
örThe Historical Work of Burchard of Ursberg,
The Ursberg °Chronicon' Text*)

e.early thırteenth-century chronicle of the Premonstratensian
Burchard, Provost of the wabılan Convent of Ursberg, 15 important
SOUTCC for the later reign of Frederick Barbarossa (A.D Za 190) and
INOTEC especlally for the re1gns of hıs SUCCESSOTIS enTtYy VI (1190-1 197),
Phiılıp of Swabıla (1198-1208), Otto (1198-1218), and Frederick 11
(1212-1250) Tom the time of eNTY VI 0} the author Was recordıng
events which he remembered. ıle the early part of hıs work 1N-
Corporates the unıversal chronicle of Frutolf-Ekkehard from the 7078]

the ea of the ast Salıan, enTtYy 06-1 125), and hıs AaCCOU of
the reigns of Lothar of Supplinburg (1125-11537/); Conrad 111 38-

and the early of Barbarossa ATC substantıally derıved from
earlıer extant OUTCCS, that latter part important place
relatıvely few contemporary hıstories. S} the rıe efflorescence of
historical lıterature devoted Barbarossa’s first decade A CMPCIOT,

1C the royally sanctioned bıography of Otto of Freising and
hıs continuator Rahewın fgures prominently, there 1S sudden DOVErTLY
of contemporarYy AaCCOUNTS The only other hıstory from southern
Germany d informatıve A urchard the remainıng decades of
Barbarossa’s ıfe and the reigns of hıs SO115S5 and ÖOtto 1S Otto of St
Blasıen’s continuatiıon of the chronicle of Otto of Freising. The
Blasıen hıstorl1an s work reaches only 209 and {Or the ex{

twenty the ast entries for the SUMMETI of }230. urchard
texti 1s unıquely important %)

The followıing represents the 1rs in ser1es of artıcles asel Octiora:
dissertation of the Samlle submıitted al Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, in 981
The author WCS specıal thanks for guldance in ıts preparatıon LO her graduate chaırman,
Professor James John She lıkewıise acknowledges the assıstance and eNCOUragementT of
Professor Dr Laetitıa oe  m, Universıtät München: Dr Norbert Backmund, Praem..,
Abteı indberg; and the manuscrıpt and reference lıbrarıans of the Bayerische
Staatsbibliothe

SE (GJÜTERBOCK, ‘Über tto VO St Blasıen, Burchard VO Ursberg, und eine
unbekannte Welfenquelle mıt usSDIl1c auf dıe Chıavennafrage’, In Kritische eitrage ZUur

Geschichte des Mittelalters Festschrift für Robert Holtzmann (Berlıin, 191 ;
KANTOROWICZ, Frederick the Second, 4-T1 Trans Loriımer London, 93] rptl
New York, AAVI; IHOMPSON, History of Historical Wrıiting New York,
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The chronicle of the Ursberg author interest, however, for
easons other than the historical informatıon IC it records.
urchard lıvely Staufer partisanshıp, hıs vehement antı-papalısm, and
hıs wide-rangıing commentar urmaoıl insıde Germany and ın the

church, A ell d hıs selfconsc10us dırectness of exXpression and swiıft-

movıng narratıve of crucılal incıdents, enhance hıs aCcCcount urchard
style 1S nevertheless inelegant and hıs work’s structure 15 inconsıstent,
wıth SOINC secti1ons of the text showıng S1ZNS of areful recastıng and
others of Ia  S raftıng; neıther style NOT sStructiure has provided fOCus
fOr scholarly attention the Ursberg Chronicon (hereafter
Nıneteenth- and early twentieth-century work rowıng from {WO edıtions
of Burchard’s hıstory for Monumenta Germanıae Historica, the 8 /4
Oll0 edıtiıon by bel and Weıland and the 916 OCLavo edıtion
DYy Holder-Egger and VO Sımson centered the identificatıon
of urchard OUTCCS and relatiıonshıps hıs OUICCS, hıs
OW aCCoun(, and other aCCOUN derived from the Same OI elated
OUTCCS More recently Backmund, 1n hıs SUPVCY of medieval
Premonstratensian historl1ans, investigated Burchard in the context of
the histor1o0graphy of hıs OW order. The former lıne of INqUIrYy proved
IMOTC frultful ; Backmund OUnN! lıttle ın urchard chronicle be

symptomatıc of ıts orıgın irom Premonstratensıian house *).
TIhe extual research and SOUTITCEC iıdentificatıon performed Dy the

Monumentists and theır SUCCOSSOIS make possıble the formulation of
quest1ons ın the interpretation of which nevertheless remaın
solved urchard perceptions of hıstory and the role of the historı1an,
evident in those pa of hıs work which ave been shown be orıgınal
and in hıs treatment of the work of other histor1ans, of documentary,
and of oral evidence ave received lıttle attention. Hıs ımportance fOr
the hıstory of histor1ography 15 nevertheless consıderabile, since As

1L, 198; VAN (CLEVE, The Emperor Frederick II of Hohenstaufen: Immutator
UN (Oxford, 543-544 : ‚ACKMUND, Die mittelalterlichen Geschichts-
schreiber des Prämonstratenserordens, Bıblıotheca Analectorum Praemonstratensium
(Averbode, S,

|BURCHARD RSBERG|],; Burchardı el Cuonradi Urspergensium chronicon, ed
ABEL anı WEILAND, Monumenta Germanıae Historica Scriptores 23 (Hanover,

333-383; URCHARD URSBERG, Chronicon, ed HOLDER-LEGGER and
VON SIMSON, 2nd ed., Scriptores Rerum Germanıcarum ın Usum Scholarum (Hanover,

Subsequent references Burchard’s tex{i ll be the SSRG dıtıon unless
otherwise noted

ACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, 26
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INAaNnY cr1ıtics have noted ın passıngz he 1S CONSPICUOUS mM medieval
hıstorians 1ın h1ıs explıcıt discussion of the a1mMs of historical wrıting ın
eneral and of hıs personal objectives iın the wrıting of VE) ese
objectıves led urchar: nto inventive method 1le INanY medieval
historlans worked In INOTEe than ONe hıstorical Otto of Freising,
for instance, unıversal chronicle and roya bıography
urcnar: umbled SCNICS In hıs sole Survıving work. Hıs chronicle
reproduces annalıst1ic unıversal hıstory, but urcnar: theore-
tical preface LO that earlhıer chronicle and ncluded SOMNEC synthetic
historical and bıographical In addıtion annalıstıc dıvisions In
the sectlions IC he 0)8 compıile hımself, from the reign of
Lothar Oonward. independent sections GuRe abeled DYy ‘Gesta’,
‘Annnı 'Hystor1a’. The following iıllustrates the order in He these
maJor extual divisions AapPCAT, wıth theoretical] and synthetic sections
marked wıth asterısk ; a]] but the first three diıvisiıons dIC clearly
rubricated in the sole complete manuscript :

Introduction
Frutolf-Ekkehard redaction (Flood LO
Second introduction and reVIEeW of Frutolf-Ekkehard
‘Gesta Lotharı"
°Annı Lotharın"
'Hystorıa Cuonradıi reg1s’
‘Annnı Cuonradı)
'Hystorıa Fridericı imperatoris’
‘Annnı Frideric1’
Interposıtio de Cıvıtate Augusta’
‘Annnı Haıiınrıcı sext1  9
°Gesta ılıpp1
‘Annnı ılıpp1
'Annı Ottonis’ (including Frederick I1

The m1ıxed mode of presentation summarızed here then tO meriıt
investigation alongsıide the polıtical tendentiousness of urchard work
and ıts relatıon LO earlıer and COoONtemporary OUICECS Despıite increasing
attention medieval theory of histori1ography and eology of hıstory,
however, the hıstorical method of the Premonstratensian PrOovost has noLt
yvel been exhaustıvely tudıed

E:g BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, D M
semiına]See SPÖRL’S artıcle 'Das mıttelalterliche Geschichtsdenken als

Forschungsaufgabe’, Historisches Jahrbuch der Görresgesellschaft 53 281-303 See
Iso Ray’'s revVIeWw of subsequent lıterature: Medieval Historiography through the
] welfth Century Problems and Progress of Research)’, Viator 1974), 33-59



The Ursberg °Chronicon’ FOxXt 99

ough, A ackmund recent confiırmed, the 916 Scriptores
Rerum CGermanıcarum edıtion of egun Dy Holder-Egger and
concluded DYy Sıimson has heretofore been regarde AS definitive®),. the
textual tradıtiıon ofurchard work 15 extremely weak and the hıstory of
modern scholarshıp shows traıl of and misapprehension 1SSsues
A basıc A the chronicle’s attrıbution. arly edıtions of the work lısted
unnamed abbas Urspergensıs’ ASs author. 569 ase edition named
Conrad of Liechtenau, urchard SUCCESSOT as Drovost of Ursberg, A

the historian ’). In 1764, uen first cshowed irom autobjiographica
notices ıIn that urcnar'! must have wrıtten al least ıts ‘Hystorıa
Friıderic1' an the immediately succeedıng sect1ons Ursberg records
cshowed that Conrad succeeded hım In 1226. however, and the dSSUMD-
t10n clung that Conrad must have continued the work from al least that
date ıts conclusıon iın 230 Thus the first MG edıtıon identified
urchar ASs the prımary author and Conrad of Liechtenau as hıs
continuator.

urchard survıval past 226 and hıs authorshıp of G S aCCount
of events after that ate WeTIC proved only iın TONAaU’S X90
dissertatıon, chiefly the basıs of the stylıstic compatıbıilıty ıf the text’s  za
ate notices wıth ıts early sect1ons”). CGronau’s discovery overturned the
work of SOINC redoubtable nıneteenth-century students of OUTICECS for
medıieval German hıstory Waıtz’s conclusions Frutolf-Ekkehard
WEIC qualified :) VO  — (nesebrecht’s engthy researches nto stylıstıc
A  pLO: of where the Ursberg continuator mıg ave taken
urchard work WeIC cshown be worthless. ıle these interpreta-
t10ns, Aase upDON the plausıble but alse assumption that the DrOVOSL-
hıstorian diıed when hıs admıniıstratiıve SUCCESSOI took OTffice, 19(0) hold
lıttle interest, the Casons for the inıtıal assoclatıon of wıth Conrad
remaın relevant. (nesebrecht and hıs contemporarıes INa y ave een

BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, AA
|BURCHARD RSBERG|], Conradı Liechtenaw Aabbatis UrspergensIis chronicum

absolutissimum Nino Assyriorum FeDE ad lempora Friderici II (Basel,
KHUEN, Dissertatio historica de Burchardo ıbbate Urspergensi historiae de

Friderico bound ıth BayerıscheIimperatore eIUSGUE parentela authore,
Staatsbibliothek Inc 251m, DASSIM.

GRONAU, Die Ursperger Chronik und ihr Verfasser, Dıss. Berlın 1890, DAasSsım.
10) WAITZ, Commentationis de chronici Urspergensi prıma parte, Re1IUS aucltore, fFontibus

el apud DO  TOS auctoritate specımen, Dıss. Berlın 18306; VON GIESEBRECHT, “‘Krıtische
Bemerkungen ZUTr Ursperger Chronik’, Sitzungsberichte der königlichen bayerischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, der philosophisch-, philologischen UN historischen Klasse
(1881), B CSP DA En



100 aro N gel
completely deceived because there Was SOINC truth ıIn theır mısınforma-
t10n. (jeneral acceptance of Gronau’’s thesıs., however. has led subsequent
students of urchard hıstory consıder the attrıbution Conrad d

long, unhappy CAdCcsSsuTra in the of research nto the teXTL, rather
than ASs Key LO ıts hıstory

INCOMPLETION THE EXTANT TBXT

The first publıshed mention of Conrad ASs author 1ın Brusch’s
Monasteriorum Germaniae praecıpuorum 1 the attrıbution of
the 569 printing 1ın turn Was ase! had deriıved from unpublıshed
hıstory of rsberg’s and abbots wrıtten In S7A Dy the
Johannes Weıissung: atalogus HECNON epitome OMNIUM
singulorum prelatorum Urspergensium. Sınce Weıissung’s notice of
deserıibes the relatıonshıps of urchard, Conrad, and MONaAaSierYy fiıre of
the 12205 areful scrutiny of hıs texi 1S essentı1a] for reconstructing the
history of the earlıer work  7  N attrıbution:

uemadmodum iragmenta ab V1 1Z2N1S relıcta Burchardus COIMMN-
posult, SIC Conradus nobiıli SCNCIC de lıechtnaw, preposıtus
electus, CU1uUS stemma ante duos finıvıt Dıemar ultımus,
multivarıa SsSua erudıiıcıone mıra sanctıimon1a, sapıencl1am CUu

eloquencıa CON1UNXIt, et puerılıbus eclam dultis doctissımısque
ingen11s, tantam cronıcam COomposult, quod NO  — inımam partem S1
mıhı centum lıngue OTaquc centum essent, siıcut olım desıde-
Tavere, IM exprimere

