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Abstract

Ulrich von Zatzikhoven's'Middle High berman eplc, the Lanzelet, and
the French source from which 'itA was derived' have been: the‘nsubjects of
controversy ever since th early nineteenthioentury, a controversy which
often revolved around the question of theirgdate of compositionrand of
their relationship to ‘other medieval courtly epics. These questions have
never heen sdtisfactorily resolved, although numerous scholars now agree

in dating the Lanzelet after Hartmann's epics and'in dating Ulrich's
7

French source, the Urlanzelet after many of Chretien s epics, and tacitly

accept that Ulrich and the author of the Urlanzelet were epigons ‘who
3

extensively . borrowed from the epics of their alleged, predécessors,

Hartmann and Chrétien. It is the conaention of this thesis that such a

3 - . A

conclusion about the relationship of the Lanzelet and Urlanzelet. to -

B3 t .
. : . >

contemporary medieval epic literature.st unwarranted. This- thesis

.
-

therefore undertakes to re—examihe the evidence pertaininglto the naturev
and date of composition of these eplcs. Firstly, the relationship of the
Urlanzelet to Chrétien's epics “and to other medieval versions ‘of the
Lancelot legend and s comoonent episodes is‘ascertained through a
comparison of the motifs shared by4them, whereby the basic content of the
‘Urlanzelet can be reconstructed: Secondly, MHG literature 1s checked for
clues to the chronology of the MHG courtly epic. Then it is determined
whether or not those features shared by- the Lanzelet and contemporary MHG
epics whi h also have parallels- in the‘reconstructed Urlanzelet and/or in
Chrétien's‘epics,oan*be\traced back to the Urlanzeletiasﬁtheir ultimate

source mor frequently than to Chretien s works, Finally, the evidence

sthus adduced is utilised together with a brief analysis of the structure



B

and literary function of the Lanzelet in order to vindicate Ulrich and the

author of the Urlanzelet as epic writers of some stature, w' absolve them

5

of the label of “epigon,” and ‘to undérliné-theviiterary value of their

works.
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oo
1. Introduction

A

The MHG; epic. Lanzelet, penned by the Swiss 'clé?ic Ulr;;h von
zZatzikhoven about the turn of tﬂe thirteénth century, hés generaliy been
relegated to thé status of "Unterhaltun_gsroman,"l "Epigonenwerk,”
"ﬁiederefArtusepik,"s or "Dekadeﬁz%oman“h by literary critics anq'it is
oﬁiy withid the last three decades that ‘researchers have bégun to

' thorougﬁly analyse it and impartially evaluate its literary merits or lack

of them. Ulrich's lone surviving work has especially suffered from
-,, ..- - ) B N
""comparison with the courtly epics of the more illustrious and prolific

medieval German authors, Hartmann von Aue and . Wolfram von Eschenbach,

'

whose adaptations of Arthurian material can readily be compared with their -

French "cdunterparts and ~antecedents ‘(Chrétien's works) whereas the

Lanzelet stands isolated because Ulrich's alleged French source ﬁo longer
exfsts~a§ a gpinc of reference. Literarf critics have therefore generally
comeﬂto acc;pt‘she wérks of Chrftien de Tro?es as the standard agai;st
whicb ‘all éther Arthurian epics, the Lanzelet included, Shoula” be

measured, and since the latter, unlike Hartmann's epics OF Wolfram's
Parzival,nis‘not an adaptation of one of Chrérien's poems, it thus fails
, . ) Y ; .o . »
to conform to the accepted pattern and has usually been considered
e N N
D

inferior. Most studies of the Lanzelet have therefore been biased and/or

superficial. ‘This thesis’ will attempt, at least in part, o rehabilitate
Ulrich's work 'and/or its alleged French source.
+ o - :

.y

v
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AL Survey of Lanzelet-Research

i. The Discussion
In spite of +he dearth of competent studies on the Lanzelet, Clrich's

epic has neen the subject of much controversy ever since literary scholars

,
‘

first turned their attention in the late eighteenth and early aineteenth

centuries €O the MHG courtly epic. Attempts to identify the dialect 1in

¢

which the Lanzelet was zomposed and thereby” ascertain the nationality of

{ts author led to one of the first controversies over Ulrich's poeua.

Hoﬁstﬁpef, one of the first critics of Ulrich's work, described him as

}
.

"einer der 4ltesten schwdbischen Dichter . aus dem zwolften Jahrhunderte.”
This view was soon opposed by Goedeke, who located Ulrich ia Bavaria 1n

' a y : . :
spite of Lachmann's earlier reference to “der vermuthlich thurgduischen

. " .8 : o
Mundart Ulrichs. ' Others, such as Wilhelm Grimm and Franz Pfeiffer,
pointed to possible Low German elements in the Lanzelet alongside Ulrich's

qative Swiss dialect. -However, closer scruriny soon revealed that these

-

alleged Low German elements were actually typical of the Alemannic dialect

o - 0 - 12 .
spoken in the Thurgau. Haupt,l .Ianicke,Ll and Bﬁchtoldf \thus situated
et} ’ \‘

the Lanzelet's author in the Thurgau as well. A document discovered bVv
Lanzelet 3 b
. . . . x

tzikhoven residing in
bl t

-

Bichtold which mentioned a ptriest named Ulrich von Za
the village of Lommis in 1214 served to further  confirm the accuracy of

.- Lachmann's linguistic analysis, which was by then generally accepted as
. o . _
correct.

The lost source of the Lanzelet furnished another topic of debate.’
—————— . .

- -

L0

o , : ! - 14 v 1 - .
Initially it was assumed by Adelung, Hofstater, > Fauriel, Baghtold,li‘,— ,

-

. -

18 . , - v .
and Raynouard rhat Ulrich's source was identical wizh a lost =2pic on - =

Lancelot composed by the Provencal poet ‘Arnaud Daniel. This misconception

was later conclusively refuted as groundless speculation by Gaston




N

Paris.l . lowever the Lanzelet or, more accurately, the lost”French
i ‘ . B .

original which Ulrich claimed to have translated \remained a‘subjectlof“

'
. I
u ooy

controversy because of its implications for ivarious theories .about the '

1Y N S .;,,-. X 0 R

~development of ‘the Afrhurfan romance. ‘Somé critics, Jessie Weston,.:

2 \ WL -
K.G.T. Webster2¥ and Samuel” Singer2 among others, viewed the Lanzelet as

o
v L

a faithful renditlon of one of the first prlmitlve attempts at unifying a

series of lays~ within an epic framework to create a_new literany-genre,‘

H

. ' o 23- v -
the Arthuriang epichcv Meanwhile‘ others, notably Wendelin Forster,‘ v

e 26 .25 .
Wolfgang Golther;? James Bruce, > and Stefan Hofer,z6 regarded Ulrich's
epic or itsi source as.an inept compilation of stock Arthurian mdtifs,
themes; and\ episodes borrowed from the ~ supposedly older classical
. s . ’ . : L
Arthurian epics.. As Pérennec aptly remarks ﬂ
“on voit apparaltre les images contradict01res d'un Lanzelet,
témoin d'un stade ancien de . 1'&volution ,de la tradition
arthurjenne, et d'un Lanzelet, roman d&cadent.” -

As yet no consensus exists as to the nature. of the “"welschez bugch” - whichf -

Ulrich claimed to have translated c
S

Closely linked to this discussion of the Lanzelet's role in,the

evolution of'the Arthurlan epic is the problem of establishing the'date‘of-

.

i
composition of Ulrich s work and of its alleged French source. -Here, too,

the debate has not ‘yet been concluslvely reSolyed' although Pérennec's

comment reveals. that the maJority of scholars consider Hartmann's Erec at

least to have., been composed - prlor to- Ulr1ch s epic
.Si. les germamistes ont abouti 3 un certain consensus (Le Lanzelet'w
dans tous: les cas postérieur 3 Erec), cet accord r&sulte plus de
la lassitugde genérale .qn i'1 ne dé&coule -d'une ¢onviction
Jt - vEritable."T | ..k - ' - g : o

The -eyidence is;jhowevert,ambivalent and the relative date of composition

%

- K}

\l ' . . . ‘-'. . . /F, ) .
ftahd the nature of Ulrich's source must'be determined before the merits of

v

any ‘theory as to the date of compositlon of the Lanzelet can be accurately

o

evaluated. S : co o N



Controversy has also erupted over the moral or spiritual values
communicated by Ulrich's work and over the Lanzelet's literary merit or

lack of it. Thus several researchers have shown a tendency to deny the

C . ,
Lanzelet any literary worth because’ of what -they perceive to be the low
moral standards portrayed fn the work. Gervinus, who does not seem O

have read the Lanzelet very carefudly, sets the e*ample when he claims:
- .
“Die Zuchtlosigkeit ist ... beinahe grundsdtzlich. ber die
obséBnsten Dinge wird hier ruhig weggegangen als misse es so sein;
... in Lanzelot ... aber ‘ist das Hﬁssliche nicht einmal mit dem
Reiz der Darstellung verschdnert; ... Sol ein durchaus stumpfes
/ moralisches Gefihl herrscht hier Uberall.™ .

He goes on to remark: ' . : .

“Noch liegt hier eine Reihe langweiliger Geschichten ohne
Verbindung, ohne innere Bedeutung, hintereinander; ... Kein
Schluss einer Begebenheit, kein Schluss des Ganzen, kein
fesselndes Ereignis, keine kleinste  Intrigue, keine Leidenschaft,
kein Gefﬁhl, veder im Dichter noch in seinen Geschdpfen, kein
Bild, keine Sprache, kein Leben, und selbst wo ng_Vortrag lebhaft
geschildert sein soll ... selbst da kein Leben.” v

This view 1is immediateiy challenged by K. Hahn, who attempts toO

.

vindicate Ulrich as a poet and who perceives that the supposedly morally
objectionable el .uent have a function -in structuring the Lanzelet.
Bichtold also ot ‘ects tc Gervinus' criticisms and opines:

“Findet sich -och im ganzen Lied keine einzige Stelle, die selbst
nach unsern heu: tgen moralischen Begriffen den Anstand verletzte.”

o ¢

However, he éfso.aaﬁfés tgét "Lanzelet ... viel zu viel mit dem Weibervolk
zu schaffen hat ....”32 Behre;s argument in.this regard is especially
4telling because he.points out that the aspects of the Lanzelet to which
Gervinus QSjected are more or less typical of all medieval courtly epics.33

Nevertheless authors of literary handbooks and histories such as A.

34 ‘ — . :
Vilmar and F. Vog;35 have generally followed Gervinus' example. Even

Ehrismann assumes a moralising attitude vis—-2-vis the Lanzelet, claiming:



"auf Unterhaltung durch merkwurdige Begebenheiten 1ist es
-abgesehen, seelische Probleme kennt diese am Ausseren haftende
Erzihlungsweise unicht. Der Grundfehler liegt in der Arbeitsweise
des Urhebers, ... er hiuft Abenteuer und Motivwiederholungen
aufeinander, ohne eine innere Verbindung im Charakter des Helden
herzustellen, daher die 3gbscossenden Wiederverheiratungen des

'wipsaeligen Lanzelet'...

Ehrismann thus sees "die bloss dusserliche Komposition der

wr

Erweiterung durch Motivwiederholung”™ as one of . the causes of the

"moralischen Ungeheuerlichkeiten" and the “Lusternheit” of the women 1in

7
" Ulrich's poem.3

et}

' ) ) , N )
Gerhard Eis 1is even more. cutting in his discussion of- Ulrich von

zatzikhoven in the VerfaSsefiexikon: y

- e

"Die unéefﬁge Art, wie hier ein in doppeltem Sinne roher Stoff
eingedeutscht ward, 1ist ungewShnlich. Es ist eine bedenkenlose
Kompilation von verschiedenartigem Strandgut barbarischer
Herkunft, ohne Rucksicht auf die gesellschaftlichen und
christlichen Satzungen des fortgeschrittenen Jahrhunderts

Die Episoden werden nur Susserlich zusammengehalten .... Es kam
ihm (i.e. Ulrich) in der Hauptsache darauf an, durch die Haufung
der Abenteuer zu fesseln .... Die Minne erscheint bei ihm nur als
grobsinnlicher Trieb, die Frauen §énd 10stern und niedrig, der
Held ist ein unersadttlicher Buhler. -

Hére again the alleged moral degeneracy of the Lanzelet is taken as a
sign ,Of its lack of depth and is linked .ﬁo supposed structural
deficiencies.

M. 0'C. Walshe reiterates these criticisms in 1962:

“It is clear that the poem is extremely nafve, with no higher claim
to- literafy excellence, and indeed with singularly few moral
scruples.”

More recent research, however, has suggested that the Lanzelet has a

definite structure which reveals the work's ijmplicit didactic function.

Thus Soudek claims that:

"Ulrich bei der Abfassung seines Gedichtes einen ganz bestimmten,
ethisch hochstehenden und Sber den der vorhdfischen Epik eigsnen
Hang zum blossen Unterhalten hinausgehenden Zweck verfolgte.”

Similarly, Klaus Schmidt attributes “strukturbildende Kridfre” to the

. el NP
Frauenbegegnungen, % while Max Wehrli writes:

N




"In den Minnebeziehungen des 'wipsaelegen' Helden scheint weniger
eine hdfische Libertinage  zu walten, als vielmehr die
Exemplifikation %%rschiedener. Casus im Sinne des Traktats des
Kaplans Andreas.” : ~

‘These more recent studies and. others like them have as yet only set

»

the stage‘ for an objective, unprejudiced discussion of the Lanzelet's

Y

.Structure and -of its literary value, a discussion which is sorely needed.

'

2. The Problems
A renewed discussion of the Lanzelet 1is imperative because, although’

earlier research contributed much to our understanding of Ulrich's skill

T

as a versifier and to our knowledge of his linguistic and historical

background,[until recently most analyses of Ulrich's epic have tended to

be very subjective or at best inconclusive and many controversies remain

In the discussion of the Lanzelet's date of composition, for
)

» s
when critics were confronted with verses ianlrichfs epic whiche _

unresolved.

example,

betrayed an uﬁmistakable kinship to passages 1in Hartmanp's Erec or
Wolfrag's Parzival, they often automatically rejected the possibility that
Ulrich coyld have influenced his contemporarieé, simply because Ulrich was
supposedly a lesser poet and therefore more likely to imitarte otﬁers

rather than to be imitated. That was, for instance, Schilling's rationale=r

S~
"Accedit quod in usu loquendi Ulrici et Hartmanni in Erekio multa,
quae utrique sunt communia, -reperiuntur, quae, quin ex Erekio
prius scripto mutuatus sit Ulricus, unemo dubitabic. Quis enim
censeat, Hartmannum, podtam magnae indolis, virum humanitate atque
urbanitate politissimum, cujus carmina summa sint ~orationis
suavitate atque elegantia, sectatum esse URsicum, incultum
sermone, ingenio tenuem, qui inter poétas, qui illa \licerafgg
Jostrarum aetate praeclarissima vivebant, nullo modo excelleat?” o

(Moreover, no one will doubt that. many turns of speech found in
Hartmann's Erec and /Ulrich's epic which are common to both authors
were borrowed by Ulrich from Erec, which had been composed.
earlier. Would anyone ever believe that Hartmann, a poet of great
talent and a man most refined, cultured, and eloquent, whose verse
is the epitome of poetic grace and elegance, could be indebted to




. o
Ulrich, rude of, speech and of little talent, who among the poets
that lived during this wmost illustrious age of our literature in
no way excelled.) 4

Gruhn easily refuted this view by remarking that imitation of Yesger poets

o \

by greater ones 1is historically well documented. N
) L2

It was then similarly argued thac; because Ulrich had imitated his
"predeceésofs" Hartmann and Wolfram, he must have lacked talent. Pérennec
makes reference to such "illogisme™ in his thesis:

"Quand il s'agit ensuite de porter un jugement sur la valeur
: T4 3 pd y .
littéraire du roman, la méthode employee n apparalt pas plus
satisfaisante. Etudier le Lanzelet en fonction d'Erec et Parzival
Y SR . R
conduit 3 porter une appréciation esthétique qui n'est qu'une
pétition de principe: . le Lanzelet sera un roman d'épigone, par
exemple, mais comment pourrait-on arriver 3 une conclusion
différente quand on se demande ce qui dans le Lanzelet ressemble a
. = \
Erec et a Parzival? On tourne ainsi en cercle: on ne songe pas a
€tudier le Lanzelet pour lui-m@me parce que le roman semble
- -_— S ) '
m€diocre. Comme on le considere alors en fonction d'autres
. ¥ ’
oeuvres, on. en fait une production marquee du  sceau de la

” .
«décadence.

In this discussion of the Lanzelet's o:iginality'gonsideratidh must

also be given to the fact -that in thejMidAle Ages originality did- not

merit the praise which the modern world accords it and borrowing was not
yet considered a.reprehensible practigél As Lofmark so astutely observes:~

"Die hofischen Dichter éélbst”_yertreten,'eine Haltung, die
derjenigen unserer Zeit fast entgegengesetzt ist. Wenn sie von
ihrer Arbeit oder von der Arbeit ihrer Kollegen sprechen, rihmen
sie wohl Sprache und Verskunst, aber sie sagen nichts von einer
schopferischen Neugestaltung des Stoffes, und sie nennen immer
wieder als ihre eigentliche Aufgabe das treue Jbersetzen der
Vorlage, bei demagichts Bedeutendes ausgelassen und nichts Eigenes
eingefligt wird.” '

N

Thus even if a medieval author frequently quoted anopher's works or

NN
N

borrowed motifs and charécters from anothgr, as Wolfraﬁ fféquently did,

this is insufficient reason to spufn:him as ;n epigon or hack writer.
Nevertheless Ulrich von thzikhovén is so designated and it 1is ;he

previously described cgféular reasoning of liierary critics which 1is at

. /’ N .
fault; yet Pérennec's attempt to divorce the debate over the Lanzelet's



/,

date of composition from an evaluation of the Lanzelec'e artistic merit’
‘rs equally misgdided. While it ie true that an‘evaluation of a certain
author's talent contributes nothing towards establishing the date of
composition of his works relative to those of his contemporaries, the

converse does not apply. When an author pioneers a new art form such as

the Arthurian epic, even if his work is somewhatqcrude and unpolished,fhe

is to be highly esteemed. On “the other handn.the same crude, unpolished:

. ) . i
work, if simply an imitation of then popular llterarure, should be judged
inferior because the . author in this casey having imitated his

-t

predecessors, has learned noching from them® Thus a latef?work must equal

’

“or in some way Surpass previous works composed in the. same genre and/or

. !
\ M

style in order tojbe~ugrrhy of acclaim, whereas an auchor who reveals

s .

great originality in pioneering a new art form is deserving‘of recognition

for this reason alone, even if, as 1in the case of most medieval German

P,

authors, his work is "merely” a translation or adaptation of exrant French.

4
<

literature.

¢

It is thus evident that the dlscussion of the relative chronology of .

the Arthurian epic is linked to the debate over the Lanzelet's llterary\\

value, the outcome of which ‘depends in, part on the cr1t1c s conceptlon of

the moral or spirftual values communicated by Ulrich's work, which is 1n_

-

turn strongly\influenced by the rgsearcher s perception of the Lanzelet as

a haphazard gompilation of borrowed motifs or as a well-structured

Erziehungsroman. This thesis will therefore attempt tO determine the

Hnature of Ulrich ] alleged French source and establlsh the position of

this source and of the Lanzelet within che relatlve chronology of the‘:

s RN

Arthurian epic, will briefly analyse the structure of the Lanzelet ~and®

.

“will then utllise the knowledge gained from this research to re—evaluate

‘ .

the merits of the Lanzelet and its French source ag works of llterature. .

w7
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. IT. The Lanzelet and its French Source'
— N P "

A. The Existence of Ulrlch s Source..
}

Like many other medieval German authors Ulrich von Zatzikhoven clalms
that his work is a faithful translation of a foreign source, presumably

French, which he descrfbes as a “welschez buoch.“'-Unfortunately, no such

medieQal welschez buoch corresponding to the Lanzelet .has Survived the

~

ravages of time, and one mighg therefore be tempted to dismiss Ulrlch s

statement as 'literary fiction if he .had not in his epic described in Some

~

detail the circumstandes leading to his acquisition of this source;
diz selbe getihte. - ,
als ich iuch berihte, . o .
so enist d8 von noch ZzZuo geleit,_
wan als ein welschez buyoch seit,
daz uns von @rst wart erkant, ; o
d® der kiinic von Engellant - g
wart gevangen, als got wolde, . R - o

~ von dem herzpgen Liupolde, o '
" . und er in h8he schatzte.
der gevangen kiinec im satzte
ze giseln edel herren,
von vremden landen verren,
an gebilirte harte gr8z, .
graven, vrien and und der gn8z:
di bevalch ab keiser Heinrich
in tiutschiu lant umbe sich,
als im riet sin wille.
) H8c yon Morville ° .

hiez der selben glsel ein,
in. des gewalt uns vor erschein I o

‘ daz welsche buoch von Lanzelete. (Lanz. V. 9321—934l)

The allusion to Hugh de Morville as one of the hostages exchanged for

tm

the release of King Richard the Lion-Hearted lends credence to the
author's comments about the origin of the Lanzelet; fifstiy because the

existence of an Anglo Norman nobleman named Hugh de Morville who was King

"~

Richard's contempofary is well attested in hlstorical documents, although

7 =

he is never explicitly identified elsewhere as one of the hostages,2 and,

12, : ‘ R
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‘epics the former works nust, asfﬁartens suggested, 1in some way be

secondly, because the Arthurian namee employed by Ulrich in the Lanzelet

are recorded in ‘forms consistent with the Anglo—Normah dialect of 0ld.

