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This paper examines the potential for using sociological narrative theory alongside
narratology in order to explore the intersections between text content and material form in a set
of medieval manuscripts, an issue that is also relevant in other areas of textual transmission and

other eras. In particular, it explores how manuscripts reinforce or participate in public nggratives

of reading and textual transmission: the broad understandings that help us organise
sense of social and cultural practices among people, objects, and institutions.
take a single text with a relatively well-documented tradition, the Italia
attributed to Leonardo Bruni, and look at the ways in which that t,
texts can be interpreted through textual and material forms interpretations rely
on logical and material connections that inform what ative cohesion”, and
which then contribute to wider narratives beyon exts and manuscripts. In
particular, it looks at moments in which th text and material are at odds,
complicating the move from textual IC narratives.
I begin by introducing ve cohesion, before viewing the construction of
particular narratives arou the perspective of the contents of the texts. This
analysis begins wit ovella itself, and the nature of several other texts that often
appear alongsj ocuments in the manuscripts. The relationship and arrangement of
these te ripts is taken as the foundation for an exploration of narrative framing

t have implications for the construction of the implied narrators and

ell as the notion of interpretive communities. | then examine how codicological
elements not traditionally considered to be narrative in themselves can contribute to the
maintenance or contestation of the broader narratives established by the contents. Throughout |

draw on existing work in cataloguing and critical editing, both related directly to the tradition of



Bruni’s ‘Seleuco’ and related to more general reflections on manuscript copying and assembly.
What | refer to as ‘narrative cohesion’ should be understood as a characteristic of texts
(or combinations of texts), including both textual features and material features, that creates

narrative and interpreting links within and among texts. It is related to linguistic cohesio

features that allow a reader to connect different parts of a text (through substitutio
rewording, etc.), thus creating “texture” within the text.> Narrative cohesion
linguistic cohesion to create narrative within a text, but can also functig
intertextuality and cross-textual narrative lines.

It is important to note here that for the purposes of tig ot primarily the
real practices of manuscript assembly, copying, com ing that are under
analysis, but the narratively constructed visions vioural habitat and community
of the ‘implied reader’ of narratology. The tended to illuminate so much the
historical reality surrounding the ma arrative realities constructed within them
through textual and material m ese practices. Furthermore, although the analysis
here progresses from the ader communities and narratives, this is not intended
to imply that the co atives is so clearly directional, or that these particular texts
are somehow hat are very often topoi of literature: pre-existing narrative forms
into whi and which they help to perpetuate. Rather, the movement from the texts
ard these larger narratives is intended to highlight the utility of this
hod of analysis, combining textual and bibliographical analysis with recent thought

on narrative theory. Beginning from the novella and working through the immediately

1 See M.A.K. Halliday and Rugaiya Hasan, Cohesion in English (London: Longman, 1976).



surrounding co-texts towards wider narratives is thus a methodological rather than an ontological
choice.
The novella of Seleuco is a vernacular retelling of a tale from Plutarch’s life of

Demetrius.? Martelli argues that the attribution of the tale to Bruni is incorrect, based ongertain

details that differ from Plutarch’s version to the vernacular text, including the nam
physician, Stratonica’s heritage, and the identity of Seleuco. As Bruni was a
Greek, and a translator and admirer of Plutarch in particular, Martelli ¢
unlikely that Bruni would have written a tale containing such ban ified errors.
Martelli suggests that perhaps another writer heard Bruni te a situation as is
described in the frame, and then introduced the errors Iting down the story at a
later date.® The correctness of the attribution do of the argument here, although

we will return to the possibility suggested In the analysis.

dizione della novella spicciolata’, La novella italiana:
9-24 settembre 1988 (Rome: Salerno Editrice, 1989), pp.

i “Considerazioni’, p. 240). See also Martelli, ‘Il Seleuco,

2 Mario Martelli, “‘Consi
Atti del Conveg
215-244 (p.

ni, fra storia ed elegia’, Favole Parabole Istorie: Le forme della

dal medioevo al rinascimento. Atti del Convegno di Pisa 26-28 ottobre
ella Albanese, Lucia Battaglia Ricci, and Rossella Bessi. (Rome: Salerno

0), pp. 231-55.

3 Ma Considerazioni’, 240. See also Martelli, ‘1l Seleuco, attribuito a Leonardo Bruni, fra
storia ed elegia’, Favole Parabole Istorie: Le forme della scrittura novellistica dal medioevo
al rinascimento. Atti del Convegno di Pisa 26-28 ottobre 1998. Ed. Gabriella Albanese, Lucia

Battaglia Ricci, and Rossella Bessi. (Rome: Salerno Editrice, 2000), pp. 231-55.



The novella appears in sixty fifteenth- and sixteenth-century manuscripts,* and in almost
all cases is accompanied by a framing narrative.® The frame describes how the narrator finds
himself ‘in compania di piG gentili huomini e donne in una villa non molto di lungi da Firenze,

nella quale si faceva convito e festa’.6 One of the women in this group reads aloud the stgry of

Tancredi from the Decameron, and then another person, a man “di grande studio e

Latino e molto curioso delle Antiche storie’” tells the tale itself. The tale of S

4 Nicoletta Marcelli, ‘Due nuovi testimoni della “Novella di S
(2005), 201-14; and ‘La “Novella di Seleuco e Antio
Interpres, 22 (2003), 7-183; both reprinted in Mar,

>’ Interpres, 24
, testo e commento’,
ca e religione nel

a [Rome]: Vecchiarelli, 2010).
gued by Marcelli, both Paris

t. 17888, described as assembled by

y (Marcelli, ‘La “Novella™, 71-72, sigla P*

t, Florence Biblioteca Nazionale Central, Gino

Quattrocento. Cingue studi tra poesia e nove
The restriction of the date excludes two
Bibliotheque Nationale: Collection
Philibert de la Mare in 1642 and
and P3). It also excludes one
Capponi cod. 138, whic ut does not catalogue, as it is not relevant to the
creation of the ste a “Novella™, pp. 98-99), and which Iter Italicum dates
centuries (Kristeller, Paul Oskar, Iter Italicum 1. Italy.

n: The Warburg Institute; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1963), p. 166).

> The only, in which at least the beginning of the novella is present without the

to the seventee

Agrigento

Biblioteca Riccardiana 2960 (which Marcelli omits from her detailed

complete, see Marcelli, ‘La “Novella”’, p. 98); and Milan, Biblioteca

a 761.

6 LeonW¥o Bruni, ‘Novella di Seleuco e Antioco’, in Marcelli ‘La “Novella™, pp. 145-174, (p.
145). All quotations from the text of the novella and the frame are taken from Marcelli’s
critical edition. Italian text is not translated, but translations are provided for the Latin, and
are the author’s.

