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Abstract

Around 1200 the genre of courtly romance gained profound cultural significance and importance. This
chapter discusses aspects and conditions in a wide range which facilitate the aesthetical and poetical
complexity of this genre. Courtly Novels show different forms of collaborative and multiple authorship.
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“In the written narratives of the Middle Ages, the birth of the author occurs: as a meta-
phor.”* This surprising punchline concludes an essay by Hartmut Bleumer, who in the
1990s masterfully summarizes the lively discussion about authorship and its conceptu-
alization in the literature of the medieval period, and who also attempts to decipher the
renewed interest in the author. Bleumer thus examines authorship, which he connects
in the Middle Ages to the criteria of the attribution of meaning and writing, on the one
hand, as a narrative within literary studies and, on the other hand, as a paradoxical
staging in Wolfram’s von Eschenbach Parzival, which famously differentiates the con-
struction of the author and the role of the narrator to the highest degree and which,
among other things, inexorably contrasts them with regard to the treatment of tradi-
tional clerical knowledge.”

With regard to the authorial self-design of the tihter in the courtly novels around
1200, scholarship has to take note of rich material that chronicles the status and legit-
imacy, the assertion and withdrawal, of authorship and authority. Indeed, it can be
observed in these representations, unfurled in prologues, epilogues, and metapoetic

Translated by Alexander Wilson. Quotations for which no other translation is cited have also been
translated by Wilson.

1 Bleumer 2015, p. 35. See also Nichols 2006; Helle 2019.
2 See here also the account by Kragl 2019.
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excurses, how forms of reflexive knowledge about the genesis of a work and the profile
of an author emerge through reference to others and to oneself. Undoubtedly, these
testimonies of novelists in the High and Late Middle Ages are of particular interest if one
wishes to get to the root of the ‘figures of aesthetic reflection’ of this period.’

If, however, the analysis of these self-descriptions is delimited to the immanent
properties of the text, scholarship forfeits the possibility of taking into account con-
textual conditions - however hazy - in the textual production of courtly novels.* The
discussion of authors in medieval German studies at the end of the last millennium was
also only peripherally concerned with this contextual knowledge, with the material
conditions of textual production; it is instead more closely linked to the social-histor-
ical approaches of the 1970s and 1980s, such as Joachim Bumke’s investigations into
the patrons and benefactors of a literature that exists as commissioned art, and which
is subject to heteronomous interests.” Recently, however, the commendable volume
of research on patronage edited by Bernd Bastert, Andreas Bihrer, and Timo Reuveka-
mp-Felber had to state that the widely held assumptions of Old German studies in the
last decades about the courtly literary scene are in need of revision in urgent and criti-
cal exchange with historical scholarship.®

This revision has led to the hypothesis in recent research that the concrete practice
of literary productivity in the Middle Ages is less attributable to an individual ruler as
patron but was rather accomplished by other members of the court who had access to
education.” Certain personal constellations and habitual attitudes that could be formed
in the noble courts of the 12 and 13" centuries appear to have shaped courtly litera-
ture, and must be taken seriously and reflected upon as dimensions of social practice -
however difficult they may be to reconstruct historically.® And it is precisely this aspect
that is made invisible in a research survey by Ursula Peters when she represents schol-
arship that proceeds on the basis of immanent textual properties and that questions
assertions of legitimacy and threats to validity in courtly literature - decontextualizing
the names of authors and patrons, and treating them as ciphers of a textuality defined

3 Onthe terminology, see the programmatic essays by Braun / Gerok-Reiter 2019 and Gerok-Reiter /
Robert 2022, pp. 29-31 (English translation: Gerok-Reiter /Robert 2025).

4 See, for example, Felber 2001. As is well known, sources for the material conditions of the medieval

literary world are mostly sparse and often suffice for rather speculative reconstructions only, such

as those of the patronage relationships of authors or the dating of works.

See Bumke 1979; Bumke 1986; subsequently Heinzle 1993; for a critical response, Miiller 1993.

Bastert /Bihrer /Reuvekamp-Felber 2017.

See, for example, Bezner 2019; Benz 2021.

The extent to which these groups of people can be understood as ‘networks’ requires, on the

one hand, a precise historical appraisal of the individual case, and, on the other, a terminological
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review of the applicable theoretical approaches with regard to the concept of ‘network.’
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by alterity’ - as a necessary methodological reaction to the social-historical and liter-
ary-sociological orientation of Medieval German studies in the 1970s:

The extent to which their readjustment against the background of cultural studies can set foot on
new methodological shores and locate our understanding of courtly poetry on a fundamentally
altered basis can be seen, for example, in medievalist scholarship on patrons, a branch of the
historical-societal project, systematically pursued by Joachim Bumke in the 1970s and 1980s, of
analyzing the overall panorama of (Western European) courtly culture in the 12 and 13 centu-
ries and the literary production associated with it."

It seems to me, however, that one does not have to abandon one approach in order to
pursue the other, Literary productivity in the Middle Ages - and this does not come into
view in the studies of author-patron relationships that can be sociohistorically recon-
structed, nor in the literary-sociological reflections on the institutionality of court lit-
erature - is also bound to demands that commit it to specific figures of justification. The
often-observed dependence on tradition, which does not exclude renewal and trans-
formation, should be mentioned, as well as the concept of translatio studii." It has also
been observed that the Latin literature of the Middle Ages developed conceptualiza-
tions of authoriality which evidence the advanced nature of this writing culture beyond
question. The medieval theoretical strand regarding origination and authorship is not
based on the notion of a creator ex nihilo; rather, the author “participates in a discourse
that began long before him and merely places his own accents by adding more or less
of his ‘own’ material.”* In an analysis of Bonaventure’s preface to the commentary In
primum librum Sententiarum, Alastair J. Minnis has compiled those terms that are used to
describe degrees of participation in original creation:

The literary role of the auctor, considered in its widest sense, was distinguished from the respective
roles of the scribe (scriptor), compiler (compilator) and commentator (commentator). [...] The auctor
contributes most, the scriptor contributes nothing, of his own. The scribe is subject to materials
composed by other men which he should copy as carefully as possible, nihil mutando. The compilator
adds together or arranges the statements of other men, adding no opinion of his own (addendo, sed
non de suo). The commentator strives to explain the views of others, adding something of his own
by way of explanation. Finally and most importantly, the auctor writes de suo but draws on the
statements of other men to support his own views."