12

French.3 ‘

‘Moreover, the comparison of episodes and motifs in the Lanzelet with’

-

those in other medieval treatments of ‘the Lancelot legend reveal striking

parallels which indicate that Ulrich did not simply invent his material or

borrow it haphaza:dly from other Arthurian epics. Sincenthe French Prose

Lancelotqshares several episodes and motifs with the Lanzelet such as“the

-

~account: of the hero's youth, which are lacking in other early Lancelot

4 :
related. Yet because the Lanzelet was composed pefore the French Prose

‘.Lancelot,(which was compiled during the flrst three decades of the

’thirteenth éentury,5 the latterlcould'not have furnished the 4ource

material for the former. .Conversely, because German authors appear €0

have exercised little or no ianUence on their French counterparts during

.this era, Ulrich's work has’never been postulated as the source of the

related episodes in the Erench Prose Lancelot Ihus Mirtens' discovery of

»

numerous correspgndendes between these two works proves that the La zelet

and some sections of the French Prose Lancelot were ultimately derived

from a common source,6 possibly Hugh de Morville's "welschez buoch,

generally‘referred to as the Urlanzelet, for, as Webster has demonstrated,
Ulrich's frequent allusions to the derivation of his=mate%ial from a
"welschez buoch” or'."lied" are confirmed as true by: the fact that"the
episodes in tue Lanzelet _where 'ﬁlrieh makes such comments almost

invariably have analoguesu ih the Frenéch Prose Lancelot and/or 1in

Chretien s Chevalier de la Charrette (cd1lC), indicating that the Laneelot

legend had alreadyrbeen recorded in a French epic long before Ulrlch

penned his Lanzelet.7

-

\

13



B. The Nature of Ulrich s Source ' 3: R

Not surprisingly, no sooner- was che questlon of the existence of this
-Urlanzelet satisfactorlly sebtled than‘ﬁn controversy arose vis -3-vis the

- 8 .

nature of Ulrich s source. MAny sdholaqs,*among them,James Bruce, Stefan
9 g h 10 . ! o :

Hofer ‘ and Kurt Ruh believe that UlrLch's . source was an inept

-

compi}ation of episodes and’ motifs borrowed ‘from ‘several of Chrétien's

epics.\ A number of these critics also maintain like Golther that:
"Da der unbekannte Verfasser (1 e. of Ulrich s’ source)
Krlstians Werke gelegentlich ausplundert so Qat ihm

vermatlich auch der Karrenroman vor Augem, obschon-h

er dle Zuthaten Kristians zur Entfuhrungsgeschlchte“

streicht. Mir scheint dieser.schlecht angelegte Lance{etroman‘
(i.e. Urlanzelet) geradezu eine- Ergﬁnzung zur Karre.

V-

However, other scholars such ae‘Je§51e Weston12 and Sanmuel Slnger
hotly contest the view that Chrétiehzs works comprised\rhe source of the
Urlanzelet .andA>postulate inetead that the Urlanzelet originated when a
number of lays besed on Celtic legend were strung together to create ohe
of the first primiti;e‘arthurian.romances; A finaltverdict‘ee,to ‘the
merits of these‘confliccing theories oan only'be reached by ascertaining

the relationship of the Urlanzelet to Chrétien's epics and to ‘certéin

Celtic tales through a-comparatlve analysis of the episodes and motifs

they share with one‘another — if an episode in the Lanzelet parallels an

episode- in one of chese works or a Celtic. tale more closely (by sharing

_subsidiary motifs with it) than it does a similar’ Celtic tale orian

episode in another work, then it should follow that the latter work or
.tale is less ciosely related to the Urlanzelet than the former and, given
be possible to identify the various stages in the evolution of the

Lancelot legend which- the individual epics aqd tales reoresent- e

the relative date qf COmpoqftion of a few. of these works, it should then

T4



c. The Urlanzelet and Chr€tien's Epics

Since the theory that Ulrich's source was nothing but a pastiche of

r -
“y

episodes and motifs borrowed from a variety of Chrfrien's epics, not only

e
. .
7

from the Célc,l4 seems to be most popular among Germaaists and has
recently been espoused by no less an authority than Kurt Ruh15 it will be

the first to be\subjected to closer scrutiny. Proponents of this view
\ . - .

base their theory on the fact that numerous episodes in the Lanzelect

¢

apparently have analogues in Chrétien's Erec, Cligés, Ivain and Perceval

’

as well as in ché,CdlC416‘ It is simply assumed by these scholars that the

~

presence of such parallels must be due to borrowing from Chrérien's works

&

by the author of the Urlanzeiet.

1. fhé Urlanzelet and Chrétien's Perceval

Bruce, for ‘example,“claims that the ‘anonymity of the hero in the
Lanzelet is a featuré ultimately derived from Chrécrien's Percéval.l7 Yet
in Chrétien's version of the Perceval legend this métif fﬁlfils no
significant function in tﬂe devélopment of the plot; it is merely a
superfluous aspebt of tﬁe'heroﬁ§ tumpheit. fh;s_contrasts markedly with
the prominence of the same motif in the Lanzelet where, as Soudek has
shown,18 the hero's némelessness is centrai“ ro the .development of the
stofy and furpishes an essential iink between the diverse adﬁentures of
the hero.wﬁich lead up to his‘encounter with Iweret. Moreover, bY tying
the hero's discovery 9f.his nage"to the accomplishment‘of a pafticplar
adventure or Tfeat of arms, the ﬂ;nzelet differs ’sigﬁificanFly from
Chrétien's Perceval b;t conforms closely to stories of the "Bel Inconnu”

type (with which it also corresponds in other respects),19 which probably

retain a more archaic version of the motif than.Chrétien's Perceval does.



.

It therefore comes as a surprise when critics identify the author of

the Urlanzelet as the borrower, for it is inconceivable that a skilled

\

.
author like Cchrétien, if he truly was composing an original epic

N

independent of any source, should frequently’ utilise motifs which

apparently have no symbolic value and do nothing to further the‘plbt or

T «

- N e . C .
contribute to the strudture of his work. It is far mere likely that the

appearance Of dead motifs in an epic is the result of deliberage,

O

extensive adaptation ol

X a1 source, an adaptation which would probably Llead

: ' L.
to a restructuring of the epic and to the omission or re—arrangement of
some motifs and episodes and/or the addition of others from foreign

sources. Such mwmodifications could conceivably produce’ occasional

inconsistencies in the development of the plot, might leave the action

poorly,motivated In parts of the revised epic, and would frequently

deprive aotifs of the function and significance they had had in their

sriginal context. Thus if the author failed to entirely omit such motifs

from his epic, yet did not succeed in completely integrating them in his

adaptation of the hypothetical source by inventing a new function for them

1s structural or symbolic elements in their new context, his borrowing’

could easily be detected. Cons:quently, if this parallel between the
Lanzelet and Perceval is to be ascribed to borrowing, qhég the evidence

. ) ,
‘points to Chrétien as the borrower.
N ) /

¢

On the other hand, the motif of the hero's anonymity 1is not -

restricted to these two epics but is also utilised by Chrétien in the Cd1C

.gdhich was composéd Sefore Perceval) where it is not a dead motif, but
serves to create sugpense and tontributes to -‘the aura of mystery
sufrounding iﬁe hero. Thus.this theme in the Urlanzelet, if it was indeed
borrowed from ﬁne of Chrétien's'epics, which seems réther unlikely,‘was

probably adapted from the Cd1C rather than from Perceval.

N
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This same objection can also be’raised against the.suggestion“ghat“”

foviie

the Galagandreiz epistde in the Lanzelet waSLultihatef& derivéd from the

. . ) 20 i E ’ . . .
Blancheflor episode in Perceval, forywhile it is true :that the actions

! ) e ..
of Galagandreiz' lascivious™ daughter .parallel those of Blancheflor, they

. K , a Y
also resemble those of one of the damsels depicted in the CdlC. Therefore'
R o ; . , )
this episode of the Lanzelet;:ﬁoo;-could ultimately,have been derived from

-

the Cd1C.

Yet another feature of the'ﬁanzelet which some scholars questionably

attribute to borrowing from Chrétien's Perceval: by the author of the

Urlanzelet is the account of the hero's youth and education, barticularl§

with regard chche Dﬁmmiingssage,Zl and this -in spite of the fact that
- N O a ’

other scholars such as Bi:ugger22 and Philipot23 have deemed the -"enfances

fBeriques” of the Lanzelet more archaic than -the prosaic "enfances ¥

humaines” of Perceval and Parzival.” Moreover, when the two accounts are
.subjected to close scrutiny, it soon becomes apparent that .the differences
. < o B

“l I} ! 0- . = \ .' . 3 ! i . . . . P :
outweigh the gimilarities. True, the hero is in each ‘case 4an ignorant

youth who has been raised apart from the wérld, whose father has di%d in

battle, and who is untrained in the chivalrous punéuip‘of jousting, but

the two epics contrast sharply in their Hepiécibdgof fhe hero's youth

where details are concerned. Perceval is an accomplished horseman «while

"y

Lancelot .is complétely'ignorant?of'eqﬁestrian pursufésrwaerce&aihis. ‘

brought up in a mundane forest by his mother and ~her servants, wheéreas

Lancelot, much like the hero of tHe French Prose'iancelot and. of the CdiC e

(v. 2354 ff.), is raised by+a fairy. on an island in a lake, a locale which ;f'v.

4

g ' . : a o 2
corresponds to descriptions of the otherworld in old Celtic . legends. -
Lancelot's foster mother provides him with proper armor and weapous
whereas Perceval's mother'dresses her son'in'thé'costumé of'a boor.

Perceval is instructed in the art of'jQustinguby an elderly knight, while



B

b;Lancelot is taught how to: ride and how to hold his lance and shield by a

young cavalier. Thus the alleged parallels between Perceval and the u

Lanzelet in thelr depictlon of the hero's youth and education are either
restricted to genefalities and stock motifs or are shared by the CdlC and

Prose Lancelot as well and need not be attributed to borrowing from

Perceval by the author of the Urlanzelet since it is equally possible that

Chr€tien borrowed these motlfs from the latter work or that the two

M "

authors 1ndependently drew on trédltlonal material. Cosman, after all,
points out that Ulrich's ‘account of Lancelot's enfances corresponds more
closely to Wolfram's description of Parzival's. youth and education than to
NPT . 25 Ll . .'
Chrétien's version of the tale. Similarly,  Loomis lists several
parallels between Lancelot's education as recounted in the Lanzelet and
the instruction which the hero of Peredur receives from one of the
sorceresses of the "Shlnlng Castle, . Caer Loyw, which itself resembles:

Ulrich's “Meidelant."2?

"

In addition, some-"portions of:the Lanzelet which have no analogues
whatsoeuer in Chrftien's ‘Perceval uevertheless correspond closely to
epieodes in other versions‘of the Perceval legepd; for examble,jin one
episode in Peredur the hero is first impriSoned by his host and then

_Succored by his jaiier's daughter;'who ptovides hiu with the uecessities

of .life in his cell and epentually releases him so that he can attend a
tournament from whico he returns victorious.27 The jailer's daughter in
‘Petedur is, of course, reminiscent of Ade and the queen of Pluris in the
Lanzelet and of the seneschal's wife and Meleagant's sieter in the CdlC
but has no counterpart in Chretlen s Perceval.

Similarly, the Queen of Pluris with her hundred knights, whouappears

in Ulrich's epic, has an analogue both in the Empress of Constantinople,

. 28 .
also accompanied by a hundred knights, in Peredur -and in Herzeloyde in

w



‘'Wolfram's Parzival. All three works describe how a hero unintentionally
and somewhat reluctantly wins the hand of a queen by defeating all
opponents in a tournament which he has entered without such a “marriage”
as his goal. This episode, too, is lacking in Chrétien's Perceval epic.
Meanwhile Ulrich's work also parallels Peredur29 and Parzival in that
the respective'heroes each win thé love of three women in succession. Yet
whereas Wolfram, for one, depicts Parzival's amorous encounters with three
different ladies (Jeséhute, Liaze, Condwiramurs),BO Chrérien limits his

hero to onlx' two such adventures in Perceval, where no counterpart to

Liaze appears. .
~

Thus it would seem that not the Urlanzelet and Perceval but rather

the entire Lancelot and Perceval legends are somehow related,31 although

one could object that tﬁe many parallels between Peredur, Parzival, the

CdlC, and the Lanzelet could conceivably be attributed to borrowing from
the latter two and/or the. Urlanzelet by the authors of Peredur and
Parzival or to borrowing from Pafzival by Ulrich. However, because the

episodes’ in question diverge considerably in. their depiction of details

and appear in entirely different contexts within the liverse works,

these similarities cannot all be ascribed to borrowing, pat.icularly ghere'

the Lanzelét, Parzival, and Peredur all parallel each other to the

exclusion of chrétien's Perceval. Therefore it could well be that "at an’

early stage in the develgpmént of the Lancelot and Perceval legends

adventures originally associated with one particular hero came tO be

’

attributed to a different hero altogether. .

3

On the other hand, even if one accepts the possibility that parallels
between the different works mentioned are the result of borrowing, this is

o

still no basis for assuming, as so many critics do, that episodes and



. . . ) , . :
motifs common ,to Ulrich's epic and Chrétien's Perceval must have been

copied from the latter by the author of the Urlanzelet. As the examples

cited have made clear, in a large number of cases alleged correspondences
) N

. \
between the Lanzelet and various versions of the Perceval "legend are

shared witﬁ the CdlC as well. Therefore, since the ¥Yrlanzelets and the

Y

Cd1C are already closely linked in that they are both LancelotAepics, it
follows that the author of the Urlanzelet, if he did indeed mine
Chrétien's epics for material, would have exploitéd the CdlC“rather than

Perceval. Meanwhile, parallels between portions of Perceval and the

Lanzelet or the CdlC could be explained as the results of borrowing from

the CdlC or the Urlanzelet by Chrérien when he was in the .process of
composing his last epic. In any case, no real evidernce can be advanced to
support the contention that Chrétien's Perceval furnished the ultimate

source for some of the episodes in Ulrich's Lanzelet.

2. The Urlanzelet and Chrétien's Ivain

Another of Chrétien's epics which supposedly furnished- the author of

the Urlanzelet with material for his work is JIvain. Many critics, have
been struck by the parallels between the(Tfountain episode in Ivain and the
Iweret episode in the Lanzelet. _Forster, for example, notes that in both

epics the hero fights a duel to the death with a close relative of the

< '

woman he eventually marries. Moreover, the two accounts correspond with

each other in the description of the field of combat as well, which %n

bdoth cases consists of a typical locus amoenus complete with a bubbling
spring overshadowed by an‘evergfeén tree and situated in a forest glade in
.

.32 . I :
a realm of magic.: These -similarities lead Bruce to .claim that the scene
. 7

in the Lanzelet is.mefely an echo of the fountain episode in Ivain.

i \
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Nevertheless, further consideration soon reveals that ‘the Iweret
episode in Ulrich's work could not have been originally derived from

Ivain. Even F&rster, ,who was one of the first to remark upon the’

¥

similarities between the two accounts and who believed that Chrétien's
o ) ' 34 . :
Ivain antedated the Urlanzelet, later rejected the possibility that the

fountain episode in .Ivain furnished the ultimate source of the parallel
. o B
& v

episode in uirich's epic.35 For one thing, altgdugh the‘fountain in Ivain
is a storm-making spring, the fountain in the Lanzelet evinces no
:supernaturai propertiesfwhatsoever. Thics discrepancy is very important,
for it 1is extremely uqlikely thgt the author of Ulfich'si original who
delighted in portraying such mira$ilia.as>the ;Wachsende~warte" (Lanz. Ve
5;24) and the "Schriende mos” (Eiﬂi' v. 7041) woﬁid, fdr no apparenﬁ

reason, have deleted the magical character wf the spring from the episode
T . /‘j - . .
j A

, 6 C
if it had been included in his source,3 for such an allusion to a

-

rain-making spring-in the Urlanzelet would have been completely consistent

with the author's style and jtaste. Chrétien, on the. other hand, could

easily have interpolafed thig feature in his scory after having read about

»

a ;ain-making spring i& wWa e,37 just as he incorporated,ele@ents of the
Tristan legend in Cligés. Thus stylistic criteria militate ‘against the
vigw that correspondences between the Lanzelet and Ivain can be imputed to
borrowing from the latter by\the author of the Urlanzelet:

Besides, as Loomis rema\ks in passing, this episode in the Lanzelet
has an analogue not only in hrérien's-Ivain but in the Cd1lC as well,.a

fact which seems to have \escaped all other scholars, even though
i
: |
|
comparison of the Iweret episode in the Lanzeler with the closing scene in
. 1 i .

: !
the CdlC, where Lancelot finally slays his mortal foe, Meleagant, reveals
o — ! ' ; .
a number .of striking similaridies. As in Ulrich's epic, the settiﬁg'for

| i
I

{
|
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the knightly combat *in the Cdl€ is a locus amoenué, which Chrétien depicts

as follows:

An la.lande un sagremor ot.

Si bel que plus estre ne pot:

Mout tenoit place, mout iert lez,

S'est li leus tot an tor orlez ‘ 0
De menue erbe fresche et bele, B ~
‘Qui an toz tanz estoit novele.
Soz le sagremor jant et bel,

Qui plantez fu del tanms Abel; _
Sort une clere fontenele _
Qui de corre est assez isnele.
Li graviers est et biaus et janz
Et clers con se ce fust arjanz,
Et 1i tuiaus, gl con je cuit,

De fin or esmeré et cuit,

Et cort parmi la lande a val, : 39 -
Antre deus bois parmi un val. (CdIC, v. 7005-7020)

In the field there stood a sycamore as fair as any tree could be;

it was wide spread and covered a large ‘area, and around it grew a

) fine border of thick fresh grass which was green at all seasons of

. the year. Under this fair and stately sycamore, which was planted

back in Abel's time, there rises a clear‘spring of water which

flows away hurriedly. The bed of the spring is beautiful and as-

bright as silver, and the channel through which the water flows is

~tormed, I.think, of refined and tested gold, and it stygtches away
across the field down into a valley between the woods.

Although brief,‘this"dés;riptioqxof the field of combat in tﬁgigglg
coincides.quite élosélyAwith’the portrayal of Behfdfet in fﬁ; Lanzelet.
Features common to--both accounﬁs inc%;de albeéutifuljtree overépadowiﬁg a

pleasant fountain of clear water, a beautifully warked basin érgcondﬁit

which catches the water, the etérnél summer which keeps thé',glade

perpetually green, and the forest .which is bisected by a stream._' Thus,

"with régard to ;he setting_of_;heﬂcombatg this segment of the CdiC
. parallels the Idéret episode 1in ﬁifiéh's epic as ciosely, if not more so,
than does the corresp&ndipg pértion of Ivain.

Furthermore, -the Lanzelet %nd Eglg resemble each other in the

delineation of the comﬁai as well. In both epics the hero and his

opponent batter each other.with their wéapons until their armor is rent



: ,and torn and in both accounts Lancelot wounds his oppqnent;twicélgéfore

decap tating'ﬁim.. Amazingly, the two accounts even aéree.inﬁtheir

',deschption of one of'the wounds Lanceipt metes;out. Chrétien relates of
the’pattle: | |

Mes Lanceloz bien se porCuide, e .-
Car a s'espee qui bien taille " ’ ’ -

Li a fet tel osche an sa taille,

Don 1l ne respassera mes, .
Ainz iert passez avris et mes, ' :

Que le nasel 1i hurte as danz,

Que trois 1'an a brisiez dedanz. '(Cd1C. v. 7096 7102)
... but Lancelot forestalls his plan, for with his trenchant sword

he deals his. body such a cut as he will not recover from untcil ’
April and May be passed. . He smashes his nose—guard against his

teeth breaking three of them in his mouth. .