" Bruni, pp. 148-49.



deliberately because in relation to the tale of Tancredi, it is described as ‘quasi per I’opposito’ 2
and thus will brighten spirits dampened by Tancredi’s tragic story.°
Antioco, son of King Seleuco of Syria, falls in love with Stratonica, Seleuco’s new wife

and thus Antioco’s step-mother. Antioco attempts to hide his love, knowing that it is

inappropriate, and sinks into a decline that the physicians called to see him are una
Finally, a doctor named Filippo, a friend of the King, realises that the source
is love, and further discovers that the object of this love is Stratonica. g and
first tests him by saying that it is Filippo’s own wife with whom . The King
asks Filippo to give up his wife for the life of Antioco, sayi imself give up
Stratonica to save his son. Filippo then reveals that it | ca whom Antioco loves,
and the King willingly divorces his wife and ha n. Antioco regains his health,
Stratonica eventually gives birth to a num d the King, overjoyed with the result,

continues to give thanks to the wise

8 Bruni, p. 149.
% In the tale of rom Boccaccio’s Decameron (Day 1V, first story), Tancredi,
daughter, Ghismonda, who has been widowed while still young.

not wish to part from her again, fails to have her remarry as he ought,

ng and desirous of amorous company, takes from her father’s court a lover,

., whom she judges to be noble of spirit although he is not her social equal. When
di finds out, he has Guiscardo killed and his heart presented to Ghismonda in a golden
cup. Ghismonda laments the death of Guiscardo, then pours poison over the heart and drinks
the poison from the cup. Tancredi repents his cruelty and has the two buried in a single
grave, which, given his previous behaviour, is rather too little, too late.

10 Bruni, pp. 149-74.



The situation posited for the tale by the frame thus refers to the tale of Tancredi, but the
actual text of “Tancredi’ is not included in the frame. In a number of manuscripts, however, this
lack is compensated for by the inclusion one of two other texts alongside ‘Seleuco’ and its frame.

In some, the tale of Tancredi, in Boccaccio’s Italian, is included; in others, the manuscri

contain Bruni’s Latin translation of Boccaccio’s ‘Tancredi’, along with a letter fro
Bindaccio Ricasolano,!! stating that the writer is sending to Bindaccio the tr
requested (i.e. of Boccaccio’s ‘Tancredi’ into Latin) along with the ‘fa
filii’ (“the tale of Seleuco and [his] son Antiochus’).

Some of the scholarly attention paid to the attributio resses by identifying
inconsistencies among this group of texts as well as di e tradition of the tale of
Seleuco itself.!? The focus here, however, is on ips between those texts, seen
as a form of narrative cohesion, serve to ¢ r interpretive paradigms through their
textual and material attributes. Such pond to some extent with what Muzerelle
and Ornato call ‘informazioni ente, implicitamente dotate di significato per la
storia della cultura scritt importance of the composition of manuscript
miscellanies, and i eference to the ‘interrelazione fra la materialita del libro... e

quella della ti’.13 These paradigms can also be seen as part of the narrative

his letter is available in Marcelli, ‘La “Novella’, p. 129.
12 See 779
138; and Letterio di Francia, Novellistica (Milan: Vallardi, 1924), p. 323. See also note 2

above.

example Martelli , “‘Considerazioni’; Martelli, ‘1l Seleuco; Marcelli, ‘La “Novella™’, p.

13 Denis Muzerelle and Ezio Ornato, ‘La terza dimensione del libro: Aspetti codicologici della

pluritestualita’, Il Codice miscellaneo: Tipologie e funzioni. Atti del Convegno internazionale



construction of what Fish referred to as “interpretive communities’, by showing how the agents
of manuscript transmission (copyists, commissioners, and readers) contribute to narrative and
interpretive frameworks alongside the textual cues to interpretation.’* An analysis of the textual

composition of the Seleuco tradition can help to illustrate how the textual and material dgcisions

made regarding the manuscripts (whether by copyists or commissioners) in particu
through their engagement with wider public narratives about text, to ‘activat
these communities, to use Gumbrecht’s terms.'®> The communities the
behaviours in which they engage regarding texts, are, | would su
sociological narrative theory.

We return first, however, to the narrative coheg xts. The connection
between interpretation and transmission is almo the Latin letter, in which
Bruni entrusts his two texts (the Latin Tan an Seleuco) to Bindaccio Ricasoli.
Bruni links Ricasoli’s reception of t e transmission, writing “Tu igitur eas leges
ceterisque legendi copiam faci gne videbuntur que in manus exeant aliorum’

(“You will therefore read ake a copy of both tales, if they seem to you worthy to

Cassino 1 . Ed. Edoardo Crisci and Oronzo Pecere. Special issue of Segno e

14 Sta e a Text in This Class? The Authority of Interpretive Communities

arvard University Press, 1980). For the critique that Fish did not in fact

such communities might come into being, see for example Jonathan Culler, On

struction: Theory and Criticism after Structuralism. 25" anniversary edition (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1980), 125; and Linda Brodkey, Academic Writing as a Social
Practice (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1987), p. 93.

15 Hans Ulrich Gumbrecht, The Powers of Philology (Urbana and Chicago: The University of
Illinois Press, 2003), p. 32.



go into the hands of others’).1® Although this is a relatively standard topos for dedicatory letters,
it is one that functions by creating an image of a reading and reception context for the texts and
designating expected behaviours and reactions to texts. Furthermore, in the practical reality of

transmission, Ricasoli’s anticipated judgment of the worthiness of the texts for future

transmission is potentially one aspect of their tradition. Similar interpretive judge
mentioned in the letter, on the part of the various scribes and copyists who cr.
manuscripts, or patrons who commissioned them, involve not just the i
worthiness of the tales, but the appropriateness or narrative logic ct them
together.

Marcelli examines the manuscripts that contai to as the Latin and
vernacular diptychs: the combinations, in order, n ‘Tancredi’ (prefaced by the
letter) and the Italian *Seleuco’, or the Itali owed by the Italian ‘Seleuco’.}” She
observes that the tradition of these di ated in any particular part of the stemma,
and that thus it appears that the simply through copying (or commissioning

copies) but through a parig ssemble logically connected texts.!®

16 Quoted in
Seleuc

7" Ma al, M, Na, and Sa contain the Latin ‘Tancredi’ and the letter with

azioni’, p. 216. This text is also available in Martelli, ‘Il

uscripts H?, La3, and Si* contain the Italian ‘Tancredi” with ‘Seleuco’. See

A for a list of the sigla from Marcelli (‘La “Novella””). Appendix B contains a list
of

order of the texts, and which manuscripts have been viewed by the author. Appendix C

ch manuscripts contain the particular configurations, as well as information about the

contains an indicative stemma of the manuscripts.
18 “‘Dunque, non sarebbe illogico ipotizzare che la dinamica che portd questi copisti a ricomporre

un dittico tutto volgare sia stata la stessa che spinse i sei, di cui si & parlato nel primo