9  See Kellner/Strohschneider / Wenzel 2005; Strohschneider 2014.

10 Peters 2018, p. 49. See also Peters 2009.

11 See Friede/Schwarze 2015.

12 Miiller 1995, p. 25.

13 Minnis 1984, pp. 94f,; see also Bumke 1997, p. 102: “The medieval theory of authorship that
emerged from the tradition of late antique commentary is based on the close relationship of the
terms auctor and auctoritas. The auctores, according to the medieval understanding, were those
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Here, concrete concepts (or terms!) of work in dealing with the text transmitted are
adduced for a more accurate definition of ‘authorship.’ The definitional differentiation
in the distinction between scribe, compiler, commentator, and author has also been
applied to vernacular literature. Thus, the term compilatio has been used to describe the
literary work of courtly epicists in the 12t and 13% centuries." Bent Gebert has recently
used the term fruitfully in a methodologically advanced study with regard to Konrad
von Wiirzburg and his monumental Trojan novel:

Konrad’s accumulation of sources can hence be regarded as a difficult, extreme case of ‘multiple
authorship’ [...] between material heterogeneity and compositional homogenization, the product
of which I would like to examine as ‘compilatory narration’ beyond poetological self-assertion.”

Authorship, vested with attested authority to varying degrees of intensity, can also be
signified in medieval manuscript culture by its ‘complicity,” as Beatrice Trinca puts it:

Under the specifically medieval conditions of multiple authorship, the ‘author’ forms a cipher
for a collective contribution that emerges from diverse constructive and destructive intentions
and coincidences, as well as from a text’s own intratextual dynamics. All persons who, over time,
shape and reshape the text in all its versions can be included in the authorial collective: authors of
the narration (whose name may be mentioned in the text), writers, redactors, readers (who leave
behind traces of their reading). The emergence of scholarly editions represents an (artificial) line
of demarcation in this process. In transmission, the boundaries between scribe and scriptorium
on the one hand and author or redactor on the other become more and more indistinct. Part of
the aforementioned collective - although they do not impinge directly on the narrative fabric, but
contextualize it - are also illuminators, rubricators, bookbinders, and the authors of other texts
contained in the respective manuscripts.'®

This description of medieval multiple authorship can serve as an exemplary notion of
which entities or actors may be involved, in a co-ordinated way, in a socially and aes-

authors to whom auctoritas was due; apart from the authors of the Holy Scriptures, these were the
poets and philosophers of Roman antiquity and of Christian late antiquity, whose works formed
the foundation for and the subject of education in schools.” See also Kelly 1999.

14 See Bumke 1997, p. 110.

15 Gebert 2021, p. 319.

16 Trinca 2019, pp. 24f. The availability of the author’s name bears witness to a new significance
for vernacular authorship, which is evidently connected to the reorientation of literature in the
13t century. The reorientation back to the renowned poets of the period around 1200 bestowed on
them an authority that vernacular poetry had never possessed before, and which is encountered
again in German literature only in the veneration of Opitz in the 17 century. People composed
songs in the names of Reinmar and Neidhart, signed didactic works with the names of Stricker or
Tannh&user, and wrote epics under the name of Wolfram. Thus, a new canon emerged that influ-
enced literary consciousness until the 15% century. See Bumke 1997, p. 97.
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thetically determined setup - bound to the materiality of the exclusive object of the
manuscript - in order to produce a written and pictorial work of courtly culture.”

Further assumptions, ideas, and attributions may be addressed here concerning
conditions of origin and conceptualizations of the geneses of works, as well as the social
functions that the aristocratic culture of the High and Late Middle Ages developed in
its interest in the new vernacular literature. I have already touched on the moment of
representation of aristocratic norms and values - however difficult the source situation
is for the reconstruction of this social practice.

In his sociohistorically oriented sketches of French culture in the 12 century, the
Romance philologian Erich Kéhler paints a picture of the emergence of a new social
force that was becoming self-aware - that of the now also legally recognized class of
chivalry, which attempted “to legitimate itself as the bearer of a superior culture,”™ and
therefore associated itself with the clerics at the courts: “Chevalerie et clergie, chivalry
and education, reads the slogan that [...] is already inscribed in the cradle of the novel.””
In his reflections on the genre of the novel in relation to its historical function, Khler
links the idea of translatio studii to the “translation of chivalry,” and thus situates it
in courtly-chivalric discourse.” As a medium for the self-legitimation of a new social
elite, the genre of the novel obtains the valorization that it is supposed to effect.” It is
perhaps unsurprising that the courtly novel has also been connected to other signif-
icant concepts of aristocratic culture. Using the Erec novels as an example, Karlheinz
Stierle examines, with a clearly perceptible emphasis, the semantics and functionaliza-
tion of cortoise in medieval culture, which he characterizes as “a boon of comity that, as
the essence of the courtly, permeated all class and linguistic boundaries.”” According
to Stierle, it is the courtly novel especially that contributed to the dissemination of this
new social norm and elevated it to an ideal. This was possible, Stierle continues, because
the newly emerging literature at the courts did not yet recognize the modern distinc-
tion or categorical separation between poetry and reality:

To a special degree, cortoisie is a transitional category between imaginary and social reality.
Through cortoisie, as it were, an ideal of heightened life is brought from fiction into reality. Cortoisie
is novelistic in life; it strives, as it were, over and above the real.”

17 See here also the well-known works of the Romanist Stephen G. Nichols under the heading of
material philology; I will refer simply to Nichols 2016.

18 Kohler 1981, p. 243.

19 Kohler 1981, p. 243.

20 Kohler 1981, p. 251.

21 Kohler’s 1981 essay does not provide a further definition of the term ‘education.’ In later research,
the term seems to have been replaced by the concept of ‘knowledge.’

22 Stierle 1994, p. 256.

23 Stierle 1994, p. 258.
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Ultimately, the establishment of cortoisie, or comity, aims at forms of reciprocal commu-
nication that imprint themselves on the form of the novel.

To account for the conditions, possibilities, and functions of the genre of the courtly
novel in the High and Late Middle Ages, and in order to adequately describe such figures
of aesthetic reflection for this type of text as well as to elaborate concepts of (mul-
tiple) authorship, different methodological approaches must be chosen and different
thematic perspectives adopted - and that is the purpose of this chapter. The following
reflections focus on those methodological dimensions and thematic emphases that take
an aesthetic-praxeological perspective on the textual material and that factor in the
autological and heterological dimensions of courtly epic poetry, in order to invoke the
terminology of the Collaborative Research Center (CRC) 1391 Different Aesthetics. Multi-
ple or collaborative authorship always appertains to the criterion of reproducibility. The
category of ‘reproductivity’ stands in contrast to the terminology of the ‘autological’
versus the ‘heterological dimension’; it has a share in both areas of the model proposed
by the CRC.* On the one hand, it refers to the cultural knowledge of a written tradition
based in rhetoric, as well as to the generic requirements and specifications of the courtly
novel. On the other hand, it incorporates the interests of historically concrete contexts
and the effects of social practices, which can only be deduced through precise analyses
and interpretations of the material evidence. From my perspective, the courtly novel
can be adequately understood in its historicity - and also in its aesthetics - through
this category, as hopefully has already become clear in my line of argument thus far. I
accordingly attempt to trace the conditions (of expression) and possibilities of medieval
authorship in the courtly novel in terms of the aesthetics of production and reception.
The reconstruction of the text-critical debate over the courtly novel forms the first
important field of investigation. It shows how influential the conceptions of the content
and form of authorship established here have been, even beyond the narrow context
of the discussion of textual criticism. This is followed by reflections on the courtly
novel’s autological dimension and the constraints of its genre: the rhetorical-historical
approach allows to make plausible conceptions of multiple authorship. As I will argue,
abridgements, as a distinct form of representation for courtly epic, are a result of repro-
ductive contact with the previous text. Using examples from the work of Wolfram von
Eschenbach, I consolidate my thoughts by considering aspects of reception, variance,
and mediality.