[

Ulrichrstates:

des wart der kilene Iweret - .
geslagen durch sin barbel,

- daz der degen d158 snel
bluoten begunde  , .-
_zer nasen und zem munde o
durch die vintﬁlen dider. (Lanz. V. 4528 - 4533)

The parallel 1is unmistakable; in both versions of the combat Lancelot

seriously wounds his opponent with a blow to the area of the mough and‘

+

nose. Moreover, in both the Lanzelet and thé cdlic the lady on whose

H

behalf the hero is fighting wishesfhim to spare his enemy, which Lancelot

L 4

refuses to do. Thus, in~ this instance, the agreement betveen t31‘1e accounts

- -~ ~
v

of the battle in the Cd1C and 1in the Lanzelet far outweighs the sparse

)

parallels between the depiction of the combat in the Lanzelet and in

k3

Ivain. Consequently,»there is no npeed to postulabe the foqntain epLsode

4 .

in Chretlen s .Ivain as the model for the Iweret episode in Ulrich's work

because the Cd1C furnisheSra»mnch more likely sance,z

>

3. “The Urlanzelet and Chrétien s Cligés -f[ . ~‘;""f

Yet, in spite of the paucity of the evidence supporting tbe

<
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hypothesis that the author of the Urlanzelet¢ exploited severab’ of .

. - E‘?:/
Chrétien s epics for mater1a1 'Crltlcs have persisted in linking certain

Y -

episodes in the Lanzelet with ‘various scenes ;in Chretien's works.
o 41 . 42

Forster and -Hofer, for. example, also link Ulrich s epic with liges,
' contending that the three days tournament as it is depicted in Ulrich s

] . . i

work is merely an adaptation of the fou: days .tournament~portrayed?in

»Cligés, since the hero in both accounts attempts to remain anonymousfby‘

Y
’ [

«
v A

eventually becomes Gawain's friend.

.
-

However, both Jessie Westonl‘3 and Charles Carter,a4 the only critics

to undertake ‘an in depth study of the tournament motif, agree that the

.

bdepiction of the tourmey in the Lanzelet is more archaic and closer to theﬁ
‘postulated source than the presentation of the same motif in Cliges,.for

‘the eyisode in liges is clearly an interpolation. Firstly, CligES

- admigtedly consists of a compilatiou of motifs taken from both the matiéte

de Bretagne (e.g. the Tristan legend) and the matiére de Rome. Secondly,

the hero's habit of changing the color of his armor after each day . of thev

contest, his desire for anonymity, and his need for a horse and weaponsA

are all dead motifs replete with superfluous details in Chrgtien'Sjaccount

o o A ] .
.whereas the same motifs fulfil a vital function in the plot and structure-

of the Lanzelet where the hero is nameless from the outset and.where
Lancelot, whose own'armor has been destroyed in preQious battles; is trul;
in need of a new suit of armorz Therefore it is morelreasonable to assume
that Chpetien borrowed ‘the .tournament episode from the Urlanzelet and
revised it, rather than that the author ofAthe Urlanzelet copied the

tourney episode in Cliges.

changing the color of his armor after each- day “of the tourmey and

haY



_ v On the other hand, the three days' tournament motif is also employed

by Hue de Rotélande in Ipomedon, another early medieval French Arthurian,

pic which Bruce considers a possible source of the tournament episode in

the Lanzelet,AS for Ulrich s epic does agree more closely with Ipomedon in

lthe depiction of the tournament than it does with Cliges, firstly because

the contest in Ipomedon lasts only three days, as,}t does in the Lanzelet,

=

rather than four days as recorded in liges, secondly, because the hero n..
Wt

-

¢fboth lpomedon and the Lanzelet is urged to participate in aftournament by

a friend but refuses the invitation, only to change "his mind ~and attend

-

the tourney anyway, and thirdly because the hero's squire in the Lanzelet, )

: ) 4
Diepalt _has. am- analogue in Jason, the hero's squire in Ipomedon. 6 Yet,.

as Carter notes, these features of the tourament episqde could just as

plausibly'have been borrowed by Hue de Rotelande from the Urlanzelet.

L}

Moreover,‘_there\ 1s some evidence to suggest ,that the three days'

v

tournament is an integral part "of the Lancelot legend since the tourney

v’
2 -

depicted in the CdlC betrays some similarities to the tournament described

. 4
in the Lanzelet, 8 51milarit1es which can’ best be accounted for . 1f one

’

assumes tha;/chretien found such an episode in the source of the CdlC but<

. revised it extensively :to avoid .simply, retelling the ‘story’ of the

-

._I

tournament which he had already\related in Cliges. . . . .

KY

One, important detail which the tournament episode in the CdlC sharesj

with Ulrich s account 1s the fact that Gawaan initially refrains from

i

participating invtherousting and assumes the role of spectator on the

first day of the tournament. Also, in contrast to some Qther versions of

~ -

Ethe three days —tournament, both the CdlC and the Lanzelet relate how the

: _hero s charger and armor are furnished him by a, lady. cher traits common

to both Ulrich ] epic and the CdlC are Lancelot s attempt to remain .

7

‘
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incognito and * the™ genérosity with which he permits others to keep the

steeds of.the knighcs\he'has unhorsed. These parallels, taken together,

indicate. that” the Lanzelet and the Cd1lC drew on a common source in- which

the tournament episode was already associated with the figure of Lancelot

7

.Thus, for a number of reasons it 1s unnecessary and irrational to propose
o o

that the tournament motif in the Lanzelet was ultimately derived from-its
counterpart in Chrétien s.Cliges-

4. The Urlanzelet and Chrétien s Erec

-

AN

' The hypothesis that Qhrétien s Erec prov1ded the author .of the Urlanzelet

Vith some of his materialf9 is subject. to much the same flaws as the

7/

"previqusly discussed thesries. .While it 1is true that both the.Lanzelet

-2 \

and Chretien s Erec contain a rude dwarf episode and that both epics

recount;how a mounted dwarf strlkes the hero with a whip without good

:
’
o

cause, the circumstances under which this occurs are'quite‘different. In

!
\ E

Chrétien s work neither ‘the hero nor the dwarf are alone and the hero ,

' s - >

'immediately sets out to avenge hlmself after being insulted by the dwarf

whereas in the “Lanzelet both the hero and the dwarf are unaccompanied and

< ?

 the former‘ only seeks revenge after a considerable period of time has .

_elapsed. Moreover, the setting of the‘adventure; a castle on the one

e \

hand, a dark forest on the other, i$ completely different in the two epics.
Also significant is the fact-that‘a rude dwarf episode appears_in the
CdlC as well. Indeed, there are two such episodes in‘Chrétienis Lancelot
epic. In the first of ‘these Lancelot in order to discover the
whereabouts of the abducted queen, is constrained to ride in a cart driven
by a mysteriOus rude dwarf. In the second such episode a mounted dwarf

N bearing a whip and actiné as a messenger.treacherously leads the hero into

an ambush. Interestingly, this second adventure with an insolent dwarf

26



indeed borrowed from Chré€tien.

forms the prelude to the amorous jaileresé episode in the -Cd1C, just as

the’hero ] encounter with the rude dwarf in the Lanzelet eventually

results in his imprisonment at Pluris. In both epics Lancelot 1is lured

v

“into captivity by a mounted dwarf carrying a whip but is later permitted

to’ leave his prison and 1is provided with arms and a horse by his enamored
jaileress 50 that "he can part1c1pate in some sort of tourney. - Both works

also relate how the hero gains his freedom by slyly making a promise which

s

is so formulated that he can violate its intent while not literally,

¢

breaking his word. Finally, the two epics also agree Ln making the hero'

the object of a search by other Arthurian knights.so Thus once again a
section of the Lanzelet which was supposedly derived from one of

Chréftien's other epics betrays a marked - similarity to an episode in the

'CdlC as well and could therefpre have been based on the latter if it was

\.

By contrast, the stag hunt episode in Chrétien's Erec could very well

have inspired the reference to the hunt@hg'of the white steg in Ulrich™s

work since the two epics coincide remérkably well in their comments about

K}

the hunt. For example, both Chrétien and Ulrich state that the quarry is

a white stag ;hd that it 1is hunted by King Arthur and his knights.

- Furthermore, the two- authors agree .that at the conclusion of the hunt King

Arthur is required by custom to kiss the f;itest lady of the court and

imply that thiswtradition, handed down by Uther Pendragon, Arthur's

father, teads to cause jealousy and dissenston among the courtilers.

' Thus, since the two accounts of the stag hunt agree even in details, this

motif may indeed have been excerpted from Chrftien's Erec by the author of
. : @ S N ) “

the Urlanzelet, although the converse could also be-true. .

—_— -

e



Nevertheless, where motifs in the Lanzelet could ultimately have been
derived from one of Chrétien's epics| (exclusive of the CdlC) or where such
derivation is merely postulated, th motifs in question are always well

‘1ntegrated in .the plot and structure of Ulrich's epic. The rude dwarf

episode in ‘the Lanzelet, for ‘example, 1is alluded to 'frequently as the

prelife to the adventure at Pluris and thereby furmishes one of the

threads which binds together the numerous episodes in the first half of

Ulrich's epic. 'Similarly, the stag hunt ep}éode performs an important

S

function ih the development .of the plot in the Lanzelet in that it sets

the stagé for'Guinevere's abduction by Valerin. This contrasts markedly
with the somewhé;‘ forced combination bdf the same motifs in Chrétien's
EESE’>Wh§ré the conjunction of ;he'fud; dwarf and stag hunt motifé
trepresents a revis}on of the original legendsz.and:where the actions of
the characters aré poorly motivated. Thué in thosevinstances where the
author of the Urlanzeiet is alleged to have taken material from'Chrétien's
epics other.chan the Cd1C, it appears that he éctually improved on his
‘§qufce, if he did indeed borrow from chrétien's works, and consequedtiy

cannot be relegated to the status ‘of an epigon or an inept imitator of a

celebrated predecessor.

5. The Urlanzelet and chr€tien's Chevalier de la Charrette

" However, as has been demonstrated, in total very little evidence can
be adduced in support of the view that the Urlahzelet was a batcthFk of
episodes and mo;ifs borrowed from the whole raﬁge of Chrétien'svepics even
if one assumes tﬁa;}the Urlanzelet was composed after Chr€tien had
concluded his literary career, an assumption which has never been proven
ana is probap}y unwarranted. On the other hand theré is good reason toO

AN

suppose a closer relationship between the Urlanzelet and Chr&tien's Cdl1C,

28



not only because both works are Lancelot epics, but also because Ulrich's
! L

work, which is purportedly a faithf&l translation of the Urlanzelet, teems
with motifs which have close analogues in the CdlC. In fact, Holmes e;en
_went so far as to postulate that Chrgtien s Lancelot epic was the sole
source of the Lanzelet,53 a view justly rejected by the vast maJottty of
criticsSA because these two epics differ markedly 1in their plot,
striacture, and presentation whereas the Lanzelet 1s pgrpdrtedly a faithful
translation of its source.

By'centrast, Golther's suggestion that it was the Urlanzelet which
was based on the'gglgss is mueh more plausible since the wealth of
correspondences 'between the Lanzelet and Chrétieh's Lancelot epic
indicates that Ulrich‘s source and the latter were’closely telated.
Indeed, although attention has already been drawn to a number of the
:vparallels between Ulrich's work and the- CdiC, such as the parallel between
the seneschal 's wife in the amorous, Jalleress eplsode-ln the Eglg:and the
queeh of Pluris in the 'Lanzelet or the cerrespondence betweeh .the
character of ede in the Lanzelet and her counterpart in- the éiig,

Meleagant's sister, who, like Ade, feeds Lancelot while he is imprisoned

by one of her relatives, nurses him back to health after she has secured

his :elease,Aand becomes his amie in spite of the fact that her relative

- js Lancelot's mortal foe and is doomed to die at his hand,56 many others

exist which are just as striking and which ‘incontrovertibly demonstrate

that the Urlanzelet %nd‘the CdlC are somehow rélated.

The Galagandreiz.episode in the Lanzelet, for example, has huch in

common with the perilous bed episode in the CdlC,57 as the follbﬁihg

summary of features shared by the two accounts reveals. After an incident

in which'Laneelot'has been embarassed in an encounter with a‘rudevdwarf he



'

arrives at‘a castle . wheTe he seeks and obtains lodging fot the night. He
is accompanied oy at least one Arthurian knight who is a proven hero. His
companion(s) is/ére‘welcomed and favored by their hostess whiIe.Lancelot
is in some way.insulted or befittled by her. The latter, attendeq by two
damsels,;shows the gueets to their beds.or visits them after- they have
retired for thegnight and informs tnem of a perilous adventure which the
proven hero(es) decline(s) to attempt‘bnt which Lancelot’ dares. The
latter, who occupies the last in a series ofAthree teds, suffers a slight
wound from a cast weapon while accompllshing the adventure. ‘Finally,
before Lancelot departs from the castle his’ grateful hostess bestoms some

merk of favor on him.

". In addition, it is = noteworthy that, - -although Galagandreiz'
pfomiscuOus daughter has no exact counterbart in the perilous.bed ebisdde
of the CdlC, she does cotrespond closely to the Iescf;ious dansel depicted
in the succeedlng episade of Chretlen s Lancelot ep1c.58 . Interestingly,
the Galagandreiz episode in- thé Lanzelet concludes w1th the hero of the
epic coming to a crossroads after having left the castle, Just as does the
_parallel episoée in the Eilg'

Elsewhere in the two epics similarities are also apparent. In one

instance the authors of both works digress in order to comment on -the

safety of damsels rlding unescorted through the country51de,59 nnile,at

another point both . authors allude to a maglcal ring bestowed on the hero'

by his faiFy‘foeter motherf' The two epicists also coincide in their

inclusion’in their respective works of "an episode in which the hero, .

during his jOurney to succor Queen Guinevete, defeats a lone knight in a

kY

Joust -at a ford and knocks hlm into the water. Meanwhile;botn Ulrich and

i

Cbtetien depict Lancelot s visit to a cemetery where he encounters a
. s . ) s . y

N N ~ . . . ~ S
. C~
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talkative old monk who points out to the hero the grave or tomb which is

allegedly destined for him.6o bbreoVer,’the'tale of . the ;abduction and
r
rescue of Queen Guinevere and of Lancelot's duel with her ubductbr‘ is

’

recounted not only in the CdlC but Ain the Lanzelet as well Thus

v

Ulrich's epic and the Cd1C frequently concur not only ln thelr Qelatlon of

| . .
seemingly inconsequential ‘detalls but also
B . R

sequenc ing of some events in the plot

in’ their delineation and

However, these parallels between the Cd1lC .and the Lanzeletﬂoo not in

themselves prove that Golther was correct in his assumption that the

ﬁrlanzelet was based.on”Chrétien's epic, for .it must be noted that
correspondences between the Urlanzelet‘and.the CdlC could be.accounted for
—_— ‘
in several different ways. Onehcould postulate, as Golther origimally
did,~that the Urlenzelet was tased on Chrétien;s Lancelot‘""_epic,f)l out one
could also theorize that the Cd1C was derived from the Urlanzelet instead
or that both works comprised indep:odent adaptations-of”c common source.
Nevertheless Golther,62 along with his adherent Hofer,63 simply assumes
without producing viable evidence in support of his claim, . that toe'author
of the Urlanzelet rmitated Chrétien, rather tham vice versa, and concludes

‘that the author of Ulrich's source was an epigon.

This latter conclusion is, however, demonstraﬁiy false, for the plot,

style, and structure of the CdI1C as a whole dlffer so drastically from'

those of Ulrich's work (which most scholars consider to be a faithful

translatlon of the Urlanzelet) that, in spite of the similarity of

materlal utillsed by the two authors, Ulrlch s source can in no way be’

designated a mere imitation or adaptation of- Chrétlen s Lancelot eplc.'

Indeed, even where the motifs employed by these epicists are concerned,
A -

differences abound. The motif of the cart,yfpr example, which plays a

s

Q 3y
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major role inAChrgtien's poem, is conspicuously absent in the Lanzelet.
Similarly the main theme of the Cd1C, the hero's love affair with Queen
Guinevere, is not even hinted at in the Lénzelet,fwhere the hero.'s amorous
adventures are of an.entirely different order.64 Conversely, much of the

A

material in Ulrich's work, including the adventure with the dragon, the

Malduc episode, and the account of the Mantelprobe, is missing id the

Cd1C. Thus many of tﬁe salient features of the one epic are totally

lacking in the other.
<3

Cdnsequently, if one‘herSLSts in the belief that the Urlanzelet was
inspired by the Eélg» then one must assume that the author of the formerl
deliberately re-organized the -raw material he discovered in the Ccdic,
deleting some episodes_and motifs and adding others in ‘order to propound
an ideclogy of love.completely at variance with the philosophy of hohe
Minne advocated by Chr€tien and thereby change the whole thrust of the
-Lancelot legend.;.Yet once this is admitted; then the Utlanzeletgcan no

mlonger be termed an imitation, adaptation or completion of Chr€tien’'s epic
but;nget 1nstead be recognized as a literary masterplece that ingeniously

~ parodies the CdlC. Only this possibility, that the Urlanzelet comprised
ey — ~ . ————————

%kan Anti-Chevalier, sufflces to explaln why the motifs of the cart and the
"sword brldge and thé theme of Lancelot S tlllc1t love for the queen are
lacking in the Lanzelet, for it is unthinkable that one of Chr&tien's
succeésots should otherwise have totallyi‘removed . from . the story of
Lancelot "the very themes and‘ motifs which became the hallmarks ;of the
Lancelot legend and were most‘frequently aliuded to by .his siccessors.
’7Yé£ this explanatien for the far-reaching differences which éeparate

the Lanzelet and the CdlC is unsatlsfactory as well, for it fails to

account for the discrepancies in style and structure between Ulrlch s epic
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/ . / .
and Chr&rien'. omance. For example,. the treatment of love in the

f

Lanzelet, which contrasts sharply with the depiction of hohe Minne in the
—_— . [}

CdlC, is much more appropriate to pre—courtly literature than to the work

of an epigon. Likewise, the simple narrative stjle of the Lanzelet

clashes with the florid hyperbole of the,CdlC which typifies dourtly
_ . | i |
literature. Then, too, the Lanzelet in no way conforms in structure to

Q

its counterpart the CdlC. However, the most impPortant objection to

Golther's theory that the Urlanzelet was based on the CdiC is the fact

that proponents of a third theory have amassed evidence which indicates

that Ulrich's source probably antedated the Cdl1C and therefore could not

.

have been derived from the latter. Thus Golther's proposal is ultimately
no more viable than was the suggestion that the Urlanzelet consisted of

‘.

nothing but a pastiche of borrowed motifs.

D. The Sources of the Urlanzelet and of Chr&€tien's CdlC

The third theory just referred to, although less popular among .

critics than the others, nevertheless offers the best prospect for a,

solution to the riddle of the evolution of the Urlanzelet in that it
postulates that the latter resultéd from a compilation of related lays

based on Celtic legends, i.e. a lay cycle. . Indeed, most scholars are

willing to accept that medieval. French Arthurian romance is at least
indirectly derived from Celtic sources, but frequently ascribe to Chrétien

the honor of - first having gathered this material and molded it into

i
< -

Arthurian romances, thus assigning to 'all other authors of medieval

Arthurian epics the role of Chrétien's successors and  emulators rather.

than ascribing to any of them the status of his contemporaries and equals.
That this attitude is unjustified becomes manifest once cthe central

episode of the Cd1C, the abduction and rescue of Queen Guinevere, is

s
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édmpared with its’ countérparts in the Lanzelet and in Celtic literaturé,
fof such  a comparison reygals thét th;‘agcopnt in the Lanzelet (and thus
presumably in the Urlan;elet) is in several respects mafe archaic. than
Chrétien's renditiqn'pf ghe abductioﬁ‘tale. In fact the parallels which

-

exist between the different versions of the abduction story can be

’ N v

utilised to delineate the literarylevolution of the tale and thereby prove
that éhe Urlanzeilet could not have been derived from the CdlC (the
contrdVérsial sculpture of the Modena ‘archivolt merely _serves to

corroborate the literary.évidence),65 as will -be demonstrated in the

»succeeding paragraphs.

P

Probably the oldest variant of the 'abduction episode is found in the.