The logical connection that is expressed in the contents of manuscripts can be both
thematic and explicitly narrative. In studies on manuscript miscellanies, a category that does
include some of the Seleuco manuscripts, the thematic is often foregrounded. In the context of

the Renaissance Italian novella, and of Boccaccio’s Decameron in particular, Daniels diggusses

thematically organised or selected manuscript miscellanies as well, including som
discussed here, but with a focus on the construction of Boccaccio as an authg
literary realities surrounding copying and commissioning the manuscri
intentionality of such thematic organisation can always be debate
editing miscellanies that the process of assembly of miscell t, with such
variations as non-seriatim copying and the presence o hallenging simple
analyses of coherent thematic intent on the part

The composition of the manuscript vella of Seleuco is found can
certainly bear such analysis. Hankin erprets ‘Seleuco’ alongside a number of
other works by Bruni — the Vit rca, the Historiarum florentini populi (History
of the Florentine People) amento by Donato Acciaiuoli, and Bruni’s political

orations — as sugge mitment to a form of civic humanism and as showing the

0, questa volta pero nella sua forma originale’ (Marcelli, ‘Appunti’, p.

els, Boccaccio and the Book (London: LEGENDA, 2009), particularly pp. 88-

20 Jonathan Gibson, ‘Synchrony and Process: Editing Manuscript Miscellanies’, Studies in
English Literature, 52.1 (2012): 85-100. Although Gibson’s work is with English
miscellanies, this general observation about their assembly is clearly applicable beyond

England.

10



inappropriateness of passion in civil society.?* The Vite and a number of the orazioni appear
frequently in the manuscripts along with ‘Seleuco’, and surely many of the other works that also
appear in these manuscripts — histories, orations, letters — could also fit this thematic category.

Marcelli observes that the novella appears to be included in its manuscripts as ‘un exemplum e,

segnatamente, un exemplum liberalitatis’;?2 this comment is based on the thematic
manuscripts that contain ‘Seleuco’. Kaborycha interprets the tale as fitting v
exemplary frameworks of moral behaviour, good manners, and “bel par,
connecting to popular understandings of health and sexuality.?® T f the two tales
can also be read in the same light as early modern debates o rom the classics) or

on the strictness of parents.?* These wider issues of se ion within the

e of Leonardo Bruni’, Humanism and
Ronald G. Witt, ed. Christopher Celenza
rill, 2006), pp. 11-29. A slightly revised

s, ‘The Popularization of Humanism in the Fifteenth

21 James Hankins, ‘Humanism in the Ve
Creativity in the Renaissance: E
and Kenneth Gouwens (Lei
version of this chapter
Century: The writi runi in Latin and the vernacular’, Language and

Cultural Chan Study and Use of Language in the Later Middle Ages and

auta (Leuven, Paris, Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2006) pp. 133-147

22 Ma la™, p. 41.

. Copying Culture: Fifteenth-Century Florentines and Their Zibaldoni

ed doctoral thesis, University of California Berkeley, 2006.)

Ing the comic/tragic pairing of ‘Tancredi’ and ‘Seleuco’ in this light, see Pauline
Pionchon, ‘Style, Matiere et Morale Tragiques dans un Diptyque de Nouvelles Attribué a
Leonardo Bruni (1370-1444)’, Cahiers d’études italiennes, 19 (2014), 29-43 (p. 30). On such
an interpretation of Giannozzo Manetti’s treatment of the same pair of tales, see Timothy

Kircher, ‘Alberti in Boccaccio’s Garden: After-dinner thoughts on moral philosophy’,

11



manuscripts can certainly be analysed within a similar framework, but for the purposes of this
article, I focus on “Seleuco’ and the texts most immediately accompanying it.
Although we can talk about the combinations of ‘Seleuco’ listed above as thematic, we

can also describe them as being narrative, as we began to see above with the Latin dipty

Using a structural understanding of narrative to examine the texts that make up the
groupings,?® as well as a broader formulation of narrative as a tool for the sogi
identity by Somers and Gibson,?® these combinations can be viewed in
First, from the perspective of narratology, the texts themselves ar n a traditional
sense, containing individual and distinct events organised t guage. From a

structural perspective, it is possible to assign terms to In relation to the story of
‘Seleuco’: the Latin letter is a type of paratext; t eginning ‘Non sono molti anni
passati’ is an embedding text where the fr after the embedded text;?’ the Italian

“Tancredi’ in combination with “Sel as an example of Genette’s idea of

Humanism and Creativi ance: Essays in Honor of Ronald G. Witt, ed.

Christopher Celenz ouwens (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), pp. 171-95, (p.

179).
25 What | am uctural understanding of narrative is also known as ‘narratology’
(cf. M Histories of Narrative Theory (I1): From Structuralism to the

ion to Narrative Theory, ed. James Phelan and Peter Rabinowitz

nd Oxford: Blackwell, 2005), pp. 36-59 (p. 37).

26 . Somers and Gloria D. Gibson, ‘Reclaiming the Epistemological “Other”:

Ive and the Social Constitution of Identity’, in Craig Calhoun (ed.) Social Theory and
the Politics of Identity (Oxford UK & Cambridge USA: Blackwell, 1994), pp. 37-99 (p. 57-
63).

27 Mieke Bal, Narratology: An Introduction to the Theory of Narrative, 3" edition, trans.

Christine van Boheemen (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1985/2009), p. 57.

12



repeated narrative,?® an intertext, or a piece of metalepsis,?® in that it quotes what is later narrated
in the frame as being read. The Latin “Tancredi’ is a co-text that shares the paratextual letter.
These structural distinctions allow for a variety of larger stories to be constructed through their

combination and deployment. Reading them then as both individual texts in their own right and

as related in particular ways to each other, specifically through the text of *Seleucg
to see them as presenting narrative models of the construction and use of ma

The diptychs constitute coherent narratives in the sense of prese ble plot
in which the order of the texts corresponds to some perceived chr contents. It is
this characteristic that is recognised by Marcelli when she e listing of the Latin
and vernacular diptychs those manuscripts in which t ed either in the ‘opposite’
order (with ‘Seleuco’ before either version of ‘T, additional texts between the
two.%° The organisation of the Latin dipty the Latin letter, which describes its
co-texts and the narrative action that4 er: ‘Itague nunc tandem eam fabulam... ad
te mitto; et... aliam de meo adi euci et Antiochi filii’ (“Therefore I now finally
send you that tale [*Tanc e added another of my own, the tale of Seleuco and
[his] son Antioco’) 3 the texts together, as described in the letter, is a narrative

ition to the narratives contained in each tale.

28 GéraNPGenette, Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method, trans. Jane E. Lewin (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1980), pp. 113-17.

