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After centuries of printed books, we moderns have become used to printed pages 
where the visual organization of space clearly subordinates notes to text by using 
a smaller type size and confining them to the lower part of the textblock. We 
might find it strange at first that medieval scribes never discovered the conven-
ience of footnotes.1 In manuscripts the various possible forms of what we could 
term ‘accessory texts’ do not occupy a single standard position: occasional anno-
tations, sporadic glosses, or systematic commentaries are situated in different 
parts of the page according to a plurality of arrangements. 
The popularity of specific solutions varied according to the period, the context, 
and the content of the works; the same solutions can be found in chronologically 
or spatially distant texts, as well as different solutions in different versions of the 
same text.2 

Among the various types of association between text and commentary, gloss-
ing, or notes, the simplest case is that of continuous commentaries written on a 
roll or in a codex separate from the reference text; in all other cases text and com-
mentary are found in the same book, resulting in a number of different layouts. 
Here is a summary list of the most widespread combinations: 
– codices with commentaries entirely written after the main text (reproducing 

or not reproducing its layout) 

|| 
First published as Maniaci, Marilena (2006), ‘Words within Words: Layout Strategies in some 
Glossed Manuscripts of the Iliad’, in Manuscripta, 50, 2: 241–268. 
 
This paper reproduces, with slight variations and revisions, the text of a talk given at the Thirty-
Second Annual Saint Louis Conference on Manuscript Studies (14–15 October 2005) at Saint 
Louis University in a session on codicology sponsored by The Bibliographical Society of America. 
I am very grateful to Gregory Pass, the organizer of this session, for having invited me to partic-
ipate and for offering the opportunity to publish my contribution in this journal. 
|| 
1 See Grafton 1997. 
2 For an updated bibliography on the layout of commentaries in manuscript books, see Maniaci 
2006. The references given in the following footnotes will therefore be limited to a bare mini-
mum. 
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– codices with more or less extensive portions of text and commentary alter-
nating within the written area (laid out full page or in two columns) 

– codices with text and commentary closely interwoven within the written area 
in juxtaposing blocks of various size and form, creating a sort of ‘check pat-
tern’ 

– codices with commentary written in between the lines of the main text 
– codices with commentary written in columns positioned to the right or (less 

commonly) the left or on both sides of the main text, in which case the com-
mentary can be either within the boundaries of the written area or in the mar-
gins 

– codices with full page or two-column layouts where the commentary forms 
an open or closed frame (or alternatively two half-frames), taking up part or 
all of the margins. 

The reality of manuscripts is, as always, much more varied and unpredictable. It 
is further complicated by the stratification through time of annotations belonging 
to different hands, periods, contexts, and purposes that had to be fitted within 
whatever space was left on the page. In fact, recent research has suggested the 
limited use of a purely formal study of manuscript layout3and highlighted the 
greater interest of an in-depth analysis of the various ways in which scribes syn-
chronized texts and glosses and were able to address the difficulties encountered 
in their work. 

In this regard, it is evident that some methods of linking text and commen-
tary were more problematic for scribes than others and are, therefore, of greater 
interest to codicologists. Two formats stand out at first glance for their complex-
ity: the ‘check’ layout and the ‘frame’ layout. The difference between the two lay-
outs is not solely visual; in fact, they entail two quite different working methods. 
The ‘open’ form of the check layout sets (almost) no limit to the extent of text and 
commentary to be copied on a single page, but requires the scribe meticulously 
to copy both of them together—page by page and block by block. The check lay-
out, however, makes it easy for the scribe to supplement the commentary with 
additional material by extending at will the number and length of the glosses 
contained on each page. Alternatively, the frame layout is a ‘closed’ form; it iso-
lates the commentary from the text, limiting it to marginal spaces that, while var-
ying to some extent in size from one codex to the other, remain in any case pre-
determined and cannot be adapted to the needs of the moment. The ‘exegetic 
capacity’ of the frame layout is therefore limited to the capacity of the margins. 

|| 
3 As proposed by Powitz 2005. 
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On the positive side, however, the frame layout allows scribes the freedom of de-
ciding whether to transcribe the commentary along with the main text or in a sep-
arate stage. In short, both forms have specific advantages and disadvantages, the 
results of which can be shown only through an in-depth analysis of individual 
pages. 