Weıssung asserted that the Provost who succeeded urchnar: Composed
history of the iragments 16 the earlıer prelate had Jready

collected from the remaıns of disastrous fıre, and that the Samnmne Conrad
WAas the collateral of promiınent 0oCa famıly 16 had only
ecently dıed Ou  — The effusıveness wıth which Weıissung mentioned
Conrad 1S CONSPICUOUS, and the following DASSarc why The
Ursberg hıstory Wds eventually publıshed, Weissung sald, wıth the
Support of promınent 0Ca eccles1astıc:

11) BRUSCH, Chronologia MoONnasteriorum Germaniae praecıpuorum (Sulzbach,
rpt of Monasteriorum Germaniae praecıpuorum (Ingolstadt, 603-604

12) WEISSUNG, Catalogus HECNON epitome OMNIUM rum singulorum DRES
atorum Urspergensium, Bayerische Staatsbıibliothek CIm DA SN Reference 15 made ere

the CIm Version: fol 18v Punctuatıon 1S modernızed In hıs and subsequent
quotations irom manuscrıpt SOUTCES
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Ac maxıme impulsu archlepiscop1 augustensı1s dioces1s Heınricı de
lıechtnaw utrıusque 1Uurıs doctorIs, firmissime credo COI eVCICN-
dıssım1ı episcopI predix1isse de sSul SCNCIC scrıptorem {ulsse, CH ta  3
ardentı anımo CA: curavıt PDCI impressori1am ad
veniıre, fulnt profecto.... Proinde certissımus scr1ıptor S Conrad],
NO  s ut1ı authorıs In superscerıptionem posult, quemad-
modum 1am multi! lactantiıculiı facıunt, sıtabundus ın viıita laudıs
videretur CSSC, prox1mos Sul existimavıt calculum elus tam-
qUuUam candıdıssımum ad prolcere. Ideo intıtulata sıne
authore 1ın extirema secula fulsset, nIs1 reverendus 1omas
Mang as VITr antıquitatıs stud10S1SSIımus, calculum S1Vve doc-
tissımum ingenı1um posterı1s enuclhiasset **).

Weıssung Was for the observatıon that Liechtenauer had een
author hıs a  OL, Thomas Mang:;: the ate bıshop of ugsburg,

Henry of Liechtenau, had accordıng Weıssung sensed the COrrect
attrıbution which the modesty of hıis dıistinguished had CONMN-

cealed
The UCCCSS$S of the first printing of hıstory book > had aın

virtually unused Ssince the thırteenth Century had, Dy Weıssung’s time,
stimulated speculatıve INqUIrYy into Its authorship; the personal interest
of the bıshop ın whose SCC WeTITC ocated both the where the
texfi orıginated an! the CIty where it went LO INaYy ave indicated the
dırection IC that investigatiıon took Because Conrad of Liechtenau
had indeed een Drovost when closed, the tradıtiıon 1ts authorshiıp
1C Weılssung perpetuate dıd nNnOoTt SCCIN dubio0us Weissung WdS>,
however, oblıvyıous tOo internal evidence fOor urchard authorshıp,
and hıs garbled descrıption of events 1ın the Ursberg communıty ın
urchar‘ and Conrad’s time eventually generated much conf{fusıon. Hıs
attempt tOo independently of ang’s assert1on, that Conrad had
authored Dy comparıng the text’s ote al 1215° Eodem 4d4NNO
electus fu1l ef translatus ın Ursperc’, wıth hıs OW atalog of Ursberg
prelates showed CIrcultous OgI1C, faulty calculatıon, and imited famılı-
arıty wıth the chronicles Reattrıbution of the complete

l3) WEISSUNG, fol 19r
14) (Sf: LEZ UN fol 9v;: "Postremo cercl1orem te eddere 1psum

Conradum authorem {ulsse, NO  — viderer funıculum facere, ıpsemet PCNC in calce
SUl operI1Ss, ubı crıbıt de Synodo Constantınıana er multiıs alıs ndıcat, fuıt enım 1N1NO ab
incarnatione verbı SE B Jectus translatus ıIn Ursberg Et fundacıo prıma coenobil
urspergensı1s facta est NNO post Incarnacıonem verbiı 2 Facıle UNC te docebit catalogus
quıs fuit? I he catalog In fact shows that ıt Was urchar:ı not Conrad
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Burchard has left Weıissung’s informatıon concerning its authorshıp and
composıtıion iın discredit * °). Nevertheless, those aSpeCIS of Weıssung’s
SsStatement IC cannot be immediıately Cast Out internal]
evidence. hıs asSsoc1l1atıon of destructive fire wıth the composıtiıon of
and hIs contention that ate version Was substantıally adulterated, ST{1
demand attention. If tendent10us reference Conrad 1S completely
cancelled. the implıication 1s STÜ1 apparent ın Weıissung’s AaCCOUNL that
ın ıts existing form represents asty assemblage of pleces of hıstory,
perhaps of the SCITaDS of ıbrary EB examınatıon of the text WEeIC

confiırm that ıt Was composed quickly an perhaps eft incomplete, and ıf
aspects of urchard SUrVIVinNg texti ıts manuscrıpts WEeIC shown be
symptomatıc of later author’'s intervention, then Weıissung’s testimonYy
m1g ASSUTlC ımportance.

The possı1ıbılıty that UC’'s present form represents only prelımınary
effort toward the author’s orıgınal plan 1S supported by scholarly
CONSeENSUS that the PrOovost had lıttle time work hıs chronicle?).
That the prelate had long had such projJect 1n mınd 1S attested Dy the
extent of hı1s collection of inscr1ptions and of hıs consultatıon of. OUICCS

outsıde hıs OW monastery. Attempts determine when Varlıous sect1ons
of WECIC orıginally Composed have nevertheless proved inconclusıve.
S$INCe such clues d hindsıght COMMENTS m1g m1g notLt have been
inserted iın the COUISC of revisiıon and recopying * ’). The only rel1able
evidence fOr the deotee of incompletion of urchard work 1S thus the
extient IC it aıls accomplısh the eneral hıstorl1ographical
objectives selt DE by the author, in those goals Call be successfully
deduced from hıs prefatory discuss1i1ons.

Some degree of haste an! roughness ın composıtıon 15 ımmedıately
The chronicle’s 1na sentence leaves important 1SSUE, the

ıftıng of Frederick 1I’s first excommunicatıion, tantalızıngly unresolved,
A ıf the author eft hıs work Su  enly wıth the intention of returnıng
complete the aCCOUNLT, but dıd ‘Sane hec Composit10, GL} NON

pOSSsel perficı dNNO, dılata est 1ın SeEqUENLUM - ). The ına

15) Eg BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, 10-1
16) E:g AÄBEL, ‘Diıe Ursperger Chronı Archiv der Gesellschaft für ältere deutsche

Geschichtskunde (1858), 90:; LINDNER, "Zum Chronıicon Urspergense’, Neues Archiv

schreiber,
der Gesellschaft für Altere deutsche Geschichtskunde 1891), 25 BACKMUND, Gesc'hi('ht5-

17) Eg GIESEBRECHT, CS 226-227: Liındner. 149125
18) C BE
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attention Dy the orıgınal author An Y part of the extant text Was

probably gıven al about the SAadmInle time d the premature conclusıon Was

wrıtten, 1ın mıd-1230, d Lindner observed 19) Internal evidenceu
when work the SUrv1ving version egan Detaıils remaın miıssıng
dıstant events such ASs the engths of the twelfth-century papacıes of
Lucı1us 111 and an JE: SUrvIViIng manuscrıpts leave for the
addıtiıon of notations months and days, anı evidently dıd
Burchard’s?°). Simson asserted and aCKMuUuUn:! concurred that the
DroVvOost egan the long hıstorical project 1C he then eft imperfect
only shortly before 230 probably ıIn 229 but certamly after the fire
durıng hıs OW prelacy tOo 16 Weıissung agaın alluded **): Stronger
Support for thıs contention than Anı y specıfic evidence of truncatıon
Om1ss1ıon wıthın the texi 1s the faılure, indıcated in the abular SUMIMAL Y
of contie above, ulfıll! intent alternate annalıstic
sect1ons wıth synthetic CSa y recent reigns.

urchard hıstorical work, then, must be approached wıth the
understandıng that it 15 noL precısely what the author mean tOo shape, but
Ta vers1o0n. Whether ıt represents first effort cConstruct hıstory

irom oah CoONtemporary times 0)8 later attempt reconstruct such
work after ıts OSS Dy fıre must remaın problematiıc, SINCe stylıstıc and

structural discontinulties support both interpretations. But ın eıther Case

whether 15 damaged merely unfinıshed the of the
texi establıshe': In the SSRG edıtiıon the basıs of few COrruptk and
closely-related fiıfteenth-century OUICCS 111 be iımportant consıdera-
ti1ıon In efinıng the author’s hıstorl1ographical significance. udgmen of
the faıthfulness wıth 1C the texti AS handed oWn Dy COpYISts the
GEVeE of the Reformatıon communıcates the medieval provost’'s interpre-
tatıon of hıstorical events and attıtude toward the wrıting of hıstory must

precede discussion of hıs relatıonshıp the twelfth-century models from
IC he worked and the thırteenth-century contemporarıes
whom he 1ve'! In the background of thıs investigatiıon must remaın the
qualıification that, whıle coherent plcture of the Premonstratenslian’s
methods and objectives INa y CINCITSC, ıt cannot be definıtive. Sources
Burchard’s ıfe ATC SCanTY; only OINC faulty composıtion urvıves from hıs
pCN The texi stands viırtually alone suggestive but uncorroborated

19) LINDNER, J2
20) 58-59
21) SIMSON, intro. A-Al} BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber,



104 aro eel

evidence fOr ıts author’s ıfe A scholar, imper1a] partısan, and Drovost
of smal monastıc foundatıon battered In conflıct between the imper1a]
COUSINS of southern Germany, the Welf and taufer houses.

I{HE HISTORY IHE SURVIVING VERSION

urchard autograph of the Ursberg Chronicon aAM Y CODY 1C
May ave been made ıIn the author’s lıfetime has long S$INCEe disappeared.
No manuscrıpt of hıs work eached unıch from the Ursberg 1brary
upON the dıissolution of the house In 1803; ON of several ate fires 16
destroyed the monastery between the thırteenth and the nıneteenth
centurıes INa y have resulted In the OSS of the CODY Dbelongıng 118 the
hıstorlan s OW house. How long the earlıest vers1ion remaıned al
Ursberg, CVENHN whether ıt Was fiırst preserved there. 1S therefore dıfficult
establısh Evıdence for the manuscrıpt tradıtion of urchard hıstory
extends back lıttle urther than the preparatıon of the editio princeps iın
515 Indeed, Survıving manuscrI1pts Can illumınate the work’s transmıs-
S10N the sixteenth Century only when examıned ın the context of the
earhest printed redactions “*).

arly Editions

art of urchard work Was printed before 500 Copıies of
incunable text entitled Hystoria Friderici Imperatoris MAagZNL, Auius
MINLS primı ducis Suevorum e1 parentele SUC ATC extremely TaIcC, As the
ugsburg bıblıographer Placıdıus Braun noted already 1ın the eighteenth
cCentury- ). The forty-four-folio0 printed Hystoria Friderici contaıns

22) Sımson SUrVCYS mafiuscripts and edıtiıons: CL The PUrpoOsSCc of urther
discussıon ere 1S 1TCass:! the of the Ursberg text’s transmıssıon, enucleating
problems which Simson overlooked found insıgnificant, and tO COrrecti hıs few
misapprehensions rather han FeVIEW and add detaıl hıs generally DTESCH-
tatıon Further summarıes of manuscript and printed materı1a|l AT ABEL : GIESEBRECHT :
BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, 27-33; Deutschlands Geschichtsquellen IM Mittelalter
VO. ode alser Heinrichs 3is ZUM nde des Interregnum, ed Wattenbach, D  <
EF-J Schmale, (Darmstadt, K3 All emphasıze the weakness of the tradıtion.