Irish‘Tochmarc.Erain (Wooing of Etain), 'a tale composed'prior to the
mid-twelfth century which Webster summarizes as follows:

Etain was the favorite wife of the fairy king Mider. An envious

rival transformed her into a fly and blew her over Ireland till she

fell into the cup of a certain mortal queen. : In due time she was
born as the daughter of this queen;-'nd by and by Eochaid Airem,
supreme king of Ireland, married her. Her old husband Mider came
a-wooing her and tempting her with songs and claims of previous
rights to return to his kingdom; but she would not - not.- without her
husband's consent. So Mider appeared one day to King Airem and
proposed a game of chess for .any stakes the victor -chose. He let

Airem win and had to perform a prodigious task. ' Then Mider proposed

a second game with the same stakes. This time Mider won and demanded
the queen. “Come again in a month,” said Airem. Mider -did,
appearing suddenly it . the midst of the warriors set to guard the
queen. He spirited her away from them to his fairy wmound of Bri

Leith. Airem with his army could not recover her. He told his druid.

to get'her back. A year the druid sought, and at last by his ogams
and yew—-twigs he discovered that a?e was in the mound. They destroyed
the mound and regained the queen. .

Another archaic version of the abduction tale is found in the mid-

twelfth century Latin Vita Gildae written by Caradoc of Llancarvan, who

based his work on Celtic legend. Webster's summary. of Cafadoc's account
N \

. :
of Guinevere's abduction reads as follows:

34
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?

,abductor's‘fortress. -

... Melwas, ruler of Aestiva Regio or Somerset, violently captured
Guinevere and took her .to Glastombury, a place strong on account of
the surrounding marshes. Arthur, after searching a year, brought the
armies of Cornwall and Devon thither to rescue her; but the Abbot of
Glastonbury ‘and St. Gildas .reconciled the two monarchs, persuading
Melwas to give back the queen peaceably Both Melwas andeﬁrthur, in
a proper spirit of gratitude, presented lands to the abbey.

\

When these two versions of the abduction tale are now JuxtapOSed-with

A}

each other and with the abduction episodes in the Lanzeletfand CdlC, the

L)

comparison: yields some interesting results.,,Flfstly, 1t is apparent thHae
!

of all the works in question, it is the Lanzelet which most tlosely

resembles  the Wooing of - Etain in its. depiction of the queen S abduction
N

%

and subsequent rescue even though Ulrich s'ver51on of the abduction story
is much longer 'than “the Irish,tale. ‘In both of these accounts the b331c

plot is’ 1dent1cal a king,:who apparently has a prior claim to the wife of

a second king, comes to the court to demand her of her husband He asks a

'
.

boon of the husband and proposes ‘a contest in which he is at first bested.

N
.

He departs only to return unlooked for later, snatch the queen away from

hertescort,'and carry her of f to his home, a mountain stronghold When .

!

the king and his armies find that they are incapable of rescuing the queen-

1

. 1
by themselves they resort to ‘supernatural aid in the guise of a druid or

i .
v ~

magician and with this help are able to succor the . queen and\raze\thé"

N

n .

. . - .
. - e

Discrepancies between the fwo accounts are thus .but slight and are

mainly due to rationalisation and adaptation of the mythqlogical or

- - . -\ . - .

strijctly Celtic features of the original tale to conform to the tastes of

a pre—c0urtly‘French,audience."‘For example, the fairy creatures become
; . ' ]

ordinary mortals in_ the Lanzelet, the queenfs prievious 'marriage is

68

rationalised into an alleged betrothal “the druid:is transformed into a”

magician, and the fairy mound\evolves 1nto‘a méuntain fortress protected

o, - ~ N ool . ’
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by an enchanted forest. Interestingly, ‘additional features  in the

Lanzelet, such as the serpgn;s guarding the fortress and the maidens

surrounding the abducted queen are present in other old Irish abduction

tales69 and may therefore. have becn 1ngerpolated in tﬁis abduction story

"

.at -an early stage in its development.; In any case, revision of “the basic.

abduction story as related in che WOo1ng of Etain seems ‘to be minor in the’

Lanzelet. .

By contrast, the abduction tale as 1t appears in the Vlta Gildae,
although it retains some , archaic elements whigh»ate lacklng in the

N - L . . .

Lanzelet, was completely :rewritten by Caradoc, presumably in order to

fifther the financial interests and protect the political privileges of

- ot

70 P
~Glastonbury Abbey. Thus, in ‘accordance with the tale's new function the

. - - . . ) . )
setting was changed, the- violent denouement was replaced with a--peaceful

ending, 1 and the magical or mythological L elements were eliminated or

-rationalised (e.g. the Irish druid in the story was supplanted py 'a Welsh

saint, while the preamble to the rale, with 1its frequeht allusions to

“

mythological characters and heathen cusﬁoms,'was simply el;ded)r
Nevertheless, numerous features of the original ‘leéhéa -are still

visible in Caradoc's account. The queen is still carried off by a royal

abductor to a mountain fo:tréSs (for the island of Glasconbury. is

. . 72 , ‘ '
dominated by a hill, Glastonbury Tor) _which her huysband locates only

"after a year of searching. Moreover, in both, accounts the kinghcantregainn

~

his captive queen .only with the help of a religious ‘leader. Thus the

S

bésic”plot-of the episode in the Vita Gildae conforms -fairly closely to

EE . . .
N ’

that of its Irish modeL,73 and wherever. it does diverge from this model,

the deviations can be easily accounted for by consdideration of .Caradoc's

non-literary motive for inéluding the'abdu;tion'tale\in the Vita Gildae.

;o



Surprisingly, most critlcs have missed the important fadt‘thaththe‘

episode in the Vita Gildae parallels not only the Wooing of Etain but also‘;
the abduction story related in the Lanzelet _Indeed, ’inwone reseect

Caradoc's version of the tale corresponds more elosely to Ulrlch ] accounth
of the ahduc;ion than it does to the “Irish tale; in contrast to the 001ng'
of Etains hoth. Ulrich .and .Caradoc 'allude"to the raylshedv queeh and»-her ‘

husband as Guinevere and Arthur. Furthermore, the impassable swamps

shrrbunding,’the aiductor's scronghold in the Vita Gildae bear some

t

resemblance to the " misty, serpegt—infested -thickets which , protect

. : o . 74 )
Valerin's fortress from attack in the~Lanzelet. . s

On the other hand, the Lanzelet retains certain features of the Irish

original such as thevpreamble and the violent denouement which are.lacking

«

. s
in' the Vita Gildae just as the latter perpetuates certain motifs in the

Wooing of Etain such as the year long‘search for the queen which have‘heen

’

omitted in the Lanzelet. Since Caradoc could never have - effectlvely

[N

<ut111sed the abduction story like' a second Donatlon of Conscantine to
conflrm Glastonbury Abbey in 1ts ancient rights and privileges if the tale

>

had not prev10usly already been associated with the exploits of some
_.prestlgious British’ monarch such as King Arthur in the mind of the public,
it therefore follows that the abduction episodes.in Caradoc s work ‘and in

the Urlanzelet :were both derived from a common source which was not the

rWoofng of Etain itself, but a revision'of the latter in which the

characters were merely rechristened and transplanted into a British,
rather than an Irish, setting. The evolution of the abduction tale up to
the point of its incorporation into che Urlanzelet is thus Quite straight-

forward and any revisions of the original legend are easily accounted for.
B . . . . ! ) .
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Unfortunately, this is not the case where the parallel account in the

“

cdlc is concerned, for the exact nature of the relatlonshlp of Chretlen sw

'epig_to these earlier versions of the abduction tale has never been

" satisfactorily established. Obv1ously, because the CdlC deviates farthest

~

ﬁfrom the ariginal legend as recounted in ‘the Wooin&rof Etain, Chrétlen

‘must . have either" completely rewritten hls source or based his epic on a._;

\

lost version of the tale that had itself been exten51vely revised, or-i

both.‘ In any case, the complexity of the plot in the Cd1C as well as the d

-length of the latter indicate that Chrétlen s variant of the abductlon
. . l
5

tale was far removed from the 51mpllcity of the original anecdote and must
~ be counsidered a late‘adaptation of this popular story-

Nonetheless, some critdics have attempted to derive the Cd1C from the
. . . . A2 e —r B :

‘abduction episode 1in the. Vita. Gildae. For example, it . has been.

i

.

,tentatlvely suggested that the rushlng torrent whlch reéstricts access to

‘

Meleagant s fortress in the CdlC comprises an analogue to the swamps

surrounding Glastonbury alluded to in the 'Vita Glldae.75 Likewise

Meleagant " the designation oﬁ the abductor in Chrétien's epic,?is-

allegedly a gallic1zed version of the Celtic name, ﬂMelwas," borne by the

- . . 76 :
ravisher in Caradoc's account. Furthermore, Baudemagus' role as
o .

mediator and peacemaker in the Cd1C is to some -extent reminiscent of the’

conciliatory,roles played byIGildas and the abbot in Caradoc's work.
'Consequently it seems that chrérien's Lancelot epic- could have been based,
at least‘in part, on Caradoc s version of the abduction tale.

However, the evidence just adduced to prove the derivation of certain

motifs in the CdlC from the Vita Gildae is in several respects defectiye

3

and unconvincing. Firstly,bit must be noted that the etymology of the

name "Meleagant” is still uncertain, for attempts to connect the name of

1

1

38



Chretlen s villain with that of hls Celti¢ counterpart in Caradoc' s‘work

fail to take into account the fact that ‘theé rules of Welsh pronunciation

~

seem toO preclude a French transcrlptlon of the Celtic appellat1on as

 “'Meleagant”. Instead a Welsh. "Maelwas would- be transcribed"~as

"Mahelcas"'in French as it is in Chretién's Erec:

.Avuec ceus que m'oez ‘nomer’
‘VUint Maheloas, uns hauz ber, _ ‘
Li sire de 1'Isle de Voirre. (v. 1945 ff.)

-

Along with those whom I have just mentioned came Maheloas, a great
baron, ord of the Isle of Voirre.

Here the author refers to Maheloas as the lord of the Isle of Glass, an

ieland which Caradoc through a false etymoiogy identifies with

Glastonbury.79 Thus the main argument for a relationsﬁip between the Ccdlc

and Vitaféildae is rendered suspectf Secondly, the parallel berneen the
conciliatery'roles played b& Gildas and the abbot in Caradoc's account and
by Baudemagus in Chrétien's version %f imperfect eince in Caradoc's work
the abbot and Gildas act as disincaresred third parties to bring about\a
peaceful reconciliatlon of . the warrlng fac;ions and the restoration of tne
queen ro‘her rightful husband, whereas in Chrétien'e epic Baudemagus, who
is actually related to the abductor, is largely ineffective ln hlS efforts
to prevent a conflict and’reconcile the combatants. Finally, it should be
obvious that.the river prctecting Heleaganf‘s castle in the Cd1C bears
very little actual resemblance to the swamps of the Vita Gildae but 1is

LA

Stiebenden stege' (Lanz. v. 7140-7146) in the Lanzelet. Thus there really
_ _—— .

appears to be little evidence for the claim that Chrétien based the CdlC

principally on Caradoc's version of the abduction tale.
On the other hand, another possible source for many'of the motifs

found in the CdlC lies close at hand in the formuof the Urlanzelet as it

~
]

instead somewhat reminiscent of the river crossed by the bridge "ze dem T

39



. 80
ig reflected in its German translation, the Lanzelet, for, although many

reseerchers have discounted the possibility that Chrétien could have

derived the materiel forlthe Cd1lc ftom an oldet'Lancelot epic, only this
hypothesis satisfactorily eiolains'the parallels between the two wotks and
simnitaneOusly accounts for Chrétien's divergence from the original
abduction tale. As a matter of fact, where'Chrétien departs most markedl§

from the plot of the Wooing of Etain he is frequently following in the

footeteps of the author of the Urlanzelet, who was forced to modify and
expand on the orlginal abductlon legend in order to traneform what was
otiginally an independent anecdote into a series of epleodes within the
framework of his Lancelot epic. Chrétien merely edopts the innovative
themes and motifs‘introduced into the abduction story by the author of the
‘Utlangelet and then develops them further and elaborates on’ them while
simultaneously deleting some of tne original features tale which

appeared in the Wooing of Etain or the Vita Gildae. For : .ample, in the

latter two works the warriors of the king pursuing the abductor are never
singled out for a particular role in the quest nor are they ever identifed

by name but rema%n a faceless host, wherees in the Lanzelet, although the

vengeful sovereign is still accompanied by a large army in his quest for

r

the queen, several members of this ..-my, including Lancelot and Gawain,
are ldentified by name and are assigned prominent toles in the'action,
Chr€tien carries this modification of the originel legend one step furthet
in‘the Cd1C by having only the two heroes, Lancelot and Gawain, attenot
the rescue. of Guinevere after Kiné Arthur and his remaining knights have
brokenuoff their’ pursuit of her abductor, and by having Lancelot usurp the
king's role, not'only as the-rescuer, but also as the lover’of the

81 - - —— —_—- P .- . ’
queen. Moreover, where Ulrich deviates from the original abduction tale.
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by depicting a-SingIe combat between the queen's champion, Lancelot, and
the abductor, . in which the 1atCer‘ is {gnominiously defeated, Chrétien
further embelllshes the tale by portraying Lanceiot as the queen's
victo:iqus c?ampion in not just one, but threﬁiéuccessive duels with the
abductor. Additionafif, in both.the?Lanzelef and the CdlC t?e rash boon
motlf is modlfied ;o that the grantlng of a boon results in another knigh;

he

usurping Gawain' s traditional role as the queen's champion

Likewise the two perilous bridges which guard the approaches to the

abductor’s castlg'in the CdlC are nowhere mentioned in the Wooing of Etain
or the Vita Gildaé but have recognizable analogues in the Lanzelet. For
example, as Webster has, noted, Chrftien's water bridge closely resembles

the 1invisible causeway in -Ulrich's 'epic that ~links Malduc's island

fOrtress'to the mainlahd,82 while the sword bridge in the CdlC is related

to Ulrich's "Stiebender stec” since the latter must also be a dangerously
narrow bridge or the horses' eyes would not need to be bound before they

could bé persuaded to cross’ it. It could therefore be argued that in

creating his sword bridge, Chrétien has simply'exaggerated to anpextreme

|

o

the most prominent feature of the corresponding brldge in the Urlanzelet
Thus those motifs which were orlglnally forelgn to the abduction tale but
werb'introducéd into it by the author of the Urlanzelet are frequedtly
included in revised form in the CdlC as well. The conclusion must be that
‘Chrétien approprlates material from the Urlanzelet for his Cd1lC, refines
Tit, and- imaginatively molds it to flnal%y produce a totally different
version of the Lancelot legénd.
In fact, Chr8tien exhibits this tendency to adoét and‘adapt maégrial
vfrom thé Urlanzelet not only with regard to the abdu-tion tale proper, but

throughout the CdlC, as 1is evidenced t  the la:gé _number of parallels

between the two epics. As Alois wWolfe pcintg out, for example, Chrétien

11



adopts the motif of the hero's anonymity from the Urlanzelet but

completely changes 1its thrust by concealing Lancelot's identity solely:

from the audience and from some of the other characters portrayed in the

b

cdlcC instéad of depicting his hero as ignorant of his own name.
Likewise, in the case of/the Galagandreiz episode, Chrétien refines the

story by modifying or delleting the uncourtly elements of the adventure,
' |
chereby completely altering the tone and intentlon of the passage as it

stood in his source. First of/ail, because a_knife—;hrowing,duel is
- : ,

uncougtly and because the hero p evails over his opponent in this duel in

an unchivalrous manner, Chrétied casually deletes the human opponents and

the uncourtlyiweapdns and repla¢es them with a flaming lance wielded by an
unseen hand, whereby the adve ture . becomes more pefilous and wmysterious
while the hero appears in a nobler light. Yet, as has been demonstrated,

: 3 3 . &
because Chrfrien retains numefous features of the original stofy, such as

4

the motif of the hero being unded by a hurled weapon and the three beds

4

" motif, it is soon apparent that this episode of the Cd1C, too, is based on

'a corresponding segment of the Urlanzelet.
In a second departure from his source Chrétlen deals even more freely
with his material, taking the scene in the Galagandrelz episode where the

hero proves his mettle by daring to bed Galagandreiz' daughter, divorcing

it from its original context, and utilising it to create an independent

episode in the Cd1C in which Lancelot proves his worth, not by bedding the

seductress, but by remaining chaste and resisting the charms of the

temptress who 1insists on sharing his bed. Thus Chrétien bodsistently,

e
borrows raw material for the CdlC from the Urlanzelet but then "deletes,
—_— _— .

adds or re—arranges motifs and otherwise modifies his source in order to

create -an Anti-Urlanzelet illustrating the theme of courtly love, a theme

42 -



fwhich chrftien himself introduced into the epic and which comprises the
“san"” of the epic alluded to by Chrétien in the prologue to the CdiC (v.

26)84 just as the Urlanzelet brobably comprised his "matiére.”

=
\

"E.. The Relative Chronology of the Urlanzelet and Chrétien's Epics
The Cd1C must therefore be contemplated as an adaptation of the
Urlanzelet rather than vice versa for, as Webster nocés,

" a. close comparison of the two pieces will show that 2

surprising number of subsidiary motifs in the Charrette  have an
older, mOFE elaborate and more satisfactory form in the

Lanzelet.” _
B i

Moreover, as has already been demonstrated, there is no reéspp thtsbeVer
to believe that the autho; of Ulrich's source borrowed motifs from any df_
Chrétien's epicé other than perhabs'gzgi, particulafly sinceithe Lanzelet-
lacks all references ‘to cuch Arthurian heroes as Cliggé and Perceval,
reférences which generally betray the work -of an epigon. Indeed,
considering the fact that the pertinent episodes in Cligés and Ivain are
less archaic than their analogues in the Lagzelet it would be logical to
assume that they had-been borrowed from the Urlanzelet.‘ The viability of
such an assumption is further confirmed by the dbservacion that Chrétien
treats ﬁis source material rather'freely; interpolating,'deleting or
revising episodes"and motifs whergvef he sees fit. Fo: example, the
bloody bed86 and adultery motifs in the CdlC and';he illicit love ;hemév
and associated motifs in Clig?s§7 Aid not originate with thosé'yqus but
were derived by Chrétien from thé.Tristan legend, ‘while the falling
portcullis and magical ring motifé in the Cd1C afe duplicaﬁe& invlziglﬁ
fhe conclusion that thé Urlanzelet anfedated Qhrétien's Ivain and Cligas
-and probablyvfurnished ﬁim with material for them is thus both natural and

logical, for Forster's argument that the Urlanzelet, Bgzause the Lanzelet

§
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makes fleeting reference to the courtly dnstitution’ of the "Minheho@",

R

must also have contained an allusion to a Sourt of love and consequently

must have been composed late in the twelfth century after Chrétien's works

had already been penhed,88 .totally 1lacks- credibility; firstly Dbecause

>

uséges associated with the cult of "hohe Minne” such as the convocation- of

»

a court of love generally originated as literary fantasies long before

they were actually put into practice, and secondly, .because even some of

the earliest French courtly epics such as Tristan and Chrétien's Cligés

already egﬁress many of the basic concepts of the philosophy of courtly

. ’ . 89 .
love in its®various manifestations, concepts which are only later

elucidated and elaborated omn by Andreas Capellanus. Thus -the evidence

1

clearly indicates that not only was the author of the Urlanzelet no

fepigon, but that he was one of the very first French authors to compose an

Arthurian epic.

In fact there are some signs that the Urlanzelet may'havé antedated

Chrétien's Erec and, since the latter work and the Lanzelet parallel each

other closely in their description of the heroine's “gyse'énd in their
account of the hunting of the white stag, may even have contributed

material to it. First of all, it is noteworthy that the name "Arthur”

- <
generally retains its final "r" when declined in the Lanzelet whereas this

occurs only once in Chrétien's'eﬁics, namely in Erec. Since the retention
of the final "r" of "Arthur” in declined forms of the name was already an

archaic featureein the French of Chrétien's time and since the frequent

presence of the final “r" in the monarch's name in the MHG Lanzelet

presumably signals its retention in .Ulrich's French: Source it would seem

that the Urlanzelet was composed prior to or contemporary with Chrétien's

. . .90
first Arthurian epilc.
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" This deduction is supported by the fact that Chrétien already alludes

to Lancelot du Lac as one of the foremost knights of . Arthur's court in

Erec (v. 1694) and Cligés91 (v. 4765 ££.) and in the former work even goes

yoo

‘so far as to mention a King Ban of Gomeret oT ganieret (Erec. v. 1975)
whom critics have 1dentif1ed with Klng Ban of Benoic in the French Prose

Lancelot and King Pant of Genewis in the Lanzelet,92 both of whom play the
bt thA salerte

!

role of Lancelot's father in the respective works in. which they appear,

N - ° \
- v\ .93

for Chrétien's casual use of the hero's epithet "du Thac and his

reference to the hero's royal father imply that he was_already well
acqualnted with the Lancelot legend before he wrote hls Erec and suggeet

i

that his publlc was equally familiar w1th the eharacter of Lancelot

In addition, the speculation of Weston94 and Slnger ".that the name

of "Mauduiz li sages,” who is included by Chrétien in a catalogie of
Arthurian knights in Erec "(v. 1699), can be identified -with the name of

. v .
one of the princ1pal characths,ln the Lanzelet “der wise Malduc,” and

that Chrétien must have borrowedgthis name from the Urlanzelet has some"'

‘ e

merit‘ because -the use of the sobrlquet "the wise" is warranted by the
role played by the evil magician, Malduc, 1; the Lanzelet but is not
accounted for in Erec where “Mauduiz” 1is derely a name in a list.
Moreover, the anpearance of a villain called Wauduyt in the French BESEE
.Lancelot in 2@ role which in some respects parallels that of‘the_nefarlous
sorceror, Meiduc, in 'Ulrich's Pwork96 seems to confirm that Chrétien's
Mauduiz is somehow, llnked to Ulrich's Malduc.