1 Commented Homeric codices 

In Byzantine book production we have evidence of the (probably widespread) use 
of frame layout for majuscule codices from late Antiquity.4 Frame layout was also 
widely adopted in minuscule codices from the 9th to the 12th century, after which 
it virtually disappeared, giving way to simpler layouts. The reason for the decline 
of the frame layout lies probably in the decreasing size of codices from the end of 
the Comnenian age, which 244 made the smaller margins unsuited to large quan-
tities of text.5 The frame layout was particularly used in the so-called catena 
(chain) of scriptural texts, a specific form of exegesis based on the linking of ex-
cerpts from the Fathers and early ecclesiastical writers.6 However, it was already 
common early on in the commentaries of profane texts, both in prose and poetry. 
The annotations in the margins of classical Greek texts, however, are usually too 
few and discontinuous to be considered a running commentary, or they appear 
only in the first pages of the codex.7 In most cases, the tradition of such commen-
taries does not demonstrate sufficient stability and is often attested by a single 
witness.  

Commentaries on Homer, especially the Iliad, represent a significant excep-
tion, both for the quantity of surviving witnesses and for the relative stability of 
the commentary (for extent and content). Especially rich is the tradition of the so-
called scholia vetera of the Iliad, consisting of 25 manuscripts (to which must be 
added the fragments attested in papyri), which has been documented in a 

|| 
4 Basic updated bibliography on the relation of text and commentary in Greek papyri and late 
Antique codices can be found in Messeri / Pintaudi 2002. 
5 On the dimensions and layout of Byzantine parchment codices, see Maniaci 2002a. 
6 Despite intensive research, the history of the catena does not seem to be fully explained, both 
from the textual and codicological point of view. Dorival 1986, makes an interesting effort to take 
both aspects in account, but his conclusions require careful evaluation. 
7 As it happens in Arethas’s copy of Aristotle: Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Cod. 
Urb. gr. 35; see Follieri 1969, pl. 18. 
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monumental and extremely accurate edition by Hartmut Erbse.8 Though this is 
not the appropriate context to discuss the complex details of the composition of 
Homeric scholia, a glance at the stemma (Fig. 1) is enough to observe that four of 
the five oldest codices, all written between the middle of the 11th and the begin-
ning of the 12th century,9 are part of a same family (bT). 

 

Fig. 1: Hartmut Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (scholia vetera), 7 vols (Berlin, 1969–
88), i:lviii 

These manuscripts are: Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, Cod. Marc. gr. 453 (B) 
(Fig. 2); El Escorial, Real Monasterio de San Lorenzo, Cod. U.I.1 (E3) (Fig. 3); Lon-
don, British Library, Burney 86 (T) (Fig. 4); and Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Lau-
renziana, Cod. Plut. 32.3 (C) (Fig. 5). A fifth and older Venetian codex, Marc. gr. 
454 (A) (Fig. 6), ascribable on a palaeographical basis to the middle of the 10th 
century, is the unique direct Byzantine witness of a different branch of the 

|| 
8 Erbse 1969–88. 
9  London, British Library, Burney 86 is the only manuscript of the group to be more precisely 
datable according to a partially illegible colophon on fol. 281V referring to 1014 or (rather) 1059. 
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tradition of the scholia vetera.10 All five codices are characterized by a frame lay-
out (with the commentary distributed on three or four margins) and are all, pre-
dictably, of medium large or very large size, a format never again attested in the 
tradition of Homeric commentaries (Tab. 1). Each of these five manuscripts is by 
a different scribe, responsible for both the main text and the bulk of the commen-
tary, to which must be added, of course, the stratifications of later annotations. 
The two mid-11th-century witnesses in the Venice and El Escorial manuscripts (B 
and E3) are so similar from both the physical and textual point of view that they 
can be referred to as ‘twins’.11  

All scribes clearly strived for legibility, doing their best to adhere to the basic 
criterion of keeping all glosses within the boundaries of the page to which they 
refer without straying onto the next. While they all share this main criterion and 
the choice of page-layout, the five scribes—including the ‘twins’—differ both in 
terms of certain general formatting choices and of certain expedients adopted to 
address specific problems in the ‘management of the page’. Some differences are 
already evident when we visually compare the codices, while others require a 
more indepth analysis. Because of all these features, commented codices of the 
Iliad represent an ideal example for illustrating the potential of a systematic ap-
proach to the study of the frame layout. 