24 See the contributions on the research programme: Gerok-Reiter /Robert 2022, pp. 26-29; Gerok-
Reiter /Robert 2025.
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1. Authorship in the Courtly Novel: the Text-critical Dimension

What is to be done need not be described at length. The rescued and recaptured monuments are
kept in careful preservation everywhere; it is of no benefit to us to put them into print hastily so
that their content may be opened to mere curiosity, but rather we should make an effort toward
the production and protection of their original form. What the past has brought forth must not
be at the arbitrary service of the needs or opinion of our present age; instead, the latter must do
its utmost that it may pass faithfully through its hands and pass down untampered to the most
recent posterity.”

Starting from Joachim Bumke’s thesis “that the concept of authorship in the Middle
Ages was most closely linked to the transmission of texts,”” it is also necessary to con-
sider how the discipline of German studies has dealt with this transmission methodo-
logically. The courtly novels of the period around 1200 represented the classical field
of application for classical textual criticism in medieval German studies, in the sense of
Lachmann’s method, for a long time.” In this regard, it was surely decisive that, since
its beginnings, the discipline has operated with emphatic concepts of ‘author’ and ‘text’
or ‘work’ in relation to this genre. Concepts of authorship based on the aesthetics of the
genius marked the assumptions and presuppositions of editing, as well as of interpreta-
tion, Yet it was not only the transfer of emphatically conceived models of authorship to
the genre of the courtly novel that predestined these texts to become objects of Lach-
mann’s classical method; this genre additionally represents a type of text that is literar-
ized to a greater degree than other high medieval genres of text, and which is not based
in orality. That the textual form of the courtly verse novels in the extant witnesses to
transmission evidences the ‘inconstancy’ or ‘openness’ of these texts was brought to the
attention of the discipline in the 1990s by Joachim Bumke’s text-critical studies on the
courtly novels. In particular, Bumke’s monograph on the Nibelungenklage and his edition
of this text are to thank for the fact that the textual history and criticism of the courtly
novels have received new impetus. This is an advanced attempt to process the trans-
mission of a courtly narrative with all the means of traditional textual criticism and, at
the same time, to outline a theoretical model of medieval textuality on the basis of the
analyzed material. Bumke’s study, based on the results of his empirical and philological
work with texts transmitted by manuscript, seems to depart from a production-related
concept of the author - in the sense of a cohering figure centring and organizing the
textual material. The model of description and analysis of the ‘equivalent parallel ver-
sions,” which lays claim to its legitimacy in the corpus of courtly epic poetry, rests on
the insight that, in the field of this textual genre, one can assume multiple early, i.e.

25 Grimm 1966, p. 31.
26 Bumke 1997, p. 87.
27 See Miiller 1999.

281



282

| Martin Baisch

‘author-proximate,” versions of the texts, which are characterized by a high degree of
variability.

While Bumke’s model of ‘equivalent parallel versions’ has been discussed with much
approval in the field, objections have also been raised that should be pursued further.
Albrecht Hausmann, for instance, defended the text-critical method but pointed out its
methodological limitations:

Behind the parallel versions, there may very well stand in principle an archetype and also an
authorial text, only this cannot be reconstructed - in any case, not with the means of text-critical
comparison. It is not the historical absence of ‘originals’ or ‘archetypes,” and thus a peculiarity of
medieval culture, but rather the impossibility of reconstructing them with one’s own methodo-
logical means that was and is the problem of a textual criticism that is directed, by means of the
process of collation, at the ‘original’ text. The phenomenon of ‘parallel versions’ is thus the result
of a process of collation that assigns a privileged status to primary filiations compared to later
stages of transmission; these parallel versions are not ‘equivalent’ in a historical sense but at best
in a methodological one, specifically because of their equal position in the stemma.”

In addition, Bumke’s concept of ‘versions’ also shows theoretical implications that
model the textuality of courtly novels in a specific way. A philology that postulates
the existence of multiple versions of the texts transmitted does not simply state an
objective textual finding in the history of transmission, but rather constructs a model
of transmission that in turn conceptualizes the scholarly approach by means of edito-
rial and interpretative presuppositions.” This observation is directed at the fact that
Bumke’s investigations into the history of transmission and textual criticism relocate
the object of scholarly insight from the text of an author to the versions of a text:

In this way, the concept of the work shifts from the original to the versions. If the epic work is
accessible only in different versions, the versions represent the work itself because it is not possi-
ble to form an idea of the work independently of the versions.*

Because Bumke insists here on the criterion of ‘creative drive’ or ‘originality™ for the
categorical definition of the concept of version, it is not only the boundaries between

28 Hausmann 2001, p. 82.

29 Peter Strohschneider 2001, p. 29, characterizes Bumke’s new conception of the history of the
courtly epic’s transmission as the “reconstructive result of a complex multiplicity of hermeneutic
operations.”

30 Bumke 1996, pp. 48f.

31 See also Henkel 2001, p. 138: “The introduction of the concept ‘originality’ into the definition
seems problematic to me because the recognizably motivated and individually shaped access to a
previous state of the text can also be recognized in ‘adaptation.”
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the ‘version’ of a text and the ‘adaptation’ of the same that remain fluid.” The concepts
of ‘version’ and ‘adaptation’ remain bound to the category of the intentionality of the
respective creators of the texts - in the case of versions, to that of the (or an) ‘author.’ It
remains unclear how the model of ‘equivalent parallel versions’ relates to the category
of authorial intention:

This means, however, that the historically specific confusion of the genesis and legitimacy of a
text, passed down in the classicist concept of ‘originality,” is not disrupted by the concept of ‘ver-
sions.” Accordingly, the moment of authorization of the text by its creator, i.e. authorship, is also
claimed for ‘versions,” at least implicitly, and specifically when ‘versions’ are distinguished from
‘adaptations’ as ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ versions of texts [...] and when the criterion of their
‘originality’ encompasses ‘a different drive in formulation and design.”