However, the problem: of determlning_'the:;;eletionshipv between
.Chrétien'slMauduiz and the Malduc of the Lanzelet is greetly complicated
" by Zwierzina's disclosure that_Chrétien's chare¢ter, Meuduiz, more closel%)

resembles yet another figure in the Lanzelet;tnamely that of "der wise
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. ' . . 7 . ' ' .
Maldﬁz," (Lanz. v. 6052)9 who like Chrétien'sﬂMauduiz is portrayed as an

ordinary Arthurian ‘knight, a parallel which could best be explained by

assuming either- that Ulrich or the author of the Urlanzelat borrowed the

name "Maldﬁz"‘frdm,Chréﬁién's Erec or that Chrétieil derived the name

A

" "Mauduiz” from the "Malduz” of the Urlanzelet.

Meanwhile, since the Malduz of the Lanzelet has a close analogue in

Maduc, the villain of the 0ld" French Livre d' Artus,98 and has also been

-, ‘ o A
identified with the Mardoc of the sculpture on the archivolr of the

cathedral at Modena,99 and since both a Malduit (v. 642)'and, in one

2

wmgnuécript, a Malduz (v. 1551) are mentioned in the Chanson de Rolant
- it may well be that either Chrétien orlﬁhe author of the Urlanzelet
borrowed one of the.latter names from the former work and that the

“Malduc"” of the Lanzelet therefore originally was not the source of either
, - . . R t . . '
Ulrich's . "MaldQz" or Chrétien's "Mauduiz,” but fortuitously came to.
resemble'tﬁé,latter dames and became confused with them, possibly when it
; . : 3 g . ’
‘ T

.was transcribed into MHG.. Conseqﬁéncly, although the appearance of the

patallel names "Maldiiz" and "Mauduiz{ in the Lanzelet and Chrétien's Erec

% .

rgspectively does furnish one moré indication that the lattgr' and the
Urlénzelet were in some.way felated, the similarity of these‘namég to each
othef and to "Mélduc; éannog be?exploiﬁeq.ij.prder to dgtermi: the
relative‘datéé of composition of theEﬁflanzelec and Chrétien'siézéé: , {s .
Neve;theleSs it is note@ortgy that the epithets-associated.witﬁ
/Arthurian names - which arg~recor4gd it both Cﬁ;é;ien{s Erec and the
ﬁaﬁzeiet are géﬁerally more " functionmal and are elucidgcéd more
'satisfactoriiy in Ulrich;s work; In the latter‘the.apﬁéllation of Dodines
.as "der wilde"l.ol or. of Lancelot as “du Lac; me;;l§;-r;le§}s the role

played by these cbaracte;s'within the plot ahd‘is therefprg}éppropriate

v



‘and readily comprehensible, whereas .in Erec no grounds are given for the

‘use of such sobridhecs. Hence the Urlanzelet rather than Chrétien's Erec

-

uqt be regarded as the ultlmate source of these epithets, for Hofer's

concentlon that the author of the’ Urlanzelet borrowed‘names from Chrgtien
and then invented stories to account for the attached epitﬁets (if any)r

is untenable Becauée’SOme'OE the names in the Lanzeiec such as "Dodines,i
(v. 7098) "Roidufant,"\(v.7844) and ~L8Gt " (v..689l), which reapéear.in
Chrétien's Ezgg-(v. 17003 2182;?1732), ;hére lack ;he;respective epithets;

mit den breiten handen”, “der snelle”, and "der milte”, which are

S

associated with them in Ulrich's work.
Moreover, Warnatsch has ascertained that the appellation -

"d'Estrangot” in Chrétien's Erec (v. 1710), which describes a knight whose

7
Lo

name in the various manuscript readings (Garravains, Gorsoein, Gasauens,
\ >

Gasoras) resembles' the name of one of Guinevere's abductors, Gasoeln OT

iGasozeln de Dragaz, in Heinrich von dem Turlin's Diu CrBne (v. 4775) 1is

e . .
erely a corrupt form of the epithet "d'estraint gaut” which is accurately

;réﬂslated by Ulrich in the Lanzelet as "vomn dem Verworrenen tan,  (v.

' . . \ *

. 03 ~ :
4981),l all of which implies that this epithet first appeared in 1its

proper form in the Urlanzelet and was only later borrowed by Chrétien and

Heinrich"von dem Turlin after it had been distorted and miscopied by a
| | |

careless scribe.. The available evidence therefore seems toO imply that the

Jrlanzelet antedated Chrépien's Erec.

’

noT £rien did indeed borrow material for his Erec ‘from the:

Urla Ler wen it is remarkable that in the latter he chooses mnot toO~

o .
)

allude . any of Lancelot s numerous adventures, omits all reference to

promlnent characters in the Urlanzelet such as Iblis, Iweret, Linier, and

Valerin, and categorizes Galggéhtins;- whose namesake Galagandreiz is

-

-




’ .

designated as a viliain in the Lanzelet, as a respectable Arthurian
. { . .

knight. Then, too, the fact that Erec plays a leading role in. the

\

Lanzelet could be an indication that he was alreadvy a dominant ~figure.-in
; | ( N
L .. ' N L " oL ~
Arthurian legend when the Urlanzelet was being compvsed, while the ,fact
N ) N 3 . '/ . . s . .
that Ulrich in his description of the stag hunt in the Lanzelét néglects’
to explain why 'this custiom shbuld engender strife at the cQurt suggests
] N . L~
that both the author of the Urlanzelet 'and his public were alreadvy aware
of the cause of the anticipated strife due to their prior. familiarirty with
. - . ) - . . 106,
the tale of the stag hunt as -1t appeared in the Erec legend. -

)

|

Consequently, if it were granted that the referénces in ChrE€tien's Erec to

characters portrayed in the Lanzelet could hdve been based, not on the

:

Urlanzelet; but on an even earlier vancelot epic or lay now lost or omn
oral ctradition, one .might be tempted + to ascribe paraliels between
Chrétien's Erec and the Lanzelet to imitation of the former by the author

of the Urlanzelet.

Yet by the same reasoning, because Lancelot is accorded a high
ranking within the hierarchy of Arthurian knight$ in‘Chré;ien‘strec and
because Ulrich von Zatzikhoven fails to allude to any of EreC[sﬁﬁ@ventures

' _ . -o105 o
as they are recorded 1in Chrétyen's epic Fﬂd omits ‘any mention of

several of the most prominent characters in Erec .such as Ither,
Mabonégrain,‘and Enid (althdugh an epigon presﬁmably would have deiighted

in doing s0) one‘coulq juscifgably postulate that the allusion%:%ddﬁrecrg~ﬂ

‘ B B .. : ""Vﬁgr.

and to. the stag hunt in the Lanzelet were ultimately ‘derived, not frdﬁ\\'

. : RN

. o _ N
Chrétien's work, but from oral tradition or from some other lost Erec epic
or lay. Thus the parallels between the Lanzelet and Chrétien's Erec could

be atttibutable to borrowing by Chrétien from Fhe“Uflanzelet.

a



Intereétingly, Chrétien himself in the prologne to hislgggg confirms
this latter possibility by’referring to the existence of,versions of the
Erec legend differing from and antedating his own work, whereas the
existence of  a VLancelot epic antedating the "Urlanzelet,:‘although

._postulated by several critics, has never been verified. As a resuylt, the
ev;dence, although scanty, seems tO favor Vthe conciusion that the
Urlanzelet was composed before _Chrétien’s surviving epics and theteby
appears to corroborate Weston's theory about the nature of the Urlanzelet,

namely that the latter was molded together from a concatenation of
‘ . ) .

orlglnally -independent lays - such as the fabliau Le Mantel Mautaill®

ot ' -
which furnlshed the ultlmate source of the Wantelgrobe episode 1in the

v .

'Lanzelet - which became mere episodes in their’ new context. .Thus
unless .new evidence to the contrary is bronght to-light the Urlanzelet may

be considered one of ‘the pioneering works in the-development of the French

Arthurian epic. C .

F. The Relationsh}n_hetween»the Lanzeletgand Urlanzelet
' ey .- N IR . - B

N . g S s .- .
Unfortunately, because- Ulrich's isource has fa11ed~ to survive the

1

ravages of time, the exact naLure of the .e;at-_1sh1p between the Lanzelet

and Urlanzelet remains open to-question. Di. Ulrich metely translate his

'
1

. - source word for word as- much/ as poetiC'conuideratiOns of rhyﬁe and meter

v 1

permitted, or did he-treat his soureelnoreAfreely, revising and modifying

it and 1nterpolat1ng personal comments or aliusions to other works in his

s

adaptat10n7w o’ the one hand , - Ulrich’ s own' statements as well as the

prollfetatlon of parallels between the Lanzelet, the- CdiC and the French

n

Prose Lancelot would seem toO indlcate that Ulrlch falthfully reproduced

the story related:in his source,lO7~ a conclusion which is supported by the

49



4 S . . . .
fact that most early MHG eprc15ts'essent1ally did little more than

translate their French sources. Yet on the other hand, the presence in

the Lanzelet of passages which were obviously borrowed from earlier MHG

epics such as Veldeke's Eneide and Eilhart's Tristrant reveals that Ulrich

. . . . : .
was not averse to adding to or modifying his source and this impression 1s
.reinforced by the presence in the epilogue to the Lanzelet of Ulrich's own
references to the circumstances leading to his acquisition and translation

of Hugh de Morville's “welschez ' buoch,” references which obviously

1

constitute an interpolation.
\ L

Cousequently, although the majority of critics incline to the opinion
. . 3 . v . . . ‘ . R : .
that the Lanzelet does essentially reproduce 1ts French original, the

question of the precise degpee ofe Ulrich's: dependénce on his French source
v [ g C P ,

P 5

will never be conclusively resolved unless the lost Urlanzelet is it some

s

| .
future date rediscovered.
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) III. The Date of Composition of the Lanzelet
. and its Relationship to Comtemporary MHG Epics

AL The Problem

Until only a few decades ago one of the most ~c-rroversial topics in
the area of Lanzelet-research was the debeﬁe.about the date of composition
of Ulrich's'epic, for like most MQG epics, the Lanzelet itself never
directly specifies its exact date of prigin nor do c;e external sources
whichvallude to it. As a result; various techniques have been developed
in an effort to establish the Lanzelet's position uithin the framework of
medieval literary chronology<and numerous articlésgﬁave been written O
pqove that 'Ulricc's work was penned either before orf after Hartmann's
EEEi' Wolfram's Parzival or some other medieval German epic. Yer, as
P&rennec notes, in spite of all the reseafcﬁ and discussion on this topic,

. i i ! . ¢ )
* ‘the probiem of determining when relative to other MHG epics the Langelet
was composed has never been satisfacceriyy resoived.

It therefore comes as something of a Su;prise that the majority of
critics now belleve that Hartmann had.completed at least h;s Erec, if:uot
all of his epics, .before Ulrich wrote .his . LanZelet,‘ partlcularly since
these scholars fail to adduce much new eQidente in supportvof their views
Aﬁd instead -merely content themselyee with reiteraciug the often
speculative arguments for the priority of Hartmann's Erec and/Qr.WOlfram's‘
Parz;val advanced by their‘predecessors. Since the latter, because Qf tue
paucity of concrete evidence relating to the chronology of MHG epics,

generally take a subjective approach to che‘probfem and base <their

arguments on conjecture and hypothesis rather than om facts, a procedure

T BN

whic h is prone to error and abuse, the valldlty of thelr conclusions 1s |
open to question and it is therefore necessary, first to carefully’

re-examine- the methods employed and re-evaluate . the arguments put forward
- l/, ) . Rkt

’
-

-4

w



to determine the relative dates of composition of the epics concerned, and
then to weigh the evidence, consider the alternatives, and thereby

completely review the problem of ascertaining Ulrich's place in the

pageant of MHG epicists.

- B. Dating the Lanzelet through References to it in Other MHG Epics

As‘ previously noted, a number of different methods have be
developed by séholars in an attempt cé'calculatg Ehe ;glative dates of
origin of the Lanzelet and the other MHG epics roughly contemporary with
ic, yet of these methods most are uqviable or have nqt-been applied
objectiveiy and‘scientifically. One ofbthe first methods used‘for this- .
purposé and the only one to rely exclusively on external literary sources
fof clues. Fbl the Lénzelet'é date of . composition draws on allusiords- to
earlier e?i¢s in the works of mid- 6r lat¢ thirteEﬂtthéﬁtufYHGe;mén
auﬁhors for evidence. 'dne such midrﬁhirteenﬁh gedfury‘aﬁihdr whose words

x

are employed for this. purpose by“tritics is Rudolf von Ems, who refers to“
‘ R _ :

Ulrich von Zatzikhoven in his Alexander (v. 3199 ff.)gfand.Willehaim von-

Orlens. (v. 2198 ff.).3 Rudolf alludes to Ulrich in two cataiogues of MHG

‘authors here briefly outlined: J .
Alexander ‘ Willehalm von Orlens
1. ‘Heinrich von Veldeke .Heinrich von Veldeke
2. Hartmann von Aue Hartmann von Aue
3. Wolfram von Eschenbach Wolfram von Egghenbacp
4. Gottfried von Strassburg Gottfried von Strassburg
* 5. Konrad von Heimesfurt Bligger von Steinach
6. Wirnt von Gravenberg ' Ulrich von Zatzikhoven
7. Ulrich von Zatzikhoven © Wirnt vop Gravenberg.
8. Bligger von Steinach Freidank

Critics simply assume that these names are arranged in chronological

: égesumably‘acébrdihg to the respective dates of composition of the
i :

first majorjworks produced by each authdr, since the dates of birth and

death of these poéfs would have been unknown to Rudolf.



R4

Gruhn, however, objects that Rudolf would have been unlikely to know

precisely when the works of 1nd1v1dual authors were composed since they

;
were never published as, books are today.'6 Haupt suggests that Rudolf

" could have arranged his llsts of authors chronologically actording to the

date when he and/or hls fellow citizens first became acquainted with their
individual works7 (which tells us llttle about thelr actual date of

composition), but Wackernagel p01nts out that Rudolf could have arranged

his lists of-authors accordlng to a dlfferent criterion altogether such as

the degree' of talent manifested oOr the ‘popularlty enJoyed by ”the

1nd1v1dual poets.8 Then again, considerations of }hyme and meter might

haye determlned the p031t10n of each poet's name in Rudolf's catalogue or

{the names may have been listed randomly.

.Al v E
A

LR

authors definitely do not follow any sort of rellable chronologlcal order,

.;: ~°§ e
for‘Gruhn has shown that, although Gottfried von Strassburg clearly

Lv 4
.- ,

identifies Bligger von Steinach as his predecessor by réferring to him in

Tristan (v. 4692 f.),g Rudolf von Ems not only inserts Bligger's name

after that of Gottfried in one of his lists, but_even relegates Bligger o1e)

1

;Jﬂﬁhe eighth p051tlon in the catalogue of - authors in his other epic. 1Imn

K]

addition, Bligger'alludes to Saladin, who died in 1193, in the ~present
tense in one of his poems:

% diu mir ist alse DOmas Saladine
und lleber mohte stn wol tlsent stunt. (MF 119, 11f.)

Ed

As Gruhn observes, ‘this suggests that Saladln was still alive when’ thesew

&

verses were written and indicates that Bllggér himself must have begun his

' 10 R .
"‘literary activity prlor to LlQB a fact twhich effectively eliminates

o~

’ ’ N S
Haupt's argument that Ré%olf arranged . his lists of authgrs in

chronological order but indiscriminatel&_!grouped Bligger;. Gottfried,

s
T

T

-
.
AP b

Y

"n =
1o a5

In any case it 1is certain that the names in these lists of MHG.
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s : : B
R ; : . . L1 ey s .

. Ulrich, and Wirnt tggether as contemporaries. ~ Moreover, Ulrich wvon
Zatzikhoven appears in one of Rudols's lists as Bligger's predecessor, Vet
in the other as 'his suctessor. it 1s thergfore obvipus that Rudolf's
. . v £ !

‘ . . s

catalogues of MHG poets are 0ot arranged in any sor: .gf chrono.ogical
' . T o

S

I . - . N . .
order 'and consequentliy .3in.nave 0o bearing ~whatsoever om¥-the problem of

' ’ establishigﬁ the relative dates. of somposition of late tweiftn d4nd earliy
[ : : y '
¥ » ‘

thirteenth century German epics. ~
li- -Janczewski's
argument  that Heinrich wvon Freiberg's poetic enumeraagon, of “Arthurian

()

*  Similar,~flaws can be detected in Teresa de

v

-~ heroes in his late cthirte: “h -+ury work Die Ritterfahrt des Johann. von

N

Michelsberg can be emplove: 2 es-ablish  the .relative chronology of ~turn” w
: ’ =4 . o 2 .
- . R -

of the century Arthurian rozances: . . ;r

’
B

Loty
‘Die 'schrift der buoche uns tuotr bekant
waz Parzival, Iwein, G3win e
ritterschaft gepflogen hin, '

her frec qnde-Gamurec,\ .
Wlgald®s_ und Lanzilert, = )

margrive Wilhelm und Titurel. (v. 16 ff.)

L

~Although Glinka-Janczewski makes the assumption that *the. Arthurian Knights:

mentioned are. Tanked according to the dates. ‘of composition ‘of the
P ' o S 14
. ~respective epics’ in which they play the’ ro}% of -principal character,
. o> ! ’ ' . 2 ; - , ‘ ' .
o ) . . _‘;"”- i ., ) . . : )
g ~‘Heinrich himself never suggests. such a _possibility. Moreover, even & .
L : R . e 5 : ‘

cursoTy examination of Heinrich's catalogue of heroes discloses that Erec

v . . 2 : i .
N . Py . . oLy
is.-named only after Parzival and Iweipg have already been?referred to even

o . B Yo eyl - , C .
_though Zwierzina's analysis of FHyme patterns,and stylistic tendencies in
" . . e . . 2, ™ . .

. . g Y ’ - . Y 15

T . . st . C o . . . .o L
“Hartmann's works clearly indicates that Erec -was penned before, Iwein,

e . — I : o « 0

o -

while Wolfram's frequent allusions to Hartmann's K Erec and Iweia -in the

o

. - ol e ' . . ’ ) \ 16 -
Parzival prove that ’the ‘former were writtren before-the latter.: Thus
o B ‘;’—.v‘ . . . - . a . ' o

o : s . L e : o .
Heinrich wvon: Efeﬂberg's ‘enumeration of Arthurian heétoes, -like “Rudolf's -

)

a

. : ) . L +h Co . . -
lists, offers ,no evidence ‘about: the date of origin of the ¥pics* in'



O

[(}'

N

ol ' -
. Lexts ~hemselves O Tura
° I

.-his agiusion in thé,“eplegue of nis work o :

question. Consequently, because it is based on the ’;ali; _premise Lgha;

in later works are arranged 1in such a way that

allusions to such epics
composition of these epics, the
N

1
they reflect. the chronological crder of
. ' . N A
method of .datiag MHG epics solély by ut:lisi:y evidence ga®nered from
. . CJ . ‘T.ﬂ\ . ‘

.
externa- Jcerarv qoorce‘-must be rejecLed

3 A o v , o
L A e . 4,( . Q‘\
A oAy » . A
[Ny FR T IR (2 < , . v ’§

uting.%HG %‘lps ;hrough Authors \llu51ons.to Historical Events .

