
The Historical Work of urchar of Ursberg, I1
I he Ursberg °Chronicon’ and the
‘Hıstorıa eiiorum Tradition*)

The extiant version of the Ursberg Chronicon (hereafter 1S remote
from the orıgınal. Avaıyllable evıdence. for the moOst part much later than
the author’s time, indıicates that the Drovost of the Premonstratensian
house of Ursberg, the hıstori1an urchar  9 inıshne'| hıs work.
INa Yy ave een mutilated 1ın moOonNnasterYy fire hortly after ıts COIM-

posıtıon. All manuscrıpts ATC ate The CODY assembled Dy the ugsburg
humanıst Conrad Peutinger around 500 and preserved al unıch as
ClIm 4351 15 the sole basıs for critical edition. Another fıfteenth-century
CODY NO in private an in Petronell, Austrıa, 1s only partıal ; ıts few
better readıngs MaYy be conjectural, and ıts texi 1S close that of the
unıch codex that it 15 of negligible value for 1ts emendatıon. An
incunable edıtiıon from ugsburg ıIn Z 1s agaın partıal and agaın of
lıttle importance for extablishing the text CIm 4351, the Petronell CODY,
and the incunable WeIC all apparently ase the SAalmlllc Corrupt
exemplar, IC antedated OÖOTNMNC of them by INanYy

Clm 4351 1S then the est wıtness the Ursberg teXT, but it 15 faulty
The first three of 1fs four sect10ns, copıed ZEE dıfferent times durıng the
ast half of the fifteenth Century and OUnN! ın umbled order, contaın
materıal from The last, coplied al the SdaIllc time AaSs the 1r section
of text and perhaps from the SaJmlle exemplar, offers miıscellaneous

the hıstory of ugsburg from urchard OW chron-
iıcle, from ÖOtto of Freising’s, and from much later hıstory of the Welf
es of Bavarıa. ven wıthın the first three sections of the codex, and
even where they overlap the Petronell and incunable of urchard
work, there ATC apparen anomalıes INOTEC important than crıbal
The authenticıty of ONe passagc excorlating Phılıp of Swabıla has long
een isputed. In VIEW of the weakness of the manuscrıpt tradıtıon of

hıs 15 the second in ser1es of artıcles of which the first appeare in the mMoOost reECeENt
1sSsue of hıs Journal : « The Hıstorical Work of urcnar:'! of Ursberg, The Ursberg
Chronicon Jext», Analecta Praemonstratensia (1982), 96-12 See especılually
« Burchard 1», 110-115 for description of the Con of the princıpal manuscrı1pt,

EL 2O for dıscussıon of ate alteratıon of the orıgınal author’s fragmentary text.



aro eelI6

and the apparent intrusıion of late tendentious materıal, it useful
investigate the rest of the Ursberg TEXT.: especlally ıts incorporatıiıon of
SOUTICCS, LHNOITIC carefully and INOTC crıtically than has heretofore been
attempted.

One those OUICCS, complex of recordıng the
ee| and the relatıonshı1ıps of the south German elfen, that princely
clan most strongly and consistently opposed Hohenstaufen ynastıc
pretens1ons, meriıts first cons1ıderatıon. departs conspicuously from the
DrOVOSL Burchard’s eneral adherence taufer and imperı1al themes.
nalysıs of ıts incorporatıon into mMuSL, however, proceed wıth grea
cautlion. urchard, ıke mOst medieval hıstorlans, dıd nOoTt thoroughly
subordinate the Man Yy OUICCS 16 he employe wrıtten and oral,
SUTrVIVINg£ and ost the rhetorical and polıtical values evident 1ın
independent sections of hıs work. later artıcle in thıs ser1es ıll show
that, for the records of those twelfth-century reigns ın 1C Welf SOUTCEC

materıals AdIC implicated ın the extant version of hıs hıstorical work, the
Premonstratensian author generally dıd attempt integrate borrowed
exXits will, however, be demonstrated ere that such effort Wädas

directed the incorporatıon of the genealogy and exploıts of the elfen
nto hıs Ursberg chronicle.

everal Welf hıstorical documents WeTIC employe ın the compilatıon
of the extant texXt: there 1s ICAason to belıeve that they WCIC NO all
sed by the SdIne incorporator, SINCe all WEeTIC avaılable by the end of the
welfth CeNtury and SiInCce they overlap each other in theır respective
AD  CS ın the Ursberg chronicle’s context *). Materı1al from all but
{[WO chapters of the most important famıly hıstory of the Bavarıan ucCa
house, the twelfth-century Hiıstor1ia Welforum ©) (hereafter 1S
represented in the Ursberg chronicle; INany dIC faıthfully
reproduced, ıle others AIC edıted and mended varyıng extents The
Monumentists assumed that Welf OUICCS WEIC incorporated Dy 1ts
orıgınal author and that he sed the autograph VeETY early COPDY of
HW°) WiıeruszowskIı1, who made the last substantıve contrıbution 1{8

Burchard of Ursberg, Chronicon, ed Holder-Egger and VO  — Simson, 2Ind ed.,
Scrıptores Rerum Germanıcarum In Usum Scholarum (Hanover, dee, C and
margınal notes

Hiıstor1a Welforum Weingartensis, ed Weıland, Monumenta Germanıae Hiıstorica
Scriptores (Hanover, 454-4 72 INOTC recent dıtıon offers better texti but
wıthout crıtical apparatus revealıng ıts relatıonshıp Historia Welforum, ed and
ns Önıg Schwäbische Chronıken der Stauferzeı (Stuttgart,

Weıland, 457 ; Sıimson, 111 and
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er1ticısm of the Welf textT, suggested that the exemplar of sed for
those represented ın offered the est construable readıngs
fOr that work. She concluded that it must ave een the Same ASs the
archetype of the {[WO extant complete twelfth-century coples of the famıly
hıstory 16 elonged, respectively, the Benedictine Eigenkirche of
the elfen al Altomunster and Weingarten“). Thus, 1le there has been
SOMNIC discussıon of the extent of the orıgınal Ursberg historian
urchard uUsSCc of elated Welf OUTCCS, hIs ACCO°S$Ss$S the princıpal FeXT in
the uCcCa. historiographical tradıtiıon has een ser10usly challenged.

The scenarı10 dictated Dy thıs assumption that urchard, wrıting ess
than after the author of borrowed the autograph eft Dy
the hıstorı1an of the elfen has consistently proved attractıve because
urchar:! 1ve! in the Samne south German polıtıical and cultural mılıeu A4Ss

the earlıer wriıter. The arguments ın favor of the Premonstratensian
historian’s use of VeErIY early version of the teXT, ATIC however,
cırcular and subject the fallacy recentIior, deterior. Wıthout areful
study of manusecrıpt varıants, ıt lıkely that he sed the orıgınal of
the moOost iımportant Welf hıstorical text only because hıs chronologica
and physıca proximıty ıts appCaTrance 15 already known. 1f such
j9) lıkelihood 15 tested agaınst the possıbılıty that later author,
not urchnar: himself, the hıstory of the elfen to U: it 1S
instantly weakened. The exemplar of use for the Ursberg chronicle
mıg ave carrıed good teXL, but it m1g nevertheless aqve elonge

ate S ın that text’s  7 transmıissıon. 1f from the Welf
hıstory in Can be shown ave affınıty later manuscrıpt
1C DTESCTVCS good readıngs in spıte of OT perhaps of contamı-
natıon ın the tradıtion, then the argumen m1g be made that Burchard
dıd nof himself borrow from the autograph of the Welf historian for hıs
account of the welfth CenturYy.

STYLISTIC SYMPTOMS ATE INSERTION
HISTORIA WELFORUM NTO THE URSBERG (CHRONICON

An exhaustive study of the stylıstic characterıistics of from
incorporated nto d ell 4S of those surroundıng

intended fıt them into the ost chronıicle, WOU demand out of

WieruszowskI, « Neues den sogenannten Weıingartener Quellen der
Welfengeschichte», Neues Archiv der Gesellschaft für ältere deutsche Geschichtskunde 49

930), 75-76
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proportion the conclusıveness of 1fs results Nevertheless even CUISOTY
CX  on makes 1T clear that the stylıstıc traıts and polıtıcal ten-
dentiousness of Welf Oons set them irom theır matrıx that part
of the chronicle record of twelfth-century events independently PTIO-
uce! Dy the PrOovost of Ursberg The inıtıal AaDPCATANCE of materı1al from
the Welf hıstory offers example of the eneral incompatıbıilıty
of the Premonstratensian’s OW and the incorporated work For the

of diıscussıon of the stylıstıc tendenti10us and textual charac-
ter1ıStics of materı1al the record of the of Lothar of
Supplinburg, the first PAsSsSapc {rom the Welf famıly hıstory the entire
Ursberg text the INnCOorporator 111 here be called Thıs identification 15

not intended suggest that he Was Wds$s NnOTt the DITIMAarYy author
urchar but rather facılıtate COMPDPATMSON of incorporated wıth
independent of hıs text

The 1C forms the ınıtıal boundary of introduction
the first EXCeErpt 15 of specıal ntieres for the problem of
Incorporatıion « Lotarıus VeEIO fiılıam Gerdrudim UNIcCamı qQuam habebat
dederat UXOTICeM Haınrıco UCI Bauwarıorum fratrı elIOoOnNIs LOVISSIMMI

QUCIN NOS vidımus » >) Here the fırst-person emphasızes that
the PrOVOSL urchnar: 15 stıill speakıng hıs OW words and from hıs OW