 

Tab. 1: Dimensions of the five oldest Iliad codices with frame layout (in mm) 

|| 
10 See the complete facsimile with an introduction by Comparetti 1901. 
11 For a detailed description, pointing out the similarities between the two codices, see Maniaci 
2006. 
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Fig. 2: Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, Cod. Marc. gr. 453 (B), f. 117r. With permission of the Biblio-
teca Marciana 
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Fig. 3: El Escorial, Biblioteca del Real Monasterio di San Lorenzo, Cod. υ.I.1 (E3), f. 112r. With 
permission of the Biblioteca del Real Monasterio di San Lorenzo 
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Fig. 4: London, British Library, Burney 86 (T), f. 89r. © The British Library Board 
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Fig. 5: Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Cod. Plut. 32, 3 (C), f. 145r. With permission 
of the Ministero della Cultura (MiC) 
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Fig. 6: Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, Cod. Marc gr. 454 (A), f. 282r. With permission of the Biblio-
teca Marciana  
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2 Methodological considerations 

As I have already argued elsewhere,12 when copying commented manuscripts, 
scribes must address two basic requirements: 
– synchronizing text and commentary on each page (or on two facing pages) 

without, if possible, straying onto the next (especially in the case of recto and 
verso) and without inserting scholia too far away from the passages to which 
they refer, thus hindering legibility 

– adequately linking each scholium to relevant passages, helping the eye go 
from one to the other  

With regard to the first requirement, obviously the difficulty of synchroniza-
tion is to some extent proportional to the ratio between the length of the main 
text and the length of the commentary: as the size of the commentary in-
creases, so does the risk of difficulty in linking it to the main text. However, 
since the space occupied by a given sequence of words can be decreased by 
resorting to abbreviations or letter superpositioning, the actual size of the 
commentary will not be directly determined by the number of words or the 
characters to which they would normally correspond, but by the number of 
characters actually positioned on the written line. In any case, the total size 
of the commentary is not the only variable that may pose problems to the 
scribe. Total size being equal, a commentary consisting of many brief scholia 
will pose different problems from a commentary consisting of a few long ones: 
when the two typologies coexist in the same commentary (as often happens), 
it is the way in which they alternate that determines the level of difficulty (in 
unfortunately unpredictable ways). In general, the greatest factor in deter-
mining the difficulty of the scribe’s work is the relation between the length of 
individual scholia and their frequency. A series of brief scholia referring to 
lines of the main text sufficiently distant from one another will not pose a 
problem. But the longer the scholia and the closer the lines to which they re-
fer, the more the scribe’s ability will be put to the test, the greatest difficulty 
occurring when a number of long scholia refer to the same line. To evaluate 
these difficulties it is necessary to consider: a) the position of each scholium 
on the page and b) the position of commented passages/lines. 

In regard to the second requirement (that is, the association between text 
and commentary), the scribe must choose, in the first place, the way in which 

|| 
12 Maniaci 2002b. 
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text and commentary will be ‘linked.’ In modern printed texts, linkage is 
achieved through numbers positioned in the spaces between the lines of the 
main text and at the beginning of each note, in a rigidly ordered sequence 
that can either continue throughout the entire text or resume its cyclical pat-
tern after each chapter, section, single page, or pair of facing pages. This de-
vice is, indeed, also found in medieval manuscripts (Fig. 7), but along with it 
there are many other linking systems, such as what I would term a ‘symbolic 
system’ consisting of small, more-or-less elaborate drawings (Fig. 8), or a 
‘verbal system’ based on the repetition of the first words of the commented 
text at the beginning of the note (Fig. 9). Furthermore, different systems could 
be used together in the same book (Fig. 10). It is not irrelevant, as will be 
shown, that all these modalities of linkage are attested in Homeric commen-
taries. 

Independently of the linking system adopted, the reading of a commented 
text is influenced by the relative position of text and glosses, more specifically 
by the position of glosses in margin A, B, and C (and possibly D) and by the 
distance between each gloss and the lines of text to which it refers. In this 
case, too, the choices, the uncertainties, or the mistakes made by the scribe 
can have a considerable impact on legibility, though it remains difficult to 
gauge precisely.  