: ﬁpé&external sources bY themselves shed no light on the proDlem of
s’%-{;g' )
Srt a1w1ﬁg when *TB>Lanzelet orlglnated ~'scholars have been forced to

y

dev*se wavs and means of‘aatlng MHG poems whlgh rely on scrutiny of the

T

T v
ishlclues %o the date of comp051t10n of individual

2

et

epics. The least equivocal and - frequently the most successful of such

zethods derives from.the
; - : i . v N
make references 10 current” events in the course of writing their works,

. : ’ Y PR
can be correlated with historical 4documents whlch

_referefices <that record

the. dates -when such _events occurred in order. <o provide literary
23 B .
¥ . (p ) . : )

the terminus a quo for the certinent ‘epic,

the date

researchers with

before which that wor& coul.d -not have been AompLeted

A

it

‘j{.
Ulrich,von Zatzikhoven, for

I-'spec1al].»' ;ortncomlng f"lLHAS regaf“

3 ‘L"
N
Kidg Ricnard the

‘.'. B Mo - '. - ) - . ) ’ ‘J . . VL - ".4
‘Lion-Heart@d's imprisonment and subsequent -‘release IV ‘Juke" Leopoids of

Austwia upon the, latter S receipt O>f nostages guarantee.ng, payaent £tz
. . e . ' i . ; .

large ransom offers-a definite ~terminus 2 3uc #5r ..e Lanzelet since Hugh

de Morville, the owner of "the book wnich Ulricn transiated, anc tne otner

hostages exchanged for Xing Richard arciv

Bl

agebrdar ,ﬁf

the Lanzaw@t pele] earxwe* ~han the Sprintg =
Lerete - .

R

observation chap'medieval au;%;rs occasionally

el
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Unfortunatelyy the terminus ad quem for Ulrich's work is much less

easy to pinpoint for T:resa de Glinka-Janczewski's claim that the

1

depiction "of kencelot's childhood is based on. that . of ﬁthﬁmhenstaufen

Al . [Pt ",r,

emperor Frederic. cannot withstand ' even casual scrut§ Comparisqn
' 3 "P \v. .

of Frederick's childhood experiences with those of ; gy&lleged literary

¢ounterpart, Lancelot, reveals few 51mllar1t1es. "’ For example,

‘Glinka—Janczewski;tohthe contrary, the only truly unusual aSoecv*%T
& A v .
o ‘ . 9.
Frederick's infancy, the fact that he was.a posthumous thld L findy "5

- ‘

correspondence whatsoever in the Lanzelet where the hero is over a yéep

old when orphahned. Moreover, comparlson of . Ulrlch s epic w1th che Frencn

W o

Prose‘&ancelot discloses that sofme of the, tales receunggd abouc,,gn lot
ﬁép ' ‘v"\

in theiformer work suqh as the agcount of Lanceloc s upbrlngl g dt the

hands of a foster mother, which Gdinka-Janrczewskil cdhtludes i,?ljoching

A T 20 :
. - PEENRY . & | .
more-than-a reflection of events 'in Frederick's life, have analogues in

\

the French Prose Lancelot and therefore could not nave been arbierarily

“

he

ct

. ) . 4 . Sl . o 3 : .

inserted into the Lancelot lﬁﬁﬁnd by Ulrich in order to honor
o » \
dohenstaufens, butr must instead already have beeh anluced in. the text 2

o ) ' " W 4 . .

- - ! u,* v o

the Urlanzelet. “Likewﬁse;' Lanq\}ot s multiple ~marriages,® wniin

rh

- - » .
o e N

Clinka-Jénczewski Binrains are reminiscences of Frederick's betrothal o

=, - [

: . ‘ . L ae w2t \
one woman in 1202 and subsequent marriage to~another in 1207, . have
. ! . R k - i ) .
parallels in the Cd1C, where eance ot amorous agdveniures :irsc 3.3°
’ 4 . ' no N - ’
* récounted, and consequently must,already have Dbeen purtraves Lo The
. . o - . '
Urlianzelet. * Furthermore, Glinka-Janczewskl's sontention tnat Ine
description in the Lanzelet of a go.den SCUlpPTuUre oI 20 ede.c SLIICUnT nc
o T X o o . . o ,
,the tent pole of .ancelot s M3gi- pavilicn Dust Iomprise & gesture Ll
B . . ' : -
nomagé. o tne Hohenstaufenss on Ulricnds part NerausSe TnELT nera.Ill Dol
5 . . \.
¥ = .
- wes «an cagle ig discrecired bY Tne &ppearante 2! INISs TotlloLnowaT..ed




French and MHG versionsﬁbf the Alexander legend in which it .is a

commonplace and from which Ulrich or the author of the Urlanzelet could

have derived it.23 * Meanwhile the alleged parallel between Lancelot's

. . 24 . '
double coronation and that of .Frederick II is spoiled by the fact that
the latter was twice crowned Holvy Roman Emperor, whereas Lancelot™is

crowned king of two separate realms. Thus there are absolutely no grounds -
. : C 0 ’ o : o
for supposing that Ulrich modelled .the life of Lancelot on that of the

- . R
te

(33}

emperor Frederick 1 and consequently ne . justification exists for
' *- s “

* “ - Xz, - N - .
o T .25 : o el .
blin&a—Janczewsxl's assumption that the ‘Lanzelet: was “composed -arter
wolfram's Parzivai and within the first two decadpss Wi . the thirteentgh = -
- : : S YOURE T . TR NS

-

Scentury.

R ~ .
T e

e
- R . . e . . ;e L]
~a the zontrary, by 'alluding o King Richard” solely”

" ) ) - - 3 N . e . : . 3 !
fngellant’ and never rererring 1o nid by name, Ulrich implies that at the

+
-

Richard: was still alive, and

|

-ime he wrote the epilogue™:

o his Lanzelet
siace Ricnard was xilled 1n tne spring. of 1799 opne can reasonably
i , o "

specul4ate Tnat tne “snze.er wmust nave been completed prior to that date. o

Bes.ies, 'Tne wpilogue 137 the Lanzw.et particulariy v. 9338-93+7) appears

<o sav cnar Ulr®hn nad zained actess 2 Ine “welschez buoch’ and had begun
Lo 2m .
translaTing o Li%e when Hugn de Morville returned
- N . a
©: Znglanc. faiis-to support thos®
et g ame . . : e : . A - : . ks
sritils wne ” noIn lrron W era. Vvears after becord

1

icn began writing

“we.schez ouoch’.
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R . o . . )
) . g ) L e L
which are mentione# in the earlier books of Parzival, for by ...u

. A ‘
Roman Empire when these lines were penned, stand at variance with and

.t.l .
. ‘ s
discredit’ Gruhn's contention” . that Hugh Jde Morville would never have

ziven away or carelessly lef: behind such. 1 valuab&e. manuscript as the

.

Urlanzelet and that Ulrich was consequentiv:“4orced to> . work

possible in order to translate his source before Hugh returned to England

taking it with him. Thus the exact date of. composition of the Lanzelet 1§

s

uncertain, althoug

'e‘agailable data suggest that the poem was writlten
r e :

within the time span 1194-1199. &

Another ' MHG author who provides information abour tne date oI

composition of his works is Wolfram wvon Eschenbach, who by nis frzferencte

in Parzival to horses trampling the vinevards of Zrrurc recalls the sicge

W

Erffurter wingarte giht
von treten noch der selben not: - ‘)
maneg orses fuoz die slfge bft. (Parz. 379, 18-: o

Since Wolfram remarks that the vinevards still ‘bear tne marks of  Inls
. t

T ’ : g o, .
siege, these lines could have been written 0o earlfér'than the fail of

1203 and no.later than 1205 by which time' pedce had Seen  concluded . berween.

the warring parties and cultivation of the Vvineyaras couid have Dbeen
N 31- . . .y I ' 1 : = ' 3
resumed. Jowever, because Wolfram's allusion L0 ZIZTrIurt d4ppedrs midwaw
;E8 . Bo ‘ , Pt :
through Parzival in Book VII, it is impossiblie > caltulale a1 preuise
e e e ves . . ;
,‘Y H ‘ N ‘)l
terminus ante ‘quo or terminus ad quem for the work &s 1 whole, 4.7nougn

’

o ST .
sc~cl%fs gederally concur that wWolfram began nils eplc no sooner Indn LG
_ SN _ : -

S TR N - : . »
o £, . . .7 . A . . . -
at th;aearlyest, which would 'place it gfter _lricn' s Lafnze:el %0 Loc

. v oy -

K S, ~% v

relative @pronology of the MEG Arthurian epic.

3y
2

o2

. ‘Nonethekess s Wolfram's reference to the siege o Zrfurt is 3
L e T ' .

"

vallue because it also allows the critic to date -some 9f Haromann s =pLils

~

£

of that city in the summer of 1203: , B

3



2

“Hartmann von Ouwe” and “Entde” in Book III (Parz. 143, 21-30) and to

“ISneten rat” in Book V (Pérz. 253, 10-14) Wolfram intimates .ghat Hartmann

©

had already completed Erec and Iwein by the 4time thqseblines'were

32~ . o
penned. As a result, the latest possible date of completion for Erec

and Iweln falls in the year 1204 although, because many critics feel that’

.the‘end_of Book VI of Parzival marks a hiatus in Wolfram's wbrk during

which the author may have actively'partidipéted in the war between the
émperor and Landgrave Hermann of Thuringia, it is possible that Wolfram
;oﬁposed Books I :» VI of his epic before the conflict began. Thus Books

111 to V of Parzival may nave been composed in 1202, which would mean that

-

: .33

lwein and Erec had been finished by Hartmann by this time as well.

“nfortunately Hartmann's epics themselves offer the reader no direct

allusions to historical events and therefore provide the scholar with very

3

litzle lq‘ormatlon about the.absolute date of their composition, yet for

vears researchers have 1n51§§g§ on p1ec1ng together ambiguous. clues from
i .n .

Hdar+tmann's various works in an effort to reconstrucﬁf@ts.llfe s story and
' ) . L Y .

,cbtabllsh ahe date of composiiibn'of his fndividual epics. One such clue,

, :
uhlvn some critics have utllised to sqppo:t their contention that Hartmann
. S

:ompqsed his Erec prior to L189, when thé\Third Crusade began, is

furnished by. Hartmann's reference in Erec to sable fur from “Connelant”

- ’ L3 )
(T-onium) (Erec V. 2000-2011). *  Yarrmann states that:

By

foane beslozzen lit
swischen den landen beiden,
den \r'echen und den heiden. (Erec v. 2007~ 09)

K

This proﬁﬁtsfﬁeudann to.zlaim that, because these lines lmplj that. at the

[
,o
3]
"
-

%;ﬁefrlggi:ing Tconium was not: vet considered a'heathen state, they

[

-5u.d only have been written before 1190, -since prior to that date the

su.van 2f Ioonium was Sound to -he Holy Roman Emperor Frederick I by a

o

w




treaty- of‘ friendship. and had even evinced>,a wiliingness to convert to

Christianity,.whereas after 1190 Iconium would hdde been accounted a

heathen state due to its hostmle reception of the crusaders in that year.
Neumann then further asserts that no MHG author writing after 1190

would have been so crass and .tactless as to mention the name of ILconium in

. connection wirh a ‘joyous occasion such as the wedding desgribed in this

g A C )
context‘im Erec,‘since after the Third. Crusade the name of that city would

‘presumably have been 1nextr1cably linked in the mlnds of the German public

with Barbarossa's tragic death and the subsequent dlssolutlon of the

. i 36 o
imperial army.- Schrdder therefore maintailns that Hartmann's Erec wmust

37
have been composed before these events occurred

However these argnmehts ‘are serlously flawed. . Schrdder, for
: T g - I s
example, errs ”by‘7assum1ng that Iconlum which~ had' been d'completely

. v s .
subjugated by the crusaders in 1180, would thereafter have been considered

. : 38 o
just another heathen state, 8 when instead Barbarossa's conquest of the

c1ty in 1190 would in all likelihood have further conflrmed the spec1al
status of Iconium in the minds of the German public. Moreover it could

e: .ly be that-Schrdder is reading too much into this passage, a mistake

; . ‘ . ) 39 . o -
which Neumann himself cautions against, for, strictly speaking, Iconium
'was just as much a heathen state before 1190 as it was after that date,

"since the sultan naver did convért to Chrlstianlty

.,!:41
~ Even- less viable than thls latter argument meanwhile, is Neumann's

&

assertion, that Hartmann would never have referred &0 lconium . while

depicting the wedding,scene in EFrec if he had composed the latter after

o :
1190 for Veﬁmann mistakenly assumes that the name Iconium would have been

remembered by ‘the German publlc prlmarlly in connect 1on wrtn Barbarossa s

N

death and would therefore have been cdnnotative of grief and sorrow,.

66



when the truth of the matter is that Barbarossa dled not at Iconium,

where he won a crucial victory that represented the high point and only

.

significant success of the campaign, but in Armenia. Consequently, a MHG

uthor writing some years after Barbarossa's passing when the pain of the

monarch's death would have been somewhat assuaged would have had good

reason to _include an, allusion to Iconium 1in his portrayal of a joyous

- ' *
L .

occa51on such as Erec's weddlng "to Enite, since Iconium w0uld have been

associated in the mlnds of his readers with Barbarossa s.last great

’

v1ctory rather than with his death- Thus Neumann S and Sthroder s

arguments‘demonstrably rest on false premiggg and their concluslons can be

5

dismissed for.lack of supporting evidence.

Rosenhagen,. on the other hand, wmakes a useful observation when he

Vp01nts out that if Hartmann himself had participated in the Third Crusade

.

and had been present” ‘at the sacking of Iconium he would not thereafter

N S,

have sponteneouslyireferred to sable from "Connelant,J since he probably

would have learned during his stay in Iconium that sable is not a prdduct

‘»~J

’ 4
of that region and never has been. lA Therefor&WLf it could be proved that

Hartmann took part in the Third Crusade, as many scholars believe he did,
¢

However, the possibility that Yartmann went on this crusade seems TO
be precluded by two lines in Hartmann's-crusading song “lch var amit
iuweren nulden” (MF. 218, 3): -

und lebte atn her Salatin und al sin her .
dien braehten =mich von Vranken niemer einen vuoz. (MF. 213, 18f.)

The use of the subjunctive in .these verses. 1mplles that Saladin was

already'degeased at the time of their writing. Since Saladin ‘died in L193

(- would necessarily follow that this poem was written after that date and

then one would ~have to conclude that Hartmann's Erec was likely composed:

67
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that the speaker's stated intention of going on a crusade could only have

’

/i

been fulfilled during the crusade of 1197, not the Third Crusade;4 a

T

conclusion which is supportig/gy the fact that the German knights taking

: Dy ‘
part in the former crusade} unlike those participating in the latﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁg}
. . / N ,‘

gathered in Franconia before setting out for the Holy Land, which would

explain Hartmann's reference to "Vrar}_ken."43

Yet a number of scholéfs are. not satisfied with the manuscript
feading of these lines. Carl von Kraus, for example,‘osjects to the use
of "min her”™ in this conteXxt, Qlaiming tﬂa; this form of address 1is
employed by the MHG authors of this era solely to express either sympathy
with fﬁé-sﬁbject of addressror, when it 1is usea ironically, antipathy,
which is supposedly nof the case in Hartmann's p_oem.44 Sparnaay, however,
points out that the phrase fmin_her" appears time d again in Hartmapn's
works where no sucﬁ Eqnnotation of symﬁgthy or antipathy 1is lbparunt
while othe? critics such as Panzeraé and Jungbluth47 feel that Harémann
fully intgndea tﬁe words "min hgr"vto express ipon?where. |

Kraus further maintains that the manluscript reading is unacceptable

because the syntax of these lines as they stand in the manuscript would

- - ‘ , o , )
require that the reference to Saladin's army “Tund *al s¢n her” Dbe
understood to mean that not Saladin alone, but his whole army had perished

by the time these verses were written, something which was definitely not

48 ’ A
the case- Sparnaay rightly rejects this view, pointing out .that .the use-.

of the subjunctive verb "1ebte?‘suggests only that not all of Saladin's
" .host remained alive at this time but does not, as Kraus claims, presuppose
the death of eachiindividual soldier in it although, if” one insists .on

conceiving of Saladin's army as a unit or as an entity in itself, then the

dissolution of that army after Saladihfé:death could also be considered as '

e



o

o

the termination of its existence. Moreover, because the author of this

verse is seeking to focus the reader's attention on Saladin's might and

since the army mentioned can be regarded as the symbol and embodiment of
"Saladin's power, the verse in question should not be interpreted too
. 49 ‘ ‘ .
literally, for the army here serves merely as an appendage or adjunct to
. : ! A

Saladin himself. Kraus is therefore guilty of splitting hairs' in his

attempts to discredit ghe manuscript reading of these lines.

. Meanwhile other critics contend that the manuscript reading 1is--

7

dinsatisfactory because the speaker in this poem, although he is presumably
going on a crusade to wrest the Holy Land back from the infidels,
nevertheless states that Saladin and his army could never have drawn him

to leave Franconia.  The speaker's comment therefore seems [0 .be

. . . - N G 50

inconsistent with his purpose of fighting the Saracens. However ., the
. a. ) . .

alleged inconsistency disappears if one admits the possibility that «fe

-

.speaker intends to go on a,pilgrfﬁage rather than on a crusade or if one

assumes, as some scholars do, that the speaker goes crusading“ac'the

' . 51 . : . .
behest of his lady love as is the case in dartmann's song ~Swelch wvrowe
sendet ir lieben man" (MF 211, 20) or is motivated to go on a crusade by
his love for--6¢d rather than by the desire for fame or the thirst for
- 52 ’ . T : N
action. Thus +his poem can be interpreted in such. a way 4ds to
accommodate the maunuscript reading and still make sense.

Nonetheless, many cricics Thave "insisted on proposing various
emendations of thé manuscript which would completely change the méﬁning oI
the controversial ~%§nes- and eliminate the implication that Saladin was
dead at the time of their writing. . One of the first such modificarions of
the pertinent verses was introduced by the brothers Grimm, who punctuate
@‘\Lﬁ follows: .

A N
) 4
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ﬁ%epeated 2mphasis on

both the

2

W

48 a form of address somewhat Llike the French “monsieur” or in combination

it

lebte min her, Salatin und al sin her

die enbrehten mich von Franken nimer einen fds.

53
By inserting this punct

uation they imply that Hartmann was here referring

to the death of his lord which he had alluded to int the peom “'Dem~kriuze

simet wol reiner muot” (MF 209, 25). Yet such a reading of these lines
\ )
overlooks the fact thdt “her™,

the abbreviated form of "herre”, is

employed by MHG authors almost exclusively in unaccented position either

ith a proper

N
name (e.g. ‘min her Iwein, her Gawein") and would not be

utilised to denote “Lehnsherr”, as the brothers Grimm implvy it wmuseg,

. 54
particularly since the comma preceding “"Saladin” necessitaitus 3 shifr-in
stress

in the line which, since it would

firsg

RS

resulr in an accent
and second %

" in the Ii

falling on

\,1d, because of the
her”, produce an unpleasa] -and. undesirable efrfect
uncharacteristic of Hartmann. Thus it is not surprising that subsequent

SR . . T N . 56 L.,
scholars, with “the’ exceprion of Leitzmann, fail o

emendation proposediby the brothers Grimm.
The

further modify the manuscript to read:

endorse  the

o I . “
suggestion of che hrothers Grimm did) however,

. . A
| RN o 57
und lebt min herre, Salacin und al sin her.
Yet by taking che ' necessary step Of emending “her” to the longer Iorm
. herre” Paul is forzed dy the exigencies of tne mMerer oo, simultaneousltr
elide the <final “e” of Tlebte’, produc ing in  udnatirdcIive  2pOCupe W
R PR .58 : v _ . .
uncharacteriscilc >f Hartmann ind rendering the subupgttive verd
J . . v ,:"'
indistinguishable from its indicative
- 59
procedure.

clent

v

1Junterparc,, 1 Juestionadle
Moreover, Paul's proposed

emendation

2fF rnis werse, Lixe
sl of producing., 4n
N A e N v

Zach o»f the nomonvaous words, Nerre and ner’ . Therarore,
a7 A : a .
A e a o . e

) NS » Ll . . - . )

unlikelv "That .a @meticulous :rar7szan Such A4S Harzmoann

wouid

70
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have composed sub§tandard verse like this Line‘attributed co him _ by Paﬁl,
the manuscript readingumust'clearLy be - given preference.

An even more telling-objeccion to Paul's version of this verse is
raised by Vogt, who points out that Paul's eméndation greates severe

probléms for the interpretation of the song as a whole,Afot"if the speaker

 {n this poem has been inspired to take the cross chiefly by his love for

¢ .
God, as the critics who adopt Paul's readiag of the controversial line

- ) . 6l : : ) :
generally maintailn, then it would make no sense for him to state that,

despite Saladin's threat to the Holy band, he himself would never haxe

left Franconia if his lord were still alive, » . such a statement would’
contradict and detract from his 2l:-. that l.ve is zhe sole, allpowerful

- : 62

force urging him to go on this crus a4 he other hand, one cannot

argue, as does Kraus, that rhe ! v motivating the speaker to ~aike part in’

1 crusade was his love for his Jdead lord which had ted him to swear an
. . . . n3 . . . v
oath to go :rusading after the latter's death, for, in the third stanza

nf "Ich var =it juweren hulden” (MF 213, 3) the speaker clearlVy declares
. . " L . N .
that his love is presently being returned by the object of his atffectipns,

<hich therefore cannot be the ubiquitous lord, since. the latcter 1is already"
.

dead.