Yet the textuality of medieval culture is also tied to the function of the author in the
thoughts of Johannes Janota, who, among other things, has produced authoritative edi-
tions in the genre context of the highly variable liturgical dramas:

On the contrary, it is precisely the text-altering authorization of a work - through all its distortions
of transmission, up to misunderstandings and objective errors - that confirms the authority of
the author (even if he remains anonymous) in the updated adaptation. It is thus not only medie-
val attestations of authors or the collections of declared authors that demand we also retain the
concept of the author for the Middle Ages.*

By contrast, one can argue along with the Anglicist Hans Walter Gabler that, in medi-
eval textual production, the entity of the author is less decisive than the act of writing
itself, which instead aims at adaptation. The fact of the materiality of a text’s genesis is
therefore not to be underestimated:

32

33

The fact that medieval scribes and scriptoria [...] lived happily with the variance in the texts of
works, and even participated in their enrichment, in all their efforts to hand down ‘good’ texts
also indisputably suits the assumption that, for medieval poets and their listeners and readers, the
names of authors and the faithful reproduction of the thoughts and ideas of transmitted works
sufficed as an appeal to ‘authorities.” It could be claimed that this was a period for the dissociation
of authors and texts. The author-authority stood for the thoughts and meaning of the transmitted
works. The texts in which they were transmitted were at the same time both variable and able to

See also the criticism of Strohschneider 2001, p. 115: “First of all, the expression ‘creative drive’ ties
the genesis and identity of a version to the position of a subject, which it furnishes with the crite-
rion of intentionality; in this respect, ‘versions’ and ‘adaptations’ do not differ from one another.
Yet the actuality or non-actuality of a creative drive on the part of a text’s originator is not a fact
that can be proven by textual analysis.”

Strohschneider 2001, p. 115.

34 Janota 1998, p. 79.

283



284

| Martin Baisch

be critically corrected when being copied, for if scribes did not promote the corruption of the text
through their copying errors, they were certainly critical proofreaders and understood themselves
as such. In this, there is revealed an immediate attentiveness regarding the materiality of the texts.
The text passed down in writing should be, and remain, comprehensible. By contrast, the author,
or even the author’s intent, remained alien to the copyist who made the transmission of the text
possible.”

Within medieval German studies, it seems striking to me that, in discussions about the
author and his functions in medieval culture, these are connected with ethical and nor-
mative positions, and less with the principle of securing intelligibility:

The figure of the author constitutes itself in the concern over the correct text: in the fulfilment of
the rules of art, and in the especially dogmatic correctness of the content. This concern can lead
to the liberalization of the text, but also to the assumption of responsibility for the text and there-
fore to the demand for its conservation. In this sense (not in a genius-aesthetic sense), ‘emphatic
authorship’ also existed in the Middle Ages.*

The debate over the model of ‘versions’ in the courtly novel reveals that the genre of the
courtly novel is closely linked to notions of a creative subject, whose conception of the
work should also be tangible in the transmitted versions. Forms of multiple authorship
are not taken into account in this summary of the discussion, even though editors are
aware of the work processes out of which these texts emerge.

2. Reproductive and Interpretive: Retelling in the Courtly Novel

Han ich nu kunst, div zeige sich!
durch reine hertze, den wise ich
dises biiches rehtez angenge,
des materie vns vil enge

her Wolfram hat betutet:

div iv wirt baz belttet.”

Do I own the art, then I show it!

Those who own a pure heart, to them will I reveal
the real opening of the book

whose matter Sir Wolfram von Eschenbach has only
interpreted in a delimited manner:

This I will illuminate for you.

35 Gabler 2012, pp. 320f.
36 Grubmiiller 2000, pp. 32f.
37 Ulrich von dem Tiirlin: Arabel, R. 4,1.
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Ulrich von dem Tiirlin takes a surprisingly critical stance on his famous predecessor’s
narrative practice, which Ulrich wishes to surpass both quantitatively and qualitatively
in his attempt to depict the prehistory of those events that Wolfram von Eschenbach
treated in his crusade novel. Moreover, in the concept of materie, the passage names
a central aspect of the conditions of production in the realm of the courtly epic and
describes the activity of the tihter as reproductive and interpretive.

The finding that the adaptation of the mostly French or Latin originals occurred
by means of the expansion or abridgement of the text is of central significance in the
description of models of authorship in the courtly novel. The responsibility for such
treatment of text was assigned - at least in the essays by Franz-Josef Worstbrock,* which
decisively influenced German studies - to medieval poetic treatises, such as those by
Matthew of Venddme and Geoffrey of Vinsauf, who, taking up classical concepts and pos-
tulates, each transformed and codified them for their own contexts, “which is already a
practiced and recognized standard of literary practice and linguistic and formal design
in the literature of their time.” If vernacular authors around 1200 are characterized
as ‘retellers’ - a conceptualization has been astoundingly successful - there is some
proximity to the concept of the compiler, who, as already explained, shapes anew that
which he encounters.*

Worstbrock also recognizes significant analogies between the work of the courtly
narrators around 1200 and the poetic treatises of medieval Latin,* He regards what the-
oretical discourse and ‘practical’ narrative work share as common perspectives - the
materia handed down and the artificium constitute the text of the reteller - as the “uni-
versals of the epoch.”* Yet he also does not ignore the problem that the “concept of
materia [lacks] a firm contour.””

Marie-Sophie Masse and Stephanie Seidl describe how to imagine this practice in
the context of studies on German-language novels of antiquity, which the two philolo-
gists refer to as ‘third-level texts’:

38 Worstbrock 1985; Worstbrock 1999.

39 Henkel 2017, p. 28.

40 See Worstbrock 1999, p. 139: “According to all this, the reteller is not an author in the medieval
understanding, but the artifex. Similarly, the Middle High German word ‘tihtere, as far as 1 am able
to track its occurrence in the realm of epic poetry, does not signify the author, but rather the one
who gives it artful form, starting with the rhymes.”

41 Worstbrock 1999, p. 137.

42 See Worstbrock 1999, p. 138: “It [that universal of the epoch, M.B.] is developed in poetics into a
rhetorically instrumented operational system in relation to the field of artificium that represents
procedural possibilities of disposition, expansion and abridgement, and formulation.”

43 Worstbrock 1999, p. 138.

285



286

| Martin Baisch

With the materia, the latinitas also provides instruction for the tractatio materiae. The vernacular
authors, who very probably received a clerical education, were familiar with Latin theories of
poetry, which were taught in schools and codified in the artes poeticae from the second half of the
12t century. In this respect, it seems legitimate to use the theory of poetry originally targeted at
Latin stylistics for the study of vernacular literature.*

In her highly relevant professorial dissertation, Silvia Schmitz refers to the knowledge
codified in the medieval artes poeticae as ‘rules of adaptation.”® She primarily consults
the Ars versificatoria of Matthew of Venddme, the Poetria nova of Geoffrey of Vinsauf,
and his abridged version of the Documentum de modo et arte dictandi et versificandi. The
focus of her investigations is on inventio and its associated procedures of abbreviatio and
dilatatio.* In the artes poeticae, the purpose of topical inventio to guarantee the principal
diversity of arguments is limited (by systematization, the doctrine of proprietates, and
the officia of the genus demonstrativum), as Schmitz shows in relation to Matthew. By
means of a subtle comparison between Johannes de Garlandia, who appended a separate
chapter for inventio to his Parusiana Poetria, and Matthew, inventio is described as a her-
meneutic act - as a method of interpreting and shaping materia - with the author taking
into account the adapting of rhetorical practice to the needs of textual interpretation.
Finally, Schmitz points out that the term and the concept of inventio can also be targeted
at the intellectual penetration of the work.

