
any established principles, based on written or unwritten laws, that defined the rules of succes-
sion to the throne, whether by seniority or primogeniture. In his view, the designation of a suc-
cessor by the reigning ruler played a fundamental role. However, even the designation did not
in itself guarantee the new ruler general acceptance. The decisive role fell to the magnates, who
by consensus agreed to transfer power from onemember of the dynasty to another. The lack of
clearly defined rules of succession required competing representatives of the Árpád, Př emyslid,
and Piast dynasties to justify their rights to the throne and demonstrate their superiority over
other contenders. The legitimization strategies used for this purpose are analyzed in the last part
of the book. Bagi distinguishes three basic sets of arguments used in intra-dynastic polemics to
prove legitimacy of claims to the throne: descent, sometimes fictitious, from a particular dynas-
tic line; possession of a crowned ancestor; or demonstration of military ability.

The author’s findings are commendable onmany points. In particular, his arguments regard-
ing theHungarian regnal duchy as an institution based less on the division of territory andmore
on the division of power are convincing. Inmanyother cases, however, the author’s conclusions
raise doubts and invite polemics. This concerns one of themain theses of the book, namely that
the concept of division of the realm and dynastic power-sharing was introduced in the mid-
eleventh century first in Hungary and then in Bohemia and at the end of the century in Poland.
The author emphasizes that those solutions were not simply a result of power struggles. They
were also intended “to allow all the male members of the dynasty whowere regarded as equals
to participate in some way in the exercise of authority” (323). However, he does not explain
why that formof dynastic power-sharingwas not used earlier, andwhy, in the case ofHungary,
it was abandoned later. One might wonder whether in Hungary the change of the forms of
dynastic rule postulated by the author was due to a deep crisis after the death of Stephen I
(1038), associated with a pagan revolt and the seizure of power by rulers related to the Árpád
dynasty only through the female line. It is possible that after regaining power the Árpáds decided
to share power among themselves in order to consolidate their position and strengthen the
cohesiveness of the dynasty. Nevertheless, in the case of Bohemia and Poland, although both
polities underwent similar crises, it would be hard to connect the introduction of the new form
of dynastic power with reaction to the earlier collapse of the rule of the Př emyslids and Piasts.
However, the author does not ask these questions. As a result, his arguments are not always
persuasive and may raise reservations.

There is no place here to discuss all the issues presented in the book. The doubts it may raise,
however, in noway undermine its value.On the contrary, they constitute itsmerits. Bagi’s book
makes us rethink the issue of patterns of dynastic power, which is fundamental to understand-
ing the functioning of central European medieval polities.

Zbigniew Dalewski, Instytut Historii Polskiej Akademii Nauk

Francesco Barbaro,De re uxoria, ed. Claudio Griggio and Chiara Kravina. (Istituto
Nazionale di Studi sul Rinascimento Studi e testi 53.) Florence: Leo S. Olschki, 2021.
Pp. xiv, 425; color figures. €55. ISBN: 978-8-8222-6728-3.
doi:10.1086/727251

Editors Claudio Griggio and Chiara Kravina have produced a book that explores De re
uxoria [On matrimony], a treatise written by the Venetian patrician, jurist, and statesman
Francesco Barbaro (1390–1454). Griggio and Kravina’s book includes a thematic and stylistic
analysis of Barbaro’s treatise and provides a critical edition of Barbaro’s original Latin text
(along with parallel text in Italian) through the philological process defined as “ecdotic/textual
criticism.”