CAPCI1CNCC No reference has yelt been made use of Welf SOUTCE
urchar statement about Lothar Gertrude and the Welf brothers still
flows naturally from iımmediıately discussıon of Staufen res1ist-
A4dNcCce the Saxon CMMDCI OI ıle «Lotharıus VCIO »} 15 thus integral
the Ursberg texfi dASs Il precedes the first EXCETr DL from the next clause
15 clearly S, belonging rather framework intended LO f1it the
inclusion nto «Gesta Lotharu»:

generatıon1s Qqu1a inclıta fuıt el nobılıssıma eft Deo SCIMPCTI
devota Romaneque ecclesie SCINDCI aSSISteEeNS el imperatorıbus SCDC
resistens Q U1a CNCIO eiTtonum frequenter facta est
hoc OCO generatiıonem am latıus describamus ©°)

Thıs introductory statement Oollowe by the headıng «De generatiıone
Welfonum» 15 anomalous the context of «Cu1us generatıonıs
blatantly au!: the elfen eIr eulogy ASs «1inclıta ei nobılıssıma ef Deo
SCMPCTI devota Romaneque eccles1ie SCHMPDCT 15 Incompatıble
wıth the PI1IMAACY chronicle author urchar' DTIO Staufen polıtıcal

BE %O  / u a 2  23
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stance ın eneral and wıth hıs hostilıty papa intervention 1ın Germany
ın partıcular. «Imperatorıbus SCDC resistens» 18 CVECN er 1n the
context Neıther assıstance antı-ımperı1al NOT rebellıon agaınst
antı-papal Wädas actıvıty i{ the Ursberg Drovost regularly
oun praiseworthy. oes not rest hıs eulogy of the elfen here,
though few lınes later he repeals Inclitus, laudatory adjective IC
1S OUnN! nowhere in but ın thıs paragraph and in the generally
acknowledged interpolatiıon, the invective agaılnst Phılıp of Swabıa
«Creduntur VIr1 1Ilı inclıt1ı fulsse de gentibus Ilıs» Once INOTE

eIOTr the Welf eXcerpt begıins, only few lınes later, he usecs the Samle

description(words coplıed from underlıned): E prımus9 de
qUO legıtur, e1us generI1s fuıt inclıtus dıctus Ethicho, quı genult filium
nomıne Hainricum» ’).

Another of N’s USagcCS ın hıs introduction the first eXcerpt from
ıIn «(Gesta Lotharı1>» 15 1ıkewılise atypıca of the Premonstratensian author
Burchard descr1ıbes SOINC of the Bavarıan es of the Welf house d

tyrannl: «Licet au eiusdem generI1s tyrannı el nobiles ın genealogıa
precesserint » ©). The only other place in which thıs etymologıcally
elated word appCals ın the Ursberg texti 1S, agaın, ıIn the interpolatıon
castıgatıng Kıng Phılıp In reference Phılıp's sale of rıghts OVCI

wabıan eccles1iastıcal foundatıons secular ords, the interpolator
mploys { Yrannıs OMNCCEC and four times?). The possibılıty CIMCT SCS
that uSagc>S of [YFANNUS and inclitus 1ın the Ursberg chronicle, neıther
unusual ın contemporarYy atınıty but both unaccustomed fOor urchar
proceeded from the pCNH of author who Was not he and who dıd notL

share hıs oyalty the Hohenstaufen dynasty
TIhe redactiıon of and those independent implicated wıth

ıt ın synthetic treatment of Lothar of Supplinburg thus e off
the orıgınal historian’s narratıve al the outecropping of tau{fer resistance

the Saxon emperor’s election. The incorporator’s fifrom
and framework for includıng them in the Ursberg texXT, ASs they

continue wıth the of German even(its, reveal that he dıd not

subordinate the divergent emphasıs of the work IC he excerpte:
the energetically pro-dynastıc and pro-imper1al perspective of the ost
chronicle. ose changes made by the redactor of in «Gesta

9, 4’ cf. H 459, The invective agaınst Phılıp sCc5s inclitus in
reference Barbarossa: 93

U $ 8,
92-94
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Lotharı1» and, indeed. ıIn the Welf sed in subsequent
treatments of Conrad and Barbarossa In the Ursberg text dIC nOoTt
polıtically colored, and those sentences 1C form the immediate

for theır incorporation betray pro-Staufer sentiment. The
Incorporator includes wıth tendentious revision much mater1a] from
the Welf texti In 16 the erıticısm of Hohenstaufen rule 15 generally
incompatible wıth the explıcıt partısanshıp of urchard work. On the
1SSUE, for instance, of Frederick Barbarossa’s spectacular aılure the
Roman expedition of 1167, the incorporator allows the text’s
VIgOTrOUS condemnatıon inform the Ursberg versi1on. He places dırect
ame Frederic bıshop and chancellor Raınald, but the CINDCIOT
hımself 15 clearly implicated 1ın hıs subordinate’s gul «Mox ult1o dıvına
subsecuta est; maxıma enım Dars exercıtus imperatoris mortalıtate
inter1t» 10)

WOU be anachronistically insensıtive tO the complexıty of CON-

temporary imper1a] CVCN wabıan polıtıcs dSSume that urchnar:
CannoTt ave been the incorporator because eulogıs of Frederick II
and crıtic of Otto Can ave been wiıllıng barrow wıthout CINECN-
datıon irom work sympathetic tO ÖOtto’s Welf ances(tors; they WETIC
Frederic ancestoOors LOO Barbarossa’s 1r talıan excursion had een
ıll-advised, and the CIMPCTOT hıimself Was nearly carrıed off in the enera|l
decıimatıion of the German princely class Dy the diseases of the 300105
customed talıan SUumMmMer Not SVecn urchard, wrıting independently,
COU. have praised thıs venture Dy hıs taufer ero But ıt remaıns
surprisiıng that the pPrOoVOSLT, f he WEIC the incorporator, should
ave mediated between hıs OW poımit of VIeW and the Welf author’s.
Nowhere, neıther ın «Gesta Lotharı1», in the annalıstıc sections of
NOT ın its hystorie of Conrad and Frederick L, oe€es the Incorporator
intervene ın Welf-derived behalf ofurchard Staufer 1ngs,
althoug he trequently paraphrases and edıts borrowed N’s
reticence iın moderating alterıng hıs Ource’s tendentiousness Cannot
by itself strongly that he Wads NnOTL the orıgınal Ursberg author, but
Burchard’s responsı1bilıty for inclusions into of materı1a]l irom al least
the most important of Welf hıstorical documents 1Ss cast ın ou by the
polıtical dısınterest 1C they reveal. The possı1ıbılıty that Welft sections
ıIn ATC ate contributions therefore demands attention In anY attempt

10) UG 48, 26 had offered (p 471, 10) «aıllı e aına quı tOCIusS malı
hulus NC 10  —_ e{ SCISsmatıs dıutini incentor fult».
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establısh the stemmatıc relationshıp of urchard work the
tradıtion.

JTEXTUAL EVIDENCE INCORPORATION HISTORIA WELFORUM

Recent scholarshıp suggests that the princıpal Welf SOUICC sed
ın UC, Was nOL orıgınal composıtion of the ate welfth CenturYy, d

prıo0r students of ıts relatiıonshıp ave unıformly assumed, but the

recastıng of existing, unpolıshed famıly hıstory nclude COMN-

temMmpOTary actıvıtlies sent out Welf monastıc foundatıons around 170
from eiıther enTYy the Lion’s Welf VI's chancery **). Wieruszowskı
already SAa W that the hıstory of the text W ds nOLT ASs sımple ASs

Weıland, the MG  u edıtor, had earlıer elleve She argued, the basıs
of manuscrıpt copıed al the Welf cConvent of Altomunster and 16
surfaced in Berlın after the First OL. War, that the EWelfCV of

Weıngarten Was not the text’s place of OTr121N, AS the Monumentist edıtion
had asserted !*). Destruction durıng the Second (0)8 War of the
Altomunster CODY 1C Wieruszowskı described necessarıly hampers
an Yy subsequent scrutiny of the manuscrıpt tradıtion of W
Nevertheless her areful description and record of ıts varlıants makes
possıble stemmatıc SUMMAATY of the hıstory of the text of the Welf
hıstory AS she interpreted ıt

Wieruszowskı herself dıd not GE stemmatıc representation because
she Wäas concerned primarıly reconstruct the orıginal, and her
establiıshment of the relatıve ımportance of the Altomunster CODY
mıinımızed the interest in other extiant manuscrıpts. stemma, He it
unfortunately ımputes IMOTC rıgidıty Wieruszowskı’s interpretatiıon
than she intended, ıll nevertheless useful ın comparıng ıt the
textual tradıtion ofurchard chronicle. ose symbols fOr manuscrıpts
of sed ın the MG  a edıtiıon and borrowed Dy Wieruszowskı aAIcC

maıntaıned ın the followıng lıst, that thıs and earlıer descriptions of
the tradıtıon mMaYy be compared. edescriptions nclude dates accepte'
by Wieruszowskı and reference {WO salıent varıants, chapter-headıngs
and continuatıon 0)81°% branch of the tradıtıon al Steingaden

«Zur altesten Weıngartener Geschichtsschreibung» ın11) Decker-Hauff,
Weingarten O51 Festschrift ZUr 900-Jahr-Feier des Klosters (Weıingarten,

367-368
12) Wieruszowskı, {1.
13) ndebted for thıs informatıon LO Kerkmann the Staatsbibliothek

Preussischer Kulturbesıitz.
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E olim Weıingarten 12 endıng welfth
CENLUTY ; tex{i wıth chapter-headıngs, wıthout
continuation)
CIm olim Rottenbuch ending thirteenth 0)8
begiınnıng fourteenth CEeNTLUTY ; texti wıthout hapter-
eadıngs, wıth continuatıon)
Stuttgart cod 1st fol 359 (A.D 1503; texti wıthout
chapter-headıings, wıth continuation)
Weıingarten (fiıfteenth CENLUTY ; texi wıth continu-
atıon, known Wiıeruszowsk i only from Hess’
eighteenth-century edıtiıon, IC dıd NnOoTt indıcate whet-
her it had chapter-headings) 14)

