APPENDIX NO. 4 – CHARACTERISTICS TRESOR EDITION TC "APPENDIX: DESCRIPTION PER EDITION" \f C \l "1" S
1.
Chabaille (1863) TC "1.
Chabaille (1863)" \f C \l "2"  
Chabaille presents himself as a ‘modeste éditeur’, reconstructing the ‘véritable texte’.
 To this end, he bases his edition upon manuscript F which he considers the oldest and least corrupted reading.
 He does not specify the method he uses to arrive at this conclusion, except that it entails an extensive and detailed comparison of manuscripts 
 and that it is inspired by the approach of the editors of the classics.
 This approach has been labelled differently by later scholars, ranging from an empirical approach prior to the Lachmannian wave,
 over an ‘empirical Lachmannian’ approach,
 to a Lachmannian approach.
 


Chabaille opts to publish the text in the dialect of the manuscript, that is the dialect of the Île-de-France, Francien. He assumes that Latini used this precursor of modern French.
 

Chabaille is the first to discern the existence of two redactions, specifying that, in the second redaction, the historical chapters extend to 1268 instead of ending in 1260.
 Although he uses a first redaction manuscript, F, as his base text, he also includes the text of the additional historical chapters, identified as such by an asterisk in the relevant chapter headings.
 

In addition, Chabaille compiles an elaborate apparatus, containing ‘characteristic’ variants.
 The apparatus does not contain dialect variants or scribal errors.
 Particular attention is paid to a specific category of variants, the interpolations, defined as scribal critiques or refutations of Latini’s opinions. These interpolations are represented in different characters and are followed by the abbreviation Interpol.
 His introduction also contains brief descriptions of the examined manuscripts. The edition ends with an appendix, containing an interpolated chapter found in two manuscripts, an alphabetical and analytical index and a table of contents.

In order to position his edition, Carmody’s judgment of Chabaille’s work was highly negative. He considered it an editio variorum, and not a critical edition. He criticized the choice of the base text as a manuscript full of unusual spellings and unimportant interpolations. He deemed the choice of variants unsound. And he stated that thirteen manuscripts had been completely overlooked.
 Later scholars have rehabilitated Chabaille’s edition. They acknowledge that it reflected the prevailing methodology of the time.
 They mainly point to the numerous variants that have been gathered – although not systematically - in the apparatus as the edition’s main achievement, while they consider that Chabaille’s lack of knowledge of Latini’s sources was responsible for its major defect, namely a number of bad philological decisions.
 Already in 1869 Sundby proposed a series of emendations to Chabaille’s edition based upon a better knowledge of these sources.
 
2.
Carmody (1947)
 TC "2.
Carmody (1947)" \f C \l "2" 
Carmody presents himself as a Bédiériste, looking for ‘le texte primitif”,
 with an explicit anti-Lachmannian attitude.
 

Notwithstanding this anti-Lachmannian attitude, Carmody puts a lot of effort in establishing a genealogy.
 He starts with a basic division into two main redactions based upon the longer historical section typical of the second redaction and a series of missing bestiary chapters. The latter criterion is a new common feature of the second redaction manuscripts.
 He subdivides this bipartition based upon interpolations, defined as scribal falsifications introduced to alter the philosophy of the original work, and gross errors. To this end, he examined 50 manuscripts, located in France and England, out of a total of 73 identified manuscripts. He admits not having examined all manuscripts and states that the non-examined manuscripts would not have added anything essential to the genealogy.
 
As base text for his edition, he selects the ‘best’ manuscript, namely manuscript T.
 He adopts – in theory - a non-interventionist approach. He identifies and corrects, however, a number of readings by comparing the base text to variants noted in the Chabaille edition, manuscripts U and V, Gaiter’s edition of the Tesoro, manuscript P and the sources used by Latini.
 With respect to the table of contents, the rubrics and the sentence numbering, he adopts a more openly interventionist stance.
 