29 Genette, pp. 227-43.

30 See Appendix B for details of the manuscripts, including the order of texts.

31 Quoted in Martelli, ‘Considerazioni’, 216.

13



Similarly, the placement of the Italian “Tancredi’ before *Seleuco’ responds to a textual
prompt, in this case from the frame of the tale of Seleuco, which describes a locus amoenus in

which one of the participants reads aloud the story of Tancredi:

fu dal signor della villa tratto fuore per ispasso di quelle donne uno libro chiamato Le
centonovelle, composto dallo excellente poeta Giovanni Boccacci; e, aperto i- libr
loro, giovane leggiadra e molto piacevole, comincio a leggere e a caso gli ve

novella di Sigismonda figliuola di Tancredi.*?

In this case, the framing is not epistolary, recounting the presentati of text read

aloud rather than documenting the placement of the written t, wever, as Marcelli
notes, the choice to create the vernacular diptych serve cosi dire, visivamente e
sulla carta quanto narrato nel proemio del Seleuc
Seen from the perspective of the nar, posed by Somers and Gibson, these
individual texts and their combinatio roader narratives focused on identity and
literary participation, specificall producers and consumers of written and oral
texts and the ways in whi ith each other and with the texts. Somers and Gibson
identify four main t yontological narratives; public narratives; conceptual
narratives; and The first category refers to those narratives that are used by
of constructing the self and embedding that identity in narrative. This

sequently been referred to as ‘personal narratives’, which | adopt here as

32 Bruni, pp. 146-47.
33 Marcelli, ‘Appunti’, p. 36.
34 Somers and Gibson, pp. 60-63.

14



the idea of narratives as ontological can actually apply to any of these types.® The second, public
narratives, moves to a level above the individual to deal with “narratives attached to cultural and
institutional frameworks... [and] to intersubjective networks or institutions’.%¢ Conceptual

narratives are those that are constructed primarily by researchers for the purpose of explgining

and conceptualising personal and public narratives as well as explaining the forces
them. Finally, metanarratives, for Somers and Gibson, can be equated to the |
that underlie all other narratives and narrative constructions. | am prim ere with
personal and public narratives—the personal narratives relating t authors,
scribes, readers, and audience members among others, and es that form a
shared sense of these behaviours, the interactions bet uted agents, and the idea
of what literature is and how it works.
According to the narrative framew d Gibson, we can interpret the
combinations of texts at hand not on r narrative (i.e. plot-bearing) contents, but
as constituent parts both of the ous agents involved and of wider concepts of
literary agency and audie ter from Bruni to Ricasoli is a personal narrative, in
which Bruni explai lour and frames his actions in terms of both his relationship
with Ricasoli etworks in which he sees himself as participating. Similarly, the
eleuco’ constitutes a kind of personal narrative of the narrator and his

e social literary system, although potentially fictional. The personal

35 See Mona Baker, Translation and Conflict: A Narrative Account (London and New York:
Routledge, 2006), p. 28.

36 Somers and Gibson, p. 62.

15



narratives thus constructed are not only meaningful at a personal ontological level, however; they
are meaningful to others in the system as well and as part of broader public narratives about
society, literature, and reading. Each grouping of texts, the circulation of that group, and the

recomposition of that group in other manuscripts can be seen as highlighting the particular

modes of reading and modes of transmission, that is, particular ways of existing wi
literary system that are not solely personal, but interpersonal.

That shared meaning, then, contributes to the reproduction of th
manuscripts, participating in wider narratives of events and agent; at circulate
and can be drawn upon by various members of the communj ity as public
narratives, the groupings focus attention on the wider texts move, and how
participants (writers, readers, copyists, speakers t behave. In this sense, the
assembly of a manuscript is constitutive of, veral ways: by narratively describing
it, by mimicking it (reproducing the suggested by the logic of the contents),
and by forming part of the publj speak to experiences of literature, in addition to
potentially reflecting the lence, as Kent has suggested.®’

These publi the function and use of texts and about the behaviours of
participants i sion are reflected not only in the content of the texts but also in
the con etics of the manuscripts themselves. That is, the arrangement of the
as other features such as letter forms and ink colour, can contribute to or
e construction of these narratives in various ways, as well as highlighting the

participation of other agents whose personal narratives may not be explicitly written into the

37 Dale Kent, Cosimo de’ Medici and the Florentine Renaissance (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 2000), p. 71.

16



contents of the texts. The intersection of the content and the structure of a manuscript in terms of
these broader narratives can also reveal dynamics that are not immediately obvious.
As mentioned above, the vernacular diptych recreates to a certain extent the experience of

the audience of the frame, presenting first the Italian ‘Tancredi’ along with a descriptionof how

it came to be read in this particular context, and then the introduction and telling o
follows it within the fictional frame. This organisation means that the reader,4
order, experience the tales in a way that is at least chronologically simi ce of
the characters in the frame. There is, however, a slight disjunctio etalepsis that
is created by the reproduction of ‘Tancredi’ before the begi e in which the
reading of that tale is described; for a more precise imj erience, ‘Tancredi’
would be included within the frame of ‘Seleuco’ rately and in advance. Of
course, it is also possible that the manuscri h stories would itself have been used
to read out loud from, thus re-creatin at a second level.
Even in reading, thoug owever does not significantly disrupt the sense
of continuity or the near- ering of the two tales and the frame. In several
manuscripts, the se the texts is not strongly marked visually in the mise-en-
page, and thu e metalepsis is diminished; in La® and Si!, Marcelli notes that the
tale of e same page as the end of the tale of Tancredi, and in the case of La®
case of the Latin diptych, instead, the recreation of the initial communication from
Bruni to Ricasoli places the reader alongside Ricasoli as a further recipient of the written tale, or
perhaps places the reader after Ricasoli as the reader of what Ricasoli has judged to be worthy

and copied, as requested by Bruni in the letter. In this case, provided that the texts are placed in

17



diptych order (the letter, followed by the translation into Latin, followed by ‘Seleuco’), there is
no discontinuity in the experience; the reader experiences the texts as Ricasoli would have (either
reading through in order or skipping). Here, the aspect of transmission is foregrounded through

the text, positioning both Bruni and Ricasoli explicitly as agents of transmission, in a way that

acknowledges materiality but focuses on content.

In each case, a form of causal emplotment—that is, the perception or
understanding of narrative chronology and the relation between differe IS case
different texts*®—helps produce a cohesive narrative that present: ence of the
locus amoenus and the vernacular tradition of tale-telling or, hange of letters to
the reader. Causal emplotment is a function not of any, of texts but of their
juxtaposition and the resulting assumption of a en them. In the case of the texts
at hand, this is strengthened by explicit int es, but it is important to note that
these references do not change depe ination of texts. That is, the frame of
‘Seleuco’ always refers to the r, ernacular ‘Tancredi’, whether or not the Italian
“Tancredi’ (or the Latin) j same manuscript.