Wieruszowski the followıng the discussion:

Berlın cod lat /93,; olim Altomünster 30
(twe CENTLUTY ; texi wıth chapter-headings INar-
ginally by ate hand, wıthout continuation)
Steingaden hyparchetype reconstructed irom coples
and (twe CENTUTY ; texi wıthout chapter-headings,
continuation by the SaJImne hand d the maın text’s

ON slıghtly later)
few INOTITC erms ıll ere be useful

A, wıth the addıtion of ıts chapter-headings
orıgınal (twelfth-century)

W, archetype hyparchetype including
ClIm 4351 Sole extant manuscrıpt of s1gnıfiıcance fOr TeC-

Oonstruction of the thırteenth-century orıgınal (assem-
bled 1500; carryıng CODY of Dara-
phrase of much, though not all, of texti resemblıng the
lost orıginal, but NOoNe of the continuation)

Wiıeruszowski’s interpretation of relatıonshıps M coples
identified four branches dıverging immediately from the orıgınal (manu-
scr1pts missing her knowledge bracketed)

[A]

2 X] ./UC}E A

4] ClIm 4351

14) Anonymus Weingartensis de Guelfis principibus, ın Monumentorum Guelficorum DUars
historica, ed Hess Kempten, [  r
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She dıd nOoTL ddress the problem of hOow chapter-headings mıg ave
been form but conclusıon that they WeTEC

Dy collatıon wıth SOINC CODY Josely elated {Oo it 1s compatıble
wıth her descHpHON ) and 15 eFfe represented Dy broken ıne

mong the three princıpal extant construable wıtnesses the texti
of } G and Wiıeruszowskı noted important OC of
varıatıon other than the chapter-headıngs and continuatıon already
mentioned, and Was able {O reject {WO relatıve the a  eYy of
Weıngarten dSs interpolations made Dy the twelfth-century Oopyıst of
1, CVEOCN though they had previously een consıdered genulne. She dıd noLt
nclude ın her discussion; her 1st of coples of the Welf hıstory
mentions 4, but oes nOoT describe it INOTEC uly than Weıland Was
able firom hıs readıng of Hess*°). Why thıs CODYV, 16 15 18(0)1 irectly
4aSse\ any other extiant manusecrI1pt, should ave been long
overlooked in eriticısm of the text ın puzzlıng Hess had identified
ONC of the LWO codiıces containıng the twelfth-century work avaılable
hım 4S Weıngarten 20, 4C he attrıbuted the fiıfteenth Centiury
it Was thıs manuscrıpt IC Weıland COu nNOTL find, but nevertheless
abeled and nNncIude: ıIn hıs discussıon the sole basıs of Hess’
deser1iption. Löffler’s atalog of Weıngarten’s 1brary, IC cıted the
SadIne 2 9 dıd nOoTt dDDCAaT untıl ong after the MG edıtiıon of

ın 912 but ıt Was avaılable Wiıeruszowsk ı an: che indeed sed
1t 18) Hess’ ate CODY, Weıingarten 20, Was accordıng tO Weıiland’s
construction of relatıvely lıttle importance because the charaecteristics of
ıts Steingaden exemplar COuU already be deduced irom MSS and 3
Wieruszowsk ı apparently Oollowe Weıland ın considering 1t insıgn1ıfic-
ant She INa y ave thus faıled notice the AaPpPCATANCEC of Weıingarten

20 (Weıland’s iın note Löffler’s catalog ENIIY
(Weıland’s

15) Wıeruszowskı nowhere 5Sdy>S explıicıtly that ate chapter-headıngs WETC the
SdIlle 17s 18 however, dıfficult imagıne hat che WOU. not ave noted eIr
originality ıf they WEIC dıfferent Irom the eadıngs reproduced In the MG edıtion from

16) Wiıeruszowski, 61
17) Hess, L, 121
18) WiıeruszowskI1, 69,
19) Löffler, Die Handschriften des Osters W eingarten, e1ıheite ZU Zentralbaltt für

Bıbliothekswesen (Leipzig, 102, «Die auf den Rücken dieser letzteren
Handschrift aufgeklebte alte Weıngartener ignatur stimmt NIC. mıt der Inhaltsgabe
VO  — Böommer Ithe ast cataloguer] für S.V.) dagegen mıt den Angaben VoO Hess a.a.0

104 und F21 der dort dıe ronıca St Nıcolaı1 und Summula de Guelfis Aaus dıeser
Handschrı bdruckt»
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Löffler had relegated footnote because he had determıiıned
that the Weıngarten 20 shelfmark it bore Was incorrect. Hıs interest
Wäds ın reconstructing the 1brary of the Welf Eigenkirche, 8(011 1ın
assemblıng the wıtnesses the chronicle attrıbuted the SaIme ound-
at10n. Löffler nevertheless remarked, il InConspICuUOUSsIY, that «G 20»
had been sed by Hess, and that MS W ds$ nOoTt therefore lost after Hess’
attention to it AdS Weıland had Suppose: Thıs MS of NO

Stuttgart fZ rece1ved its first full catalog deseription only ıIn
Fischer’s 9/5 publiıcatıon of manuscrı1pts of the former Hofbiblioth:
NO  S ın the Württembergische Landesbibliothe 20) Its codex contaıns
the followıing eXits the chronicle of the Welf foundatıon of St
1CcCANolas al Memmıingen; Miracula Sanguinis, Composed al

Weıngarten concerning ıts mMOst important relic: short fifteenth-century
hıstory of the elfen entıitled Summula de Guelfis. The everal works In
the volume WEIC clearly copled al the eadıng Welf a  CY d part of the
SaJmne effort, wıth the intent that they be OUnNn! together and sed there
Watermarks indıcate that theır Was produce 505
of the twelfth-century (eXT{ 1s thus somewhat later CODY than Hess
estimated and hıs SUCCEOSSOIS assumed from hIis description “*); it 1s
apparently ContemporarYy wıth the assembly of ClIm 4351, the princıpal
manuscrıpt of the Ursberg chronicle, Dy Conrad Peutinger.

Variants within the Hiıstor1a Welforum Tradition

The followıng a  e modiıilıe: from Wieruszowskı1’s lıst ÖE important
varıants her three princıpal wıtnesses the texi of adds
descr1ptions of readıngs al the OCI1 of varıatıon In (Stuttgart

{[2) and the redactiıon of the Welf hıstory 1ın
convenılent for identifyıng roug affınıtıes SUrviIving
coples. Miınor varıatıon ın spellıng 1S gnored

20) Fıscher, Die Handschriften der ehemaligen Hofbibliothek Stuttgart : Die
Handschriften der württembergischen Landesbibliothek Stuttgart, SCI. Z (Wıesbaden,

43-44 Ihe datıng propose Dy Fischer must remaın extremely tentatıve
because ıt 1S unsupported EeXCcept by the TIhe codex longer bears the Weingarten
sıgnature.

Zl) Hess, Z



BThe Ursberg °Chronicon’ and the ° Historia elforum’

«Idem et1am Guelfo present absent absent absent absent
monasterium in onte antı-
qUum In honore Sanctı Martını
fundavıt, Wınıigartın 1N-
posult. In quod de vılla ransla-
t1s monachıs ossıbus patrıs
SUul We et patru! Heınrici
aVl OUudOollı eccles1iam priorem
parrochıalem CSSC statuılt.»

13 <«COo vivente et Ona present present absent present present
voluntate tradente»

absentS «de Andehse alıam present present present entire
Alberto comıt1ı» DAa d SC

absent**)
absent15 «e1que CUu mMnı present present present present

homıuilıtate necessarıa amınıstra-
vit.

ES «monachum prof{es- present absent absent absent absent
SIS in extremıi1s SU1S »

bsent«Econtra dux acles present present present compressed
Suas informat, pedıtes SUOS 10C0 version
SU:  ® exordıinat ; obsıdıonem {a- present
INenNn 10  —_ 181 In extremo dıser1-
mıne posıtıs relaxandam
confirmat. »}

«Fridericum advo- present present horter present cCompressed
catum cognatum SUUuIM Dromı1S- version full
sıonıbus m1nıs Circumvenlens present“*) version
ad dedıitionem oOrtatur.» present

Wiıeruszowskı had already concluded from her comparıson of MSS E
A, and that (1) and (S) WEIC tendentiously inserted al

Weıingarten after the inıtıal composıtion ofW 1S from
the addıtion of and her a  ©: however, that these latter

AdIc elated INOIC Josely to than E and that
everywhere they Sshow sımılarıty each other The incompletion of the

22) The incorporator omıiıtted, apparently iırrelevant {O hısynot only thıs
phrase but the entire notice of Hungarıan princess Sophıa’s children anı relatıves
ın hıch it aAappCAaIs: 1 ‘9 11

23) omıtted «cognatum» and «promissıon1ıbus m1n1s CiIrcumvenlens»:
WiıeruszowskiIi,

24) Wieruszowskı1,
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redactiıon of the Welf texXxTi in evıident ere for instance A varıant
locus 3), makes it impossıble determiıine the characterıistics ÖT ıts
exemplar throughout; ıts cCompression and rearrangement of materı1al
irom A al varıant OCI (6) and JO urther increase the dıfficulty of
determinıng the text’s affınıty. 1S nevertheless ımmediately clear that
the Incorporator of Welf In the Ursberg chronicle sed better
CODY of than Al y SUrVIVINg twelfth-century manuscrI1pt and
that the opyıst of of W  tuttgart Z CVOCN though he
Wäds Weıingarten monk and the twelfth-century dısplay CODY of hıs
eYV, B remaıned there knew version C VENn closer the
orıginal than that decorated manuscrI1pt.