The medieval conceptualization of abbreviato and dilatatio is first set apart from the
minutio and amplificatio of classical rhetoric. Where the conceptual enhancement of the
expression and the dilation and the lessening (or concentration) of the expression and
the abridgement are combined in classical rhetoric, the qualitative dimension recedes
in medieval techniques of textual adaptation:

In contrast to classical techniques, the qualitative dimension recedes in dilatatio and abbreviatio as
encountered in the artes poeticae. They are predominantly directed at the expansion or contrac-
tion of a given subject. Nonetheless, it must be noted, especially for amplificatio and dilatatio, that
an overly sharp distinction of the two methods does not do justice to either classical or medieval
teachings.”

44 Masse/Seidl 2016, p. 12.

45  Schmitz 2007. See also Schmitz 2016.

46 Linden 2017, p. 6: “In amplificatio, i.e. artful expansion, a poet who works with pre-existing material
can demonstrate his own skill. Accordingly, this field receives a great deal of attention in medieval
poetic treatises, which adapt their instructions to the contemporary literary situation. In addition,
abbreviatio and dilatatio are two sides of the same coin, specifically two opposite movements in
engagement with a basic text, which can also be understood through the image of folding in and
folding out.”

47  Schmitz 2007, p. 263.
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Abbreviatio and dilatatio owe their revaluation in the medieval tradition to the progym-
nasmata - “for in the rhetorical exercises for paraphrasing and embellishing a subject,
considerable significance is attributed to abbreviation and expansion”® - and to the
commentary tradition of late antiquity (such as the commentaries of Servius). Through
the authority of Virgil, the methods of abridgement and expansion, practiced in school
lessons, gain substantial importance as the procedural steps of adaptation. Yet the
picture remains complex, conditioned by the hardly uniform terminology and the cat-
egorical indeterminacy of these terms in the poetic treatises.

For methods of expansion, Geoffrey names “eight techniques by means of which
a materia can be expanded: the ‘accumulation of synonymous statements,” paraphrase
(circuitio), comparison (collatio), address (apostropha), personification of the speaker
(prosopopoeia), excursus (digressio), description (descriptio), and ‘antithetical means of
expression.”*

For techniques of abridgement, Geoffrey correspondingly describes seven methods
of textual adaptation, to which belong, for instance, the reduction of expression to
the essential (emphasis) and the avoidance of repetition.® As Schmitz concludes, Geof-
frey treats the techniques of abbreviatio only briefly in the Poetria nova; however, this
undoubtedly has dispositional functions in the order and weighting of the material.

In an important contribution, Ludger Lieb criticized the distinction between materia
and artificium that Wortsbrock, in particular, strongly argued for in the debate, and
questioned whether “an applicability of the rhetorical model of Latin poetic treatises
to major forms of vernacular narrative is reasonable.” The rhetorical-poetic terms
“hardly [lead] to clean enough differentiations.” Lieb comes to the thought-provoking
conclusion

that the application of the rhetorical-poetic concept to courtly novels tends to reduce complexity.
It obscures the complex situation of the problem, especially in suggesting that the artificium can
be separated from the materia in epics and novels as it can in fables. Instead of busying oneself
historically with dilatio and abbreviatio and quickly bumping up against the model’s analytical lim-
itations precisely because of its attractive dichotomy, one could rather emphasize the reciprocal
conditionality of materia and artificium [...].>*

48  Schmitz 2007, p. 265.

49 Schmitz 2007, p. 269.

50 Schmitz 2007, p. 269: “For abbreviatio, he names seven methods: the reduction of the expression to
the essential (emphasis), the use of (short) clauses (articulus), the ablative absolute (ablativus), the
avoidance of repetition, the mere allusion to a broad subject, the unconnected order of individual
words and groupings of words, and the fusion of several statements into one.”

51 Lieb 2005, p. 357. See also Hasebrink 2009; Gollwitzer-Oh 2012; Kébele 2017,

52 Lieb 2005, p. 359.

53 Lieb 2005, p. 362.
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On the one hand, Lieb insists on taking the paradoxes of the semantics of materia more
seriously than rhetorical approaches do. He states that no interpretation - at least, no
methodologically transparent one - can be gained from collections of dilations and
abbreviations alone. The question of the relationship between (classical and medieval)
‘theory’ and practice and the practices of writing (and copying) by medieval scribes
and redactors should also receive more attention. Of course, the fact that theory and
practice also each have a different significance and scope in regard to medieval textual
production remains important.”* Finally, as Susanne K6bele notes, it must also be con-
sidered that, in the context of the practice of courtly narration, it cannot be assumed
that one may apply the “strict alternative of stable materia on the one hand and variable
artificium on the other.””

3. The Practice and Poetics of Abridged Courtly Novels

In the course of the debate initiated by Joachim Bumke on the genesis and legitimacy of
parallel versions in the context of courtly epic poetry, those versions of texts that have
had the term ‘abridgement’ assigned to them, and which have mostly been attributed
to the entity of a redactor, have also received new attention in scholarship. Here, for
instance, the *] version of Die Klage and the *M version of Gottfried’s von Stralburg
Tristan can be cited, to name just two well-known representatives.® In addition,
Joachim Bumke, Nikolaus Henkel, and recently Julia Frick have constructed models for
describing the techniques and practices of abridgement, which have emerged from
intensive engagement with the stock of transmitted texts.”” As this discussion has made
clear, abridgements are to be understood as the “form of representation of a distinct
type of narration” that enriches the image of a courtly literary scene characterized

54 See Knapp 2014, p. 231: “The artes poeticae and other high medieval poetological works and pas-
sages are importance indices of this ‘literary infrastructure,” but [...] by no means constitute it
alone. Every medieval storyteller who had attended a better school for a longer period of time or
who had had professional contact with an advanced student knew e.g. that a narrative ‘should be
short, clear, and verisimilar’ (Rhetorica ad Herennium 1,9,14: ut brevis, ut dilucida, ut veri similis sit).
Storytellers who grossly violate this therefore often attempt to defend themselves seriously or
ironically, at least nominally, against reproaches of this kind; thus, for instance, they promise to
skip over something out of a need for brevity - in most cases, before they in fact portray it.”

55 Kobele 2017, pp. 167f.

56 The *] version of the Klage represents the manuscript I/] Berlin SBB SPK mgf 474 (Nibelungenlied,
Klage, Winsbecke and Winsbeckin); Frick 2018 gives a more recent overview of this version of the
text. The *M version of Tristan represents an illuminated manuscript from Munich, the famous
Cgm 51 (Gottfried von StraBburg: Tristan, Ulrich von Tiirheim: Fortsetzung); see Baisch 2006.