23) G.W. 'ANZER, Annales typographicı ab INO MDI ad MDXXXVI...Opera
Georgll Wolfgangıi Panzer... ( Nuremberg, 1 /98-1803), Augsburg 84; S HAIN,
Repertorium bibliographicum (Stuttgart, 1826-1838), 85/18:; Gesamtkatalog der
Wiegendrucke (Leipzig, 925 {E), BA Gr KHUEN, 1: SCHUMACHER, eyträge

ZUrFr deutschen Reichshistorie (Eisenach, (: BRAUN., Notitia historico-
literaria de libris ab Artis typographicae Inhventione USQUE ad 1479 IMDFESSIS
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urchard texi from 152 2300 from hıs rubric 'Hystorıa
Frideric1 imperatorI1s’, but ıt adds SOTINC extiraneOus matter At the
beginnıng of the book appCars Staufer genealogy which
Jjumbles materı1al irom aCCount of reigns before Barbarossa’s wıth
other OUICCS fOr the SaJmle per10d and emphasızes the relatıonshıp
between the dynasty and the Benedictine CeYV of Lorch+). The
incunable’s texi 1S wıthout question ase the full Ursberg hıstory;

15 NOL expansıon of the shorter compilatıon. Hystori1a FridericLi's
Staufer prologomena SCCINH ave een wrıtten In the diocese of
ugsburg, possı1ıbly al OrC ıtself, ell after urchar selt asıde hıs
hıstory The only firm DOst QUETN fOor theır composıtion indıcated DY the
prefatory addıtions in the incunable, ASs Brezzi has pointed Out in
descr1ıbing Vatıcan manuscrıpt ase‘ uDON it, 1s the mıd-thırteenth
CenturYy, when relıcs IC those addıtions mentiıon WEIC translated
the monasterYy ÖT St es al Selestat *>). Sınce NONC of several INanu-

scr1pts carryıng the SaJmne text A the printed Hystoria Friderici Cal be
ate' earlıer than ıts publıcatıon and al AaDPCal be copled ırectly
from ıt, the truncated Ursberg hıstory wıth OTrC preface Was probably
assembled specıfically {Or the incunable’s production, 16 varıety of
indırect evidenceu took place in 479 al the ugsburg CY of
Sts Ulriıch and Afra*°). The incunable 1S of lıttle ımportance fOr

(Augsburg, 46: Literatur In Bayerisch Schwaben VON der althochdeutschen eıt his
Gegenwart, ed ORNBACHER el GE Beiträge ZU1r Landeskunde VO Schwaben

( Weıssenhorn, 42b
24) [BURCHARD RSBERG|; ystorı1a Friderici Imperator1ıs mMAagnl, AULUS NOMIALS

primi ductis Suevorum el parentele SUEC (  ugsburg, fols 2r-10v] BEL and
WEILAND edıted the incunable where ıt dıffers from for the Monumenta : Hystoria

Fridericı imperatoris magnı AuUIUS NOMINLS prıml, ducts Suevorum el parentele SUCE, MG  EB
23 (Hanover, 384-385 See Iso ABEL,; 123

25) ABEL, 114 CI C Deutschlands Geschichtsquellen E An an! 26: REZZI,
‘Un manoscrıtto vatıcano Hıstoria Friderici g1a attrıbuılta Burcardo d’  Ursberg’,
Quellen und Forschungen AUS italienischen Archiven und Bibliotheken (1954), CSP 291

26) The ystor1a Friderici manuscrıpt 1C Brezzıi descer1bed Was dated Dy the serıbe {O
St Valentine’s Day 500 Cod Vat lat 9522, fol 307 Brezzl. 2972 The Vatıiıcan CODY
Ools la-39 has een rebound from nother arge book (old folıatıon beginniıng ıth fol
252} the first tangentlally related and roughly contemporary mong 1ts
ntents, beginnıng fol 67/r, 18 ıfe of St Ulriıch The of hıs work polnts
toward close connection UC, the incunable ystor1a Friderici, anı Augsburg,
where the mMmONaAaSstierYy of Sts Ulrıich an! fra lay

On the incunable’s date, SCC Ff INn Bay Schwab., 42b C WEHMER, ‘Augsburger
Schreıiber AdUus der Frühzeıt des Buchdrucks’, Beıträge ZUFr Inkunabelkunde, NeE’  S SCI. (1935),
DASSIM ; WEHMER, ‘Ne alo cedere videamur: Augsburger Buchdrucker und Schreıiber

iın Augusta 955-1955 Forschungen und Studien ZUFr Kultur un Wir!schaftsgeschichte
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reconstructing urchard orıg1nal, SIncCe Comparıson of ıts partıal tex{i
wıth the first printed version of the full reveals that the latter derıves
from the SdINC branch of the tradıtıon and represents COINTINON

manuscrıpt 1976 INOTEC accurately.
Chronicon Abbatis Urspergensis Nino FE Assyriorum

ad Fridericum IT Romanorum Iiımperatorem in substantıally the
form 16 modern scholarshıp assıgns it the unıversal]l chronicle of
Frutolf and ar wıth urchard ddenda 2729 Wd> printed
Dy Johann ıller al ugsburg 1ın S15 under exclusıve priviılege of the
CINDCIOT Maxımıilian. The texi of the imperı1al document, NCcIude al the
front of the printed volume. reveals that the emperor’s counsellor
Conrad Peutinger had g]ven manuscrıpt CODY of the Ursberg hıstory
ıller for the PDUrpDOSC of publication. An edıtor1al preface followıng the
privilege shows, however, that neıither Peutinger hımself NOT ıller
mended the teXL, but the ugsburg humanıst Joannes Foeniseca OT
Johann ader, who asserted that he collate ‘unıcum...mendosum
‚ .exemplar‘ wıth SOINEC of the chronicle’s OUICECS “conferentes
illud CU rel1quıs tum chronographıs Lum hıstorIicıs, redintegravimus’ 27)

everal later sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century redactions WeIC

increasıngly remote from the Ursberg or1ıg1nal, S1InCce they WEIC grounde:
in turn the editio princeps. In SL, Crato ylıus (Kraft Müller)
publıshed wıth ate accretlons. Müuüller’s hıstory, printed al
Strasbourg, Was entıitled Chronicum Abbatis UrspergensIis, Nıno.
ad Fridericum IT much ıke the texti of hıs ugsburg predecessor
ıller But ın the Strasbourg edıtıon Paraleipomena eMmMora-

bilium, Friderico IT ad Carolum Augustum WEeIC
Muüller’s book thus brought urchard unıversa]l and German hıstory
tO the present day, wıth hıstory of the Holy Roman Empıre from the
last Staufer and encomia humanıst and Reformatıon personalıtıes
such d Erasmus.

Augsburgs, ed RINN (Augsburg, 150 E HEMMERLE, In Die
Benediktinerklöster In Bayern, Germanıa Benedictina (Augsburg, 46 An
eighteenth-century dıtıon reproduced the incunable CXı See (HRISTMANN, intro.
|BURCHARD RSBERG|],; Historia Friderici Iimperatoris magnı AUJUS HNOMINLS primı ducıis
Suevorum el parentelae SUA4EeE (Ulm, E

27) [BURCHARD RSBERG|, Chronicon abbatis Urspergensis Nino FEL Assyriorum
44 ad Fridericum IT Romanorum imperatorem, ed Foeniseca (Augsburg,
tıtle D-, Ihe 845 edıition 15 unfoliated Subsequent references ıts text dIC tO the
handwrıtten column numbers of the New ork Publıc Lıbrary CODY (Spencer Ger
Cıte. 515
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The printer Müuüller’s prefatory note the paralıpomena the
Ursberg hiıstory descer1bed the preparatıon of the 53 edıtion, but
neıther the volume'’s iront matter NOT ıts hıstorıical } mentıion the
diilec of the edıtor of thıs 1819  < vers10n. uller refers the usc of
handwrıtten coples of the Ursberg author’s OUICCS 4S ell d of [WO
LINOIC complete manuscrıpts for the improvement of readıngs in the editio
princeps: ONeC manuscrıpt chronicle Wädas contrıbuted DYy the bıshop of
W orms, the other Dy the Strasbourg humanıst Caspar Heyd-?). Both
manuscrı1pts WEeIC abeled Aas Eusebius’ chronicle but, uüller asserts, they
WeIC ın fact “1PS1SSIMUS Urspergensıs’. How far theır extended 15
unclear. They MaYy nOot ave een urchard work al al but that of hıs
maJor SOUTITCC authors, Frutolf and ar The printer SaVYS of the
cholar who cCollate: these manuscrI1pts wıth the prıor edıtiıon only that
he Was 'quendam studı1osum hıstori1arum.. The Paraleıpomena texti
1kewise mentl1ons only “studıosus quıdam historiarum ” *?), A do the
volume'’s general tıtle-page and the suhtıtle of the late ddenda

Subsequent er1ıticısm has concluded that Heyd hımself — the SOUICE of
the cCollate: manuscrıpt revised the Ursberg Texi 1ın 537 from the 15
edıtion. margınal commen and composed the Paraleipomena,
thus establıshıng the expande form 1in 1C urchard work Was

printed throughout the next century  30). In the absence of
knowledgment of Heyd’s work the A3/ vers10n, wıth ıts repeated
oblıque references LO “stud10sus historl1arum)’, thıs attrıbution rests hıs
plaın testimony of responsı1bıilıty for the (CGGerman translatıon, includ-
ıng CM HIOFE extiraneOus materı1al. IG merged {[WO later from
the SaJmne D  ’ ra Müuüller’s ın Strasbourg 'Eın auszerlesne FONIC.
VOoN anfang der elt his uff das 1Ar nach Christi UNSers ynıgen eylands
gepurt M.D.XXXIX Urc Caspar 10 Doctor auss dem Latın 1Ns
Teutsch gebrac Lragen, und beschriben’**).

Why Heyd’s Name should ave een eft entirely out of the 537
chronicle’s editor1al credıts f indeed he WeTITC responsıble for emendatıons
and addıtions 1s not immediıately obvıo0us, especılally SInNCe the Samnec

28) hıs and subsequent references thıs edıtıon aTe S3T See ıts 343 for
diıscussion of SOUICEC manuscrı1pts.

29) S3 505
30) E.g BRAUN., Notitia...typographicae, I} 03
31) Subsequent references {O hıs translatıon ATC 539 The translatıon IS

pagınated only In the second and ater sect10ns. References ın unpagınated sectI1ons AT

subtıtles
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impression identıfied hım As the contrıbutor of relevant manuscriı1pt.
TIhe dedicatıon of Heyd’s 539 translatıon nevertheless SayS explicıtly
that he had establıshe the FeCcenNnT Latın version ?*). uüller had wrıtten In
the 53/ edıtiıon that ıt WOU reveal NOW Germany had Sullfere' al the
an of the DODC, lamenting servıtutem Germanıco principe
DECIOFe indiıgn1ssımam **). The edıtor1al presentatıon of the Latın
Paraleipomena Wäds indeed tendentious, dS ıts printer mplıed; the
thırteenth-century author’s antı-papal stance Was consıstently empha-
sized °*). Perhaps Heyd went unmentioned because such polemical
treatment seemed requıire concealment. vernacular work Wds

potentıially INOTC inflammatory, though, and [WO later Heyd
hımself Was ess than subhtle about the tendenti1o0ous of Eın
auszerlesne FONIC. ‘Dıse hıstorI1 wiırt VOoO Teutschen ZUO Latın
beschrıbenn, klaeglıch, das INans WEYNCNH kaum lesen INag, w1e
tyrannısch der aps mıt dem lıeben Kaıser gehandelt hab>)

Heyd’s and Muller’s S printed edıtion WdS then whatever ıts
edıtor’s 1CasSOoNs for obscurıng hıs ıdentity revised and expande
version, olored Dy intervening rel1g10us CONLFrOVerSY, of ader and
Miller’s redaction. ollows logıcally that Heyd’s 539 (Gjerman chron-
icle, agaın printed by üller, Was translated and urther expande
version of their m3} effort Müller’s reprints of both Latın and
vernacular chronicles involved manuscript collatiıon: 569 ase and
609 Strasbourg printings only repeated the ents of the Latın edıtıon
of 153 the 609 edıtiıon appendıing the unrelated annals of Regıino and
Lambert and both repeatıng Heyd’s polemical margınal though

ırectly identifyıng hım). Given Heyd’s particıpation in both
Strasbourg chronicle publiıcations of the late 1530’s and hıs immediate
SUCCESSOTS’ 1gnorance of OT inattention the possı1bilıty that urther
manuscrıpt materı1als were avaılable, it WOU indeed be surprising ıf he
had a(011 sed hıs OW UC-Paraleipomena edıtıon for hıs (GJerman
translatıon. Comparıson, however, of the of the first three full

printings, excludıng the incunable Hystoria Friderici the Latın
vers1ions of 515 and 537 and the (Jerman version of 539 reveals

32) 1539, ' Vorrede’.
33) 133 345
34) See, for instance, margınalıa in 53 236-237, 321
35) 1539, 3908 (margınal).
36) Lıiıke Simson (p XXXVII), Repertorium Fontium OITS In ıstıng Müuüller’s 566 printing

d the 1rs (GGerman dıtıon of the complete text Repertorium fontium historiae medi
aeVl, 11 Oome, 609
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SOILC possı1ıbılıty that Heyd dıd not uUusc printed book dS he preparei
urchard chronicle for vernacular presentation. As modern students of
the hıistorical work of Burchard of Ursberg ave unıformly faıled note,
the German chronicle omıts SOINC present ın both the Latın
editions.