The Late Weingarten COopy of Historia elJorum
4, the early sıxteenth-century CODY unavaılable Weıland

and WiıeruszowskI1, cshows everal varıants wıth and agaınst q]] other
wıtnesses the text of the twelfth-century famıly history, althoug [0)]81°%
of them 15 sufficıently important conclusıvely that both
and the extant form of derıve from dıfferent exemplar than do
other SUrVIVing relatıves. ere other coples er «fratrem scılıcet
Ottonıs de Wolveratenhusen» o1ves «patruum Ottoniıs comitis de
Wolfratehusen» *“°) and has «fratrum Ottoniıs de
Wolfhartzhausen»: both the Ursberg texi and omıt «scılicet ».
Sımilarly, both and er IC Su: Cuonrado alııs
princıpıbus» instead of «alısque princıpibus» “ ). More suggestively,
both and and «quartum» desceribe Welf 1ın HW’s «UJUallı
Azzo in uUuXoOorem duxıt, et Guelfonem progenult»2 the
Ursberg chronicle g1ves «Tevocavıt fil1ıuım prefatı AZZOnNIS, nepotem
SUUM), eliionem quartum » “?) and «Q Uuahmı AÄAzzo236  Carol L. Neel  redaction of the Welf text in UC, evident here for instance at variant  locus (3), makes it impossible to determine the characteristics of its  exemplar throughout; its compression and rearrangement of material  from HW, as at variant loci (6) and (7), further increase the difficulty of  determining the text’s affinity. It is nevertheless immediately clear that  the incorporator of Welf passages in the Ursberg chronicle used a better  copy of HW than any surviving twelfth-century manuscript (1 or A) and  that the copyist of MS. 4of HW (Stuttgart HB XV 72) — even though he  was a Weingarten monk and the twelfth-century display copy of his  abbey, MS. 1, remained there — knew a version even closer to the  original than that decorated manuscript.  The Late Weingarten Copy of Historia Welforum  MS. 4, the early sixteenth-century HW copy unavailable to Weiland  and Wieruszowski, shows several variants with UC and against all other  witnesses to the text of the twelfth-century family history, although none  of them is sufficiently important to prove conclusively that both MS. 4  and the extant form of UC derive from a different exemplar than do  other surviving relatives. Where other copies offer «fratrem scilicet  Ottonis de Wolveratenhusen»*°), UC gives «patruum Ottonis comitis de  Wolfratehusen»*°) and HW MS. 4 has «fratrum Ottonis de  Wolfhartzhausen»; both the Ursberg text and MS. 4 omit «scilicet».  Similarly, both UC and MS. 4 offer «cum rege suo Cuonrado ac aliis  principibus» instead of «aliisque principibus»?’). More suggestively,  both UC and MS. 4 and «quartum» to describe Welf IV in HW’s «quam  Azzo  in uxorem duxit, et ex ea Guelfonem  . progenuit»?8; the  Ursberg chronicle gives «revocavit filium prefati Azzonis, nepotem  suum, Welfonem quartum»*°) and MS. 4 presents «quam Azzo ... in  uxorem duxit, et ex ea Welffonem quartum ... progenuit». Any of these  three pairs of similar variants might, of course, have been independently  produced. They hint more strongly at affinity between UC and MS. 4  when they are considered together with other indicative traits.  Within chapter 10 of the Welf history in its Monumentist edition — on  MS. 4’s fol. Sr at the sentence on Welf, the son of Azzo, which has just  25) HW,.p. 464, 1. 31.  * UG B 13129  27) HW, p. 468, 1. 18; UC, p. 19, 1. 43.  28) HW, p. 461, 1. 4.  29) UC, p 10,1. 37.in
UXOICIN duxıt. ei Welffonem quartum236  Carol L. Neel  redaction of the Welf text in UC, evident here for instance at variant  locus (3), makes it impossible to determine the characteristics of its  exemplar throughout; its compression and rearrangement of material  from HW, as at variant loci (6) and (7), further increase the difficulty of  determining the text’s affinity. It is nevertheless immediately clear that  the incorporator of Welf passages in the Ursberg chronicle used a better  copy of HW than any surviving twelfth-century manuscript (1 or A) and  that the copyist of MS. 4of HW (Stuttgart HB XV 72) — even though he  was a Weingarten monk and the twelfth-century display copy of his  abbey, MS. 1, remained there — knew a version even closer to the  original than that decorated manuscript.  The Late Weingarten Copy of Historia Welforum  MS. 4, the early sixteenth-century HW copy unavailable to Weiland  and Wieruszowski, shows several variants with UC and against all other  witnesses to the text of the twelfth-century family history, although none  of them is sufficiently important to prove conclusively that both MS. 4  and the extant form of UC derive from a different exemplar than do  other surviving relatives. Where other copies offer «fratrem scilicet  Ottonis de Wolveratenhusen»*°), UC gives «patruum Ottonis comitis de  Wolfratehusen»*°) and HW MS. 4 has «fratrum Ottonis de  Wolfhartzhausen»; both the Ursberg text and MS. 4 omit «scilicet».  Similarly, both UC and MS. 4 offer «cum rege suo Cuonrado ac aliis  principibus» instead of «aliisque principibus»?’). More suggestively,  both UC and MS. 4 and «quartum» to describe Welf IV in HW’s «quam  Azzo  in uxorem duxit, et ex ea Guelfonem  . progenuit»?8; the  Ursberg chronicle gives «revocavit filium prefati Azzonis, nepotem  suum, Welfonem quartum»*°) and MS. 4 presents «quam Azzo ... in  uxorem duxit, et ex ea Welffonem quartum ... progenuit». Any of these  three pairs of similar variants might, of course, have been independently  produced. They hint more strongly at affinity between UC and MS. 4  when they are considered together with other indicative traits.  Within chapter 10 of the Welf history in its Monumentist edition — on  MS. 4’s fol. Sr at the sentence on Welf, the son of Azzo, which has just  25) HW,.p. 464, 1. 31.  * UG B 13129  27) HW, p. 468, 1. 18; UC, p. 19, 1. 43.  28) HW, p. 461, 1. 4.  29) UC, p 10,1. 37.progenult». Any of these
three palrs of siımılar varıants m1g of COUTSC, ave been independently
produce They ınt INOTEC strongly al affınıty between and MS
when hey ATC consıdered together wıth other indıcatıve traıts.

ıthın chapter 10 of the Welf StOrYy ıIn its Monumentist edition
4’s fol 5Tr al the ence Welf, the SO  —; of AÄZZO, IC has Just

25) H
16) P
27) H 468, 19, 43
28) 461,
29) 10,
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een cıted the scer1be of the late Weıingarten CODY inserted hapter-
headıng 1C AaDDCAIS ıIn other CODY of the work, nOoT 6 Ven in
The opyıst inıtially eft Out h1ıs tıtle. but ımmedıately corrected hıs
OM1SS10N, marked the eadıng’s place 1ın the texti wıth double slashes, and

«de eilione terc10» 1in the eft margın. Immediately opposıte 1in
the ng margın, the SAadIne ser1ıbe nclude: explanatory nofte; here the
scr1pt and PCNH ATICc smaller, but the notfe carrıes the characterıstically
sımplıfıed sed everywhere Dy the opyıst of thıs ea maın text

hulus nomını1s erclus sıne ıberıis decessıt. Habuıt OTOTICIM

Cunıissam in Italıa marchıion1ssam, quc habuıt eitonem quartum, quı
successıt Welfoniı terc10 avunculo in hereditate ei domınıo demum factus
dux Bavarıe». Both thıs ote and the facıng chapter-headıng SCCIMN

ave been copled, nNOL Composed, Dy the ser1ıbe of All hapter-
eadıngs dIicC indeed lıkely ave been margınal al SOMEC in the
tradıtion;: thıs tıtle perhaps remaıns ın because the assocı1ated
explanatory ote 1s redundant to the text The opposıte margınal
COomMMEent 15 marked wıth decoratıve flourısh 1C ugg' that ıt Was

not the afterthough opyıst of 4, but Was ıke the tıtle «De
eiilfone terc10» present ın hıs exemplar. incorporatiıon of

