture esposte e graffiti. Alcune note di riflessione, in La dimensione spaziale
della scrittura esposta in eta medievale. Discipline a confronto. Atti del Convegno di studio
(Napoli 2020), Spoleto, Fondazione Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo, 1-14.

Garcia LoBo V. 1991, Los medios de comunicacién social en la Edad Media: la comunicacion
publicitaria. Leccion inaugural curso académico 1991-92, Ledn, Universidad de Leon.

Garcia LoBo V. 2001, La epigrafia medieval. Cuestiones de método, in M. Ruiz TRAPERO
(ed.), Centenario de la Catedra de Epigrafia y Numismadtica, Universidad Complutense
de Madrid 1900/01-2000/01, Madrid, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, 77-119.

GIrvAN M., NEwMAN M.E.]. 2002, Community structure in social and biological networks,
«Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences», 99, 12, 7821-7826 (https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.122653799).

Grosst M. 2016, ETPAYEN AE KAI TITAON O IIAATOX (Gv 19,19). Verso una nuova
definizione di iscrizione, «Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik», 197, 85-95.

Kocu W. 2007, Inschriftenpaliographie des abendlindischen Mittelalters und der friiheren
Neuzeit: Friith-und Hochmittelalter 1. Auflage, Historische Hilfswissenschaften Band
002, Gottingen, Bohlau Verlag Wien (https://doi.org/10.7767/boehlau.9783205160854).

MaLLoN J. 1952, Paléographie romaine, Madrid, CSIC.

MaLLoN ]J. 1961, Larchéologie des monuments graphiques, «Revue Historique», 226, 2,
297-312.

DE NAvVAScUES J.M., GOMEZ MoORENO M. 1953, El concepto de epigrafia. Consideraciones
sobre la necesidad de su ampliacion, Madrid, Aldus.

PANCIERA S. 1998, Epigrafia: una voce soppressa, «Archeologia Classica», 50, 313-330.

PANCIERA S. 2012, What is an inscription? Problems of definition and identity of an historical
source, «Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik», 183, 1-10.

PANCIERA S., Eck W., MANACORDA D., TEDEscHI C. 2006, Questioni di metodo. 1l monu-
mento iscritto come punto d’incontro tra epigrafia, archeologia, paleografia e storia (a
proposito dei primi tre volumi di Supplementa Italica — Imagines), «Scienze dell’Anti-
chita», 13, 633-660.

PetrUCCI A. 1980, La scrittura fra ideologia e rappresentazione, in Storia dell’arte italiana.
IX. Grafica e immagine, Torino, Einaudi, 3-123.

PeTRUCCT A. 1981, Epigrafia e Paleografia. Inchiesta sui rapporti fra due discipline, «Scrittura
e civilta», 5, 265-312.

PeTRUCCI A. 1986, La scrittura. Ideologia e rappresentazione, Torino, Einaudi.

PeTRUCCI A. 1994, s.v. Epigrafe, in Enciclopedia dell’ Arte Medievale, V, Roma, Istituto della
Enciclopedia Italiana Treccani, 819-825.

RaMIREZ SANCHEZ M. 2005, El concepto de Epigrafia. Consideraciones sobre la necesidad
de su ampliacion, cincuenta anos después, «Signo. Revista de Historia de la Cultura
Escrita», 15, 47-76.

Riccr S. }898, Epigrafia latina. Trattato elementare con esercizi pratici e facsimili illustrativi,
Milano.

RoDRIGUEZ SUAREZ N. 2012, Un repaso a través de los conceptos de Epigrafia e inscripcion,
«Documenta & Instrumenta - Documenta et Instrumenta», 10, 147-154 (https://doi.
org/10.5209/rev_DOCU.2012.v10.40488).

DE SANTIAGO FERNANDEZ J. 2004, La epigrafia: evolucion conceptual y metodoldgica, «Do-
cumenta & Instrumenta - Documenta et Instrumenta», 1, 203-220.

405


https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.122653799
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.122653799
https://doi.org/10.7767/boehlau.9783205160854
https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_DOCU.2012.v10.40488
https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_DOCU.2012.v10.40488

R. Valente

DE SANTIAGO FERNANDEZ J. 2020, Método y fuentes en los estudios epigrdficos, in El patri-
monio bibliogrdfico y documental. Diferentes metodologias de investigacion, idénticos
objetivos, Madrid, Editorial Fragua, 13-42.

ScarrA E., VALENTE R., Ross1 1. 2025, Modeling an Ontology for Heritage Science: Challenges
and Key Strategies (https://doi.org/10.5281/ZENODO.18505398).

Susini G.C. 1966, Il lapicida romano. Introduzione all’epigrafia latina, Bologna, Arti grafiche
Tamari.

Susint G.C. 1982, Epigrafia romana, Roma, Jouvence.

Susint G.C. 1989, Le scritture esposte, in G. CAVALLO, P. FEDELI, A. GIARDINA (eds.), Lo
spazio letterario di Roma antica, vol. 2. La circolazione del testo, Roma, Salerno Edi-
trice, 271-305.

TepescHI C. 2023, Epigrafi, graffiti, scritture esposte: una nota terminologica, «Scripta:
an international journal of codicology and palaeography», 16, 235-255 (https:/doi.
0rg/10.19272/202308901008).

VELAZQUEZ SORIANO 1. 2008, Los estudios epigrdficos: cuestion de métodos interdisciplinares,
«Pyrenae», 39, 1, 7-41.

WALTZING J.P. 1892, Le recueil général des inscriptions latines (Corpus inscriptionum latina-
rum) et I’épigraphie latine depuis 50 ans, Louvain.

ABSTRACT

The boundaries of epigraphy have long remained the subject of implicit assumptions
rather than explicit metho o%ogical reflection. While the discipline is traditionally associated
with the study of inscriptions, the range of objects, media, practices, and analytical approaches
encompassed by epigraphic research has expanded considerably over time, raising questions
about the field’s conceptual limits and internal coherence. This article investigates how method-
ological literature has contributed to defining and negotiating the scope of epigraphy. Drawing
on citation network analysis, the study examines a corpus of methodological contents that have
shaped discussions on the nature, aims, and objects of epigraphic inquiry. By reconstructing

atterns of citation and intellectual influence, the article identifies major clusters of scholarship,

ighlights key reference works, and explores the relationships among different methodological
traditions. Rather than treating disciplinary boundaries as fixed or self-evident, the network
perspective reveals them as the product ofy ongoing scholarly interactions and debates. The
results suggest that epigraphy is characterized by a plurality of methodological orientations
that converge around a shared concern for inscribed texts.
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