The first part (1–149), authored by Kravina, unfolds in six sections that examine, respec-
tively, the treatise’s inception and purpose, its structure and themes, its literary sources, its
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influence on Renaissance literature, its editorial fortune, and eventually its wide circulation
in Italy and Europe. Kravina highlights the treatise’s socio-historical context, that is, the city
of Venice where Barbaro wrote it in the summer of 1415, after his stay at the Medici court in
Florence. With it, he aimed to pay tribute to the approaching wedding of Cosimo the Elder’s
brother, Lorenzo, and to his bride-to-be, Ginevra Cavalcanti. He also intended to offer the
young scions of Cosimo’s oligarchic echelon (and their Venetian peers) a handbook of pre-
cepts leading to their choosing a noble wife who would embody the Platonic kalokagathia
(the union of physical beauty and wisdom). Such a woman would be apt to produce and raise
healthy and virtuous offspring for the continuation and glory of the family lineage.

Kravina assembles a rich tapestry of classic historiographic sources along with an array of
patristic loci that inspired Barbaro’s treatise. Among them are Plutarch’sConiugalia praecepta,
Xenophon’s Oikonomikós, Cicero’s De officiis, and Augustine of Hippo’s Quaestiones in
Genesim. She notes that such sources, albeit not part of the long-standing classical misogynistic
tradition, still prescribed the docile submission of wives to their male counterparts. Kravina
illustrates the immediate and enthusiastic reception of Barbaro’smanual that circulated in several
manuscript copies throughout the peninsula andmet with the unanimous admiration of human-
ists such as Poggio Bracciolini and Pier Paolo Vergerio the Elder.

She remarks that, over time, De re uxoria steadily percolated into the fabric of the res
publica litterarum and transcended national boundaries. In this regard, Kravina lists Leon
Battista Alberti’sDe familia liber II (1433–34); the editio princeps of the treatise by the French
magistrate André Tiraqueau (1513), aswell as its emulation in Spain by Juan LuisVives (1524);
its influence on some passages of Baldassare Castiglione’s Cortegiano (1528) and Ariosto’s
1532 version of the Furioso; its reworked translation in Lutheran Germany (1536); and its
impact on Alessandro Piccolomini’sDe la institutione di tutta la vita de l’huomo nato nobile
(1542) and on LudovicoDolce’s reprint of theDialogo della institution delle donne (1547). In
1548 Alberto Lollio’s translation ofDe re uxoriawas printed in Venice. Two centuries later,
the translation’s two reprints (1778 and 1785) exerted an influence on the Italian intellectuals
of the Enlightenment who debated the subject of matrimony and influenced several pedago-
gical writings of the 1800s. In outlining the importance of the first critical edition of the trea-
tise, assembled by Attilio Gnesotto (1915), Kravina discusses the interest garnered by De re
uxoria in Nazi Germany through Percy Gothein’s monograph on Barbaro (1932) and
through his German translation of the treatise (1933). The appendix (146–49) contains the
list of the 129 selected manuscripts of De re uxoria and concludes the first part.

The second part (153–425) is entirely authored by Griggio, with the exception of the list of
bibliographical abbreviations and of the indexes, both of which were assembled by Kravina.
It includes the critical edition of Barbaro’s treatise and its Italian translation, followed by the
commentary to the original Latin text. AlthoughGriggio, in his “Note to the Text” (153–75),
acknowledges Gnesotto’s scholarly merits, he also states that his edition is biased by the fact
that it has regarded the manuscript Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, MS Plut.
78.24 (technically called L2 and produced in Florence in 1416) as the exemplum of Florence,
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, MS Plut. 78.25 (L), copied in Venice. Supported by the find-
ings of previous paleographic investigations, and led by his own philological expertise, Griggio
overturns thefiliation of the twomanuscripts and asserts that L constitutes indeed themodel for
L2.Healso validates the textual authoritativeness of the additionalmanuscripts ofDere uxoria
that he selected to comparewith L. They are, specifically, the four copies (three fromVenice and
one from Verona) produced between 1416 and 1428.