It is not onl ognised by Marcelli that actively construct such narratives
around the te also those manuscripts in which the grouping is either in a
ed by other texts.3® The narratives that they construct are partially

rratives of the locus amoenus and genteel storytelling and of the experience

38 See Somers and Gibson, p. 59-60.

3% These manuscripts are, for the combination out of diptych order of the Latin ‘Tancredi’ and
‘Seleuco’ Bat, M?, N°, and R, and for the vernacular combination out of diptych order, D, R?,
R4 and V&,
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of humanist Latin/vernacular exchange, although even in a different order, the texts do still
represent these narratives. At the same time, however, they may be seen to prioritise and
foreground the experience of the reader or the copyist, in which the temporality of events can in

fact be reversed on the page (or in the manuscript), or assembled according to other logigs. The

choice to include in a manuscript a text that has already been referred to constructs
chronology organised not around the events of the frame or the reading order
Latin letter, but by the experience of reading itself, in which a referenc
expanded after the reading has taken place, and not before. Non-dj ents can thus
be seen as presenting a narrative of the process of reading a . in which the
temporal rules of the text are those of the external con cer, rather than those of
the characters or historical people represented wj ese audiences and
interpretations (in a narrative context) are described as “activated and
constituted’ by the contents of the ta selves, but also by the arrangement of
those texts in the manuscript.*°

The non-diptych e aspect of manuscript construction that can then
affect the promotio rratives, either supporting the constructions that appear in
the contents g esting them to some extent. We now look at other aspects of the
the construction of manuscripts that affect the perception of the public
or maintained, supporting them in some ways but also contradicting them

Ing disjunctions or discrepancies. Two further examples of different types of

40 Again, this analysis could be carried out at a larger scale, including all of the texts in a
manuscript, as well as at the level of this particular set of related texts, but the focus remains

here on the latter.
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manuscript elements show some of the ways in which they can counter the construction of and
participation in public narratives that is promoted by the contents of these manuscripts. The first
looks specifically at aesthetic elements in a text, and represents a relatively simple disruption of

narrative continuity that is an amplification of a discontinuity already present in the contgnt. The

second is a more extended example showing further interaction between the physi
the manuscript, the text, and one additional text present in this manuscript.
In one of the two copies held in the Harvard University Hought
Felice Feliciano (H?), the tale of Tancredi in Italian begins on fol, pitinred, a
space of two lines, and then the text, starting with the name g up a full line
width in blue capitals.** The tale of ‘Seleuco’ begins diately after the end of
“Tancredi’, with a rubric in three colours taking he text itself begins on fol.
24r, but the reference to the telling of the s comes only on fol. 24v. This again is
the metalepsis noted above with reg iptych: in the fiction, chronologically the
telling of “Tancredi’ happens i e action of the frame described on 24v, but in the
manuscript, the story (al as a ‘separate’ text) appears on earlier pages. The use
of relatively promi itial words in the manuscript further delineates the
boundaries be onstructing a very clear visual discontinuity in addition to the

narrative metalepsis.

nuscript, which is included in the Houghton Library’s Printing and Graphic Arts
Collection, features text in at least four colours and often with decorative use of letterforms
and layout on the page. The manuscript can be viewed on the Harvard University Library
website: http://iiif.lib.harvard.edu/manifests/view/drs:16110663%$1i. The other Harvard copy

(HY), also in Feliciano’s hand, does not include either version of ‘Tancredi’.
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In addition, the decorative aspect of the manuscript presentation calls attention to the
presence and significance of a figure whose personal narrative is not included as part of the texts:
Feliciano himself, as the creator of the physical manuscript. One might hypothesise that

Feliciano, a professional scribe with a particular interest in the aesthetics of script, in faciwanted

readers to focus on the visual materiality of the object in hand and appreciate it.*?
others, then, this manuscript uses the texts not only to point towards the publj
storytelling and textual transmission that are represented and partly rep
presentation of the contents of the two stories, but to the physical ansmission,
albeit without explicitly discussing those realities or the nar aesthetics, or even
economics that underlie them.

The second example, Ricc. 1121 (R*) frg Riccardiana in Florence, also
contains both the novella of Seleuco and a 10’s Italian version of the story of
Tancredi. In this case, ‘Seleuco’ im s ‘Tancredi’, so the imitative effect of re-
creating the order of the novell nce of the storytelling in the locus amoenus is
not accomplished.*® The tion of the manuscript, however, is not enough to

determine its poteni 0 the narrative surrounding the texts, as we will see.

on the experiences of the reader; the possibility certainly remains that the
manuscript would have had an audience of listeners as well, who would not have been
necessarily paying attention to the visual aspect.

3 For this reason Marcelli does not include R* in her discussion of the manuscripts containing

the vernacular diptych (“‘Appunti’, pp. 36-41).
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As far as the tradition goes, or our knowledge of the manuscript itself, R* is not
particularly remarkable.** It does not hold a key position in the stemma, nor was it created by a
recognised copyist. The structure of the manuscript, however, and some indications from a brief

note that accompanies ‘Seleuco’ and ‘Tancredi’, suggest that it can serve as an example gf the

benefits of an interpretive framework including both the content of these texts and
of the manuscript. Such an analysis can prompt hypotheses about the copyist
about the representation of audience experiences, leading as above to r
connection between the manuscript as an object, its narrative con er narratives
that concern us. My approach here begins with a straightfor manuscript itself.
The manuscript R* contains 72 numbered foli t fly leaves and two rear.
Marcelli identifies the hand as mercantesca but g r indication as to the number of
scribes contributing to the whole manuscri of Seleuco appears on fols. 33r
through 42r, and the novella of Tanc 0’s Italian, appears on 43r-52v (see figures
1 and 2 for the first pages of th collation proposed by Marcelli is 1-111° 112D v/-
vio — three gatherings o one gathering of twelve with one removed, and then
three more of ten — ccount for the 72 folios actually present and seems to
misrepresent my own examination of the manuscript, | propose a slight

0+2) v-viI'%, where instead of a fourth gathering of twelve with one

a gathering of ten with two additional leaves in quire 1v tipped in on the first

logued in, among others, Vittore Branca, Tradizione delle opere di Giovanni
Boccaccio, v. 2 (Roma: Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, 1958), p. 94; Hankins, Repertorium
Brunianum, vol. 1 (Rome: Istituto Storico Italiano per il Medio Evo, 1997), p. 71; and
Marcelli (‘La “Novella”’, pp. 79-80).

4 Marcelli, ‘La “Novella™, p. 79.
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page of the quire. In this construction, the novella of Seleuco begins on the first page of quire 1v
that constitutes the gathering of ten leaves, with the two tipped-in leaves completing the text that
came just before (a copy of six orazioni by Stefano Porcari, 23r-32v). Quire Vv is composed

solely of the text of ‘Tancredi’.*

Figure 1: Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana 1121, fol. 33r: Leonardo Bruni, *

with permission from the Biblioteca Riccardiana; copying prohibited.

Figure 2: Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana 1121, fol. 4 caccio, ‘Tancredi’.