For the evaluation of the above aspects (synchronization and linking) to 
be as accurate as possible, it is necessary to perform for each page a quanti-
tative analysis based on a fairly complex series of measurements, whose de-
tailed description and interpretation I have discussed elsewhere.13 In this pre-
sent article, I will limit myself to presenting a few examples of how 
quantitative analysis can be used to gauge the difficulties faced by the 
scribes, to demonstrate their choices, and to evaluate the reasons for and ef-
fectiveness of those choices. 

|| 
13 See Maniaci 2006. 
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Fig. 7: Linkage of text and scholia by ‘numerical system’. Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, Cod. 
Marc. gr. 453 (B), f. 117r. With permission of the Biblioteca Marciana 

 

Fig. 8: Linkage of text and scholia by ‘symbolic system’. Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, 
Cod. Plut. 32, 3 (C). With permission of the Ministero della Cultura (MiC) 
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Fig. 9: Linkage of text and scholia by ‘verbal system’ (through lemmas or headwords). Venice, 
Biblioteca Marciana, Cod. Marc. gr. 454 (A), f. 279v. With permission of the Biblioteca Marciana 

 

Fig. 10: Linkage cumulating two different systems (lemma + symbol.). London, British Library, 
Burney 86 (T), f. 89r, detail © The British Library Board  

3 Codices B, E3, c, and T: general features 

In all four codices we are dealing with (B, E3, C, and T, as well as Venetus A, for 
that matter), scholia are found in three of the four margins (upper, outer, and 
lower); only in Londinensis T are annotations also present at times in the inner 
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margin and between the lines.14 While the four codices belong to the same exe-
getic tradition, the total quantity of commentary varies significantly: it is greatest 
in Londinensis T and least in Laurentianus C, which contains slightly over half 
the amount of commentary found in T. 

Notwithstanding these differences, the quantitative distribution of the com-
mentary throughout the poem follows similar patterns in the four manuscripts. 
In all four there is considerable variation from one book of the Iliad to the next, 
as is shown by the detailed calculations based on B and E3 (Tab. 2). The ‘density’ 
of the commentary decreases from the beginning to the end of the poem,15 a fea-
ture common also in other texts, especially when targeted at a school audience. 
The four codices also present a second and more unusual peculiarity: a sudden 
leap in density of commentary, followed by a period of decline, and then a sharp 
increase between books M and N, exactly half-way through the work. This pecu-
liarity is accompanied in all four codices by a codicological caesura16 at the end 
of book M, evidently meant to indicate the possibility of subdividing the work 
into two volumes. It was common, in fact, to comment more (and therefore to 
read more) upon the first books of both volumes and upon the first volume more 
than the second. 

What then are the principles that govern the arrangement of exegetic scholia in 
the margins? A quick comparison of the size of the four codices allows us to grasp 
immediately the different working conditions of the respective scribes (Tab. 1). The 
two ‘twin’ codices are decidedly large for the Byzantine tradition and almost always 
have a fixed number of 24 lines per page. The other two witnesses are much smaller 
and marked by contrasting choices in regard to the number of lines: codex T has a 
high average of about 27–28 lines per page, while C opts for a much less cramped 
average of 17–18 lines per page. 

|| 
14 All the remarks concerning London, British Library, Burney 86 (not considered in Maniaci 
2006 depend on a recent analysis based on the microfilm and will be further developed and 
refined through direct study of the manuscript. 
15 Book 1 (A) has been left out of consideration because its text is acephalous in E3. 
16 What I have elsewhere called a ‘snodo’; see Maniaci 2000, 54. 
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Tab. 2: Quantitative distribution of the commentary throughout the Iliad (B and E3) 

To this we might add that all four scribes tend, though with some flexibility, toward 
what I have elsewhere defined as a ‘fixed balance’ page layout: that is, the number of 
text lines per page remains more or less the same and only the number of lines of 
commentary in the three (or four) margins vary. The ‘fixed balance’ offers some 



 Words within Words: Layout Strategies in Some Glossed Manuscripts of the Iliad | 591 

  

advantages: it simplifies the preparation of the page and makes it easy to copy text 
and commentary separately if needed (because the amount of text to be copied on 
each page is fixed independently of the size of the commentary). However, as we shall 
see, the ‘fixed balance’ layout can also lead the scribe into trouble when the commen-
tary is too dense or distributed in an excessively irregular fashion. A more sophisti-
cated alternative (not adopted for the copying of Homeric scholia) is that of varying 
the number of lines of text per page according to the size of the commentary. This 
system avoids the pitfalls above, but requires very careful planning of the layout and 
ad hoc page ruling. 