.

Stolte, to be sure, contends rhat -he incongruizy caused by Paul's
N é

smendation is due to a mistranslation of the :xrucial verses and suggests

~hat -he initial Tund” (MF. 218, 219) is to be zranslated as’ “when” while

s

the wverb “enbraenten” in the following line is to be underscood as 3

sluperfect in order o produce the translation; "when amyv laord was
S ‘ : ,
alive, Saladin and his whole army would not have Seen able -to dr
Ly : . I T - ‘ .
single foot away <from Franconia. However,- - given the syntax oL -
. o8 X A 1
verses, Stolre's :zranslgtion of “und” as “when” is hignly improbable and

Y



_ . . . . . Ly
reflects poorly _ on Hartmann's literary skills ‘while Stolte's
interprecration of the verb as a pluperfect is impossible because it would

imply that Hartmann was no longer in-Franconia when he wrote these lines,

whereas Hartmann's song clearly indicates that he had not vyet departed but

v

was merely preparing to leave.

Saran, meanwhile, suggests :hat _.nesc contradictions . inherent in

Paul's version of the poem can be »liminated by interpreting the word

“pminne” differently in each stanza; first as love for a woman, then 4s

' . - 65 ,
love for a friend, and lastly as love for God. Yetr" this interpretation

.
1

dest®oys the unity.of the poem and is untenable because Hartmann gives no

’ RN L :
indication that the meaning ovfminne” is intended to vary within the song
and furnishes no clues as to where the alleged transitions in meaning take
slace, although such guidelines would be imperative if the word “minne”

.were to be employed in ms ambiguous a fashion as Saran suggests.

Cpnséquently, it is obvious that ‘Paul's ~modification of the

manuscript reading, instead of simplifying. the ‘interpretation of this
song, unneccesarily complicates it by - introducing irreconcilable
. ]

contradictions iato the poem and hence must, Llike the even. more radical,

soorly founded emendations of this controversial line proposed by o=

crities -such -as Juhgbluth, who emends the erd “lebte” in the
[ - B Y —_—
. . " W66 . S
controversial line to "letzte, be discarded as unsatistactory and

implausible. Thus one must accept the manuscript reading of the verse in

juestion and as a result must conc lude that Hartmann, if he ever reallyv

4id. go' on a crusade -- for despite the absence Of aon-literary historical
, .

records iadicating Hartmann's parcicbpécion in a <crusade, literary

scholars have nevertheless assumed, “firscly, that the speaker in

Hartmann's poems 1is jidentical with the author himself, secondly, that
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.

. P
v ; . !

' Hartmann's poems reflect events in his petsonal{lifeq endlthirdlyf that

~

Hartmann's alleged intention, expressed in "Dem .kriuze  zimet. wol reiner

muot” (MF. 209, 25), of taking part.in-a crusade was actuaily fulfilled,

although the poet himself never reflec@é back on such p:. . icipationm in his
. 7. . . . " .
later works6 -- took part, not in the Third.Crusade, n the crusage

of 1197. But if this is the case, then the efforts of those'crﬁtics such

as Neumann, who predicated his arguments that Hartmann composed his Erec

4

- prior to 1190 on the premise that the author himself participated in the

Third Crusade or intended to do so, are vain and their arguments are
- ' - . 'y

worthless. In summary, then, despite the ‘claims of some scholats,

“

) . . AY . \
analysis of the few allusjons to historical events 1n Harﬁ%enn's works

reveals nothing conclusive about the exact dates of origin of -Hartmann's

- N 1

four epics.

Thus the -technique of correlating remarks in an author's own works

OB

with ngon—-literary hlSCOIlCQ; records in order go date the former also has

its limitations and other means must therefore,be ﬁound to determine when
3 ) Ca, CoLm . ’ ’ ’
many of these medieval German eplcs ‘were writtén.

i
iy it

1

¥

D. Dating the Lanzelet through Para!'els %o Gther Literary Works

= L

One such alternatlve method TOA_esteblishing the ;elaoive datés‘of-
J i' “> )

L3

comp051tlon of MHG epics 1s based On the observatlon that many of these

e

works contain parallel passages,futlllse nalogous motifs and/or employ

N . BT e -"f" - v . -

' e .- SRS : ;
similar proper names oI varlous characters and locales, all; 6f which:
e . S ~ . I3

implies that the authors of some of these epics had a tenden5§'to-bon§éw

material from their literary predecessors. Q'The difficQIty’ here maihly
' . 4 1‘)
consists in ascertaining which of the poets in question borrowed from the
] : Vo N

other, .seldom an easy task. Nevertheless; if it can be.shown tha werses
° : B ’

i
. . c2

A 2eg

e,
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k t*anslate

« authors deviate,

the . Lanzelet,

Aaftmann's“irec or
{9 ” '

lines’ :

e o B - M

1 .

»similaripies_could

N s
[ .

s
o

Ulrich, 1

. .

‘Hartmann OT
the Lanzelet.

. ’ {
in the Larzelet’

Prose Lancelot
= -
0

Lrlangzelet,
wolfram's Parz

S .
;

in,

. tal -
B o

PEr:eval, then

‘Lanzexen ’fdb?.

VaturaiAvﬁ?

_.another work snare
® ) .
“same repertojreé of

. Unfortun
logical procedure

lender'

" '

and

.

'that Ulrlch must ‘have borrowea the share

5

The Lanzelet

' that -
D - ©

~for
in

fgﬁi%;.and theifrlanzelet'or-'
1T —_—

Mlogicéll;
Kolfram,
Dn ¢
"
ang

the arch
AN

Ssent fa

—8*? ,

instead simply

between the Lanzel

g This for example,Als the course taken by M
. —

¥irich bbrfowedf’material

example, reproduce passages in works
R ) ! :

o

such’ " as

¢

b - wr. " . ,r .
WOlfrém'smPafzival where the laCC8E¢p$etS~fa¥[h ully
faraiye- B : , R

2y,

: . L v W
«he earrespondlng works by Chretxen, then,éunless
\ , ool

be - attrlbuted to i?vllnk becween Chreclen s

..,‘\‘

\—:‘
the

plausibly-

a
- L -

0 borrowlﬂg &m%gctLv from Ch

rétlen .5 works bv-‘

. o f "
.follows that . Llrich borrowed such “verses LTOm

'whose‘earlier~epicé’consequently”musc“ﬁaye antedated

- . N o 3 . N )
if it can be demonstrated ,that passages

.\“ v

¢rm -

he other hand,
I

the

French

close analocues

' .. "" ' /.
ich have in "the CdlC and/or

. . . Q ] :
rerefore Must -n derived directly

Bty

L . L
twde Of Tnes Lan
i w . F

i ‘ ) P
x5

S Ty

s wdrks

: . SRy ey - 2 R - : R
ival, ang Hatuvmann' so;ely where, Gnes

bl o

tnde
W st e ‘ R 4
e o N &1;1\ N . . NN ERY: : Tol
@he latrer Mmust .De tne oider] MHG+ eplt..
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ard e

the Lanzelet

rdrionale applies erfe
Y sl
commor

q ‘ans seentlv urliise

i
<

a numbersof actigs OT T e
o BE : . Loegy

Arthurian names.’,

rh o

the @wajority O sricics.reluse LD

for :esolving which authnor 1is the borrower and .which 9

can

'

- v o

Yy

r sarallels they ind

tabu;ate arl' tne
) - - . .’
arbitrarily dec rare’
- g'

et and Some otner {FG epig and
t)'

2

then

a ‘eaCUres rrom :he latter:’

. . )

and Nlrnt s nga10151& . e e . : ;

O'CJWalshe;

who ¢ kaims

PR . o
. -

von Grafenberg's Wigalois. *
o . . 'O .
.. - :

from Wirnt



]

e . L e ' Ll . -~ - J O -
walsne ai.egef tnat SoTion s TElsTed.oLo s TEssEnLe ] om Yarnln. #N
‘ . . L
. P2y ) o
LS <eay . . , B 4
rrec Al rarlLieal a.l fene K S
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Yl

the SYPrEss
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Lancelot. Thus shere is nac inditavilcn ,
e gl Y S
is an errand-boy senr.out from Kar:@¥l Likevine geriur in wigaiois.
‘ . ‘ v ) . . > . Q” . ! o . . L o .
Moreover, .because Karidol is. nef iomed- severa.’times in the Lanzelet
. ' ’ ot - o l . —
- . . - . . .
before the reference tO the Vale‘{'%,rops sp, This reference cannot)‘.._b_e
considered out of character or - lnapg&oprlate “to tne context &% wa.sne
| 69 o Che B Y
would: imply it 1s« i~ Seen in” thts light, Ulrith's alleuSlOﬂ to Karidol
. LT ) N : ' R et . : L

embodies. ng true
o ¢ v ;

1
s

‘iaconsistency, 4 cirédm: .nce  which deprives Walshe's"
P o - i X ; K o

- :.“ ' . N N . . R . . . ) .
~argument of ~11 its force.and leaves: . the possibility ‘open ;that Wirnt,

[

R . . , . : . o

© ,derived his .ur re'\:@ to the messenger from Karidol from the Lanzelet, for

A E ST - - a

. . : @ . . . L . L - T o o i e . .
- R R : . 2
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Lacondceivatiestnal Ulriln o snhou.c nave SUTTOWES The mniLIoo LI Thelslllae TTLE
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while @ simuLtaneousiy  lgnoriagt Encoure _antracdl il wiTDL S
stateme€nts about L%, Singer's declaration Tnal Jirign DUST  nEve DT awh
h N . . PUN

Conl e , : o ) ; N . s
material from Wirnt's work must De rejected as-unsubstanticted specusallub.
. ‘ . SR N Co ‘ . T ‘ . ‘

g ’ ! o e : LN \ R . N
‘On the other hand, when one compares; the paral.el passages 1o Y he two

. "works one finds evidence to support Bauer's contention that Ulrich's

Lanzelet anhtedared Wigalois, L for the brief aside in the JLanzelet about'®

.

rhe yioleht~disapprovalAwhich Ehreapened a lady who dared ride unéscogéed
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_ Tnan “anze.et are tne c.aims of those critics who assert tmat Clrich
. : . . *

. . ; - A . . . - )
- Sorrowed considerable material from wolfram's Parzival. Leitzmann, for
. B . e ———— ’
. - . : # R R :
s - < .

f .

~example, -»-ite‘sw as practically .the so-

Nl

-wolfram _the .fact, that these . ,two authors

« Cirich  emulatel:

or

‘respec tive ~epics frequently utitise similar-or ‘identicadl ."g\i_‘tﬁugﬁ,v :

such as: ; .
o . . . AL RN

Lanzelet SN Parzival

Karjet.(Lanz. 3188) . - .  Gaherjet (Parz. 664,30) L

. . )
Kailet (Lanz. 6032) ° o " “Kaylet.. . 58, 29)

N le evidence for his allegation that,

o

B
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1l.iterares wnhi.e LIS ~gunterpart 1 +he Lanzeler does 10C, and
“imiator Wwouid De in.ikely to -adapt nis source :ia sud a
v - e i » .
sliminate. the poet*." plus »O>f alliteration, it therefore sdeds inescapable
~that ao”ram oor*ower‘ zhe Line i1 question from Clrich and the )mp_roved
: ' . - !
apon {t. 5 . " :
) An \E\f}en ‘zlearer indication that wWolfram extrvac‘ted names from ' the
o Lanzelet for his Parzival is Lurnishe‘d by a compaflaon of the two authors
C - =, B . K o ) .
e -vptsions of. the Ar’*hupfan name which appears in Chrecien's Erfec’ as “Yvains.
‘u_" T . : "351 - : R
de Loenel (Erec V.. 1707) The- orlginaI readlng is retained Hy Ulric-h ‘in
Manuscript P (Jdentified by Hahn as the more reliable manuscript ) of the
Iwan von Lonel (Lanz. v. 2936) and by Hartmann in Erec 'as
. e . o :
A

Eanzele t"“,glas
ko
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. "usemo es “wolfraz’s version .of the name 10 Parzivaid, Iwdn ., von
2 %lrncugh (' is. . possible thaf, the aberrant versiuns >f the «aaze 1n
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’ ind Lp Manuseripl ho 2P Tihe Tanzeler could ntave arisen :ndepencent . g Rt
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Jean. Fourquet, who bserves thaly tne nade o

‘ia the -Lanzelet {ve 8154 £,y -loselv resembles Wolirao s

-y

of 'he au.eged Provencal »author or.

Ty

he,sour e of Parzival 2.9, <4

8, Y
'L'.‘..*"’ Lt i

“‘co-rdi'ng to Fourquet., wolfr@n = reference to “#4wisk’ comprises n Aironic
Lo ‘. RO - ’ R

u,; . . . § L 9 . R
.allusion . to L;rich's Giot, who, although described as a :ompelfent Oritor,

- B . .
oo
leaves all the caclkingj to his companion, ILwan. The »implicatson is cthat. v

L3
the enigmatic Kyot was actuall; no more talkative than Ulrich's orator and

‘hence did not really _e)gist but was a, fictitious character to whom wolrram

B - ) _7 V}‘,. o= o
could safely ascribe’ his own literary 1inventions. 6. 'To be ’'sure,

Fourquet's theory is highly"'slpeculative but such plavs orf words and veiled.

)
¢

allusions to other works are not uncommon in WOlfram s works, as isg

o

evidenced by passages reflectlng Wolfram' s literary feud with Gottfrled

von Strassburg. Consequently FOurquet S hypothesis may have . some meTit. V

N More importantly, however, it can be demonstrated . that parallels
) ey ] N . , o i
RO . . v - , .-

{

"7 .’between certain names. shared by . the L%hzelet and Parzival cannot by any.

.
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wlth/ﬂabons or %abuz in the varlous verslons of- the "Bel Inconnu" legend,

o N
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Slnéér remarks, in this' case ‘the parallels are probablv due to a iink

between the Urlanzelet and WOlfram s sopurce, .which may have both drawn on
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pive some indi:ation 2f rhe
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v the same situation
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excerpted mat 41 from Nelfram's Parzival, thelr argufents yre

serious S1iws)

Ade's norse in

tne Lanzelet ironis porLravial

s leschute’s norse in wolITam s HuTo Thgy TWO
nassages: dlfte % snsijerabiv  in ctneir  Tone and Qilthter Tightly 0D jells
/ .
=hat the de iprion 3f 1 nortse is 3 30Tif Wwhicn rendrs enod waber i oid
'Y - . -

‘ 35

Trench 2pics and therefon? aeed noL hgve hewr borrnwed froa Z: 4
; i L —

ston, o0 wh sther nand, “has some. grounds for. ner slairm rhat Jlrich

Ac2S5LD )
patrerned:<{ie Qdepid:ion of 'Lancelo:; as 1 Dummling a€:er ﬁoifr&m's
:eseription % ?arzival'd.youohful ignorende, for both‘heroes 1re nadel2ss
and‘do not «now nHow to sr: 2 horse, Jase 4 -brid .é or nold their wea?ons
properly. alngern}who :pnours.WL:h weston, “dotices a1 wddxtxonn-
parailel 'bec;éen . ;neinfLanzelet ) and 'éggz L with ~regard O the
.Dﬁmmlingssagg, ndnely rha: dn’eagh Qork a bysLJnder ascribes che.hero's

;cigmsiness‘not to ignoranbe, out'co the hero's performence of a feat of
lMinnediensr for his Lady, and obsernes rhet the;DGmmlingssqgedes probabl}
not an integrélrpart of';he’UrlanieIetdsince ‘the French Prose Lancelor has
:nohtrace.of it.87 N T . ’Ag‘, A." ‘ ., - (.

Coéman 1dent1fies even more correspondences between the two epics,

noting flrstly, that in bogh works the (foster) mother of the hero Lnforms

hlm of a wrong done her that\needs to be avenged and seéondly that in

M -
. .

orevails where the Lanzelet and Parzival
. —_— ——— -




btz he hern recelves 4 horse, slothing, and

;drrival and the Lanzel

)

»;.

idvice from his (foster) mo% . Cosman attributes these teatures ra oo

g = o s .88 o
Lanzelet ©o borrowing rrom Wolfram by Ulrich, 1lthough these same events

- 7o ) R . N - N
+ are described in Chretien's Percewal and, more importantly, 2 the rrench

Prose Lancelot, which parallels the Lanzelet more :losely here than, Jdoes
o .

. ) Y . v >
Parzival, so that their presence in the latter :two MHG epics thererore
e .

need not be ascribed to imitarion of the one author by the other.

Likewise Cosman explains Ulrich’'s account of LancelJtEZPinstructlon

i equestrian skills and in the martial arts bw Jonfriz as’ an imitation oI :
T . , T, e )

Wolfram's portraval of Parzival's =ducation by, Gurnemanz, ia spite of. the
f3¢tr that *basicallv the same motif appears in chiftrien's Perceval and-that
8 e et .
L2 ’ A . .
.the Lanzelet and Partival disagree strongiy 'in the&r‘depiction HE derails,’’

as sne‘herself%

o
o
‘a2

=)

ot "everthe Eg%ﬁ%sman cl@%ﬁs tnat 'he many ‘orrespondences between the

. v o ' : W ‘ ! it - :
latter epics.cogﬁf*nn‘z.be due to borrowing from Jolrram by Ulrich since -,
RPN .o L B o .

. i . & .

- i U('. e g . *J

e e . : ' o R . <o . .
‘the -Dimmlingssage and the account oI the nero’s”education are.integral tO

Rl ~

-he Perceval regend and permeate Wolfram's epic where they furaish’ “he. o

‘dominant theme, but are foreign to the “Lancelot legend ‘where they are

-

N

 practically dead motifs ‘that play a role only in the early sagges_in the
. . v y M L ) B > L - &
: - ‘--“ﬁ} 5 ¢)§3 : e .
plot of the Lanzelet. A S .
. .. = ____-, . . N ] B ‘ >
However, ¥ecent studies have: shown that Cosmanﬁs evaluation_of the = .
‘ : = . we . ’ (‘ﬁ;'-‘tfﬂ !

B
e
ey

role played in ‘the Lanzelet by . the Dummllngssa&_ and by the theme of the ..&, ;@

mﬁhero s educatlon ls false, for Schﬁppertgy and Schmidt 92 have demonstraé@d
‘S TV' F' - ‘;Z" ]
that ﬁancelot only gradually acquires the skills of knlghtlx combat i .8

~ -N) - N
\ - v L 2N

Ulrlch s. eplc by encountering progre551vely more formldable opponents rh., E

IL LN
-

battle.v Lancelot s development stands in marked contrast “to the“hero s "

o

development as a warrior. in Par21val -where . the hero s 1nstructlon in: the

s <
y

.



~ . . B 4

y

foster moi@er ‘and dxscovers his Ldentltv _as 4 reward or 1in 1lluscrat1ng

[4Y
the
»

A §

gheme of loye,thch'dqunates’Ulrich's’whole epic, but
. - i - . .

. L l
e . ]
Smars il oaros by surnemanz  fgstantle iNstormas. nimo tats o an Lnvindd
. N
Capamplon and wheCe' oo turther svolation o Parziual oas ®y wartaor ML TR
° S > )
o PN V. ,"
RPUE TUEEIN Cconseguent. “nése motlls' em more i1pprapriate Tootne seTling 2l
tme Lanzeler than £o that of Parzival 1nd, SinCe 1T LS Dredlses 1 tnell
jfepiction of  The voutnral ers’s qnorance Of LprINLLY SKliis Suen s
. . .
: y . .
ridiag ind jousting thal ITnNe wWOo eples Jeviate rrom Shrftien’s Perceva.s
! . o ’, . o 93 o X o
ind  coincide moso :losélv WilNowacn otaRr, < usman's olaims are Lo
Large extent. tdvalldated, Yor mer ownoarunents ibout the suliabriityo T
: ) ) . / - ) - o N B u
~mese @motifs £o thelr sontext rad be used igalnst ner. : .
A R g . .
. . .
o N . . . . : ;
. The same Holds true Ior some DI Tne Hiaer Rarv liels belwesn . Uie
: . X 14 . : Ve
Lanzelet and Parzival adduced v vs oroof .tnat Clrich imitated
— . T , ' v
. : R . , =
volfiram, for if-one foliows i@ fﬁarondLe she =mplovs, tfhen the Tact Lhit
f ?’ . ey . N . .
s ‘mother 9f. tne fern oI Unelr
\ .