show the influence of the Same margınal addıtions. Not only
oe€es the Ursberg version UsSCc ordınal numeral for Welf I11 4S ıt
subsequently O€es for hıs nephew Welf I  s it also Josely imıtates 4’s
«sıne 1ıberıis decessit» : «Iste us immatura preventus sine
herede decessit » 30) The choice of eXpress1ons for Welf childlessness
and Ca had een quıte dıfferent in the orıgınal : «Hıc denique
ue sub iuvenıilı etia quıla heredem 1O  —; habuıtThe Ursberg ‘Chronicon’ and the * Historia Welforum’  237  been cited — the scribe of the late Weingarten copy inserted a chapter-  heading which appears in no other copy of the work, not even in MS. 1.  The copyist initially left out his title, but immediately corrected his  omission, marked the heading’s place in the text with double slashes, and  wrote «de Welffone tercio» in the left margin. Immediately opposite in  the right margin, the same scribe included an explanatory note; here the  script and pen are smaller, but the note carries the characteristically  simplified w used everywhere by the copyist of this leaf’s main text:  «Welffo huius nominis tercius sine liberis decessit. Habuit sororem  Cunissam in Italia marchionissam, que habuit Welfonem quartum, qui  successit Welfoni tercio avunculo in hereditate et dominio demum factus  dux Bavarie». Both this note and the facing chapter-heading seem to  have been copied, not composed, by the scribe of MS. 4. All chapter-  headings are indeed likely to have been marginal at some stage in the  tradition; this title perhaps remains so in MS. 4 because the associated  explanatory note is redundant to the text. The opposite marginal  comment is marked with a decorative flourish which suggests that it was  not the afterthough of-the copyist of MS. 4, but was like the title «De  Welffone tercio» present in his exemplar. UC’s incorporation of HW  seems to show the influence of the same marginal additions. Not only  does the Ursberg version use an ordinal numeral for Welf III as it  subsequently does for his nephew Welf IV, it also closely imitates MS. 4’s  «sine liberis decessit»: «Iste Welfo IIIus immatura morte preventus sine  herede decessit»*°). The choice of expressions for Welf IITI’s childlessness  and death had been quite different in the HW original: «Hic denique  Guelf sub iuvenili etate  . quia heredem ex se non habuit ... diem  claudens extremum» **).  Ms. 4 of the Welf history (Stuttgart HB XV 72) — as Hess did not  note, and Weiland and Wieruszowski were consequently unaware —  contains throughout the same chapter-headings as MS. 1 with only a few  minor omissions, additions — such as that noted immediately above —,  and changes. While its basic HW text is eventually derived from the  39) UC, p. 10, 1: 33.  31) HW, p. 461, 1. 22. Weiland occasionally erred in noting variants in Chronographus  Weingartensis, a late twelfth-century work based on HW and appearing only in Fulda D  11, his MS. 1, as common to MS. 4: e.g. HW, p. 464, 1. 2. MS. 4 in fact gives «rebellionem  in Fridericum ducem sororis sue maritum pollicetur», with most copies and against  Chronographus. Weiland was of course here dependent on Hess’ reading of 4.1em
claudens »

Ms of the Welf hıistory (Stuttgart /72) Hess dıd not
note, and Weıland and Wiıeruszowsk1ı WeTIe consequently uUuN4AaWäaIc

contaıns throughout the Same chapter-headıngs dASs wıth only few
mıinor OMmM1SS10NS, addıtions such 4S that noted ımmediately above
and hanges ıle ıts basıc text 1S eventually deriıved from the

30) 33
31) 461, Weıland occasıonally erred ın noting varlıants in Chronographus

WeingartensIis, late twelfth-century work ase!l and appearıng only in Fulda
1: hıs E COIMNINON C E 464, in fact g1ves «rebellıonem
ın Fridericum ducem SOTrOorIıs SUC marıtum pollicetur», ıth most coples and agalinst
Chronographus. Weıland Was of COUTSC ere dependent Hess’ readıng of
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Steingaden CODY 16 1ıkewiıise SaVC Nse MSS and 3, it thus 00
back also version 1ıke the twelfth-century Weıingarten In
C these eadıngs had been Thıs connection 11] eventually be
important for establıshing the relatıonshıp of tOo the extiant version
of but already it Sshows contamınatıon of the Steingaden branch of
the tradıtion of hrough another early descendant of the orıgınal
Sınce MS WdsS copıed at Weıingarten but eXCEDL for the inclusıon of
emmata 15 unrelated K the only other SUurviıvıng medieval CODY
from that abbey, it 1S noTt dıfficult deduce how hıs contamınatıon
Occurred.

Chapter-headıngs had been the CODY orıgınally sent to
Weıingarten and dısplay codex 16 incorporated those eadıngs
SUrVIving Wds in turn copıed from ıt before the end of the
welfth Century. Before the end of the fifteenth CENLUTY, though the
poımint cannot be identified from the evidence of extiant wıtnesses, CODY
of another early version of the Welf LEeXLT, the Steingaden exemplar, WädsS

acquıred al Weıingarten. Perhaps because it contaıned the continuation
thee of Welf VI, ıt and not ONC of Weıingarten’s OW early coples

Wäds$ sed dSs the exemplar for the late 4, but not untıl after the
chapter-headıngs sed In Weıingarten cCoples had een ıt

N  S construction of the history of the text considering thıs
previously gnored contamınatıion but for the mMmoment omıttıng HW:  Nn
relatıonshıp 8 15 stemmatıcally represented eIiO0W TeE etters
indicate missıng coples first postulated here, althoug Wıeruszowski’s
notatıon In otherwıse preserved 4S mended above. The addıtion of tıtles
after manuscrıpts’ inıtial cCopyıng 1s represented Dy the symbol Ü
manuscrI1pts 1C dIC NO  S ost not ın Case the SaJmnmne d$S those
unavaılable Wieruszowsk1 AdIC bracketed

:
A

[@ ZX ] [A]
\  D

[ß](a
e  A SA

> [B’]
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The Ursberg Chronicon and the Late Weingarten Copy of Hiıstor1ia
elJorum

The affınıty of the exemplar sed for the Ursberg redactiıon
and 4’s immediıate n  9 in thıs discussion’s9 has

already een implied by the identification of chared varlıants agalnst
other coples and by apparen reference ın margınal notfe ın

The strength of thıs suggestion INd y 110 be tested agaınst the
propose: stemma by attention those chapter-titles the
margıns of MSS and and coplıed into the of MSS and 1f

ıIn ıts extant form Can be shown reflect famılıarıty wıth these
eadıngs INOIC generally than in the ONC instance already noted, then ıts
descent irom 11l SCCIMN the INOTEC lıkely. That famılıarıty ıll nol,
however, be immediately obvıio0us, since redaction of 15
cContinuous narratıve unbroken Dy chapter dıvisıons.

The sımple diagnostics of dINlc orthography and numberıng of the
princıpal subjects of the Welf StOrY appearıng In er initial
suggestion ın thıs discussıon, since the incorporator deviıated from the
practice of the author in the spellıng of the ame Welf and ın
distinguishıng the INanYy elfen who elonge to the Bavarıan
uca house. The archetype, ıt 1s clear irom the critical apparatus of
the Monumentist edıtiıon, regularly ore the spellıng Guelf and dıd nol

distinguısh M INnd1v1duals Dy of ordınal numbers. pellıng
varles and wıthın ıts respective descendants. The hapter-
eadıngs represented only in SUrviIving MSS and and the lost
Altomunster CODY deseribed by Wieruszowskı, unıformly ear
el] even though the of {WO of them MSS and A, regularly CaITYy
ue and UE; however, ATIC the only descendants of the Welf
author’s archetype fOo usec the w-spellıng wıthın theır redactions of the

text PTODCT, from the chapter-headıngs sometimes attache:
it 4, since ıt includes the eadıngs, INaYy do under theır dırect
influence; 1C omıts the eadıngs, INaYy ere indırectly reflect the
influence of chapter-titles Dy the scrıbe the Weıngarten
archetype That SdINC copyıst numerals tOo the of the
Bavarıan es of the ine, and ere agaın INAaYy bear the impress
of hıs minor alteratıons in the famıly chronicle. In ıts redaction of
the SUrVIViIng version of urchard work consıistently labels indıvıidual
elfen ıth Roman numerals ordınal objectives **).

32) E.g U E 10, 19 «Hulus filıus Welfonis secundı Ilus»
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Numberıing of tamıly members, lıke the spellıng of theır NAaMe, offers
hard evidence nelither for the incorporator’s USC of ate manuscrıpt of
W nor for subsequent incorporation of the Welf famıly hıstory into the
work d 1t Was eft DYy urchar: The assıgnment of numerals LO
SUCCESSION of es of the SaJmne Naimle and famıly 1S hardly exceptional.
Nevertheless dıfferences In spelliıng and 1ın the labelıng of individual
elfen survıving wıtnesses the tradıtion ofW’ including
strengthen the suggestion Jready advanced the basıs of INOTEC
substantıal extual varlıants that the relatiıonshıp of the Ursberg chronicle

the archetype 15 INOIC dıstant than Wıeruszowski elleve: The
resemblance in nomenclature between the Ursberg redaction of and
the text’s Weıingarten chapter-headings, along wıth ıts textual alfınıty
the Steingaden TOUD, contention that sed nOoTL the orıgınal
of but CODY of INOIC complex The ICaAaPPCATANCE of
missıng 4, manuscrı1pt 1C indeed derives from both Steingaden
and Weıingarten branches of the tradıtion, DIOVCS that contamınatıon
generatıng such CODY dıd eventually in the transmıssıon of the
Welf history, but DYy ıtself provıdes closer ante qUEM for contamı-
natıon of the texi than the ate fiıfteenth CeENTUTrY. Textual evidence, 1ıke
the stylıstic and polıtical incompatıbılıty of selections irom iın the
Ursberg chronicle, then implıes only that the Incorporator made hıs
contribution after urchnar: set asıde hıs history; it o€Ss not indicate
when he INd Y ave one

JE URSBERG (CCHRONICON AN MINOR WELF SOURCES
More specıfic evidence for the MOment al 1C W was incorporated

into Burchard’s work from the relatıonshıp between the extant
version of and other ın the manuscrıpt tradıtıon of The
Steingaden continuatiıon of the twelfth-century Welf famıly hıstory dSs

represented ın MSS Z S: and 1S, it has J]ready been noted, absent from
U: thıs discrepancy has discouraged pri0r students of urchard
chronicle irom consiıdering an Y proximıty between and the late
Weıingarten CODYV, of The poss1bilıty that the Incorporator
NeW the continuatiıon from hıs exemplar of the Welf document and
sımply faıled DbOorrow it mustT, however, be admıtted. frequently
diıscarded parochıal materıa]l Iirom the famıly history in hıs redaction for
U'\ The continuation, primarıly eulogy of Welf VI, contaıns lıttle of
importance from hıs perspective. Its absence from 1s thus proo of
ıts absence from the exemplar of sed Dy the incorporator.
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er addıtional twelfth-century materıals {OT the hıstory of the
Bavarıan uca house, Annales Weingartenses**) and Genealogia
Welforum**), do the other hand appCal MM the incorporator’s
contrıbutions The former, set of annals, 18 known 1ın
everal extant manuscr1pt SOUICCS, the latter, short outline Of genealog-
ical materı1al, SUrVIVeSs completely in only OINC twelfth-century CODY
iıtself Shows only T1e reference either * °). The Ursberg chronicle’s
princıpal manuscrıpt wıtness, the unıch codex ClIm 43531 however
includes yel another elated Welf text In ıts inal, 1OMN- sect10n, the
unıch volume carryıng urchard work includes fourth famıly
hıstOory of much later date, the humanıstic Summula de Guelfis SIVe