Heyd’s 537/ edıtıon had J]ready modıiıle CvVen wıthın the
chronologıca lımıts of urchard text pTropCI ASs printed in the editio
princeps. The edıtor had inserted ıfe of Alexander the Great where the
ugsburg edıtiıon followıng the manuscrıpt IC ıt Was ase'
had promiısed informatıon the Macedonıian CONQUCIOT but faıled

produce ıt Heyd OUuUnNn! what the urchar‘ CODY And. 1ın (urn, (B
had omıtted 1n another Frutolf-Ekkehard manuscrI1pt, but Judged ıt
unscholariy and introduced ın ıts stead dıfferent biography of
Alexander * ’). The 539 Heyd translatıon nclude: hıs alternatıve
materı1al Alexander More interestingly, ıt completely omıtted three

represented In both SS and S37 edıtions, dıs-
tingulished ın DYy theır emphatıcally tendent10us content The Ns-

latıon eft out [WO paragraphs bearıng narrowly the
Premonstratensian cConvent of Ursberg ONC, the polemic agalnst Phılıp
of Swabhla for hıs mortgagıng of monastıc foundatıons secular
advocates; the other, the record of rsberg's release from In
22625) 1r DasSsSagc 1S lıkewıise absent from the 539 translation:
Gaude, mater nOostra Roma the bıtterest denuncılatıon of the papaCy
in the text*).

Heyd m1g possıbly ave eft specıfic mentıiıon of rsberg’s thırteenth-
century dıfficulties out of hıs bıg vernacular hıstory book because it Was

of only parochıal interest. Why he m1g ave chosen omıt the ringing
antıpapal dıatrıbe 1s less easıly imagınable, S1INCe thıs passSagc WOUuU ave
served hıs poorly-veıled tendentious ell If the manuscrıpt
1C Heyd contrıbuted for the 537 edıtiıon indeed nclude: urchard
independent work, nNOoTL Just TUutOILS and kkehard’s, then Heyd m1g

37) 13537 13 Sn 'Excerptum de Alexandro agno ın |FRUTOLF MICHELSBERG
and|] EKKEHARD AURA, Chronicon, ed AITZ, MG  an (Hanover, 62 ff.

38) The 1rs omıtted Ursberg passasc embraces the ast lınes before ‘Annı ılıpp1.,
from ‘Occasıo autem hulus rei cf. 93-94 ; SI> cols. 495-496:; FA
S25 539 534 The second comprises the for A from Eodem NNO

ecclesia...” LO Eodem NNO gnes cf. C 121-122; DD col 5“ 1537
SS 1539, 543
39) The Om1ssıon xtends from ‘Gaude... the followıng rubrıic, ‘De bellıs

Philiıppi): U E 8 BDES col {al 1537 623° 1539, 529
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perhaps have used ıt fOr hıs translatıon, especılally ıf he egan the
(jerman version before the 53/ edition went The Heyd
manuscrıpt IMaYy then have omıtted the three 1C. hıs printed
translatıon leaves Out and IC dAdIC lIınked Dy theır pecıal pleadıng for
the eCONOMIC welfare of the southwest German church The dıs-
crepancı1es between hıs CGGerman and Latın X{IS,1 suggest that
varıant vers1ion omıttıng SOINC of the mater1al In the S:E edıtıon
commissioned DYy Peutinger ST1I existed In the sıxteenth century, demand
attention ın the context of other evidence for the transmıssıon of the
Ursberg hıstory

Manuscripts
The Reformatıon and Counter-Reformatıon raised lıvely

OVeTLT the of the early edıitions of urchard work. The
Strasbourg version W ds> Indexed, but eccles1astıcal] authors al first
pomlinted out that ıt Wäds the Heyd paralıpomena nOoL the chronicle text
pPropCcr 1C WEIC offensıive. Confusıon nevertheless SOOIMN

between Heyd’s edıtor1a]l and addıtions an the chronicle
ıtself. The propagandızıng interest of Commentalors, CS had first led

the addıtion of polemical and pro-Protestant continuation,
muddıed understandıng ofurchard intentions an OT the WdYy ın 1C
hıs texXT had been handed down*°®). Clarıficatiıon of ıts history requıres
consıderatiıon of the few extiant handwrıtten coples.

CX 'Aatinus MONACENSLS 4357

The unıch codex, CIm 4351. contaıns urchard work, few
other short works 16 hıs orıgınal already appended, and ST1L IMNOTEC

works elated LO hıs text but appende by later copyists**). It 15 OUuUn:! ın
umbled order and ıts WEeTIC coplied al dıfferent times OVCT the COUISC
of nearly thırty The followıing ta lısts and indıcates
roughly when WEeIC copied. Groupings bearıng of urchard
texi ATe marked wıth asterısk. The manuscrıpt’s folıatıon. 10 Oomıts

40) Counter-Reformation leadershıp denounced urchar:' C RF BELLARMINE,
De SCrIptOrLDUS ecclesiasticLs (Cologne, AD

4l) See BAYERISCHE STAATSBIBLIOTHEK, MUNICH, Catalogus codicum MAanuscriptorum
bibliothecae regiae MONACENSIS, 2nd ed Munich, 892 {f.) 4351 TIhe catalogue
descerıption identifies the princıpal Contents of the codex A kkehard’s chronicle. See Iso
ar IN Bay Schwab., 42a
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uncopled leaves, 1S preserved but the uncoplied leaves AIC indıcated in
brackets an lettered from the ast preceding numbered leaf*). argına

AIiIc HNCIHGE only where they dI® important for datıng the CODY In
theır absence, lo0se dates ase!| the ADDCAIaNcCcC of the scr1ıpt and
corroborated DYy CONSCHNSUS ın publıshed descr1ptions AIC indıcated:
three maJor Oll0O groupings AIC dıstingulshed paleographically and
codicologıically

Fols Ir-[9dav]: copıed carefully DYy everal barely dıstingul1s-
callıgraphıc an around 470

OIls Ir-95r second section of (beginnıng al Frutol{f-
kkehard’s hıstory of the GOöths.))

Fols 95v-[95av] an
Fols 96r-[201cv]: copled by anı extremely sımılar those of

fols .
Ools 96r-201 1r section of (beginnıng al Frutolf-

kkehard’s annals of eNTYy Ar the
fOr HSZ tol 164v, there 1S notfe 1ın

Peutinger’s bold, distinctive hand °Fult
salutıs CIn othone et Guntherı10.

Peutinger’.
Fols 201v-[201cv 61A0

Fols O2r-[263av]: copled carelessiy Dy everal recurrıng ands.,
NOIIC of them callıgraphic, ONC neal, SOINC
almost ıllegıble, around 500

Fols Ta Verba Sibille’*>).
Fols 31r-206r “Iractatus de locıs el Iherosolt1-

mMitane ).
Ols VE)STT first section of (beginnıng al urchard

introduction)*).

42) Only the {[WO bıfolıa of COALATISC 16 form paste-downs the front and back
of the codex ATiTC omıtted from the folıatıon.

43) EKKEHARD, 119 ft: Reference 15 made ere LO the MGH edıtıon rather han
the INOTC recen edıtiıon, which dıistinguıishes TUtOILS contrıbution (Frutolfi el
Ekkehardı chronica HeCANON anonymı chronica Imperatorum, ed and rans Fih SCHMALE
and SCHMALE-ÖOÖTT, Ausgewählte Quellen Ur deutschen Geschichte Mittelalters FS
(Darmstadt, 972)), because the former represents SI in 1ts erıtical apparatus and
includes CVOCI ose of Frutolf and Ekkehard’s work ın turn derıved {irom earlıer
SOUTCEeS See Waıtz’s introduction ehard, I5

44) FEKKEHARD, 180
45) See Sibyllinorum verborum Interpretatio, Patrologıia Latına 90, ed 1gne (Parıs,

cols. 81
46) See TI ractatus de [OCLs el sanclae errae jerosolimitane, ed OMAS,

bayer. Akad. (1865), IL, F
47) I
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Fol 257v an
Fols 2587 2637 miscellany of of 0Ca for

ugsburg
Fols 2587 260r 'De Guelfis SIVC Guelfonıbus At the eg1n-

NINS, Peutinger s hand huonradus
Peutinger edidıt em1s1ıt

Fols 260v 261 v genealogica tables and assoclated wıth
"De Guelfis

Fol Z "De ('ıvıtate Augustens!ı derived from but
NOTL identıcal rubrıic 'Interposıtio
de C1vıtate Augusta’“*®) At the end the
text hand not Peutinger’'s ‘Collegımus
CIONICAa bbatıs Auspergensıs Ad11NO
MCC  AXAVI quando SECTENISSIMUS ICX
Romanorum aput NOS Augustenses ageret

Fol 263r Verba Ottonis Frısıngensıs p1Iscop1 de
Civıtate Augusta’“*?).

Fols 263v-263aV] — blank, eXCEepPL for unrelated markıngs.
Leaves l Z OUN! e1g regular QqUIT CS of SIX bıfolıa each

those AIC OUN! 116 regular QUITCS of SIX bıfolıa each
eXcept for the INtrusıiıon of sıngle eaf misplaced 1NLO the ast gather-
INg 50) The throughout both of the first LWO ZgrOupPS of QU1ILCS 15

extremely simılar iıdentical the SaImne watermark 15 observable
uncopiled leaves both sections >*) Outsıde leaves of both and
SsShow dırt and WCal Contemporary marks etters egin wıth fol
96 hrough the rest of ection and then beginnıng wıth and
ST1 sequentıal hrough ection l ıle sımılarıty Ol and SCT1pt
Sshow that and WeTEC copled Aas part of the SaJmne effort and dIC 1O0O

OUnNn:! ogıcal order the second of leaves urchnar:
narratıve 1fs conclusiıon Was thus probably coplied before the preceding

and form roug thırds of the complete texti indeed of
CIm 4351 lıkely that theır ser1bes intended reproduce
entıire chronicle exemplar not Just 1fs latter SEC and that they
worked backwards fOor Casons of CO  GE 1r

48) 8
49) See (OTTO FREISING Chronica SIVE historia de duabus CIVitatibus, ed

HOFMEISTER trans SCHMIDT 16 (Berlın, 33 6.20
50) Fol probably should be placed er the followıng lan eaf fol 201c]
51) The watermark of the of ClIm 4351 fols 201C| eXcept for fo]l

resembles the tOp of hampagne bottle ıth cork and WTITapDpCI BRIQUET offers
nothıng sımılar Les Filigranes Dictionnaitre historique des MAFrqUeES du DApteEr des leur
Apparıllon Vers 1282 JUSQY 1600 ed STEVENSON ols (Amsterdam
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of quıres carryıng the beginnıng of the work WeEeIC completed OI

OUnN! separately ıke l and WEeEIC ost from the rest of the CODY
Previ1ous deseriptions of C:Aim 4351 ave unıformly, followıng

Giesebrecht, consıdered that fols 258 the end of the codex constituted
fourth section of the CODY, NOL part of the 1r section beginnıng al fol

202 Ose examınatıon of apcClI, quirıng, and bindıng nevertheless
confirms the impression offered Dy the scr1pt that the ast folı0s AIC

losely elated LO those immediıately preceding. Despıite the fact that the
ınal 4351 bear nonNn-L/E materı1al, they WEeIC copled al about
the SaJImIllec time d the beginnıng of urchard work and, A well, Verba

and “I ractatus’, the {[WO cshort works 1C preface ın the
present arrangemen and which urchard autograph probably Jready
ncluded Fols 202 and followıng do noL, ıke the first [WO secti1ons of
(Zim 4351 consıst entirely of regular quıres. They nclude three quıires of
SIX bıfolıa, [WO of five bıfolıa, and ONC the ast of four. None of
these irregular gatherings has quıre mark. e1Ir aDCI, watermarked
wıth the design of W  9 1s the Samne throughout 52) NO relatıonshıp 1s
app eXCepL ın the first quıre, coplied al] 1ın ONC eal hand. between
the recurrıng ser1ıbes of the ast section of ClIm 4351 and the gatherings
1C they copled; sıngle ser1be dıd nOTL always CODY entire quire.
ıle all the exiraneoOous end matter ugsburg 1S copled 1ın the Samne

hand, nOoL elsewhere represented, thıs 1S noTt unusual Ssince the hand of
fols Au 212 1ıkewıise makes only thıs contribution.