4 Page layout 

In order to produce a more detailed analysis of the page layout of B, E3, C, and T, I 
have focused on book IX (I) where the mass of commentary is at its highest, severely 
testing the ability of the scribes. As shown in the graph (Chart 1), in all four codices (B 
and E3 are in fact identical) the size of the commentary gradually decreases through-
out the entire book following a similar pattern. Particularly noteworthy is the com-
plete absence of commentary on lines 263–299. 

 

Chart 1: Distribution of the commentary in book IX of the Iliad (B/E3, C, and T) 
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This anomaly, which is common to the entire tradition, probably dates back at least 
to subarchetype ‘b’ and could be the result of the loss of a leaf containing lines 263–
299 (18 per page), which led to the missing lines being reinserted without commen-
tary from another source.  

If we consider (using the Erbse edition) the number of scholia in each codex, we 
note that T contains 91% of the total known corpus of exegetic scholia, twins B and E3 
contain 66%, and C contains 62%. The gap between the codices further increases 
when, instead of the sheer number of scholia, we consider their actual size, that is the 
number of graphic signs in the commentary: T holds 95% of the total, B and E3 72%, and 
C 58% (Tab. 4). This is due to the fact that many scholia common to all four codices are 
found in a more extended version in T, whereas they are often mutilated in C. Further-
more, the scribe of C omits, as we shall see, a number of scholia, significantly chosen 
among the longer ones. Thus, in terms of the sheer mass of graphic signs the commen-
tary in T is 25% more than that of B/E3 and about 40% more than C. 
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Tab. 3.1 and 3.2: Distribution of the commentary in book IX of the Iliad (B/E3, C, and T) 

 

Tab. 4: Percentage of the corpus of exegetic scholia transmitted by codices B/E3, C and T 
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This is not the place to discuss the stemmatic relations of the bT family of codices. I 
shall limit myself to noting that T certainly descends from a ‘b’ witness, from which 
also the progenitor of the B-C-E3 (‘c’) group derives. The surplus commentary in T is a 
result of various factors: a) the addition of a number of ‘non exegetic’ scholia, taken 
also from Venetus A, b) the presence of scholia not found in the other three witnesses, 
and c) the presence of more extensive versions of scholia found also in the other three 
witnesses. Codex T appears thus as the direct or indirect result of ‘selective assem-
bling’ of the commentary found in two or more codices. It is probably because of this 
that the scribe of T (like the one of Venetus A) adopts a reference system based on 
lemmas instead of numbers, which allows him greater freedom in the order in which 
glosses are transcribed (because it avoids the problem of having to organize the 
glosses on each page according to an ordered sequence of numbers). This system is 
integrated at a slightly later stage (that is, before the transcription of the interlinear 
glosses)17 with a supplementary system based on symbols. The other witnesses, 
which follow a homogeneous tradition, adopt instead a numbering system based on 
two facing pages. I hope to give more details on this aspect in a further contribution. 
I shall rather focus here on the opposite way in which the scribes of T and C addressed 
the problem of having to transcribe a rather extensive commentary on much smaller 
pages than the ones used in the twins B and E3. For reasons that I cannot deal with in 
detail18 (but basically consisting in the adoption of excessively spaced lines and a sys-
tem of ‘dual function’ guiding lines19 used for both text and scholia), the scribe of C 
runs into trouble as soon as the mass of the commentary exceeds 1,100 or 1,200 signs 
in the Erbse edition. Having underestimated the required space in planning the lay-
out, the scribe finds no solution other than cutting or omitting what he deems the 
more superfluous parts of the commentary (mostly in long scholia). In fact, there is a 
clear tendency in the scribe of C to overestimate the danger of saturating the page and 
therefore to cut excessively as shown by the fact that in all pages where cuts were 
performed, empty spaces remained at the end, which led the scribe to reinsert some 
of the previously excised commentary in the remaining space (Fig. 11). It is also inter-
esting to note that most of the shortened or suppressed scholia refer to the lower third 
of the page, whereas the majority of the reintegrated ones refer to the top third. Evi-
dently, cuts and omissions were not the result of careful planning but rather of im-
provised solutions based on rough estimates made when already half-way into the 
copying of the page. 