57 See Bumke 1996; summaries in Henkel 1992; Henkel 1993. Frick 2018 distinguishes three types of
abbreviation by redactors.
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by its collectivity.”® Because narrative emerges in the courtly epic not infrequently as
description (in the context of descriptiones, for example), the impression of a paucity
of information and redundancy arises in reception with regard to the level of plot. By
concentrating on the narrative’s progression and reducing descriptive elements, such
as orndtus, a narrative is implemented in which the benefit of conciseness and the avoid-
ance of redundancy come into their own as poles of the effects that can be produced by
abridgement.”

Abridgements of courtly epic can aim at conventionality; however, this effect
is hardly to be understood as a reduction of meaning, but rather as a relocation of
meaning. Abridgements always affect the temporal order of the narrative and that
which is narrated, such as when adaptation induces an increase in the narrative tempo.
Semantic reaccentuations - for example, in regard to conceptions of character - can
be observed and given plausibility through a hermeneutics of comparison, which can
also assess the validity of interpretations for the non-abridged versions. It may then be
possible to discern the formation of a profile that can be understood as an interest in
the reception of reproductive or multiple authorship. The text-critical findings for the
abridged versions must be carefully kept in view in order to be able to assess the scope
of the thesis’ formation regarding the drive toward brevitas. Contignency and errors in
transmission also characterize these processes of textual adaptation and transmission.
These are what they are, and they are to be highlighted as such.

4. Multiple Authorship and Forms of Aesthetic Experience

Smaragde wiren die buochstabe, mit rubinen verbundet.

adamante, krisolite, granat da stuonden. Nie seil baz gehundet

wart, ouch was der hunt vil wol geseilet.

ir muget wol erriten, welhez ih di neeme, op weere der hunt dergegene geteilet.

The letters were of emerald, mingled with rubies. There were diamonds, chrysolites, and garnets.
Never was a leash better hounded, and indeed the hound was very well leashed. You may well
guess which I would choose, if the hound were the alternative choice!®

58 Frick 2021, p. 13. See also Frick 2018, p. 25: “In this view, early long versions and abridgements
of courtly epics, as different manifestations of medieval retelling within a spectrum with fluid
boundaries, represent two narrative modes belonging to the genuine possibilities of the genre, in
which the materia is in each case retextualized by means of the poetic artificium in different ways,
i.e. it is always interpreted anew in each case.”

59  See Frick 2021, p. 25; see also Frick 2020.

60 Wolfram: Titurel, v. 147,1-4 (Wolfram: Parcival and Titurel, trans. Edwards 2006, p. 364, v. 142).
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The young, educated noblewoman Sigune gets into a strange situation in a forest clear-
ing where she had wanted to meet her lover, which induces her to undergo a complex
aesthetic experience; by means of some writing on a truly luxurious dog leash - the
letters of which are formed of gemstones, fastened with gold nails to a cord of pre-
cious silk - the young woman receives the story of an unhappy love, namely that of
the young Queen Clauditte and the Duke Ehkunaht. Sigune’s appreciation of this love
story, divested from the courtly context and its public forms of literary reception, has
been characterized as a solitary and isolated reading. It has even been interpreted as
an expression of “a radical autonomization of literature,”" as if Werther, in one of his
letters to Wilhelm, were here reporting on his reading of Homer in nature. What exactly
the heroine reads, however, requires an interpretation of Wolfram’s fragment, the aes-
thetic strategy of which seems to leave precisely this aspect in the dark. Sigune strives
to discern the consciously employed textual strategy of fragmentariness® and to resolve
this in a secure understanding of the writing on the dog leash. Yet the hunting dog then
escapes her along with the wonderful leash that bears the gemstone script. She can
perceive it only for a moment - Sigune’s experience is that of the ephemerality of the
textual. Stability and duration, properties of the text that later book culture came to
appreciate, do not characterize the duchess’ act of reading. Whether Sigune perceives
the gemstone script on the leash as a form of “blocked textuality,”® thus aiming at
eventfulness, or as a norm-mediating practical text meant to guide the action is difficult
to determine. In the case of this written artwork, the aesthetic is to be understood only
as a potentiality, specifically “in the sense that even if this possibility is not taken up,
the linguistic artwork in question is not yet nihilated in its status as an object of percep-
tion.”* Perhaps it is the case, however, that Sigune reads the gemstone text in distanced
reflexivity as an aesthetic artwork with chiastic word order, neologisms, ambitious met-
aphors, and polysemous narrative commentary - role distance seems to be a condition
of more complex forms of aesthetic experience. Still, quite a few scholarly positions
purport that Sigune’s mode of reception proceeds in an identificatory manner.

In Albrecht’s von Scharfenberg transformation of Wolfram’s stanzas - Der jiingere
Titurel - it is recounted how Sigune’s solitary reading in the forest becomes a courtly
public performance in which the text of the dog’s leash is anchored “institutionally in
Arthur’s court.”® Where Sigune had previously read the gemstone script on the hunting
dog’s leash alone and without social oversight or hermeneutic support in Wolfram’s
narrative - with the result that she ‘coveted’ the reading of the text, how the text could

61 Brackert 1996, p. 173.

62 See Kobele /Kiening 1998.
63  Strohschneider 2006.

64 Kiipper 2001, p. 219.

65 Neukirchen 2006, p. 205.



Reproductive Authorship in the Courtly Novel |

gain control over her® - the text of the dog leash is made accessible here by a clerically
educated intermediary after Tschionatulander and other courtiers wonder about the
strange object and its writing. Distressingly, it is ensured that all those present keep
quiet under threat of sanctions and that all also hear the instructive message. What is
offered on the leash is no aventiure, but rather courtly doctrine: the text of the inscrip-
tion® begins as a letter from Clauditte to Ekunat, in which she praises her partner and
explains her choice, but then deploys didactic, authoritative speech over a variety of
stanzas, which scholarship divides into a doctrine of duties, a doctrine of morals, a doc-
trine of love, and a doctrine of virtue.® For the narrator, however, the 44 stanzas are, in
their entirety, a doctrine of virtue.” Those expecting or hoping for some other knowl-
edge of Wolfram’s fragment, such as a narrative of the aventiure about Clauditte and
Ekunat, will be disappointed.

This view of an (admittedly unusual) situation for the reception of courtly literature
yields interesting aspects in regard to the issue of the historical configurations of multi-
ple authorship. Titurel imagines the result of reproductive or multiple authorship in the
context of a primarily courtly and exorbitant display of splendour, which emphasizes
the materiality and mediality of writing and text. Its reception - first through Signune’s
solitary and free interpretation and then, in Albrecht’s retelling, in the collective and
directed performarnce of teaching - corresponds on the side of production to the scala-
ble participation in authorship.