More importantly, oug all of the end matter ıIn CIm 4351 not
attrıbutable Burchard but representing miscellany of CX of 0Ca
interest for ugsburg appCars 1ın the last gathering of four bifolıa, ıts
fols r-263r, the first eaf of the Samnlec quıre (fol 2580 bears text

continumng irectly ifrom the immediately preceding quıre. Though the
outsıde leaves of thıs gathering in ClIm 4351 cshow WElr and ırt and WEeIC

evıdently noL OUnN! immediately wıth the rest of the LEXL; they were

nevertheless copied 4S part of the SaImnlc effort 1C in the rest of section
3), completed earlıer partıal CODY of urchard work. TIhe Same quıre
sed tO conclude the fiırst section of the CODY Was sed for notices
about ugsburg and the elfen not orıginally recorded Dy urcnar:!
Because thıs extiraneoOus end matter ın ClIm 4351 oes no(t,
Giesebrecht’s divisıon of the codex into secti1ons mplıed, represent
separate quıre filled al another time, the poss1biılıty arlıses that all the

52) E: BRIQUET, NO:!  D 4895, 4925, both of the last of the fifteenth OT 1rs decade of
the sixteenth eNLUrYy
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of the sole complete manuscrıipt codex of urchard hıstory
WEIC contaıned In ONC exemplar.

The evidence of CIm 4351 ıtself, then paleographical, cod1io0col-
ogical, and textual 1S that shortly before 500 effort Wäds made
LO complete the partıal CODY represented Dy [WO existing STOUDS of
quıires, fols a| and 96-[201c]. ese {[WO sections had already been
copıed SOINC thırty before. althoug the ate cCannot be
determined. Conrad Peutinger, the margınal iın hıs hand In both
earlıer and later sect1ons of CIm 4351 1rm, cCommı1ss1ıoned and
supervısed the contrıbutions of everal ser1bes toward reproduction of
complete Ursberg text Arabıc numerals markıng the respective eg1n-
nıngs of sections ın Peutinger’s H6  S the 1r section of CIm 4351
enhance the impress1o0n that he assembled old and NC  S coples tOo

OTrganıc ole CONteMPOTATrY hand marked Verba wıth Z
“ I ractatus’ wıth 5 and urchard inc1pıt °De regn1s et regıbus wıth

1S dıfficult imagıne reference pomt other than exemplar for
these ordınal numerals. ere 15 E but ‘De Guelfis S1ve Guelfonıbus
the first tex{i of the eXtiraneOus ugsburg miscellany, 15 wıthout
number; perhaps the scrıbe of these last folıos only neglected indıicate
that they CaIinle first 1ın hıs exemplar, that they WEeTIC COINC first
ıIn N  S codex for IC the ON 1C he contrıbuted Was the model
The of Peutinger’s °“edıdıt que emıisıt) al the head of ‘De
Guelfis that he, al least, expecte' thıs AapPCal al the
beginning of 91%  S manuscrIıpt volume.

The editio princeps of U: it has been SCCI, states that er edıted
the text from CODPDY provıde: Dy Peutinger. CIm 4351 Wäds wıthout ou
sed Dy hım The edıtıon omıiıts fols 1-206r and fols 87-263r, but
the rest of the CODY 15 repeated ın COFrrect chronologica order. ser1es of
margınal paragraph marks and assocl1ated fols B5 AIC
the SOUTITCC of capıtular divisıons in the printed text ac
OPAaquc smudge fol 2683r printer’s ink The CODY evıdently
went LO Johann Miller’s ugsburg unbound Though the present
binding and AIc nearly Contemporary, margınal es SOINC-
times Peutinger’s OW and somet1imes the printer’s dIC partıally
r1!ımmed o{ff. Bındıng and trımmıng thus SCCINMN to ave een completed
shortly after printing and the bınder, confused by the of
exXtraneoOus XIS and Dy the dıfferent an and quirıng SYsStems of the
CODY'S 9 bungled hıs Job 53)

53) The watermark [WO paste-downs al the front and back of Clm 4351 1S crude,



1115The Ursberg °Chronicon XT

oug textually the incunable Hystoria Friderici 1S extremely
closely elated the A{ editio princeps, there 1s [Cason

belıeve that they WEeEIC both made from the Sd1I11C manuscrıpt IC
Peutinger later owned. argına marks ın CIm 4351 refer the
incunable, but they SCCIN result from ıts collatıon wıth the printed
book rather than ıts inıtıal uUusc for the incunable text’s  AA prepatıon 54)
The printed Hystoria Friderici texti takes urchard narratıve In the
mıddle of the second of CIm 4351’s gatherings the first
IC W äds copıed that ıt unlıkely that the manuscrı1pt Was

assembled around 470 specıfically for the incunable’s publıcatıon.
On the other hand, Peutinger LO have eventually gıven OT eft hıs
CODY hıs Benedictine riends al Sts Ulrich and fra 1ın ugsburg,
whence it Camme Munich > >), and where the incunable had earlıer een
printed One of hıs team of scr1bes, concludıing hıs work., referred
the SaInec CIty-. 'aput 1105 Augustenses’. The of attention
urchard text ın the 1470’s and the immediately followıng the
opyıng of the first [WO sect10ns of ClIm 4351, the publiıcatıon of the
incunable Aystoria Frideric(i, and the preparatıon beginnıng al the latest
In 496 of complete manuscrıpt all centers ugsburg, and ıt 15
therefore extremely lıkely that both the partıal text acquıred Dy Peutinger
and 1ts exemplar both elonge‘ the 1brary of the monaste of Sts
Ulrich and fra 1S lıkely, LOO, that the exemplar 16 he directed
hıs team of assıstants for the beginnıng of the text Was the SadJIne AS

theır predecessors had sed three decades before for the CODY IC they
WECIC NO  - completing. The Hystoria Friderici redactor who OIC
materı1als urchard aCCount of Barbarossa’s and hıs descendants’
reigns probably ase hıs work the Samnme exemplar, and hıs autograph

1C does not SUrVIve Was sed SOON after 1ts completion ASs the
basıs of the incunable versi1on.

eyeless ox-head C: BRIQUET It closely resembles of late fiıfteenth-
and early sıxteenth-century watermarks from Swabıla and 1S thus thoroughly compatıble
ıth bındıng ın ugsburg iımmediıately er the 15 printing. otes ın [WO dıfferent an
closely cContemporary LO the ast ex[i section fol YST, ‘Sequentla habetis Versis bınıs
folns’ an non est efectus’, SCCeINMN refer the present bındıng

54) ( SIMSON, AAXAAIV-AAXÄAV: he dıd not exclude the possıbılıty that the incunable
Was made fIrom Clm 4351

55) C: Cat MON. , BRAUN, otıtıa historico-Literarıia de Ccodicibus MAaNuSCFIIpPTLS In
bibliotheca liheri Iimperlalis monasterıl Ordinis Benedicti ad Udalricum el Afram
Augustae extantibus, 8 (Augsburg, 9l
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Conrad Peutinger and the Rediscovery of the Ursberg Chronicon

The AaCCOUNLT offered Dy the sıxteenth-century Ursberg hıstori1an
Johannes Weıissung contradıcts the evidence of SUrVIVINg manuscrıpts
and edıitions the PTOVCNANCEC of the manuscrI1pt IC the editio
princeps Was ase

uıt He Conrad|] en1ım homo varıe lection1ıs demque doctissımus.
Excussıt sıcut 1n cronıca Sua lıquet videre PCHNC OINNEC SCI1pP-
E} ef precıpue antıquarum hıstorlarum, quıbus certissıma es
est data Quam dıu ın cartha pırgamentacea doctissımo preposıto
(cum enım A1IS impressorl1a tempore 197038! inventa erat) COIN-

scrıptam, Conradus Peutinger utrıusque 1ur1s doctor excellentiss1-
INUS, iın NOSITO cenobıo invenıt. ab 1NC aNnnıs elapsıs,
auguste ad veterum em exactissıme castıgavıt, NO  —; absque labore
Cum unıcum exemplar saltem superfult, privileg10 Maxımıilıanı
Romanorum ımperatorıI1s DCI Joannem ıller ıIn rbe Vıiındelicorum
calcographum Impressa est ANNO S15 decımo alendas -
DIS 56)

Weıssung Wäds wrıting ın 524 and CIm 4351 reveals clearly that it Was

neither rediscovered nıne before NOT mended Dy Peutinger, Aas the
Ursberg alleged. As (nhesebrecht ıiımmediately noticed, Weıssung
knew VeELY lıttle about the manusecr1ipt basıs of 515 edıtıon about
Peutinger’s attention to ıt He Was famılıar wıth the editio princeps and he
made the ogıical assumptions hat urchard and hıs OW

monastery Was the place where it had been discovered and that publı-
catıon had quickly Ollowe' discovery. (nesebrecht Nlowed that hıs
third’ section of Peutinger’s manuscriı1pt, fols 0S of ClIm 4351,
m1g ave been copled ın S15 but closer inspection of quırıng has
shown thıs to be impossıble, since the ast of these leaves 1S the first 1n
quıre elsewhere carryıng the date 496>°”)

Weıissung’s that Peutinger had OUnNn:! urchard chronicle in the
Ursberg 1brary Was but nNnOT iıll-consıdered The humanıst had
indeed gıven areful attention {O the Premonstratensian house and ıts
hıstory d ell regıonal hıstory Peutinger’s Career and hıistorical
interests eadıng the printing of urchard work WeTe curı10usly
paralle the early Ursberg author’s. TOom 497 when he Wäds

thirty-two old untıl 534 when he retired privat; ıfe d the

56) WEISSUNG, fols 18v-19r
57) GIESEBRECHT, 208-209
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CIty became Lutheran, Conrad Peutinger Was ugsburg's officıal hIs-
torian  58)_ As counseller of Maxımlıilıan L, acquaıntance of Thomas
More., and correspondent of Erasmus., he Wdas IM the most polıtically
influentıal of northern Christian humanısts. He encouraged the

emperor’s interest ıIn the hıstory of the Holy Roman Empıire and satısfıed
it wıth relevant edıtions. The first maJor SOUICC for the Hohenstaufen
per10d publıshed Dy Peutinger Was Ligurinus; it appeared ın 507/ irom
the ugsburg of Erhard Oeglın Aas dırect boost Maxımilıan’s
current talıan projects  59)_ Peutinger’s edıitorı1al preface Ligurinus
described hıs method and motivatıon ın searching Out the OUTICECS of the
CGerman natıon’s past He sa1d that the texti Was ONC recently turned
DY hımself and Conrad Celtis systematıc search for unknown works
1ın the 1brary of the convent of Ebersberg; he Was communicatıng ıt
ne inclitı Caesarı nostr1 Frideric1 prımı abores et egregla facınora
oblıyvıonı traderentur’60)°

Peutinger’s interest 1ın Was, of COUTSC, simılarly motivated but the
humanıst chared fascınatıon wıth Burchard which he dıd not chare
wıth the author of Ligurinus-ep1igraphy. The Drovost had delıghted
1n collecting and recordıing inscr1ptions and dıd Peutinger. In 505
the Augsburger publıshed Romanae vetustatLıs fragmenta IN Augusta
Vindelicorum ef eIUS diocesl, seven-folı0 lıst of inscr1ptions in arge
lapıdary capıtal Lype cut specıfically fOor the OCcasıon Dy the ugsburg
printer Erhard Ratdolt®*). Ader. the eventual edıtor of U: Par-
ticıpated in hıs colleague’s epigraphical enthusı1asm, aAs the [WO couplets
addressed Dy hım to Peutinger the slım book’'s dedicatory Pagc
attest The coincıdence Burchard’s, Peutinger’s, and ader
respectıve absorptions wıth epıgraphy 1S striıkıng that it at _first
SUSPICIOUS. Peutinger cannot be singled out 4S late contrıbutor UCGS
epıgraphical quotatıions, though, SINCe one of them corresponds the
inscr1ptions ın hıs publıshed 1ın hıs copy-book °*).