|| 
17 The glosses ‘jump over’ the symbols in the interlinear space. 
18 See Maniaci 2006, 233–234 and 257–266. 
19 ‘Two-speed ruling’, according to the English terminology developed by J. Peter Gumbert in 
his unpublished codicological vocabulary (Word for Codices). 
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Fig. 11: Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Cod. Plut. 32, 3 (C), f. 145r. Suppressed and 
later reintegrated scholia. With permission of the Ministero della Cultura (MiC) 
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The choices made by the scribe of Londinensis T are very different and marked 
by much greater foresight. Calculations based on the Erbse edition show that T 
can carry up to 4,500 graphic signs per page,20 an exceptional value considering 
that in the much bigger codices B and E3 the maximum number of signs is 3,300. 
Codex T, then, contains 25% more signs in a much smaller space. How did the 
scribe of T achieve this exceptional result? First of all, unlike other witnesses, 
codex T inserts scholia in the inner margin and interlinear spaces. I have been 
unable, for the moment, to identify any particular principle governing the distri-
bution of scholia in these two areas other than the obvious fact that interlinear 
scholia must necessarily be short. In any case, these areas were clearly used as a 
sort of ‘emergency lane’, proof of which is the fact that the inner margin contains 
only 11% of the scholia against 46% of the external margin, while interlinear 
spaces contain about 8% of the total. About 20% of the commentary in T is there-
fore found in these additional areas. However, even without considering these 
areas, the average capacity of a page in T remains about the same of a page in the 
much larger codex B. This is due to the adoption of a proportionally smaller ruling 
unit and script, once again showing how in framed manuscripts good planning 
of page layout is essential for an effective arrangement of text and commentary. 
The negative results in codex C are reverse proof of the same. 

But the evaluation of the codicological quality of the witnesses of scholia bT 
cannot be limited to their capacity. It is also necessary to judge the extent to 
which the particular arrangement of text and commentary facilitates the reading 
of both. One way to evaluate this statistically consists in notionally dividing the 
page into three horizontal sections and calculating the times a scholium posi-
tioned (or beginning) in the upper margin refers to a line of the first section and 
so on. Codices T and B/E3 are generally able to maintain a correct alignment of 
commentary and text while C progressively falters and loses ground (Tab. 5). 
 

|| 
20 Details will be given in a forthcoming publication [note of the editor: Maniaci 2006]. 
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Tab. 5: Alignment of commentary and text in codices B/E3, C, and T 

The T scribe, while facing greater difficulties than his colleagues of the ‘twins’ B 
and E3, seems quite capable of containing the commentary within the page and 
organizing it effectively as far as the ‘to and fro’ of comment and text is con-
cerned. The skill with which the copyist of T did his job is confirmed by the ab-
sence of any mechanism of compression or expansion of text and handwriting 
according to the circumstances: unlike other codices, in T there are no variations 
in the rate of abbreviations from one area of the page to the other, nor in the lat-
eral compression of the handwriting. 

5 Conclusions 

The systematic analysis of the material features of the manuscript allows us, in a 
way, to look over the shoulder of the scribe intent on copying the text. In so doing, 
we realize how, behind the correctness of the text and the regularity of the layout, 
there lies an invisible and accurate organization of the textual flow over the page 
and within the individual line, a matter that becomes particularly delicate when 
the scribe must negotiate at once the flow of the text and the flow of the commen-
tary. From this perspective, the direct analysis of codices is particularly important 
because it allows us to discover ‘between the lines’ the hidden rules that regu-
lated a profession much more difficult than commonly believed. 

The preservation of the scholia of the Iliad is due for the most part to the abil-
ity of the scribes: if Laurentianus C had been the only ungainly survivor, 40% of 
the exegetic scholia would have been lost, and little does it matter whether its 
commentary is globally better or worse than that of the other codices. Textual 
analysis based on abstract and purposely mechanical comparison of lectiones 
and loci corrupti is certainly capable of providing us with a plausible framework, 
a ‘skeleton’ to which, however, it is still necessary to add the ‘body’ of the textual 



598 | Marilena Maniaci 

  

tradition. If we entrust ourselves blindly to the verdict of a stemma codicum we 
risk being led to wrong conclusions, losing our way in laborious and unconvinc-
ing arguments. In these cases, the detailed analysis of the written page offers an 
indispensable touchstone capable of definitely settling controversies between 
hypotheses that, in theory, may be equally possible in the light of what is materi-
ally possible and what is not. 
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