His base text is a mid-fourteenth century second redaction manuscript, completed for the bestiary chapters and written in Picard dialect.
 The bestiary chapters are identified as such in the apparatus. Carmody included these chapters based upon first redaction manuscripts, namely C5 corrected against G.
 
The edition has only a limited apparatus of variant readings.
 Interesting features are its short explanation of the modernization of spelling, capitalization and punctuation, its list of manuscripts (with a very short description), its identification of Latini’s sources and its glossary.

Although Carmody devotes more energy to the genealogy than to anything else,
  later scholars generally agree that his stemma is problematic.
 Moreover, the selected base text has received mixed reviews. Bolton Holloway does not consider it the best one of its group,
 whereas Baldwin calls it a manuscript of high quality.
 In addition, Beltrami points out that it has been insufficiently – and sometimes erroneously – corrected.
 The limited variant apparatus is generally viewed as the edition’s main defect,
 whereas its source apparatus is acclaimed as its major contribution.
 
3.
Baldwin & Barrette (2003)
 TC "3.
Baldwin and Barrette (2003)" \f C \l "2" 
Because the Chabaille edition was difficultly accessible and the Carmody edition was out of print, Baldwin and Barrette saw a need to produce a new edition.
 

Baldwin and Barrette select the late thirteenth-century MS M3 as their base text, a manuscript which was unknown to Chabaille and which Carmody was not able to examine because of the political circumstances in Spain in the late 1930s.
 During the preparation of his 1989 edition of the Catalan tradition, Baldwin closely read this manuscript and he continued to use it, together with Barrette, when preparing their 1993 translation.
 Based upon an extensive comparison to the Chabaille and Carmody editions, they conclude that it is the ‘best’ manuscript to use since it is a complete second redaction manuscript written in thirteenth-century French, albeit somewhat altered orthographically in Italianate fashion.
 They also correct it – in certain instances without explicitly commenting upon it - on the basis of the Chabaille and Carmody editions.
 Moreover, they specify that they do not give a complete account of variants.
 

The edition also contains a detailed explanation of the modernization of spelling and punctuation and a short description of the base text (copied from a library catalogue – and without any references to other extant manuscripts).

Beltrami strongly criticizes the choice of a single – and second redaction - manuscript, mainly corrected on the basis of the Chabaille and Carmody editions (and not actual witnesses). He also objects to the lack of explicit justification for all corrections to the text, making it difficult to ascertain what comes directly from the manuscript.
 
4.
Beltrami (2007) TC "4.
Beltrami (2007)" \f C \l "2"  
Beltrami subscribes to the Neo-Lachmanian method. He claims to strive towards ‘somiglianza all’originale’.
 

Beltrami recognizes that a definitive stemma for the extant manuscripts does not yet exist. Therefore, he presents the edition as a work-in-progress on the clear understanding that it is not an authorial witness and, because of the lack of a clearly authoritative or exceptional manuscript, he deems it advisable to use a constellation of manuscripts.
 To this end, he distinguishes three manuscript groupings based upon a common errors method. The first and second groupings correspond to the first redaction. Beltrami makes this subdivision based upon the presence of extended passages (versioni lunghe) in the second grouping. The third grouping corresponds to the second redaction without bestiary chapters. Beltrami does not regard the second redaction manuscripts with bestiary chapters as a separate grouping, but as the result of contamination.
 He then selects a constellation of best manuscripts, mainly first redaction manuscripts 
 with the early fourteenth-century manuscript V2 in a central position. Manuscript V2 is corrected against a series of other manuscripts, following a specific order (Y, C2, F, A3, B2, R, K, T, and U) whereby each intervention is justified in the apparatus, thus allowing the reconstitution of manuscript V2.
 The text does not include the additional historical chapters of the second redaction. Beltrami does not aim to provide a full overview of all variants in the apparatus.
 