Reprinted with permission from the Biblioteca Ri

46 The contents are as follows, i elli (‘La “Novella™, p. 80):

fols. 1r-22v, Leonardo Brurg and Petrarch (quires I-11 and the first two folios of

n;
fols. 23r-32v, Stef

ations (the last 8 folios of quire 111 and the two tipped-in

fols. 33r-4 ni, ‘Seleuco’ (quire 1Iv);

I Boccaccio, ‘Tancredi’ (quire Vv);

anni Boccaccio, Decameron X.10 (tale of Griselda) (quire vi and the recto of

io of vii);

7r, Giovanni Boccaccio, Decameron intro to day Il (continuing quire vii);

fol. 67r-v, Francesco Petrarca, extract from Donato Albanzani’s translation of De viris illustribus
(continuing quire vi);

fols. 67v-71r, Gregorio Roverbella, frottola (continuing quire vii);

fols. 71v-72v, Matteo Griffoni, ‘Canzone alla vergine’ (completing quire vii).

23



Although some parts of the manuscript contain catchwords, as Marcelli notes,*’ there is
no catchword at the end of the second tipped in page at the beginning of the fourth quire (32v)
that leads to the rubric or incipit of the novella of Seleuco on 33r, nor is there one at the end of

quire 1v (42v) leading to ‘Tancredi’, although there is one at the end of quire 111 (30v) le

into the first of the tipped-in pages completing Porcari’s work. It appears that the ¢
this manuscript are used to keep together individual texts when they extend g
quire (e.g. Porcari’s Orazioni between quire 111 and the tipped-in pages thin the
story of Griselda from the Decameron between quires vi and vii) different
texts.

The binding is modern,*® which combined wit d the evidence of the
catchwords, means that it is possible that the qui eleuco’ and “Tancredi’ were
originally intended to be in the opposite or, er reversed in the original binding (if
they were written in unbound quires nt re-binding.
Complicating the idea t a matter of two quires re-bound out of order,
however, is a short text t er the explicit of the tale of Seleuco (see fig. 3).*° On
fol. 42r, ‘Seleuco’ he tutto per contrario facendo Tancredi nostro Italiano/ et la
figlia de vita/ ogni contentamento per ruuidegca de natura priuare in perpetuo

after an empty line begins the following text, which continues onto fol.

47 Marcelli, ‘La “Novella™, p. 80.
8 See Vittore Branca, p. 94 and Marcelli, ‘La “Novella™, p. 79.

49 This comment is mentioned briefly by Branca (Tradizione, p. 94).

24



Debbe adonque ciascuno quanto puote | ornarse de ellegantissimi costumi: Impero|che niuna
cosa piu arse el <core> pecto | de la vagha et piaceuole Sigismonda | che li ornati costumi de
lo Infelice Gui-|schardo/ Lassando ognialtro amore/ | che in richo / famoso/ o/ nobile giouene
| trouare se potesse. He amaestra | anche la traducta nouella de Tancredi | che ipatri non

debbono per suo commodo | of piacere/ retenere le figliole in casa | o/ vidue/ o/ polcelle

chelle siano/ ultra | il debito tempo da desponsarsi. |

Debbessi anche ogni giouene poi che tale | historiette a nostra doctrina descripte |
ritrarse quanto puote da li amorosi | lagci/ ne confidarsi chol callido et astuto |4
cellare quel che la Inuidiosa | fortuna ha deliberato cum amarecga et | dol
Sonno anche molti iquali credendossi valere | et occultare la Infamial to la
moglie/ o/ figlia in piacere chol | suo amante/ cerchano torli la vi ne/ che
quello che solamente | per doi/ o/ tre si sapea/ venga a notici
Vnde mi pare che al Bochaggio et a | Leonardo siamo n che | cum
piaceuolecca ne habbiano porto | alchuni preclarissi ali | se sauij saremo/
daremo opera cum ogni | industria seguitarli. |
Finis

The tale of Tancredi, in Italian, begins , Which as noted above is also the

beginning of quire v.

Figure 3: Flore ccardiana 1121, fol. 42r: The end of Leonardo Bruni, ‘Seleuco’,
ebbe adongue ciascuno’. Reprinted with permission from the

copying prohibited.

hings are noteworthy about this short text, in terms of both the construction of
the maN@®&cript (and of the manuscript stemma), and the interpretation of the diptych. The first is
that the phrase “traducta nouella de Tancredi’ suggests that in fact, the comment looks not toward
the pairing that exists in the manuscript’s current form, but in either another form or another

manuscript that contains not the Italian ‘Tancredi’ but Bruni’s Latin translation. The phrase ‘He
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amaestra anche la traducta nouella’ is unfortunately unclear about whether the Latin translation
should be expected to precede the note (and the copy of ‘Seleuco’ to which it is added) or to
follow it. The overall sense of the comment, however, and the concluding remark about the

‘preclarissimi documenti’ that Boccaccio and Leonardo ‘cum piaceuolegca ne habbiano gorto’

seem to suggest that these documents should already have been seen by the reader.,
That the comment itself suggests textually that it was intended to foll
Latin ‘“Tancredi’ and the *Seleuco’, however, does not mean of course the case
in R* itself. The hand does appear to be the same through the Por ‘Seleuco’
with this comment, and the Italian ‘Tancredi’.>® Given the | S between texts, it is
still of course possible that at some point, either in bi g, the quires were re-
arranged, and that the original intent of a single esent them in the diptych order
with the Italian ‘Tancredi’ preceding ‘Sele the short commentary that was part of
the ‘Seleuco’” manuscript being copi particular evidence of a Latin “Tancredi’.
Without the word ‘traducta’ o even that the copyist was in fact the author of the
comment, adding their o copying the two texts, but given the discrepancy
between the combi described in the comment and the combination appearing in
the manuscri likely.
a’ thus gives a sense both of the distinction between the scribe and the

ent, and a sense of the temporality of the narrative, in which the narrative as

%0 Marcelli describes the hand as ‘mercantesca’ (‘La “Novella™, p. 79). Kaborycha seems to
imply that the copyist of Ricc. 1121 is the author of this text (Copying Cultures, pp. 115, 135,
329, 334). Her description of the manuscript in Part Il of the thesis is very brief, and does not

engage further with the question of the authorship of the note (Copying Cultures, p. 473).
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the manuscript presents it — ‘Seleuco’, comment, ‘Tancredi’ — is a product not of a single
moment but of a process through time. Thinking of the object in time, then, it seems more likely
that the comment, along with the novella of Seleuco, was copied from one source, and the

novella of Tancredi in Italian was added from another to make up the pair at the same tirge or at

another, either as a diptych that has subsequently been re-ordered or in the order in
currently found.