58) On Peutinger’s Carcel, SCC Peutingerstudien, Studıen und Darstellungen
aus dem Gebiete der Geschichte 9, ptSs 2 (Freiburg B FEIFFER, Conrad
Peutinger und dıe humanistische in Augusta 955-7955, 179-186 LUTZ, Conrad
Peutinger ; eitrage einer politischen Biographie, Abhandlungen ZUr Geschichte der
Augsburg (Augsburg,

59) Lit In Bay Schwab., 125 PFEIFFER, 183
60) |GUNTH '’ARISIS|],; Ligurinus de gestISs imperialis CAeSaris Friderici primı Augustl,

PEUTINGER (Augsburg, intro.
61) Lit In Bay Schwab.. 123
61) See Inscriptiones Balivarıae Romanae, ed VOLLMER, ‘Abhandlungen der bayerI1s-

chen Akademıe der Wissenschaften, der philosophisch-philologischen und historıschen
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Peutinger’s plans for the reclamatıon and exposıtion of medieval
historical works WEIC ambıtious and, a  oug he accomplıshed
deal, he projected LLOTC than he fınally achleved. The ugsburg humanıst
ope' produce the first edıtıon of Otto of Freising’s Gesta Frideric(i,
but Cuspinian preempted hıis fforts al Strasbourg in 515°)
Peutinger’s most important orıgınal WOTK, Kaiserbuch recounting
iımperı1a] hıstory from Augustus Maxımıilıan, 1Cc he abored to
the end of hıs ıfe and for IC Was important SOUTICC, Was

completed and published °*). (G1iven the printing of Ligurinus
already in 1507 Peutinger’s favorable aSSessment of urchard work,
and theDopyıng ÖT the manuscrıpt 1C he owned before
1500, 1ıt 1s al first puzzlıng that the ugsburg historian should have
waıted INOTEC than- iıfteen {rom hıs rediscovery of obtaın
imper1a|l priviılege and LO AaITaNSC ıts pu  lcatıon. In 1515 Peutinger’s
OW edıtions of Jordanes and Paul the Deacon®>) appeare from the
Samne ugsburg D Johann Miller’s, 16 In that VYCal printed the
Ursberg work 16 he SaVC OVCI ader edıtorı1al CAdIiIc Perhaps
Peutinger Wds surprised Dy the AaDPDPCATANCcC of Cuspinlan’s edıtiıon of Otto
and responded Dy sending hıs OW historical discoverlies hastıly

hastıly that he dıd nOoTt have time LO make hıs OW emendatıons 1ın
though that texi Was especılally ıimportant for hıs OW. wabıan

interests, and instead entrusted it LO another ugsburg humanıst.
W hether Peutinger made areful use of urchard  N work ın the per10d

between hıs acquısıtiıon of manuscrIıpt and ıts publicatiıon 15 dıfficult
determine. argına ın hıs OW hand WeIC made before hıs CODY
Was sent the printer 1ın 1513 but the Staufer genealogica
appende to hıs S{);7 Ligurinus edıtıon aıls show the influence of that
CODY S ate genealogica tables®®). Peutinger Was intımately famılıar wıth
OUTICCS for medieval] events iın the reg1on of hıs natıve City. mong hıs
notebooks preserved al Stuttgart, iın volume copied before and OUuUn:!
ın 1 506, AT ncluded X from ONMNC of important SOUICCS,

Klasse’, Supp. Munich, 33 ff As Oollmer s exXi pomlnts Oul, Peutinger and er
members of hıs cırcle WEeTC in the of ringıng ancıent inscr1ptions ome and usıng
hem decoratıon for house and garden.

63) KÜTZ: 43
64-) PFEIFFER, 185-186; PEr IN Bay Schwab, 122
65) F IN Bay Schwab., 124
66) C: "De Ortu, SCNCIC, posterı1s imperatorIis Caesarıs Frıidericı Prim1 ı In Ligurinus

(unfolıated), quıre CIm 4351, fol 26l1v
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Histor1a Welforum ;° ') another of Peutinger’s copybooks includes
charters of the Premonstratenslian monastery of Ursberg*). The

humanıst histori1an’s discovery of exemplar al Ursberg ıtself must

then ave seemed the INOTEC certaın Weıssung, the a  CY historian
wrıting 1in the 1520’s, since he Was surely that the humanıst edıtor
had visıted hıs house everal before and had rummaged in the
lıbrary

Weıssung s misunderstandıng of the PFOVCNANCC of Peutinger’s
manuscrıpt ST1 leaves OPDCH the poss1bılıty that SOINC CODY of urchard
work not the ONC assembled Dy Peutinger’s team remaıned al the
CY al least untıl hıs time. The sixteenth-century ırectly
mentioned manuscrıpt of urchard work d STl ın the Ursberg
1brary, but hıs assertion that only ONC CODY existed al the time of
printing INaYy only ave reflected confusiıon between Peutinger’s
codex and rsberg's. Weıissung’s acquaıntance wıth Burchard’s texti Was

only superficlal ; he made of intiımate famılıarıty wıth it and
he dıd not claım ave collate' the edıtion of 515 wıth Al y
manuscrı1pt. Just Aas Caspar Heyd May ave known version 16
eft out sect1ons represented in CiIm 4351 m1g Johannes Weıssung.
Assessment of the signıfiıcance of thıs poss1biılıty, however, awaıts
consideration of another exftant handwrıtten CODY

The Partial Petronell Manuscript of the Ursberg Chronicon

The existence of the Hystoria Friderici incunable shows that the

prohibitive length of the entire text and the greater inherent interest
of ıts of Hohenstaufen reigns had, Dy the later fifteenth Century,
led the appCAaTaNce of al least ONC partıal CODY Another CODY, roughly
Contemporary and sımılarly truncated, implıes that the Ciırcumstances of
ıts preparatiıon WeTC parallel. The CODY identified in previ1ous lıterature As

in the Schlossarchiv of the CoOounts of Iraun 1ın Petronell,
Austria°?), takes the text oes the incunable wıth the reign of

67) Stuttgart cod hıst fol 24 7, fols I-  V; cf. VON HEYD, Die historischen
Handschriften der königlichen öffentlichen Bibliothek Stuttgart, Handschriften In Folio
(Stuttgart, Könıg pointed Oout hat Peutinger NEW the important Altomunster
manuscript of the Welf famıly chronıicle, which only reemerged ın the twentieth CeENLUTY:
intro. LO Historia Welforum, ed and Trans Schwäbische Chroniken der
Stauferzeit (Stuttgart, XL,

68) Stuttgart cod hıst fol 243, fol 651-vV
69) The Petronell COPY 1S 1O In the private possession of tto Abensperg-TIraun,



120 aro eel

Frederick Barbarossa. Unlıke the edıition of 1472, though, it adds
front matter detallıng the relatiıonshıp of the taufer es OTrIC

The scr1pt of the Petronell Histor1ia Friderici texXT, IC begıns al
urchard identical rüubric®) and continues the end of hıs work, 1S of
the mıd-fifteenth Ccentury<) thıs partıal wıtness tradıtion thus
has stemmatıc sıgnıfıcance independent of CIm 4351 The teXT, however,
1S full of CITL1OIS and conjectural emendatıons and 1S closely elated

C'Im 4351 that it Was Judged be of lıttle value Dy Holder-Egger and
Sımson 1ın theır preparatıon of the SSRGi vers1on. the first erıtical edıtıon
for 305 it Was used “*). The CODY shows sıgnıfıcant varıatıon in
content from Peutinger’s INOTEC complete manuscript substantıve
OM1SS10NSs addıtions, only irequent misreadıngs few better
readıngs. The Petronell manuscript 1S nevertheless important in showıng
that Peutinger’s team of assıstants made only few extremely mınor
hanges ın the COPY 16 they compıile: al least where theır
texfi overlapped the texi of the Petronell manuseript /*). The manuscrıpt
irom IC the incunable Hystoria Friderici wıth ıts OIrC preface
Was ıiımmediately derived must ave been complete otherwise
the author Cannot have made the hodgepodge selection of materıal
appearıng in urchard work before the rubriıic ‘Hystorıia Frideric1)
which he inserted IMN OrC notices. The Petronell Hystoria Friderici
manuscrIipt bears dırect evidence that ıts exemplar Wäds INOTC complete
than tself, but there 1S 1Cason LO A4SSume that ıts mode!l LOO dıd noTt
egın wıth Nınus and continue the reign of Frederick 11 The
al ugsburg ın about 470 of the exemplar of both CIm 4351 and
the manuscrıpt firom 1C the incunable Hystoria Friderici Wds printed
has already been suggested; ocatıon ın the Sd1I11C diocese for the

though hıs famıly  S castlé IS 9(8) the ome of the Donaumuseum of the Nıeder-
Osterreichısches Landesmuseum and mMoOst of the books of the pre-War Schlossarchiv
belong the Nıederösterreichisches Landesarchıv, Vıenna. Herr Abensperg-Traun kındly
furnıshed miıcrofilm CODY for the of hıs study

70)
71) hıs paleographical observatıon 1S, agaın, ase!l the dDPCATAaNCcE of the INanNlu-

scr1pt and confiırmed by the CONSCHNSUS of publıshed descrıptions. C: SIMONSFELD,
er eine Handschrı des Chronicon Urspergense’, Neues Archiv (1881), Z
GIESEBRECHT, 214-215; SIMSON, LE

72) Sımonsfeld, who first deseribed the Petronell CODY, Was miısled DYy ıts INMany peculıar
readıngs {O belıeve hat ıt Was not closely elated CIm 4351 2130215

'73) Of the few included ın ('Im 4351 but absent in the Petronell CODY, all
weTe probably margınal ıIn the exemplar. None elımınates the possıbılıty that the
Muniıch and Petronell manuscrıpts had COIMMON exemplar.
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exemplar f the Petronell CODY 15 generally supported Dy the evidence of
the latter codex.

The back of the Petronell manuscrıpt bears the date 507
an records the ownershıp of the Gundelfingen famıly enealogıca.
nO relatıng that house the front and fol 89 extend
S5127) Sımonsti{eld’s deseription offered indıcatıon of how the
house of Gundelfingen m1g ave acquıred such LTaTe hıstory book; 1t
noted that few members of the famıly had been CanonNs CAaNOoNSesSsSCcCS

but OoNe had been Premonstratenslians and that the weıght of
Gundelfingen influence Was ın the SCC of Constance, rather than ıIn
Augsburg ’ eed-boo from the diocese of ugsburg indeed from
Ursberg ıtself nevertheless confiırms that the noO famıly had
connectlons there In 1 384, the Albert of Ursberg copled the
undated record of gıift from ONe ‘Diemo de Gundelfingen’ ’©. The
ocally promiınent house mıg then have maıntaıned into the fifteenth
Century sufficıently strong relatıonshıp wıth the diocese ave
acquıred decorated book of O0Ca hıstory ase: manuscrıpt al ONC

of ıts monastıc foundatıiıons. ere xactly that exemplar W as Oun 1S
impossıble determine from the Petronell manuscrIipt ; it Wds quıte
possıbly al Ursberg, poss1ıbly LOO al ugsburg. WAas, 1ke CIm 4351’s
exemplar and the manuscrıpt basıs of the Hystor1ia Friderici incunable,
J]ready far removed from urchard orıg1ınal, and it elonge the
SdI1lle branch of the tradıtiıon AdSs the incunable text Petronell and unıch
coples share ManYy misreadıngs and CITOTIS of proleps1s; C(Cnesebrecht’s
suggestion that the [WO had COMMON exemplar has SOoNC unchallenged
Though CGiesebrecht supposed that the hypothetical COINIMNON exemplar
of both Was er than the fourteenth century ‘ '); it MaYy plausıbly
have been coplied EGVeHn later, shortly before ıts three extant descendants

the Petronell, incunable, and unıch WEeIC produced.