Guelfonibus Thıs e treatise 15 represented in only ONC other INanNnluUu-

scr1pt, that CODY mentioned above the conte of the codex
carryıng 436) As Wieruszowskı emphasızed, the incorporator
who introduced Welf materı1al into whom che assumed {O ave een
urchard, probably sed the Samnmne codex for hıs of both and
Annales*”). 1l] be shown here that the SAdaInNc model codex INa y ave
nclude the later Summula ell

The following 11] facılıtate comparıson of the Contents of
codiıces carryıng Welf and All of those SX irom the
historiographical tradıtion of the princely house sed in 1ın the
codex of ıts sole complete manuscrIıpt CODY ATC ncliude where they ATIC

represented in an y important wıtness the tradıition. Unrelated
OUN! ın the Samnle volumes AT ere omıiıtted. In all where INOIC

than ONC SOUTCEC appCaIs codicologıical evidence points CoOex1istence of
Welf materıals from theır inıtıal Copyıng.

Histor1a elforum, Annales Weingartenses Welfici (to
185

MS Histor1a eiJorum
Histor1a eiJorum

33) Annales Weingartenses Welfici, ed ertz MG  an 17 (Hanover,

34) Genealogia Welforum, ed altz, MG  an SS 13 (Hanover, 733-734
35) Simson, XIV

36) Bayerische Staatsbibliothek CIm 4351, fols 8r-260r; Württembergische
Landesbibliothek Stuttgart PE fols 2r-17v Hess’ edition of Welf SOUTICCS

reproduces Summula from the Weıngarten CODY (Stuttgart TE ıth ManYy eITOIS of
transcription: Summula de Guelfis SsIve Guelfonibus, in Monumentorum, AA

37) Wieruszowskı1, 64,
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MS Historia elforum, Annales Weingartenses Welfici (to
MS Histor1ia elforum, Summula de Guelfis SIVe Guelfonibus

ClIm 4351 —_ Histor1ia elforum, Genealogia Welforum, Annales
W eingartenses Welfici use:! Summula de
Guelfis SIve Guelfonibus

TOM thıs SUMMAar y of manuscrıpt enits, it 15 iımmediately evident
that al ONC INOTC pomnts ın the hıstory of the Ursberg texfit ıts author
Copyısts had dCCCcSss wıder collection of OUICECS for the hıstory of the
elfen than 1S reproduced ın an Yy ONC SUrvVIving miscellany of famıly
hıstory The Incorporator knew W and Annales; these [WO XIS SCCIMN

ave appeareı together ıIn CODY of the autograph CeXCECDL the
ost Steingaden exemplar, whose descendants MSS Z 3, and all omıt
Annales But the SdI11C Incorporator knew Genealogia, 16 urviıves ın
L1OI1C of the maJor Welf hıstory codices and apparently met wıth other
uUusc after the welfth CENLUTY, A ell ser1be who partiıcıpated 1ın the
formatıon of CIm 4351, 9 NECW the ate Summula of Welf
genealogy 1C 1s otherwise known ave een reproduced only Dy the
ser1ıbe of 4, CODY of W to 1C the extiant version of the Ursberg
texti has otherwise been shown ave affınıty.

The assoclatıon of Welf ex({s, then, points toward exemplar for
incorporations into 4C looked back tradıtional conJunction
of HW wıth Annales, and exemplar for the Summula serıbe of ClIm
4351 1C probably repeated er Welf OUICECS ell that 1NCW (ext
On codicologica grounds, ONC immediate for both and
hyparchetype of ClIm 4351, the princıpal manuscrıpt of UC, 1S possıble;
the identity of the incorporator of nto the Ursberg text wıth the
Oopyıst who first introduced Summula nto codex carryıng 1S
plausıble Such construction of the Ciırcumstances of inclusions of Welf
materı1al ın urchard work 1s indeed radıcally dıfferent from that
presented iın earlıer study of f it Can be supported, it 1l] demand
equaliy adıcal reassessment of the date of the incorporation of Welf
OUTITCECS into urchard history.

The Ursberg Chronicon and Summula de Guelfis
ClIm 4351’s text for Summula de Guelfis SIVe Guelfonibus 15 losely

elated to that represented ın the codex carryıng MS of The [WO
manuscrıpts of the ate Welf genealogy ATC virtually Contemporary ;
neıther contaıns the orıgınal of S5Summula althoug the version 1ın (CIm
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4351 15 somewhat INOIC ACCU Instances of COMMON AL

insıgnıficant, the {[WO coples mMust ave COINIMMON intermediate
More importantly, ıt 1S clear irom the text of Summula OUnN!

wıth the Ursberg chronicle that ıts immediıate exemplar SOMTC dırect
ances carrıed fexXti of W ıdentical wıth Josely elated tO that of the
exemplar of The CODY of in the late Weıingarten codex of
famıly ocuments contaıns sixteen drawıngs of of aTIInNs of houses
mentioned ıIn the text ıts fols 3r-14v S1X of the Sd1I11C ser1es of eraldıc
mblems ATC deseribed ın mı1ıxed German and Latın the ng of
CIm 4351 fol 261r in the margın of wabıan genealogıca miscellany,
ON of three of famıly intervenıng between Summula and
quotations about ugsburg from Otto of Freising *°®). ese ,

1C devıices unrepresented 1ın intrude, must derıve
from the Same exemplar of 4S that of 4’s illustrations. The
serıbe who first attached Summula de Guelfis thus NEW Wın ıts
independent {orm, not Just ın the redaction. The possıbılıty of hıs
identity wıth N, the incorporator of Welf materı1als ın 1S enhanced Dy
thıs indication that the codex ın 1C he OUnN! Summula also nCIude!
H  9 N’s most important addıtion urchard hıstory

The volume includıng the Summula archetype INnay, of COUTITSC, aAVve
nclude' CVECN INOIC addıtional materı1als for the hıstory of the elfen
than oug all of the the famıly's hıstory in both
SUrviving Summula codıces dıd not necessarıly COMC from the SdINlC

MO volume, for them ave one 15 consıstents wıth the Context of
the manuscrıpt tradıtıon of Welf istor10graphy ate MS 4, wıth ıts
Vıta of the Welf saınt Conrad and ıts miracles of Weıingarten relıcs dSs

ell Summula and W, represents Sma. Welf omn1ıbus;: early E
Weıngarten’s dısplay CODY, 1S full-Nedged sourcebook for the h1ıstory of
the famıly and ıts premıer CeV contamıng monstic necrology,
famıly tree wıth portraıits ase' Conrad’s Vita, Chronographus
WeingartensIis, Miracula Sangzuinis, ASs ell Annales, and
assoclated haglographica 39) The CODY postulated above AaSs 4’s
exemplar, manuscrıpt wıth textual affınıty U INa y ave nclude':

38) Ihe SIX cCoats of AaTIN!: AI «Arma Altorff leo rubeus in D' Arma
Hohenwart celestr11 coloris turrıs up! triangulato rubeo mon ın D' albo Arma

Oenigen leo rubeus in albo Arma ısberg 111 roitt zıngken herab el econtira 111 WEeIS
hın auf. Arma Estensia aquıla celestri1 colorıs ın P Arma alw leo AauTeus ın
P n1gro».

39) Weıland, 455-456
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simılar CVCN greater of elated works, Since the textual
evidence of ıts CODY ofW ıs that 1t Sprang from CONTACEH between al least
[WO previously branches of the tradıtion.

The S5Summula Author

The identity and objectives of the author of Summula de Guelfis, A

they Can be deduced from hıs LeXT, INAaY shed INOTEC 1g the Ntients
of the codex of materı1als for the hıstory of the elfen ıIn 16 hIs work
WdsS orıgınally nCcIude: Hess, the edıtor of Summula, contended that the
author Wds$ early thırteenth-century monk the basıs of hıs text’s  2
aılure mention the ea of Otto ın 218°°) The ast entries ın the
short work ATeC In fact about Frederick IT’s election, ÖOtto’s eXCOMMUNIN-
catıon, and the battle of Bouvines**). VOoO  } Giesebrec argued that
Hess Was ın assumıng cComposıtion shortly after those events, and
made the ary suggestion that the author Wds fifteenth-century
humanıst other than Peutinger. He agreed wıth Hess, however, that the
TIeE Summula Was ntende: A introduction work larger
scale*?). Giesebrecht Wds surely COrTreCTt In pointing Out that Summula
TO off where 1ts wrıtten OUTCES W, 1ta Conradı, and Cosmas
of Prague dıd, nOoT at the pomnt 16 1ts author’s Contemporary
knowledge eXtende:  ). Both he and Hess, however, INaYy have mI1Ss-
interpreted the wrıter’s description of hıs hıstoriographical actıvıty. The
methods and intentions of Summula’s author dIC therefore relevant
reconstructive description of the codex in 1C hıs orıginal work Was
ncluded, and therefore demand closer attention.