Unfortunately it is not clear from the existing evidence where t
copied from. Marcelli’s manuscript stemma traces R*, along with e branch ?
(containing 13 other manuscripts), to branch .5 In this gr. other exemplar
containing the Italian “Tancredi’ (La®) as well as four , R, La!, and Sa). None
of these five appears to have the note after *Sele ral others in the group (but not
containing either version of ‘Tancredi’) th ulted.> In any case, whether or not
the note in R* is found in any of the in the group, the combination here points

to the fact that the texts were a ed from different manuscripts, whether by the

51 She does no ticular note for any of the manuscripts, although elsewhere in the
ma she uses a similar commentary, addressing the relatively common
of love, and contained in both R® and R?, as evidence of being part of
elli, ‘La “Novella™, p. 117). The text of this note from R® is available in
onsiderazioni’, pp. 233-234); a slightly different version is given in Hankins
anism’, pp. 28-29). For the complete stemma, see Appendix C.
52 Lat is viewable online through the “Teca Digitale’ of the Biblioteca Laurenziana; images of
the final page of ‘Seleuco’ and the beginning of the following text have confirmed this for
manuscripts CS, La3, MY, M4 N4 R, R%, and R’. Information from the respective libraries

confirms this for manuscripts B, B®, and Sa.
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copyist of R* or by a previous copyist whose manuscript provided the source for all three texts in
R4,
There are a few implications of this choice in terms of narrative at both the level of

representing forms of textual transmission and in terms of wider narratives of reading an

copying. First, the presence of the note, and the discrepancy between its identificatj
‘traducta’ novella and the presence of the Italian novella complicates even th
representation of readerly chronology. As currently assembled, the ma
narrative chronology that follows the experience of the reader, or yist, who first
observes the reference to ‘Tancredi’ in the text of ‘Seleuco’ ently (both in
chronology and in the manuscript itself) reproduces t epancy is then another
disjuncture similar perhaps in scope to the metal cular diptych, not necessarily
disrupting the participation of the manuscrj arrative of transmission and
readership.

However, as a disjuncti other moment of transmission and another set of
agents and processes, mu C concerns in H? point to the presence of the copyist.
In R*, in addition t readerly transmission in the out-of-order diptych, or the
description of us and imitation of the experience (in a hypothetical original
s), the assembly of the manuscript from discrete sources is made
pective roles of the writer, narrator(s), and copyist detached from each other.
n between third person narrator and writer was already problematised through
analysis of the discrepancies in the story of Seleuco by Martelli, who saw the errors as

suggesting that perhaps Bruni was the actual tale-teller of the tale of ‘Seleuco’ in real life, which
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episode was then recorded by another writer.3® That distinction relies, however, on knowledge of
Plutarch and of Bruni’s scholarship. The discrepancy in R* relies on no outside knowledge;
simply a recognition that the text mentioned by the comment is not in fact a text that appears to

be present—the ‘traducta’ novella.

There are also several levels of narrative about what is supposed to be done
The first is the level of the narrative context of the texts, which represents th
as entertainment and the locus amoenus inhabited by genteel consumer
suggested by the vernacular diptych. The next level perhaps is re ommentator,
who engages with the text through their own analysis of the ugh in a slightly
different from than what is present in this manuscript. e level of some copyist
or patron, perhaps the copyist or patron of R w, ns about what to include, and
sources texts from different manuscripts.

The manuscript itself thus su s of manuscript transmission (and
particularly the transmission of, nies), including the temporality of the process
and the multiplicity of ro pt thus becomes not only an example of the practices
of reading and repr stitute manuscript transmission, but also a space in which
the distinctio es of reader, author, and copyist can be highlighted interpretively

through mbination of texts. The copyist here can be seen through the assembly

53 Martelli, ‘Considerazioni’, p. 240. See note 2 above.
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of the manuscript in their role as selector or agent, moving among sources and languages even
for a manuscript that is entirely in the vernacular.>
These models of engagement with text are, as we noted at the start, not new in and of

themselves. What this example suggests is that apart from outside knowledge of the textg or

comparative analyses of manuscripts, these models, themselves seen as narrative i
Somers and Gibson, are presented and contested within single exemplars thr
content and elements of manuscript assembly and production.
Such a narrative analysis of texts and of manuscripts can ed with other
sources on readerly and writerly practice, manuscript trans al traditions. The
distinction, for example, between the copisti per passi ti a prezzo — loosely
between amateurs and professionals — and their ds narrative framing and
organisation, in this case as well as in othe additional keys to understanding the
cultural narratives surrounding text. ion of other manuscripts in the same
tradition along the lines of wh ere could also contribute additional information
about copying, and abou e texts themselves and of the relationships between
them.> The issue o ultiple hands is also not addressed here; in these cases, a
narrative acc o0 include the possibility of additional (later) copyists effectively

the narratives created by the document.>® In addition, the present work

ion of the moral of the note to the vernacular also shows a particular

tanding of translation that might be put into dialogue with contemporary discussions of
translation.

%5 ¢f. Gibson, p. 86.

% Relevant to this effort would be the discussions of “renarration” in translation studies, where

the iterative process of translation is seen as re-narrating a text, usually in a new context and
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has focused entirely on the manuscript copies of the texts, to the exclusion of some contemporary
print versions.>’ It has also examined only a very small group of texts that has its own internal
coherence, and the approach could potentially be applied to entire manuscript miscellanies,

viewing their contents not only in thematic terms but as forms of narrative and textual fogms that

participate in public or meta-narratives about text or about other topics. Finally, it
seen whether the treatment of other novelle circulating separately or in small
to circulating in collections such as the Decameron, the Novellino, or t
the treatment of Bruni’s novella of Seleuco as regards the constru
the framing of the novelle within the boundaries of broader narratives.
What this work accomplishes is a view of the een manuscript and
narrative, incorporating the objects themselves i the narratives, broadly
understood, that they contain and in which ? The coherence of the text with these
narratives depends in part on the nar ithin and among texts as well as on the
physical characteristics of the an support or undermine that cohesion. This
reading focuses on how uction, in terms of both the physical ordering of texts
and the temporality within single manuscripts and across the tradition, intersects

with the texts 4 ding the main texts of the two stories in Italian, the translation

ew set of public and metanarratives. See for example Mona Baker,
as Re-Narration’, Translation: A Multidisciplinary Approach, Ed. Juliane House
(NeWY ork: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), pp. 158-177.

57 The tale appears in two sixteenth-century print versions: Leonardo Bruni, Questa si e Una

Novella bellissima di Antioco figliuolo di Seleuco... (Siena: Simone di Niccolo and Giovanni
di Alexandro, 1511); Novelle antiche, ossia Libro di novelle (Florence: Giunti, 1572). On the

texts of these two versions, see Marcelli, ‘La “Novella”’, pp. 120-24.
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into Latin, and the comments and other paratexts. These connections, and the cultural narratives
that they produce about reading, writing, and textual transmission, are inscribed in the
manuscripts themselves. An awareness of how manuscript transmission, or indeed other forms of

transmission, affect and are affected by the material constraints of the text as well as by the

construction of internal and external narratives, can be a powerful tool in approachj

historical and contemporary cultural transmission.