The edition also contains a short explanation of the modernization of spelling and punctuation, a bibliography, a listing of extant manuscripts (without description, but with topographical index), an index of names and a table of contents. Of particular interest is the addition of a modern Italian translation.

� Chabaille, xxiv. On the title page of the edition, Polycarpe Chabaille is – less modestly - mentioned in his capacity of Member of the Société Impériale des Antiquaires de France, of the Antiquaires de Picardie, and of the Société d’émulation d’Abbeville.


� Chabaille, xxiv. See also: Prince, 278.


� In their appreciation of this edition, scholars have sometimes confused the number of manuscripts examined (approximately 40, mainly in Paris) with the number of manuscripts used in the variants apparatus (26). See: Baldwin, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 187; Carmody, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 93; Marshall, 21; Schutz, 302.


� Chabaille, xxiv.


� Beltrami, Per il testo, 962, footnote 3. On the empirical approach: Dembowski, 513; Foulet & Speer, 3.


� Marshall, 20; Prince, 278.


� Schutz, 302. On the Lachmannian method: Dembowski, 513-514; Foulet & Speer, 8-10.


� Chabaille, xxiii.


� See also: Prince, 277.


� Chabaille, xxiii and 87-101.


� Chabaille, xxvi. 


� Chabaille, xxiv-xxv.


� Chabaille, xxi-xxii.


� Carmody, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 93-94.


� Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xxiv; Beltrami, Introduction, XXVII. For the positive opinion of a contemporary scholar of Chabaille: Littré, 13.


� Baldwin, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 187; Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xxiii; Marshall, 21; Prince, 278; Sundby, 78-79. 


� Sundby, vi.


� Carmody, Introduction, XLII.


� Carmody, Introduction, XLII and XLII, footnote 1. On the Bédiériste method: Dembowski, 519-520; Foulet & Speer, 19-20; Speer, 8.


� On the usefulness of a stemmatic classification to the best manuscript method: Dembowski, 523-524.


� Beltrami, Per il testo, 975; Carmody, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 98; Carmody, Introduction, XXXVI. Missing is part of chapter I.55 and chapters I.156-166 and I.198-200. See: Prince, 277.


� Carmody, Genealogy, 78; Carmody, Introduction, XXXII-XXXV (with examples of interpolations) and XXXVI-XXVII (with genealogy). 


� Carmody, XXXVIII.


� Carmody, Introduction, XLII-XLIII.


� Carmody, Introduction, XLIII-XLIV.


� Although Carmody underlines that this dialect is less distinctive in the base text than in other manuscripts belonging to same group. Carmody, XLI.


� Carmody, XLI-XLII. See also: Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xxiv, footnote 33.


� Carmody, XLIV-XLV.


� Baldwin, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 187.


� Baldwin, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 187 and 189-190; Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xxvi-xxxii; Beltrami, Per il testo, 962-963; Bolton Holloway, 20; Marshall, 27.


� Bolton Holloway, 40.


� Baldwin, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 188.


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXVII.


� Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction,  xxiv; Beltrami, Per il testo, 963; Giola, Volgarizzamento, 28, footnote 1; Marshall, 23; Prince, 279.


� Beltrami, Per il testo, 963; Beltrami, Introduzione, XXVII; Marshall, 24; Prince, 279; Schutz, 303.


� Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xxxv.


� Prince, 277.


� Baldwin, Brunetto Latini’s Tresor, 188.


� Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xxxiv-xxxv.


� Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xlviii-xlix and xxxv.


� Baldwin & Barrette, Introduction, xlix-xl.


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXVII.


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXXII. For an overview of Italian textual criticism (including a discussion of the Neo-Lachmannian method): Segre & Speroni. 


� Beltrami, Per il testo, 961, 969 and 1007-1009; Beltrami, Introduzione, XXX.


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXVII-XXX.  


� Beltrami, Per il testo, 1008; Beltrami, Introduzione, XXX-XXXI. 


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXX-XXXI.


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXXI. 


� Beltrami, Introduzione, XXVII. 
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