74) oftes ın stıll ater hand cshow that ın the seventeenth eıghteenth CENLUTY the
book Was acquıred Dy the COUNtTS of Wolkensteın. Simonsfeld noticed hat the SaInle hand
1C eft the Gundelfingen genealogical note! made requent emendatıons in the [GCXE, hıs
conclusıon (p 213) “dass dıiese and eıne wıederum verschıedene Handschrıiıft der Chronık
benutzt hat’ Was unfounded, since the reader MaYy ave made hıs corrections from the 515
dıtıon See Iso SIMSON, XX

75) SIMONSFELD, 74A245
76) BAUMANN, Aus dem Registrum fundatıonıs Urspergensıs, Württembergische

Vierteljahrshefte für Landesgeschichte (1881), 204-207
77) GIESEBRECHT, 218
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OS Witnesses

W hether nOoTl the ugsburg exemplar CAillc Sts Ulrich and fra
from Ursberg, urchard’s OW moOonasterYy, 1S problematıc. The dissocı-
atıon of urchard NAamle irom the texti perhaps mplıes that the
tradıtiıon had continued for SOMEC time outsıde the house where the
author apparently the ast of hıs lıfe: elsewhere, abbas
Urspergensıs/’, the attrıbution ffered Dy C(C'Im 4351.°°) and the editio
princeps, m1g ave been satısfyıng than unknown provost’'s Namce,
the CODY 1 Weıssung ave Known, though, eed noTLt ave
een closely elated the ugsburg exemplar and it also omıtted the
hıstorlan s NamMmıc, SINCE he LOO COUu attempt entify the author only
hrough CIrCUultous OgIC But CVCIMN ıf the miıssıng ugsburg CODY had only
COINNC the episcopal CIty shortly before ıts texti Wäds shortened and
Itered for the incunable Hystoria Friderici, it certaily remaıned there
untiıl after the first edıition Wäds prepared.

ader reference ‘unıcum...mendosum...exemplar’ for the redac-
t1on IC he completed al Peutinger’s behest Wd> inexact. In al least ONC

instance, he repaıred Om1ss1ıon ın Peutinger’s CODY Dy collatıon wıth
SOINC other wıtness the Ursberg teXxt — ). He mıg have corrected hıs
princıpal wıtness’ texi agaılnst the Petronell CODY the ugsburg
exemplar; each carrıed the better eadıngz where the scrıbe of CIm 4351
made of prolepsıs. That ert and Peutinger cshould ave been
uUuNawWarTre of partıal printing of urchard  N work made in their OW CIty
in 472 15 prıma facie ımprobable, but. 4S (nesebrecht observed, 1t INdAYy
ave seemed u  IX mention partıal wıtnesses useful for the
establıshment of the TEX1i 80) Many conjectural emendatıons 1ın ader
version correspond those made Dy the serıbe of the Petronell CODY,
but because the latter Wäas already Dy .15 iın the possess1on of the
Gundelfingen famıly, and because it shows S1gNS of use Dy printer,
1NOMNC of those emendatıons PTOVCS dırect dependence ®!). er dıd
NOTL make emendatıons ırectly ın Peutinger’s CODY, NO ClIm 4351 type
INAY ave been sel from another ost CODY in hıs OW hand, from

78) ClIm 4351, fol J6r (upper margınal ote al the beginnıing of in dıfferent hand
from the text’s but apparently cContemporary ıth the COpPYy S assembly shortly after

°chronica bbatıs auspergensI1s’.
79) 1:3 eit tunc lıberabıitur
80) GIESEBRECHT, DA
Bl) GIESEBRECHT thought that ClIm 4351 had een collated ıth the Petronell COPY

216
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the Peutinger CODY wıth attention ader separate The
‘unicum...mendosum...exemplar‘ described by the edıtor IMaYy then nOot

ave been the manuscrıpt 110 abeled ClIm 4351 d transcription
annotated by hım, but the ugsburg exemplar ıtself. Because er
knew that the utılıtarıan CODY assembled Dy Peutinger and all other
evidence fOor the ([OX£, includıng the incunable, which INaYy ave een
avaılable LO hım WEIC equally deriıved from CT manuscrıpt which he
also knew., then iın mentionıng sole COrrupt exemplar he INa y AVe
me perfectly onestly the parent manusecrI1pt.

The ugsburg exemplar postulated ere dısappeared from Sts Ulrich
and ira before Braun catalogued 1ts manuscrıpt 1brary in 1/9K
probably 1°ong before Ssince it received mention, however obliıque, after
the appCATranNnce of V first edıition. WOU al d1I1y rate have been of
relatıvely lıttle value iın reconstructing urchard tex{i SInce ( 1M -
medıate descendant, ClIm 4351, reproduces it In 1ts entirety and [WO

closely elated wıtnesses, the Petronell manuscrıpt and the incunable
Hystor1a Frideric(T, present basıs for correcting CIm A& 1ES readıngs in
ıts interesting latter sect10ns. SE {[WO derivatıve manuscrIıpts and
thıs derivatıve incunable, along wıth the editio princeps all of
independent extual s1ıgn1ıficance because theır exemplar has disappeared
and all represented ın the erıtical apparatus of the SSRG edıtiıon, but

1C CIm 4351 15 of overwhelmıing importance thus only
iıllumınate ON branch of manusecrıpt tradıtion. No representatıves
of other branches, f indeed there WT other branches, survıves °*).

manuscrıpt of urchard work nOoL the codex which became ClIm
4351, Ssince the latter bears evidence that it traveled from ugsburg
Ursberg and back LO ugsburg between the time Peutinger and er
inıshe' wıth ıt and Braun’s notice of ıts al Sts Ulrich and
Afra’s Was S{l al Ursberg al the beginnıng of the seventeenth Century.
Its there hundred after Weıissung tends confirm
that hıs insistence that Peutinger sed CODY al the Premonstratensian
monasterYy Was ase! hıs knowledge that CODY existed there On
June 9, 1627, [WO Premonstratensian CanOoNs of St iıchael al Antwerp,
Prosper Moriconi and Matthaeus de Beır, stopped al Ursberg theır

82) See BRAUN, Notitia...manuscrIiptis. ertz erroneously identified manusecrıpt
ın the British Museum Burchard’s work “‘Berichte ueber einıge iın den Jahren 8726 bıs
837 fuer dıe Monumenta unternommene Reısen , Archiv (1839) S0:; ‘Bemerkungen
ueber einzelne Handschriften und Urkunden), Archiv (1839), 633 bel recognized hat
Harleıan 3668 Was not COPDY 83
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return ome irom the translatıon of relıcs of St Norbert in Prague. The
record of theır travels ®°) indicates that they dıd noTl SLaYy there VEIY long,
because already June 15 they had passed hrough Roggenburg and
arrıved al oth Nevertheless, Moricon1i and de elr had time inspect
the Ursberg ıbrary an ote what they OUnN! there

Superest ın eodem coenobıo et1amnum 1psum Conradı Lichtenaviıl
Urspergensıs ChronıicIı autographum, quod mendis 18 quamplu-
MIS immune SE quıbus iıllud postmodum sublestae €l homiınes
resperserunt: quod PTO Urspergensıs coenobı honore. Jusdem
Conradı VIT1 Oomnıno greg]ll immortalı memorI1a, DTO COommMun1ı
Reipublicae lıtterarıae bono, optandum foret fide 1PS1US auftoO-
graphı alıquando In lucem prodıre 84)

Thıs CODY apparently does nNnOoTL sSuVvave- :
aCKmun:! has suggested that Moriconi and de eır WEeIC mistaken

about the A of the hıstorıical manuscrıpt which they observed, and that
it Was only ate CODY expurgated of antı-papal remarks 86) Such
interpretation leans heavıly interpretation of the L[WO canons’
reference LO late redactors of U: ‘sublestae €l homines’, d

Protestantizıng al least antı-Roman. They INAaYy ave only that
recent scr1bes edıtors had een unfaıthful 88 the text No Counter-
Reformatıon version of urchard work CAall ave been er than the
first Reformatıon edıtion, Heyd’s In, SA Moricon1ı and de elIr INaY
ave been paleographically unsophisticated but they WEeTIC Strangers

manusecrI1pt lıbrarıes: for them ave miıistaken relatıvely recent
CODY for the autograph of thırteenth-century author WOU. ave
been extremely nalve. Consternation wıthın the er of remontre
OVCI laudatory Protestant Commentary the work of medieval
Premonstratensıan hıstorıan MaYy ell ave been 9 but Strong
Counter-Reformatıon reaction Was only agaınst ate edıtor1al addıtions
beside which the orıgınal author’s pro-ımperl1al statements seemed pale
ven though the attıtude of the Visıtors al Ursberg toward the hıstory
wrıtten there MaYy ave been defensıive, ıt Was thus lıkely ave een

B3) The canons’ Journal 18 reproduced In cta Sanctorum Irom contemporary publi-
catıons In Prague and Antwerp ASS Juniu: (Antwerp, 895C N

84) ASS Junii L, 902a
55) LOHMÜLLER, ‘Dıe Bıblıothek des Pramonstratenser Reichsstiftes Ursberg, 125

bıs Jahrbuch des Vereins für Augsburger Bistumsgeschichte (1976), 294
86) BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, 2 D Deutsche Literatur des Mittelalters

Verfasserlexicon, ed STAMMLER, 2nd ed RUH, (Berlın, ols
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relatıvely uncriıtical toward urchard OW Text Weıissung and Mang
had both struggled proudly entify the thirteenth-century Ursberg
chronicler the INOTEC closely wıth theır house: they had wısh dısown
hım The CODY SCCI DYy travelers from Antwerp of COUISC excluded
Heyd’s paralıpomena because it long antedated hıs intervention. That
manuscrıpt MaY OT INay not ave een ASs old AaSs they believed. but ıt must

ave been er than the Protestant revolt and probably W ds er than

anyYy SUrviving wıtness urchard tfext

IHE STATE IHE URSBERG C HRONICON ET

The Ursberg CODY of the provost’'s chronicle noted Dy de eIr and
Moricon1i in 627/ must ave perishe in the a  CY fire of LOSZ: when the
Swedes burned the lıbrary and other buildings ® ’). Much later
Lienhardt, the eighteenth-century student of Premonstratenslian authors,
Sa  < manuscrıpt 1ın 1C the Belgian canons’ contemporary, Frederick
Rommel of Roggenburg, laımed that he LOO marked old CODY al

Ursberg ın 1630; 88) thereafter it Was evidently gONC No other lost coples
on«c other than the ugsburg exemplar, the Ursberg CODY known

Weıssung, pengler, Moriconi and de Beır, and the manuscrıpt poss1ıbly
known Heyd May be ECVCIl tentatıvely identified ere 1S ou
that the complex of SUrVIVIN£ wıtnesses including CIm 4351 the editio
princeps, the Petronell CODY, and the incunable accurately reflects the
tex{i A represented ın the ugsburg exemplar; 1ıle four TIe notices ın
CIm 4351 AIC omıiıtted ın the Petronell and the printed Hystoria Friderici
vers10ns, all WOIC eıther margınal iın the manuscrıpt of Sts Ulriıch
and fra references the order and cCon of the unıch CODY and

probably ıts exemplar’s codex 1C would ave een inap-
proprıiate 1n shortened versions 89) ere 1S, the other hand, er10us

87) JACKMUND, Die Chorherrenorden und ihre Stifte INn Bayern (Passau, 205 ;
BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber, {f. bel thought that the Ursberg CODY he
elleve!l the autograph Was ost in S in the Bauernkrieg ıre Hıs misınterpre-
tatıon has een varıously corrected: C LANG, oster Ursberg, Bıblıothek,
Handschrıften, Buecher’, Analecta Praemonstratensia 28 (1952), 47 ; LOHMÜLLER, 2608
BACKMUND, Geschichtsschreiber,

88) LIENHARDT, SpIritus Literarıus Norbertinus (Augsburg, 36d

89) I1wo ATC notices of narrowlIy Premonstratensıian interest, the former remaınıng
margınal in ClIm 4351 (fol and the latter (fol problematic reference tto of
Freising which MaYy be wıldly eITONCOUS S M°C°X X° el1X ordo  Norpertum
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question whether the ugsburg exemplar accurately reflected the COIl-

of urchard autograph book Heyd perhaps had rounds ın the
manuscrıpt he acquıred irom the Augustinıan Canons al Strasbourg for
omıttıng few extraordıinarıly tendent10us paragraphs ın hıs 539
translatıon. Seventeenth-century observers noticed that old Ursberg
CODY unknown the ugsburg humanısts overlooked Dy Peutinger In
hıs researches al the a  CYV perhaps consıdered defective Dy hım
precıisely because ıt omıtted present ın the ugsburg exemplar

W d substantıally dıfferent from the printed edıtions.
1wo in AvVe consıistently een marked Dy students of

urchard work A4S of questionable authenticıty for purely extual
ICaAaSsSONSs, despıte theır ADPCATANCC ın al descendants of the ugsburg
exemplar. In ONC, the Ursberg account abruptly from eulogy of
Phılıp of Swabhıla A worthy, unlucky SCION of rıghteous and hero1c

condemnatıon of the SaJmne kıng has nothıng but praise for
Barbarossa’s SO  — ın descr1ıbing the events of hıs reign ın summarızıng
hıs personalıty uDON hıs ea Then, though, the narratıve aunches
measured er1iticısm of Phılıp:

Hıc CH 1O  — haberet pecun1las, quıbus salarıa S1ve solda preberet
miılıtıbus, prımus cepıit destrahere predıa, quC SUuUuS Fridericus
imperator ate acquıislerat In Alamannıa, ıta ul cuılıbet baron1ı S1ve
minısterıalı vıllas SCUu predıa rusticana vel eccles1as s1ıbı contiguas
oblıgaret Sicque factum esSt: ut nıchıl s1bı remaneret preter inane

domiınıuı ei cıvıtates SCHu ıllas, in quıbus fora habentur.
el castella (erte .

nomıne’” 2 em undat;  Premonstratensıs ordınıs). Iwo INOTE dIC,
respectively, reference LO the en! of Frutoli-Ekkehard’s contrıbution and reference
Iractatus de [OCLS d} OUN! In the first quaternion of the volume: 'Hucusque
scr1ptori1s...pars rel1qua)’; U ‘Hec require...quaterno T1