5. Dialogue of the Variants: krdm or chranz - minne or helfe.
To What Has the Duchess Orgeluse Committed Herself?

At the end of Wolfram’s von Eschenbach grail novel Parzival, King Gramoflanz and the
Arthurian knight Gawain are to meet in a chivalric duel in the field near J6flanze. After
Gawain’s return to his beloved, she, the Duchess Orgeluse, kneels before Gawain (like
Laudine before Yvain in Hartmann’s second Arthurian novel) and asks to be excused for
the things she had demanded of him. The knight - who up to that point had to endure
nothing but mockery and insults from the duchess, yet who was able to demonstrate his
great capacity for suffering and willingness to love as a result - retorts that her mockery
is also inappropriate because it has damaged the institution of knighthood. He then
hands over the garland stolen from Gramoflanz, thereby eliciting a strong emotional
reaction in the duchess. In tears, and with great rhetorical gesticulation, she tells the

66 Wenzel 1997, p. 270.

67  Albrecht: Jiingerer Titurel 1, v. 1874-1927.

68 Haug 1992, esp. pp. 368-370; see also Baisch et al. 2010.
69  Albrecht: Jiingerer Titurel 1, v. 1508.
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Arthurian knight of her lover and husband Cidegast - der triuwe ein monizirus (of fidelity
a unicorn)” - and of his death, for which King Gramoflanz is responsible. Gawain tells
her about his impending duel with the latter, forgives her everything, and asks for the
immediate granting of her favour: after all, no one else is there.”" The duchess sharply
reproaches him and begins crying again.”” The tears get through to the hero: unz er mit
ir klagete (so long he lamented with her).” In response, Orgeluse tells Gawain of the pact
she made with the magician Clinschor.”* In order to take revenge on Gramoflanz, the
duchess sought the help and the service of knights whom she sent into battle against
Gramoflanz. Among them was King Amfortas, with whom she entered into a love affair.
She received from him valuable goods from Thabronit as a gift; he received in her service
the wound that forms a narrative centre in Wolfram’s narrative cosmos. The duchess
uses that gift from Amfortas, who could no longer tend to the protection of Orgeluse fol-
lowing his wounding, to steady her friendship with the dangerous magician Clinschor.

The D and G manuscripts of Parzival, central to Lachmann’s edition, transmit notable
presumptive variants in this part of the text:

D, L: G:
durch vride ich Clinschore dar Dur fride ich chlinshor.
gap minen krdm nich richeite var: Dar gap minem chranz.
swenne diu aventiur wurde erliten, Nach richeit wurde ganz.
swer den pris het erstriten, swenne diu aventiur wurde erbiten.
an den solt ich minne suochen: swer den pris het erstriten.
an den solt ich helfe suochen.
wolt er min [nur g: minne] niht geruochen, wolt er min niht geruochen.
der krdm weer anderstunde min der chranz waer anderstunde min.
(italics: M.B.) (italics: M.B.)
In order to have peace with Clinschor, To have peace with Clinschor,
I gave him my wonderful things. I gave him my wonderful wreath.
If ever one should pass the adventure If ever one should have solicited the adventure
obtain victory, and could and could obtain victory,
I should seek my love with him. I should look for help with him.
If he, however, would not want me (my love),  If he, however, would not want (to support) me,
then the things should fall back to me. then the wreath should fall back to me.

70 Wolfram: Parzival, v. 613,22.

71  Wolfram: Parzival, v. 615,1.

72 Wolfram: Parzival, v. 615,22.

73  Wolfram: Parzival, v. 615,23.

74 Wolfram: Parzival, v. 617,17-23.



Reproductive Authorship in the Courtly Novel |

It is perhaps less conspicuous that manuscript G replaces krdam (things) with chranz
(wreath); like D, it elsewhere transmits krdm.” Rather, it is worth considering how the
manuscripts differ in their report of what the duchess pledged to the one who knew
how to survive the adventure over the dangerous ford.

One must [...] ask oneself whether Orgeluse has forgotten that she made a contractual pledge
to Clinschor to compete for the love of the one who survives the adventure of Schastel marveile
(617,19ff.). When she meets Gawain again after his victory on Lit marveile, she treats him just
as contemptuously as before (598,16ff.). Gisela Zimmermann has pointed out that Orgeluse has
committed herself to minne (617,21) towards the victor of Schastel marveile only in the manuscripts
of the *D class; in most manuscripts of the *G class, helfe [help] stands in place of minne [love].”

Yet not only this - Gisela Zimmermann has also tried to vindicate the text transmitted
in manuscript G with arguments that are worth taking into account:

Orgeluse could ask for helfe [help] from the conqueror of the hall’s magic even if she had previously
given her love to another. At first, she is also interested in helfe when she meets Gawain again. In
addition, the version of manuscript G now allows us to attribute some influence on Orgeluse’s
behaviour after Gawain’s first success on Schastel marveile to the arrangement between Orgeluse
and Clinschor. This arrangement - but not the version in manuscript D - can also be squared with
the fact that Orgeluse makes any reward for Gawain dependent on the outcome of the adventure at
the ford. A caveat of this kind would hardly be comprehensible if she were obliged to win his love.”

Previous editions of the text follow Lachmann’s editorial decision and adopt the text of
D. Future interpretations of Wolfram’s von Eschenbach Parzival should not only care-
fully appreciate the results of text-critical research, as the work of the Bern Parzival
project impressively attests, but also implement them appropriately in their analyses.

6. Mediality

75
76
77
78

Any archetype exists primarily as an intellectualized standard for evaluating the variations
worked out in the individual texts. These manuscript texts, in themselves and in their mutability,
are the proper subject of critical analysis. Since they represent a collaborative re-creation involv-
ing authors, performers, revisers, and scribes, the work is completely detached from its originator,
who at any event had thoroughly subverted his individuality in the production of literary com-
positions.”

Wolfram: Parzival, v. 617,6.

Bumke 1994, p. 110.

Zimmermann 1972, p. 146. See also Zimmermann 1974.
Speer 1980, p. 318.
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The great interest in the figure of Cundrie revealed by the cycle of pictures in the famous
Cgm 19 - which probably came into being in the second third of the 13* century and
which transmits Wolfram’s von Eschenbach Parzival, both fragments of Titurel, and two of
Wolfram'’s Tagelieder - corresponds to the lack of interest in a figure who even so occupies
a prominent position in Wolfram’s Arthurian grail novel.” The Duchess Orgeluse, as well
as Arnive, Sangive, and Itonjé (i.e. King Arthur’s female relatives), who all play an impor-
tant role in the peace negotiations in Book XIV of the novel, are almost disregarded in
the pictorial presentation. That book narrates how the battle between King Gramoflanz
and Gawain is able to be settled peacefully thanks to King Arthur’s skill in negotiation;
however, Arthur only develops the initiative to do so when he is urged on by his female
relatives. In the end, not only are ritual kisses of reconciliation exchanged between the
hostile parties, but Arthur also brings about a sequence of political marriages: Artus was
der frouwen milte.* The first illustrated page transmitted in Cgm 19 (Fig. 1)

tells the story of the amicable settlement of the conflict by Arthur in a scenic sequence. Three
bands are arranged from top to bottom, depicting the consultation with the messengers and
preliminary conversations in the tent, the meeting of the convoys, and the reconciliation of the
parties in the conflict. In all three bands of the image, the area of confidentiality is delimited by
the tents standing on the left and right. The preparatory discussions take place in them. The space
in between is in natural surroundings and freely visible, and is thus the space for the production
of the public sphere.”