This book, whose two parts harmoniously complement each other, is meritorious for the
rigorous accuracy with which the editors have assembled it. Kravina’s precise and exhaustive
weaving of the multiple threads forming the tapestry ofDe re uxoria is exemplary and stands
on a parwith the enquêtedonebyMargaret L.King’sTheWealth ofWives:A Fifteenth-Century
Marriage Manual (2015). Griggio’s textual rendition and valuable commentary to the treatise
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are a true labor of love which crowns his indefatigable interest in Barbaro that started more
than three decades ago. The volume provides readers, both specialists and non-specialists alike,
with the modern and accessible version of a work that, for centuries, has been a constant and
untarnished presence on the Italian and European cultural scene.

Olimpia Pelosi, State University of New York, Albany

Robert Bartlett, The Middle Ages and the Movies: Eight Key Films. London: Reaktion
Books, 2022. Pp. 284; black-and-white figures. $22.50. ISBN: 978-1-7891-4526-5.
doi:10.1086/726729

Not surprisingly, the breathtakingly broad learning that made the author of The Making
of Europe (1993) perhaps the greatest living medievalist of our day is one quality that also
makes this volume so successful. But it is not the only one. “Putting history on the screen,”
Robert Bartlett states, “gives us a vivid way of imagining the past,” but, he rightly adds, it
“is also always about the present” (265). Bartlett’s keen interpretive eye, not tomention his com-
mand of twentieth-century history, enables him to draw out the unspoken themes, often broadly
political, to which an anxious director hoped an audience—or politician—might be alert.

Though he appreciates that it would be wrong to put questions of historical accuracy at
the center of all inquiry on medieval film, Bartlett’s first aim in this volume is to assess how
faithful the eight films he analyzes are to the realities of medieval history. If the scriptwriters
ofMonty Python and theHolyGrail (1975) had satirical aims, they nonetheless had impressive
knowledge of medieval beliefs, even of obscure ones, and they depict “a recognizably medieval
world” (85). By contrast, some directors know little about the medieval period, many, indeed,
with no“particular desire to say [any]thing about theMiddleAges” (263). They simplywant to
tell a good story and make a good, or at least successful, film. Still, it is natural for a viewer to
wonder whether and to what degree a film reflects historical reality. This is especially the case
with a film like Braveheart (1995), whose director, Mel Gibson, oddly chose not to depict the
bridge in the Battle of Stirling Bridge. Here, as throughout the volume, Bartlett effectively and
helpfully distinguishes historical actors and recorded events from imagined individuals and
incidents, between, we might say, the real and the represented.

Bartlett has a keen sense of aesthetic necessity and understands that strict historical accuracy
must often be sacrificed for the sake of narrative momentum and thematic coherence. Direc-
tors routinely accomplished this by the purging of historical actors or, if a film is basedon some
premodern source, of lengthy and sometimes difficult text. Thus, AnthonyMann, the director
of El Cid (1961) removed the third son of King Ferdinand, Garcia; his inclusion would
have distracted from the central conflict between his brothers, Sancho and Alfonso. Likewise,
Jean-Jacques Annaud and his four screenwriters ruthlessly cut most of the abstract theological
and philosophical material that made up the bulk of Umberto Eco’s novel The Name of the
Rose (1986). They did so in order not to arrest the narrative push of what is, in the film,
essentially a detective mystery. Far from deploring these cuts, which had also to be made to the
Nibelungenlied (124,000 words) for Fritz Lang’s Siegfried (1924), Bartlett contends that this
sort of “silent simplification” is quite defensible in the making of historical film. It is also
inevitable, as are chronological blemishes. As Bartlett nicely understates, the “desire to present
the viewer with something memorable is rarely restrained by fear of anachronism” (249).

Bartlett’s second principal aim is to show us how directors deploy themedieval past tomake
points (more or less subtly) about politics, the state and nationalism, sex and gender, religion,
class, and more. No theme is more pervasive in these films than national feeling. Most of the
films under discussion here characteristically portray national character proudly, idealize devo-
tion to the nation, and celebrate defensive nationalism. Bartlett’s discussion offilmsmade in the
Soviet Union is especially fascinating. If the threat of enemieswithout became a feature ofmuch
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