Appendix A: List of manuscripts and sigla (Marcelli, ‘La

(asterisk indicates manuscript seen in person by the au

A? Rome, Biblioteca Angelica, Ms 189

B! Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria,

B3 Bologna, Biblioteca Universi

Ba! | Vatican City, Bibliotec cana, Barb. lat. 3929

Ba? | Vatican City, Bibl a Vaticana, Barb. lat. 4051

Bas Vatican Cit stolica Vaticana, Barb. lat. 3664

Ca a Apostolica Vaticana, Capponi 10

Co Corsiniana, Rossi 163

iblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Conventi soppressi C3 2703

stadt, Hessisches Landes- und Hochschulbibliothek, MS 2001

*F Florence, Biblioteca Moreniana, Frullani 25

*EM; | Florence, Biblioteca Marucelliana, C CLIII
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G Florence, Principe Ginori Conti MS 0063°8

*H; | Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Houghton Library, MS Typ 24

*H, | Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Houghton Library, MS Typ 157

K Krakow, Biblioteka Jagiello ska, Olim Berlin, Staatsbibliothek Ms. Ital. qu. 77

*L London, British Library, Harl. 3830

*Lai | Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Pluteo 90 sup. 89

*La, | Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Pluteo 90 sup. 138

*Las | Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Palat. 90

Lu Lucca, Biblioteca Statale, MS 1284

M Milan, Biblioteca Trivulziana, Ms 761

*M: | Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale Central

*M, | Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale C

*M?3 | Florence, Biblioteca Nazio gl. IX.54

*M* | Florence, Biblioteca e, Magl. XXI.158

*M> | Florence, Bibli entrale, Magl. XXI.175

Me Madrid, S March, Ms 524

*N1 azionale Centrale, Naz. 11.11.16

*N? oteca Nazionale Centrale, Naz. 11.11.56

Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Naz. I1.111.136

%8 The whereabouts of this manuscript are unknown, so it is not catalogued in Marcelli (‘La
“Novella™’, p. 98); the siglum is my own. Kristeller lists it (Iter Italicum I, p. 228) as

containing ‘Seleuco’ but not either version of ‘Tancredi’.
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*N4

Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Naz. I1.1X.137

*N° | Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Naz. 11.1X.148

Na Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale «Vittorio Emanuele Il1», VII E 2

Ot Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Ottob. lat. 3316

Pr Parma, Biblioteca Palatina, Pal. 306 &
Pt Pistoia, Archivio Capitolare del Duomo, 58

*R Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, Ricc. 1157 &N ’
*R! | Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, Ricc. 1074 %Q

*R2 | Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, Ricc. 1078 0'

*R3 | Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, Ricc. 1095 Q’

*R* | Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, Ricc. 1

*R> | Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, wd

*RG icc.

*R7

*RB

Ro!

Ro? | Vatican ioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Ross. 1134

Sa Savi@) sul Rubicone, Biblioteca dell'’Accademia Rubiconia dei Filopatridi, Ms
Sit Siena, Biblioteca Comunale degli Intronati, J VI 25

SM | Siena, Prof. Domenico Maffei, s.n.

T Tours, Bibliothéque Municipale, Marcel 2103
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Tst | Trieste, Biblioteca Civica «Attilio Hortis», 1.24 (. XXVIII)

Vi Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 2876

V2 Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4820

\& Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 5337

V4 Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4830

Vrt | Verona, Biblioteca Capitolare, CCCCLXXI (314)

Y New Haven, Yale University Beinecke Library, Ms 329 q

Vr2 | Verona, Biblioteca Capitolare, CCCCXCI (335) 0 ’
‘ )

N
Appendix B: Combination of Texts

(f=manuscript written by a single hand, when known) Q

# of mss

Novella alone>®

AZ: B3: Ba?; Ba®; Ca; Co; CS; G; F; FMf: H! - La?; Lut; Mt M3 M4 M°;

Met; NY; N2 N3; N*; Ot; Pri; Ptf; R @ 7R% R® R’%; R® (without frame); Ro'1;

Ro?; SMt: T1; Tslt: VI V2 W% @Vrzi; Y.

43

59 Marceglli omits M®, R® and Ca from her catalogue as incomplete (‘La “Novella™, p. 98). M®

ends mid-sentence, just before the end of the novella; closer investigation of the manuscript

might provide further information. R® includes the entire novella, but not the frame

(presumably the reason that Marcelli considers it incomplete). Ca has only the beginning of

the text, but is the last of the volume; it is easy to hypothesise the loss of the last few leaves

(or indeed more than that).
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Novella, Latin letter to Bindaccio, Latin Tancredi (t=diptych order)® 1062

BYf; Bal; LT; Lalt; Mt (without frame)8!; M2%; N5; Nat; R; Satt

Novella, Italian Tancredi (t=diptych order) 764

DF; H2tT; La®t; R36%; RY; Sittt; Ve

ox
60 Marcelli omits N° from her catalogue as incomplete (‘L@Im’”, p. 98). It lacks the latter
i credi’ and the letter. Although the

part of the tale, but ‘Seleuco’ is preceded by t
r, Iter Italicum V. Alia Itinera 11l and
Italy I11. Sweden to Yugoslavia, Utopia, ent to Italy (A-F) (London: The Warburg
Institute; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1990)/Mm,572), and appears to have been assembled at a later
date, it does seem that these texts anned together.

61 The two texts are separated.b

volume contains a number of different hands

angesco Petrarca’s note on Laura’s death, which is the same

as that written in the ma a copy of Virgil (Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, ms A 79

inf.). The note is avai in E.H. Wilkins, Life of Petrarch (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press 4

62 Marcelli (¢ ;6 p. 34) includes in her count Paris BN Collection Moreau 848, which is
omitted @s being assembled in the seventeenth century. Omitted here and also omitted

i (“Appunti’) is Paris Bibliotheque Nationale lat. 17888, of similar provenance,
and\containing the Latin letter but not the translation of ‘Tancredi’.

83 Includes the texts in the correct order, but separated by Francesco Accolti’s ‘Canzone di
Ghismonda’ (Marcelli, ‘Appunti’, p. 39; Marcelli, ‘La “Novella™’, p. 79), which she notes
also appears in T and in Vrz (Marcelli, ‘La “Novella”, pp. 91, 97 and 103).

64 Marcelli (‘Appunti’, pp. 36-41) includes in her count only those manuscripts in which the

Italian “Tancredi’ is copied immediately preceding ‘Seleuco’.
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Appendix C: Stemma

X
&N
g
S

Figure 4: Stemma from Marcelli,®® incorporating the two r@ipts described in Marcelli

(‘Due nuovi testimoni’). Manuscripts containing thie L@ti ncredi’ (in any order) are

underlined; those containing the Italian ‘Tancredi y order) are in bold. Reproduced with

permission from Nicoletta Marcelli.

= ‘La “Novella™, p. 125.