The ate historian of the elfen declares al the outset that he wıishes
LESCUE® the tamıly’s past from oblıvyiıon: «Ne en omnıla qQuUC
succıinctim caduca dmodum In monastıcorum quorundam bıblıothecis
collegimus, referre conabımur»“*). As hıs work reveals, he indeed

40) Hess, Z L3E: «Quonıam anc cladem [1.e Bouvınes] tto Imperatoraccepıit NNO Pa Colligere 1CcCe! scrı1ıptorem nOostrum CIrca aeC tempora secrıbere des1lisse
sımul vivere; alıus saltem obıtum eiusdem Ottonis quı NNO FE evenıt, haut
reticulsset». Hess’ readıngs for the Summula text AI ere corrected agaınst hIs exemplar,Stuttgart Punctuation and capıtalızation AIC modernized.

41) Summula, 131
42) Hess, 132, VO Gilesebrecht, «Krıtische Bemerkungen ZUr!r UrspergerChronik», Sitzungsberichte der königlichen bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, der

philosophisch-, philologischen und historischen Klasse (1881), L, 206
43) Sr Hess, 126, U B 32
44) 5Summula, E E
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collected OUTICCS from INOTEC than ONC 1Drary The author
of MONASTLICI mplıes that he Wds$ nOoTt hımself monk thıs

INDICSSION 15 strengthened by hıs Caslıgation of hıstor10graphy
He 15 nevertheless famılıar wıth the Eigenkirche of the elfen and makes
specı1fic reference the allılıatıon of the famıly’s foundatıon al
Steingaden wıth the er of Premontre « Monasterium Staiıngaden
premonstratensıs ordınıs va 1C1 facıendum curavıt»“>) The author
of Summula had surely been LO Steingaden where MOst of the Welf
OUTCCS 1C he knew WEIC avaılable

The ate hıstorian of the uca house descer1bes hIs objectives [WO
1C (nesebrec took indıcate plans for chronicle of the

Welf-Waıilblıing Conflict + He fiırst CÄDICSSCS hıs the contilıct
between the elfen and the Hohenstaufen and 5SdyS that relevant
mater1a] ıll be appende Summula

EgO credo quod sub Heınricı superbo Guelffone C1US fratre ei
Frıderico duce 1LLOIN1INa hec PEITNICIOSISSIMC factıon1s Guelfforum ef
(Gnbellinorum indıta sınt ° DOst finem hulus ummule quıd alıı
dixerint subıungemus 47)

He subsequently dıfferent but losely elated PUIDOSC
bolster the reputatıon of the elfen

Dabımus au OPCITamMm hils 14 SucCcC1INcCLimM collectis ad optımam
historieque dıgnam reducere CUu U1C nobılıssıme {amı-
l1e nıchıl defueriıt quod ad laudem et glorıam NO accumulantıssıme
aecederet*)

The author of Summula aPpPCAaIs these [WO descr1ptions of hıs
oftiı1ves have had defects rhetoricıian beyond awkwardness
attempling the hiıch style hrough lavısh usc of superlatıves he aıls
make hımself clear The fuller hıstory of struggle between the
Hohenstaufen and theır COUSINS 1C both Hess and (Hesebrecht WEIC

persuaded that he intended Hess to such degree that he attrıbuted
manuscr1pt derıved from the truncated incunable edıtıon of urchar:
work the SdILllCc author 49) perhaps not al all what he ere

45) Summula, 129
46) (nesebrecht 206 (< SIC sollte ZUTr Fınleıtung grÖSSCICH erkes ber dıe

Kämpfe der Welfen und Staufen dıenen, welches vielleicht NIC geschrıieben, wenıgstens NIC

bekannt geworden 1St>»
47) Summula, 129
48) Summula, 131 132
49) Hess 121 Glesebrec explaıned hıs AD
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descr1be, though theır mısapprehension is understandable in VIEW of hıs
ambıgulty The wrıter indeed 5SdyS that Summula 1Ss only the beginning Öl
hıs attention the hıstory of the elfen, but he 1l] attach «quıd alıı
dıxerint», nOoTt hıs OW synthesıs. He refers vaguely to «materı1a hystorie»,
and here he agaın tO PITODOSC noTt orıgınal hıstory but 191%  S
version collection of old hıstories. In hıs roundabout WAaY, the
compıiler of Summula thusS improved omnıbus for 0Ca south
CGerman hıistory, ONC incorporatıng the LTESOUTCES of everal lıDrarıies, for
1Ghıs OW. cComposıtıon ıll provıde outlıne introduction. Assuming
that the archetypal codex contaınıng the autograph of Summula already
NCIude ıts author’s collection of Welf OUICCS d hıs «Hhıuıs246  Carol L. Neel  describe, though their misapprehension iäunderstandable in view of his  ambiguity. The writer indeed says that Summula is only the beginning of  his attention to the history of the Welfen, but he will attach «quid alii  dixerint», not his own synthesis. He refers vaguely to «materia hystorie»,  and here he seems again to propose not an original history but a new  version or collection of old histories. In his roundabout way, the  compiler of Summula thus suggests an improved omnibus for local south  German history, one incorporating the resources of several libraries, for  which his own composition will provide an outline introduction. Assumin g  that the archetypal codex containing the autograph of Summula already  included its author’s collection of Welf sources as his «hiis ... collectis»  implies, a similarity clearly emerges between it and the codex of the  hyparchetypal ß’ manuscript of HW here postulated on textual evidence  for MS. 4’s and the Munich Ursberg chronicle’s versions. MS. ß’ was  apparently a sourcebook on the Welfen which, unlike those surviving  manuscripts containing HW, seems from the contents of Clm 4351 to  have also included Genealogia. Since both Genealogia and HW derived  from the same lost earlier Welf history, the former was redundant to the  longer, more polished version°°). While its relative unimportance was  evident to the twelfth-century compilers of the original series of Welf  sourcebooks centered around HW of which MS. 1 (Fulda D 11) is the  outstanding example, Genealogia might have retained antiquarian inter-  est for a fifteenth-century student of Welf history, the author of  Summula, who was unaware of its ancestry.  THE INCORPORATION OF THE URSBERG CHRONICON’S WELF SOURCES  A scenario for the intrusion of Welf texts into Burchard’s work  substantially different from the generally accepted view that the provost  himself used HX, Annales Welfici, and Genealogia Welforum and that a  late copyist added Summula de Guelfis to a codex already containing a  UC text incorporating older texts from the tradition of the family history  maynow beadvanced, and an alternative stemma including UC proposed.  The omnibus of materials on the Welfen containing Summula, HW,  Annales, and probably Vita S. Conradi, the Memmingen chronicle  represented in the codex of MS. 4 of HW*'), and Genealogia represented  in N’s contribution to UC was assembled by the fifteenth-century  50) Decker-Hauff, p. 366.  51) Fischer, pp. 43-44.collect1s»
implıes, sıimılarıty Jearly CIMECTSCS between it and the codex of the
hyparchetypal manuscrıpt Ö: ere postulated textual evidence
for 4’s and the unıch Ursberg chronicle’s versi10ns. Wäds$s

apparently sourcebook the elfen W  IC unlıke those Survıvıng
manuscrı1pts containıng from the of ClIm 4351
ave also nclude Genealogia. Sınce both Genealogia and derıved
from the SaJmne ost earlıer Welf hıstory, the former Was redundant the
longer, INOTE polıshe version 50) ıle ıts relatıve unımportance Was
evident the twelfth-century compilers of the orıgınal ser1es of Welf
sourcebooks centered around of IC (Fulda 11) 1s the
outstandıng example, Genealogia m1g ave retaıned antıquarıan inter-
est for fiıfteenth-century student of Welf hIstOry, the author of
Summula, who WdsS uUuNawarTre of ıts ances(iry.

A HE INCORPORATION IHE URSBERG CCHRONICON’S WELF SOURCES
Sscenarıo0 for the intrusion of Welf XIS into urchard work

substantıally dıfferent irom the generally accepted VIEW that the DTrOVvOSstL
hımself sed Annales Welfici, and Genealogia elJorum and that
ate Oopyıst added 5ummula de Guelfis codex Jready containıng

text incorporating er from the tradıtion of the famıly hıistory
INaAaY NO be advanced, and alternative stemma includıng proposed.
The omnıbus of materıals the elfen contaınıng Summula, A
Annales, and probably Vita Conradıi, the Memmingen chronicle
represented in the cCodex of ofW and Genealogia represented
iın N’s contrıbution Wäds assembled by the fiıfteenth-century

50) Decker-Hauff, 366
51) Fiıscher, 43-44
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humanıst author of Summula de Guelfis. Hıs omnıbus nclude: the
manuscrIipt of The contamınatıon of Steingaden text of HW wiıth
Weıingarten chapter eadıngs evident 1ın 3S descendants, and
those sections of extant version drawn from EF resulted ırectly
irom the collatıon Dy the author of Summula of hıs basıc Steingaden
version wıth CODY he encountered al Weıngarten durıng hıs consclen-
t10US search for elated OUICCS the Welf abbeys. The ate
hıstori1an of the elfen eft hıs 1L1CW codex of materı1als for 0Ca: hıstory

CODY of ıt, in IS al least the text of W was tIrue the orıgınal SINCE
it Wäds effectıvely recension of [WO early coples, al eıther Weıngarten
Steingaden. In around 1500, the scr1bes of MS used it al Weıingarten 4S

the MO fOr theır sma. decorated Welf sourcebook.
Already, however, the Summula author’s codex, wıth ıts CODY of