Among the illustrated manuscripts of Parzival, it is only manuscript G of Wolfram
that selects the conflict resolution scene described here as a pictorial motif. Monika
Unzeitig-Herzog sees this as evidence of how decidedly current the political theme of
reconciliation, also represented in Wolfram’s text, was for the early 13% century.*

The upper register on fol. 49" depicts Gramoflanz in the tent on the right taking
counsel, probably with his uncle Brandelidelin. The messengers, signified by the saddled
horses, are to inform Arthur that Gramoflanz wishes to fight Gawain and no one else. In
the tent on the left, King Arthur - who, like Gramoflanz, is labelled with a scroll - confers
with his female relatives. Sangive, Arthur’s sister; Arnive, his mother; and Itonjé, his
granddaughter, call on the king to tell him of the (long-distance) love between Gramo-
flanz and Itonjé. Does the blank scroll refer to Gramoflanz’ love letter to Itonjé?

The middle register of this page illustrates Arthur and Gramoflanz meeting each
other with their followers on the plain of Jéflanze. Both are wearing silver crowns, are

79  Cf. to this cycle of images most recently Fahr-Riihland 2021; see also Saurma-Jeltsch 1992 and Ott
1993.

80 Wolfram: Parzival, v. 730,11.

81 Unzeitig-Herzog 1998, pp. 215f.

82 Unzeitig-Herzog 1998, pp. 215f.
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Fig. 1. Wolfram von Eschenbach: Parzival - Titurel - Tagelied.
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Munich, Cgm 19, fol. 49~.
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unarmed, and are again labelled with a scroll. The throng of knights accompanying
King Gramoflanz is explicitly mentioned in Wolfram’s novel; however, as portrayed by
Wolfram, it is not Arthur but Gawain’s brother Beacurs who rides out to Gramoflanz on
Arthur’s behalf. On the left-hand side of the image is probably Queen Guinevere in the
tent at the back.

The lower register depicts two scenes that are consecutive in the novel: the rec-
onciliation of the parties and the deeds of the frouwen milte Arthur respectively. The
two episodes are contrasted with each other through different ratios. While the text
elucidates the sizeable contribution that the female figures make toward preventing
the battle between Gramoflanz and Gawain, not a single female figure on this side of
the picture has been furnished with a scroll. The greeting kiss and the embrace between
Gramoflanz and Itonjé are depicted in the centre of the picture; the actual reconcilia-
tion between the parties in the conflict is signified by a handshake between Gawain
and Gramoflanz. The greeting and reconciliation scenes are thus consolidated into a
single image. By contrast, there is no portrayal of the reconciliation between Orgeluse
and Gramoflanz in the pictorial scheme. On the right-hand edge of the picture, Arthur
arranges the marriage between Gramoflanz and Itonjé. The lower register of the image
is therefore less concerned with the pictorial realization of the complex relationships
that the peace settlement between the parties must observe; instead, it illustrates the
love story between Gramoflanz and Itonjé, which ends happily.

The sequence of images in the Munich Tristan Cgm 51 and the Parzival Cgm 19 creates a ‘new
story’ that presupposes the text but that - by force of the immanent horizon of meaning of the
iconographic formulae developed in Christian art - reinterprets it and narrates it independently.*

In Norbert Ott’s view of the illustrations of courtly literature, the image thus, on the
one hand, asserts an autonomous position but, on the other hand, is connected back to
the interests of courtly society and culture (to a greater degree than the verse novels
themselves). The picture cycles are understood as witnesses to the texts’ reception and
are related to a use-context that seems to govern their pictorial schemes directly and
guides their design in a deproblematizing and legitimizing manner. Ott’s methodologi-
cal approach is based on the concept of an expanded concept of literature

that asks less about the autonomy of the individual literary texts and more about its ‘situation’ in
literary and social life; about the function of literature, its use by groups of patrons and classes of
users; about the reception, and thus the related transformation, of the textual situation.*

83 Ott 1993, p. 63.
84 Ott 1984, pp. 356f.
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Ott also fruitfully applies this approach concerning the history of transmission to the
study of manuscript illustrations.

In addition to the representative idea of the aventiure of battle and minne as exemplary ideolo-
gisms - or [...] as the displacement of this society’s contradictions - there also seems to be, in the
use-context of the pictorial witnesses, an appeal to the balancing of violence, to the pacification
of feudal anarchy, to the securing of territorial sovereignty as signalled by minne and marriages
resulting from minne. The central use-proposition of medieval pictorial witnesses, according to
reproaches of the courtly novel, is the self-identification, the representative idealization of one’s
own societal norms, often by means of the model of ideal minne, in which feudal marriage and
personal romantic relationships are brought together.*

The historically specific variance of the macro-narratives that dominate in a culture
materializes in the difference not only between the versions of a text but also in the dif-
ferent affordances of meaning that a text and the pictorial cycle associated with it each
update. This can be observed in how text and image develop a divergent way of dealing
with the systems of norms and meaning that determine them. Text and image become
the media of such means of access and the respective ‘commentary’ on the other form
of expression.*

In the reconciliation scene, in which ritual kisses are exchanged between the par-
ticipants, the manuscript transmission evidences the seismic nature of the event. When
Gramoflanz asks the duchess for suone (atonement) and kisses her, manuscript D reads:
dar umbe si weinens luste (therefore she liked to weep).*” The verse in Cgm 19, by contrast,
reads: Des si doh wenc liiste (At this she was little delighted). In manuscript G, Orgeluse
does not weep; she merely endures the reconciliation with reluctance.

This chapter takes up questions about the concepts and functions of medieval author-
ship, as these are also (and especially) amplified in the parallel versions of courtly epic
poetry in the 12" and 13* centuries. These forms of authorship can be characterized, as
argued, as multiple as well as collaborative, insofar as different entities are involved in
the manufacture of these works. The focus of these considerations was on the (propo-
sitional) conditions and possibilities of medieval authorship, using the example of the
textual genre of the courtly novel. According to my argument, these can be comprehen-
sively described using the concept of ‘reproductivity.’

85 Ott 1982/1983, p. 20. The concept of ‘use-function,” which is important to Ott’s approach, is found
in Kuhn 1936.

86 See Nichols 1989.

87 Wolfram: Parzival, v. 729,20.
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