The [WO Premonstratensian notices AdLC almost surely late addıtions. The notıce hat
Frutolf-Ekkehard’s work has COIMNC LO A end Was probably Burchard’s O W. Ssince ıt carrıes
hıs characterıstic mentıon of SOUTCEC SCrIpPtOr and reveals Knowledge 16 Burchard
clearly had but which W as definıtıively recovered only in the nıneteenth CENLUTY hat the
beginniıng of Was borrowed from A earlıer chronicle. Fınally, the reference LO
geographical al the beginnıing of the volume W ds probably 1Iso ncluded by Burchard,
since hIs OW. texi shows use of Iractatus’ hıstorıical section and hıs manuscrıpt codex IS
lıkely ave contaıned 1fs locatıons ın the Holy Land Dr Simson’’s crıtical ncties
and introduction, Ag

Sımson’s early attempt explaın the ote tto of Freising,1 the COopyıst of (C'Im
4351 hıimself obvıously dıd notl understand, garbled reference the C'istercıian
hıstorlan s early CaNONTY al Klosterneuburg 1S plausıble, though he apparently abandoned
ıt In hıs later dıtıon VON SIMSON, Za W1po, den nnales Altahenses, dem
Chronıiıcon Urspergense’, Neues Archiv (1889), 609

90) U: 91-9)2
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The Statement that Phılıp’s milıtary needs led hıs financıal embarrass-
ment, substantıally true), 1s still intellıgıble 1ın the CoONntext of "Gesta
Philıppi's' aACCOUuNLTL of destructive conflıct 3304 CGerman princes. The
sentences immediately followıng reach dıfferent and INCONZTUOUS eve
of antı-Staufter vehemence:

Ea tempestate dem Phılıppus eccles1iam Urspergensem oblıgavıt
t1tulo plgnorI1s nobilı VITO Bertholdo de 1ien et 1110 e1us Haınrıco,
qUam postea preposıtus, quı iunc fult, et fratres de potestate
eorundem tyrannorum lıberaverunt, &08 tantam cepissent ibıdem

tyrannıdem, ut NECYUAQ UAIN DOSSeL eccles1a conventualıs
exIistere. Pro lıberatione VeLO solverunt aTrCas argent]. Hıc
modus oblıgationıs e solution1ıs eccles1arum, maxıme Cisterciensiıs
el PremonstratensiIiıs ordınıs, hactenus inusıtatus fuılt er lıbertatıbus
privilegiorum 1psorum va contrarıus, CUu constel, quod priıores
imperatores nullum tale 1US 19)! vendıicabant In eccles1i1s predictorum
ordınum.

then inıtiates long and complıcated explanatıon of why Ursberg
Was mortgaged:

Occasıo autem hulus E3 dıicıtur fulsse el 9 quod olım
presiıdente Grimone preposıto ın eccles1a Urspergens!ı,
Cuonrado TCRC el s1bı succedente nepote SUOo imperatore Frıderico.
propter reverentiam ei auctorıtatem prefatı CGirimonis 1ps1 1mM-
peratores nıchıl hulusmodı 1Ur1Ss presumpserunt sıbı vendicare, PIC-
terquam 1  255 quod pertinet ad domınıum totlus ut SU
protectione SUua Cads suscıperent ei privileg1us SUlSs munıirent el {1delıter
defenderen Contigıit autem, quod Ortuo predicto Timone
nonI1cC1 Urspergenses elegerunt s1b1 In quendam de fratrıbus
SUlS, homınem nullıus intellıgentie aut valentıe et adeo hebetis
eloquentie, ut NC verbum de OTC 1PS1US 1S1 C: dıfficultate pOssetl
intellıg1ı Cumque talıs prelatıs inclıte recordationIiıs 1M -

Friderico comparulsset, ıpse CU tota curla Suaqa sprevıt
eundem odioque SUl nobiılı VIrO Degenhardo de Hellinstein, PTO-
curatorı Su pCI omn1a regalıa predıa SuevIle, In1unXıt,
personalıter accederet ad eccles1iam Urspergensem ei de voluntate
fratrum 1ın predis 1ıpsorum abbatıam ei granglas statutlis
apponeret ANNUUM, quod s1b1 PIO advocatıa eft defensione solve-
HF, ut videlicet quılıbe INAanNnsSus rusticanorum prediorum solveret
maltare unNnum ut officıales SUl equls 1psorum hOC haberent
A4NNONaAaIM el 1psa eccles1a sıne preiudic10 OmMnı1s gravamınıs 1mM-
peri1alem haberet defensionem.

91) See FREY, Die Schicksale des königlichen (yutes IN Deutschland den etzten
Staufern seil Onlg Philip Berlın, 881 rptl alen, 23
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The LexXi eturns the connection between rsberg's and Phılıp’s
dıfficılties

Hınc cia OCCcaslione, CUu prefatı tyrannı de 1fTen tantıllam
pensionem ab imperatorıbus peltere viderentur, 1psam eccles1iam
OmMmnınO subegerunt el destruere studuerunt. Ceterum Deus ul-
t10onum domiıinus in prımum hulus scelerI1s prefatum
videlıicet Phılıppum, vindıctam exercult, ut sub gladıo tyrannı
deret, quı prımus eccles1as In potestatem Lyrannorum contradidıit ?*).

Christmann first noted iın 790 that the invective agaınst Phılıp iIirom
'Ea tempestate. Was inapproprıiate otherwise unıformly
laudatory attıtude toward Phılıp Since then only Gronau, argumg
princıpally stylıstic grounds, has held fırmly that the entire DASSaLc 1S
urchard OW ÖOthers, tollowıng Abel’’s observatıon that the dıatrıbe
carrıes anachronistic reference Ursberg Aas abbatia, a  oug it Was

nOoTt elevated the Status of a  CYV untıl the mıd-fourteenth GeENtUuTS ;
have dısputed only the extient of interpolation ?*). (ironau’s unıform
the stylıstıc unity of urchard work here drove hım nto clear As
he noted agalnst hıs OWu the diatrıbe agaınst Phılıp 1S
indeed well-ınformed events in the thırteenth-century monastery, but
it contaıns informatıon1COU nOoTLt ave been earned much later
from the preserved al Ursberg>). urchnar: hımself
WOU surely ave been able Adainle the ‘preposıitus, qul tunc fult”, the
prelate alter who dırected the monastery only fifteen before hıs
OW arrıval al Ursberg

As (CGironau agaın noted, yvel another Passdasc cConcerning the
release of Ursberg from ıts ortigage into secular advocacy ın 226
1S Josely elated and sımılarly ase the relevant charter®). 1S, ıke
the invective agaınst Phılıp, unusual ın the Contexti in ıts complaınt
about the misfortunes of the author’s Premonstratensian house. The
hiıstorian urchar Was the Contemporary of the events of Z al
Ursberg; ASs chronicler, he regularly spoke of hıimself in the first PCISON.

92) 02-94
93) BACKMUND, Monasticon Praemonstratense (Straubing, 1949-1956), E %]

Chorherrenorden, 205
94-) (CHRISTMANN, in |BURCHARD], pF29° GRONAU, A y E ( ABEL, 107-108;

GIESEBRECHT, 219-223; SIMSON, XAÄAX; Deutschlands Geschichtsquellen S 118,
ackmund jJudgment hat Burchard would ave referred hımself A abbas Must
be regardeı definıtıve, though he allows the possıbiılıty hat ate Copyıst m1g ave
substituted abbatia for praepositura: Geschichtsschreiber, D and 148

95) (GRONAU,
96) (JRONAU, 21
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Here alone, though, the texti makes imprecıse thırd-person reference
. preposıtus’
em ANNO eccles1a Urspergensı1s DIO marcıs. qUaS PIC-
posıtus 9200 lıberatione eccles1ie persolvıt, abh Alberto de Nıunburc
redimitur ei em Hainricı reg1s datam 1ın INanlu bone emorIı1e
Hainrıcı de Zuplingen, tunc episcopI Ahistetensı1s, accepıit. Insuper
privilegia reg1s eiusdem. quod NUNGgUaAIN DIO qualıibet necessıitate
eadem eccles1a defensione imper1 alienaretur? ’).

TONAaAU should, wıth other scholars, ave set asıde both thıs lament OVOL

rsberg'’s difficulties and the critique of Phılıp’s polıcy ASs late intrus10ons.
Heyd’s (GGerman translatıon of 539 offers evidence agalınst the authen-

ticıty of the Phıilıp and the Ursberg omıts the discussion of

Phılıp, irom “Occasıo hu1lus re1ı129  The Ursberg ‘Chronicon’ Text  Here alone, though, the UC text makes imprecise third-person reference  to ‘B. prepositus’:  Eodem anno ecclesia Urspergensis pro CC marcis, quas B. pre-  positus pro liberatione ecclesie persolvit, ab Alberto de Niunburc  redimitur et fidem Hainrici regis datam in manu bone memorie  Hainrici de Zuplingen, tunc episcopi Ahistetensis, accepit. Insuper  privilegia regis eiusdem, quod nunquam pro qualibet necessitate  eadem ecclesia a defensione imperii alienaretur””).  Gronau should, with other scholars, have set aside both this lament over  Ursberg’s difficulties and the critique of Philip’s policy as late intrusions.  Heyd’s German translation of 1539 offers evidence against the authen-  ticity of the Philip and the Ursberg passages. It omits the discussion of  Philip, from ‘Occasio huius rei...’ to the end, as well as the entire note on  Ursberg’s financial loss of A.D. 1226. Though the Strasbourg Chronick  also omits ‘Gaude, mater nostra Roma...’, a passage more compatible  with Burchard’s political attitudes and not so obviously arising from  preoccupation with parochial concerns, its neglect of two anomalous  paragraphs on Ursberg tends to confirm that were late additions, not the  work of the text’s principal author, the provost Burchard. The chronicle  manuscript which the two Antwerp canons Moriconi and de Beir saw at  Ursberg in 1627, like Heyd’s, may have omitted at least these three  conspicuously tendentious passages since, as their remarks based on  cursory inspection suggest, it is likely to have belonged to a branch of the  text’s tradition different from that represented by the lost Augsburg  exemplar and its surviving witnesses. A vague memory that the great  chronicle composed at Ursberg was assembled from the remains of a  disastrous fire endured at the abbey until Weissung’s time. This tradition  was at least partially accurate; a late hand, though not necessarily a  thirteenth-century hand, intervened to lament related misfortunes. How  much more widely the same hand may have interfered is not immediately  obvious. The SSRG edition completed by Holder-Egger and Simson  makes definitive-recension of surviving corrupt witnesses, but it fails to  explore thoroughly the extent of late additions common to existing  copies. A more exact reconstruction of Burchard’s work requires closer  analysis of his chronicle’s style and content than has yet been attempted.  Carol L. NEEgEL.  The Colorado College.  ?7) UC, pp. 121-122.the end, ASs ell as the entire ote

rsberg’'s financıal loss of 226 Though the Strasbourg Chronick
also Oomıts Gaude, ma nostra Roma...‘, DasSsagc INOIC compatıble
wıth urchard polıtical attıtudes and nOL obviously arısıng from

preoccupatıon wıth parochınalr ıts neglect of LWO anomalous
paragraphs Ursberg tends confirm that WEeIC late addıtions, nOot the
work of the text’s princıpal author, the pProvost Burchard The chronicle
manuscrıpt which the {WO Antwerp CanonNs Moricon1 and de elIr Sa  S al

Ursberg in 627 ıke Heyd’s, May ave omıiıtted al least these three

conspicuously tendenti0us SINCE, theır remarks ase!|
CUFrSOT Y inspection suggest, it 1s lıkely ave belonged branch of the
text’s tradıtion dıfferent from that represented by the ost ugsburg
exemplar and ıts surviving wıtnesses. MECMOTY that the grea
chronicle composed al Ursberg Was>s assembled from the remaıns of
disastrous fıre endured al the CV untıl Weıssung’s time. Thıs tradıtıon
Was al least partıally aCcCcCcura ate hand, though notLt necessarıly
thırteenth-century hand, intervened lament elated miısfortunes. How
much INOIC wıdely the SaInllc hand MaYy ave interfered 15 not immediıately
obvıo0us. The SSRGi edition completed Dy Holder-Egger and Sımson
makes definitive recension of SUrvIving COrrupt wıtnesses, but ıt aıls

explore thoroughly the extent of late addıtions COMMON existing
coples. IMNOTEC eXaCcC reconstruction of Burchard’s work requıres closer

analysıs of hıs chronicle’s style and content than has yel been attempted.

arol NEEL.The Olorado College

97) AA