H  9 had een sed al Steingaden enrich the chronicle of urcnar‘ of
Ursberg al the Welf foundatıion, 1C the wrıter of Summula
had recently visıted and 16 elonge the SaJImIne reform order and
geographica reg1on 4S urchard monastery °*), coplied relevant

from the old historıes 1ın the volume contamıng the CODY of
HW ınto hıs NCW manuscrIıpt of the iragmentary hıstory eft Dy earlıer
Premonstratensian. Like the Summula author, urcnar: hımself, and
later Peutinger, he Was of the diocese of ugsburg and Wäas interested iın
the reg10n’s hıstory; thus, along wıth the text of Summula, 1C ASs Hess
later agreed seemed approprıiate urchard composıition, he d
pended hıs CODY of few sheets emphasızıng ugsburg
importance, ONC 4Ssel urchard the CIty an another
from the other early south (Jerman historian he KneW, Otto of
Freising 53)

Thıs Steingaden Premonstratensı1an, the first contrıbutor of Summula
codex bearıng UC. Was also N, the Incorporator of materı1als about

the elfen into the chronicle of urcnar: of Ursberg He NECW Otto of
Freising’s work sufficıently ell to make few corrections ın quotations
in from the bıshop's hıstory 54) and he Wäds antıquarıan enough

52) ( Backmund’s notices Steingaden and Ursberg Die Chorherrenorden und
ihre Stifte In Bayern (Passau, 194, 203

53) ClIm 4351, fols 21r-263r. C{f£. U E 50-52; tto of Freising, Chronica SIVve historia
de duabus cCivitatibus, ed Hofmeıster, Tans A=» Schmidt, Ausgewählte Quellen ZUTr

deutschen Geschichte des Miıttelalters (Berlın, 3 6.20
54) fills ın words eft out Dy the Welf author ın quoting from tto (Chronica L: 23)
incıdent of specıal sensıitivıity for the Welf party, namely onrad’s deprive
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insert independent remark 0381 the history of 0Ca a  eYV, Stein,
1C 1S OUnN! In neıither of hıis princıpal sources ° >). He Wds
the SdINne interpolator who the invectiıve agaınst Phılıp of 5Swabıa.,
the notice of rsberg’s struggle agaınst secular advocacy in 2726 56) and

Tew other entries of interest only wıthın the order - ”): Hıs heavıly
interpolated Steingaden version of Was the exemplar for ql] Surviıving
copies of Burchard’s text

Stylıstic, textual, and codicological evıdence, then, alı pomint ate
incorporation of Welf OUTCECS In the mMmONaSsterYy of Steingaden
aAaPpPCAaTs the probably locus of contact fOor Welf and Premonstratensian
materı1als 4{69 contrıibute the version represented in CIm 4351
revised interpretation of the relatıonshıp between and Welf hıstory
manuscrıpts 1S shown in the tollowıng figure; the of thıs
interpretation 1 agaın ımpossıble because intermediate
emplars ATC lost, but it nevertheless INOTEC UulYy for the traıts of

and of the newly important Weıingarten CODY of W, MS than do
earlıer interpretations. Welf manuscrIıpts AI indiıcated Dy the SdIle

symbols ASs 1in above but three 1CW erms aATiCc introduced :
Historia Welforum orıgınal
urchard orıgınal chronicle

U L 4S interpolated Dy
Brackets AIc omıiıtted SINCe, ın thıs symbolısm, a]] manuscrıpts ICD-
resented Dy ettres AIC 10 ost

/'\
R

A Sar DA SPEF —__ß

(CIm 4351

ına similarıity in and theme NNeCTIS the incorporator of
and the other SOUTITCE materıals the elfen in L: the Copyıst who first

S5Summula, and the Premonstratensian interpolator who castıgated
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Phılıp of SwabIıa: it tends confirm the stemma suggested efe The
Samnle hand which copıed CIm 4351’s texi of Summula de Guelfis also

[WO quotations from Otto of Freising, it has been noted., hıs
ınal leaf, fol 263r The second contaıns diatrıbe agalınst the COUuNtTSs of
the Palatıinate. ClIm 4351 ’s version of the pPasSsSagc, from Otto’s Chronica
6.20, includes after the notıice of the battle ofCC condemnatıon of
the descendants of the traıtorous COU of Skiıren who led the Hungarıans

theır rout

Ex hulus orıgıne GE mult1ı hactenus tyrannı SUu:  N Otto
palatınus$ perfidi etl IN1quUI patrıs aut dissiımıiılıs heres,
priıores malıcıa supergrediens ecclesiam De1l 1in presentem
1em persequı LON destitit. Sıicut enım mırabiıle dıictu, qUO dıvyıno
1ud1C10 nesSCIO, PCHC tota ]la posterıtas in reprobum SCHNSUIMIN tradıta
est, ut vel Nnu. LICC paucı utrıusque CuluscCumque profess1on1s
SCH ordınıs, invenıatur, quın 1la aperta tyrannıde desevlant ve]
OmMn1ınO infatuatı ad tam ecclesiastıcum qUamı .secularem
honorem ndıgn]ı furtis el latrocınııs inservientes m1ıseram vitam
mendicando transıgant.

In thıs Passagc ÖOtto had wrıtten venomously about the secular
advocates of hıs OW C of Freising that hıs vituperation Was omıtted in
SOINC coples of hıs work >®).

urchnar': of Ursberg probably dıd not know Otto’s invective 59) The
scrıbe who the condemnatıon of Phılıp urchard «Gesta
Philiıppi», however, surely dıd NOW it Hıs use of [ VFaANniS specıfically 1ın
reference the secular advocacy of ecclesiastıical foundatıons and hıs
assoclatıon of [YFANNUS wıth divıne retribution aATC closely analogous
Otto of Freising's presentation:

enrTYy the TOU! of hıs Saxon uchy VE l E} 23 cf. 467, 19 N’s repaır of
the SdD IMOTEC the pedantıc exhıbıtion of hıs Cal in collatıng the Welf text ıth ıts
SOUTITCEC han reaction agaınst Welf tendenti0usness, Weıland suggested (p 467, 94) C:
Simson’s remarks, XII-AIV,

55) 9,
56) OLT
57) One PassSagcC, margınal in CIm 4351 (fol V), refers Norbert, the

Premonstrantensian ounder U 9 S TIhe er 1s problematıc, but {O claım
tto of Freising Premonstratensian: AI

58) Hofmeıster, 465,
59) Oug. he appreclated Otto’s ımportance member of the ımperı1a]l house,

bıshop, and hıstorlan, urchar NeW only few snatches of hıs Chronica copled into the
Zwiefalten manuscrıpt of Frutolf-Ekkehard, 10 Stuttgart cod hıst. fol AF} hıs
quotatiıon 1S not them See Simson, X1-X]
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Hınc OCCAaS1ONe, G1} prefatı tyrannı de 1Ien tantıllam
pensionem ab imperatorıbus petere viderentur, 1psam ecclesi1am
OmMNINO subegerunt et destruere studuerunt. Ceterum Deus ul-
t1onum dominus ın prımum hulus sceler1s u  e prefatum
videlıcet Phılıppum, vindicatam exercult, ut sub gladıo tyrannı
caderet., quı prımus eccles1i1as in potestatem Lyrannorum COIN-
tradıdıt 60)

oug ıt 1S possıble that the thematıc ConNgrulty of the ate
Premonstratensıan paragraph In wıth the DASSapc ffrom Otto of
Freising copıed into codex carryıng the chronicle al the Sd1I11C time ds
Summula 1s purely coincidental. it rather that ate contrıbutor.
probably the Steingaden Oopyıst suggested above, modeled hıs OW
invective agaınst Phılıp of Swabıla Otto’s dıatrıbe, that the
earlıer hıstorian’s relatıonshıp ıIn Freising the Wıttelsbacher had been
1ıke the posıtıon of Ursberg under the advocacy of the Counts of Nıffen
ere [VYFANNUS, foreign urchard  N ypıcal ADPDPCAaIS ın the
introduction the first DPASSasC In U ıt 1S apparently the
contrıbution Dr the SaJmIne fıfteenth-century hand

The exclusıon of Welf history dS ell A the invective agaınst
Phılıp from reconstruction of version of closer than the extant text

Burchard’s orıginal ONC remaılnıng important obstacle. If the
elated OUICECS from the famıly’s hıstori1ographical tradıtıon especlally
the most important, ATC sımply struck {rom the SUrvViVIng
chronicle, then urchard work have been bızarrely truncated
and tO have omıtted some :of the MOSst important events of the wel{fth
CENLUTY. The assumption mıg be made., however, that the ate INCOrpor-
ator of Welf documents cast out SOINEC of the text prepare: Dy urchar
ın order to insert them Hıs edıtıng eed not ave extended VeErIYy far SINCE,
AdSs the priıo0r artıcle in thıs ser1es has emphasızed, the extant chronicle
represents rossly incomplete attempt al the Premonstratensıian
hıstorlan’s objectives.

Evıdence for the oment of incorporatıion of Welf OUTCEOS need
not be overburdened sShow, al the least, that urchnar: hımself dıd not
nclude them ın hıs hıstory’s earlıest Vers1on. oug single
characteristic of style of manuscrI1pt tradıtion conclusıvely DIOVCS ate
addıtıon, accumulatıon of suggestive traıts poımnts toward the inter-
vention of another Premonstratensian author {[WO centuries later than
urchnar': repalr hıs work’s aws Thıs observatıon less intrinsıc
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interest, however, than importance for the urther consıideration of
Burchard’s hıstorıcal method dıfferent Ursberg Chronicon than that
previously known ONC W  IC ıf Histor1ia elJorum ATC

elımınated, p  S gapıng acunae but 1C nevertheless shows the
orıgınal historlan’s plans for the style, structure, and persuasıve impact
of hıs work LNOIC clearly than version ıddled wıth anomalous Welf

Can 19(0)] be investigated.

The Olorado College aro NEEL.
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