L S N o .
respective works int orm him £OT  vengeanc e
) \ ' ha ’ [

: ) ) N . "»x . o L
and . .znat - hokh  autnors desribe “RoWH 25  Lne > ero s

q . ‘,' * pel
equestrian zlumsiness for a feat of courtly Love demanded- of him by 1 ladw
¢ ) B v D ’ ;
san be taken to prove that Woliram horrqwed material from Usricn Ior
these motifs perform -an impdrtant  func in the  Lanzélet, =ither in
y e R e s
oreshadow11g the hero's encbunégr with Iweret 1 which. he 1vénges als

ire superfluous

-

in Parzival where derzelovde s actlon in ldformlng Parzzval of the wrongs

LICE .

done' him by Léhelhn that call for vengeance seems 1rreconc1lable with her

.

hu -va

concern for het® son' s safety,

N

Lgheiin;

o

whitre Parzival never

a-

and where love is at best a subsidiary theme .
. ? ‘ ’ i

.

does'take revenge on
b ‘ .

. v .
LA e . - i

Srw

G

more 1ikely'thét Wolfram copied Ulrich than that Ulrich bq;rg%ed ma&erlal

from Parzival.

'
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, Cosman herseil  Inoan atfempt DO emonstrate Ulrich’'s

jependénc= Hn Wolrram poilnts .out 2 parallel between thelr 2nics which can
A tea

et oatilised o butiress the irzument rhat wolfram borrowed Irom Jirici

Wwhen she.notes that ‘ancelor's mother  in the Lanzeler, Clarine, lixe

q - . . . )
Herzelovde .id Parzival, differs ‘rom the @majority @I Macrons erlcted .

WHG literiture 5y personalliv suckling her son instaad

! o B Q_, L

respdnsidility To 3 hurse, Sar the werv same action:
. o | ' & (,". ‘\"i
Tanceior's mother in the Jid French Vulgate Merlin
= ' N ) oo o . v .
Toature appears in Chrétien's Perceval. - . @ ' .
' v —— . . ~ A
) . ) C : =T - : B "" ; i].' ) L
~sestan, ‘meanwhlile, suggests rhat the correspondence betwean Llrich’' s” ]
o I L. ’ . B e o LT ' PR
depiction )1 lweret . .in ~he Lamzelet and Jolfram's, portraval 31 : ¥
Yirmahkarnanz  1n o Parzival farnishes  dnother indicagion  Tthat lrich
Sorrowed from Parzival:j.l. P VoL, E ., . Z ‘
. e 45;4 G N - o IR LA
. L e S, - . . (I . .
) v . ~ - . B RS . - .
2 des se€lben =21nen’ wAfenroc E
.4 fuort Pr“hnd'buldin schelien'dran: -~ - . : ' . o B
=r schein =in, engel ainht 2in nag, (Lanzy wv. 4228 ££.) . et R
—_— - ' -
. £ oL " o
jen 48hcer {}s'ern got zetdn: o . ' C )
2ran hete sB liehtes.niht erkant. . L ' . . ’
0f=m touwe der,wdpenroc, erwant . ' .
" ait guldin schellen kleine * ’ ~ - .
vor Lewedgim beine v N ' ) . R T
wirn die stegreife erklemggt . - 'Y T S
. " N ' . : N - ! a v .
. unt ze rehter mdze erlengec.- .= o L ST
sin zesmer arm von schellen klanc/” ~ . o7 - - AT
. ' - \ . %] T
* swar ern b8t oder swanc. (Parz. 121, 30 - 122, BYs' e, L
S a. R - (R ‘ - e .)3.‘0\-»\‘\ P S e
" ) . . ” . . - - Al
Yety when one examines the: CWOo passages closely - and compares them wiigh s
- . e Coh ‘- ° ~
Chrétien's .version of” the Karnahkarnang eplsode ag it Stands in Perceval‘
. T .‘ - '. 4
(v. 1340 }3503 flnds that Ulrlch by_ Likening‘ Iwe:et “to anffangel, ‘
- R & FR f,}
cortesponds more closely to Chretlen than to Wolfram ,who deviates_frbm”

v
. R o . s,

Chrétlen by comparlng -the splendldly accoutred knlghts encountered by the

'vyouthful hero not to. angels, but . to gods, although lt must be noted that

ﬂ%oth Ulrich,. and WOlfram dlfter from Chrétlen by mentlonlng that the
> e
BN .’ . N : . [ .. ,‘ . &




. % .
‘hese correspondences. may be ascribable to

. Herzelovde amuchas.Lancelot isyforced to.marryy
. - G .

xaixght's ‘harness or. that of nhis horse is capariéone‘d *with ctiny. golden

“ws

Seils, "1 parai®el whign is, However, inexact and which could be due rto
horrnwing :HvaWither author or by neither. Y A4
) eoom . N S . L. ;',n
OJn the oather. hand, numerous epivsod‘es ind motifs in the’ Lanael t which o
. = . ——— N [
. o K
£

nave analogues in the CdIC and™as 4 result must be considered orig,inaL

Lot 14
components 2f the Urlanzelet also have parallels in Parzival I.lﬂd,-'/gb"tj

Chrfrien's Perceval,-a circumstance which .suggests that

Peredur but not in

imitation of .the Lanzelet by

. e . ) ) . X - . ) .
wWolfram T . ’d 2 link between cthé Urlanzelet ‘and Wolfram's sources b
exclusive of -Chrfrien's Perceval (if any).~ The Pluris episode ‘in  the '

o) . ey . R o, . " L
’ L =T o ) »
Lanzelet, gfor Sxample, which. is related. to the Zapress. sf Coastintinople
. . h iy : t )) . . T . “ .\\l\ " ! <
-episode 1o Pe redur and "fo the amorous .'j%i'}\e\_ress episode$; in the CdlC d
French Pr-'cise Lancelot, "is- alse ;loselyq.,,lini&e‘d to the episode in ‘Pirzival
- & . L J . . sty

. « - .
A “ M
4 a R

Ton L . - .
wher;e Qahmuret wins ‘a tOurnament and is ~thereby,. forced into Eartxage with

“ the: gqueen OI ¥luris afrer

M e - . . ) . S -

wf-'odet'—eating’ fler h?vgndred knights. Indeed, by {making a habit of loving and.

o . . o . .
: . S R ' S .
izavinag ivariou®, ladies (Anflise, Be Lakane, Herzeloyde}, uanmuret behaves

Such lfke Ulcfich's Weiberheld, bancelot, who: also wins the hearts of

“'i-. ° . ' . 4

. é’ N . - ! . . v . . ¢ ‘« ’ . .‘. ‘ P ‘ . | . i 3
several‘ ladies and then d‘eserts them. * Thus the evidence cleafiy indicatess

o g

=

. -_ ". . "’ . " . . . ) -
,.elther t?lat WOlrram borrowed motlfs fropm™ the ‘Lanzelet or that b“oth\.

. e .o . -~ ',, . . . .
‘ [ W ; .
WOlf%m S SOurce and 'he Lrlanzelet drew sm a lost sourg:e tor the materlal
v - N . ;‘ ) S o ok
o eorﬁmod ‘to”'their MHG ‘success;g,rs._ . \ C C e ‘
, - - RIS .‘ AR ) - . 3 N L ‘ ,I rJ o C )
No'nethe*less; some'.-c‘ffit’ics maintain that.' Parzival ,.antedated the
v-\s adt "’.‘ ) s 5 . . R L . ] >
Lanzelet and allege that: the parallel passages and styllstl s;milatit'ie.s .
. in these eplcs furnlsh proof that this. is the casen Weston for example,
T A : ’
draqu attentlon to verses in the b’anzelet and Par21val whlch 51m11arly
Wdor B N —_— e .
descrlBe the commencement of a tournament: ' ‘ g -
'&':, t h x .
BTG :




\‘J' ' B
engegen der vespereide
riten iliber jene heide-. , o ; ;

. dort zwéne, df her dri. , . : Lo
o etsllch tbre was dﬁ b1. (Lanz. v. 2855 ff.) '

'fi51eh huop did’ vesperle sdn. L o \
‘hie r1ten ‘sehse, -dort wol dri: X ,
den, fuor vil llhte ein tropel bi.;(Parz. 68,724-26)

3

~

Weston, ouickly concludes that Ulrlch must have adopted the passage in
.. ] K o ) P 7 R )
questiom.’ from Wolfram's epiq,%‘ whereby she ;overLOOKS a passage 1n

Hartmann's Erec which betrays a -distinct kinship ‘£o” hoth‘ Ulrfeh's‘ and

W,

wolfram'svverses: . '
) ol .huop slch ¢h s3. )
. *YLl rich diu vespereide ' : ' i '
§enmitten’ af der heide. (Erec v. 2453 ff. ) o s

i w

'rﬁ& 3 ' ‘ ¢ QO !

’
o A -
)

éég because the lines in ‘the Lanzelet 1ntroduce the three days ‘tourhament

ﬁﬁtlf whiéh was integral to  the Urlanzelet, whereas éthe verses ini

X i s .. . \ i'\ . s )
Hartmann;s Erec @nd uolfram's Parzival are found .in ]sections of “those

Fl

‘eplcs where the ,authors .are not following"Chrétien, it 19 clear that: if-
- . : : 't

- .
,

R ., ° oo W
any version of thls passage 1; to be con51dered the orlglqal then it i@?;

;'_J- . : B B
! v

Ll

. 'l","-‘
that of the Lanzelet for 'mo other crlterlon ex;sts whereby one could
o Ty
‘determine whlch of’ these authors copled the othe@(s) Y. : &1'"‘555
- . p’ . . ‘Q

W

Weanwhlle,Athe correspondences between these two works whlch Rlchter

B
B .

’

lists consist malnly of common WHG prover or of unusual syntactlc

e

.structures such as Ulrlch s antithetlcal.statement die,frumen, niht die
. . » . . e ' . >

boesen <(Lanz. v. 7568), yhich resémbles'various vérses in Parzival in

Y

. . -~ 9;8 o
-that the latter exhlblt the same” antlthetlcal structdre, . Yet-Such

verses could have origlnated with elther author, fortklchter s de51gnat10n
; . .

of a partlcular phrase 1n,the>Lanzelet aspﬁypically "Wolframisch” .is

4y

~mislea&ing'if, as is usually‘the case, such turns of phrese appear

s, )

- i : P
frequently in the Lani%let as well. “One could just as easily describe .

’

some of - Wolfram's verses as sUlrlthsch and with equal justificatiom..

.ol
. 9
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Richter, moreover, .is unreasonable when he implies that because Ulrich

restricts his use of circumlocutions to 'identify the hero to the first- -

half of }he Lanzelet, such a stylistic feature must have been borrowed

from Parzival where such circumlocutions are more common, for ‘Richter
. —_ ' o '-{ .

himself accounts for this disérepancy'in the Lanzelet by pointing out chaﬁ

" .
-

Ulrich was forced to use circumlocutions in referring to his hero because

the latter was nameless until midway'tﬁrough the Lanzelet,99 after which’

point the employment of ¢circumlocutions to identify him VShld no longer

have been necessary.

i . . s
Finally, Richter points out how close Ulrich's contact with the first

: 100 e ‘ .
books ~of Parzival is - and notes that the correspondences between the

‘Lanzelet and Parzival in the utilisation of rhyme words are essentially

restricted to, the first few books of Parzival and then accounts for this

by postulating that Ulrich was acquainted solely with the beginning of

N

Wolfram's epic.lo1 Yet Richter ignores an equaliy‘valid explanation for

these discrepancies, namely that Wolfram at the commencement of his career

as an epicist used the LanzZelet as a source of material and as a literary

model but then gfédually_developed his own style as he began to employ

Chrétien's Perceval as his primary $ource after completing Book II of

. Parzival. Since only this explanation satisfactorily ‘accounts for the ’

existence of me;‘ousréarallels between ghe Lgnzelet and séme of the later
books of Parzival, 1t must take pregedence over Richter's untenable
hypothesis. Thus the very evidence adduced by critics to support the view
that Ulfi;h borrpwed from Wolfram can even more effectively be employed to

prove that Wolfram was the borrower and that the Lanzelet therefore must

have been composed prior to Parzival.

38
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3. The Lanzelet and Hartmann's Epics

This conclusion has some important ramifications for the debate about

.
’

the nature of the link between the Lanzelet and Hartmann's epics as well,
for if Richter would have been prove’ to be . .rrect in his assumption that
Parzival antedated the Lanzelet, r..on . .30 =

Iwein and Erec coupled with Zwier ‘na's . .scovery (resilting from his

comparative study of stylistic features and rhyme patterns in Hartmann's

works) that Hartmann's epics were produced in the following order: Erec,

R . 102
Gregorjus, Der arme Heinrich, Iwein, would have ruled out the

possibility that the Lanzelet was composed prior to any of Hartmann's

epics since the latter were obviously completed before Parzival was

written. Therefore, because it has been demonstrated that the Lanzelet

preceded Wolfram's works, one of Richter's most convincing arguménts for’

dating’ Hartmann's + epics before the Lanzelet has been completely
discredited and the wviability of Richter's stance vis—3-vis the

relationship between Ulrich's epic and Hartmann's works has been cast into

doubt.]fo3 ‘ \

' : 04
However, since Hartmann's Iwein parallels the Lanzelet but seldoml

and since Der arme Heinrich seems to have no ties whatsoever to Ulrich's

epic, nothing definite can be said about the date of their origin relative

to that of the Lanzelet. Likewise Gregorius, although it contains a

~number of verses that have analogues in the Lanzelet and even betrays a
v e . 105 _ - ' o

stylistic kinship with Ulrich's epic, shares no distinctive feature
with the latter which could be employed to determine which of the two
works contributed to the other, for Schneider's claim- that Ulrich wmust

have borrowed from Gregorius because Hartmann's verse, “mit tOtvinsterre

" 106 - . .
naht” (Greg. v. 2500) suits its context well whereas its counterpart in

2 ‘i- s references in Parzival to-



the Lanzelet “diu tStvinster naht"(v. 6538) seems -inappropriate in its

-

107 . . .
context can be ignored, since it is open to debate whether or not the
‘\

line in the Lanzelet, which ‘refers to a fainting spell is inappropriate

?

to its context and since the mere fact that one author uses an expression

©

such as this more skillfully.than anothet does not necessarily indicate

that the latter borrowed from the former. Thus it is impossible by simply

<omparing the parallels between these two epics to ascertain which of Chem

influénced the other. .The only certalncy is that there definitely was a

link between them.
Hartmann's Erec, on the ‘other hand, shares extensive parallel
. . - *

* passages, nuwmerous Arthurian.names, and several motifs w' h Ulrich's

Lanzelet and conséquentlx should offer some clues as tdo which of the two

. ' A \ :
authors contributed material to the other's work. One of the most

problematical and poténtially one of the most useful parallels between the

two epics involves the poets' references to the source’ of sable. In the

]

Lanzelet Ulrich rémarks:

von Clmis, di Sibille -~ -
.diu alte wtssage was,
was der* zobel, als ich ez las. (Lanz. v. 8866-8869)

g
d B

Hartmann, on the other hand, comments in Erec:
der zobel was daz nie dehein man ;‘ . \
deheinen bezzern gewan ’
noch tiurern envant
Uber allez Connelant. (Erec v. 2000-2004)

He then goes on to describé Iconium's geographical position. Since both

authors mistakenly allude to the similar-30unding' place names, "“Conne”

.

(Iconium) and, according to both manyscripts of the Lanzelet, “kunis,

(emended by Lachmann to "Cﬁmis"')lo8 as the source of sablé it is clear

v

“that the two passages must somehow be related, . for sable is derived from
7 .- . . v )

. . .
neither of these cities. According to Richter, moreover, these passages

|
&
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mﬁst also be linked to two verses in Veldeke's Eneide in which the author

. ) 109
erroneously represents the Sibyl's pla_} of residence as Tconium:

. \,-" -
var toe Sibillen

toe Ichnjen in her hils. (Eneide v. 2600f.)llo

Ricgter therefore speculates that Ulrich borrowed Hartma%p;s :ommen£
about sable der;ved from Iconium and thén, wﬁen it reminded him'of
Veldeke's allusion to Iconiunm as the Sibyl's place of residence, chose to
%ghtion the Sibyl in the same cohtext.ll3 Howevgf,_Richter's tgeory fails
to explaiﬁ'why Ulrich, who 1is supposedly referring to Igonium, does not
simply reproduce Hartmann's or Veldeke's spelling.of the city name, which
w0ulq havé been a household word at the time, but instead associates sable
with the enigmacic "kunis.” This evident incongruity 'leads Teresa de
Glinka—Janczéwski to suggest that Ulrich, when reminded .by Hargmann's
comaents about Iconium of Veldeke's incorrecﬁiallusion to it as the
residence of the Sibyl, decided to flaunt his knowledge while correcting

Veldeke by identifying “kunis,” a medieval German inflected form of the
Latin name, "Cumae,” as the Sibyl's home.113 Yet Glinka-Janciqwski

looks the important fact that Ulrich, by correcting Veldeke's

h= )

thereby over
- mistake of attributing the Sibyl ro Iconium, would, if he truly was
imitating Hartmann, himsélf be c&mmitting the grave and improbable error
‘of coatradicting Hartmann's original statement about sable be;ng derived

from Iconium (not Cumae).. Thus .neither of these theories which are

" predicated on the assumption that Hartmann's Erec antedated the Lanzelet
o zrec AL S AR

a

is capable of satisfactorily explaining the link. between the related

ﬁassages in these epics._

On the other hand, this parallel between the Lanzelet and Hartmann's.

. : s ‘
Erec can easily be accounted for if one assumes that Hartmann borrowed his

comment about sable from Ulrich but, failing to properly decipher "kunis”

31
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as a corrupt form of the Latin “Cumae,” was led by Ulrich's allusion to
the Sibyl ‘and by Veldeke's claim that the Sibyl resided in Iconium to

falsely deduce that Ulrich's “kunis” must’ be a corrupt form of the name,

“Iconium.” To such an explanation Rosenfeld can only object that Hartmann
. . . 14
was too weldl versed in the classics to make such 'a mistake, an
- : \ : o
objection which rests on pure conjecture since little is known about the
extent of Hartmann's clagsical education. = More 'important, however, 1is
veumann's observation that Cumae is not specifically associated with the

o » 5 ,
Sibyl in Virgil's Aeneidll so that it is not at all unlikely that

Harctaann, when confronted with U}rich's reference to the Sibyl, was

immediately reminded of the familijar reference to the Sibyl in Veldeke's
. [3 )

Eneide and therefore»associaced Ulrich's “kunis” with the famous city of
Iconium rather than with the obscure city of Cumae.

Yet "if one accepts the hypothesis that Hartmann borrowed his comment

about sable from Ulrich, then ome must re—examine the numerous theories

.

which have been devised to account for Hartmann's error in claiming that

[}

sable ‘was a product of Iconium and ascertain whether or not they shed any

light on Ulrich's- equally inaccurate attribution of sable to Cumae.

Of course some oOf these theories, suth as Neumann's unlikely
! .

-

conjecture that the ambas$adors from Iconium who - attended the 'imperial
court 1n 1179 and 1188 may have worn clothes trimmed ino sable, that

Hartmann saw their apparel or had it descrlbed to him, and that he

therefore spontaneously included an allusion to Iconium ‘in his Erec

because the name evoked an exotic, Oriental fla‘vor116 (which ignores the

fact that the use of exotic place names in his epics is.atypical of

Hattmann but 1is characteristic of Ulrich),ll7 do nothing to clarify the

origins of the allusion to sable 1in the lLanzelet and can ‘therefore be

]
-



dispensed with as irrelevant to the probled. Likewise, the suggesrions of
- . ,

Carl von Kraus, who refers to the possible use of sable sleeping furs in a

localle such as Iconium where the nights can he quite coldl- . and of
- i

Wackernagel, who speculates that Hartmann's “Connelant” may have resulted .
' Y

from a copyist's misreading Qf,theéﬁQrd fQuen&lant" (Finland) which was a

possible source of sable,119 cannot be utilised to explain Ulrich's

reference tongble from Cumae.

b4

Meanwhile Kroes' proposal-that Hartmann's “Connelant”™ {s quite simply
. .

a derivative of "Eﬂﬂi'f the Slavic word for‘"marCen,"L‘O is totally
implausible, for Hartmann himseif'COuld not have éoined this Sybrid name,
since he clearly understands “Connelant” to be Iconium, 4 city which
canpoé be considered the land of the marten. One must therefore assume
that Hartmann borgowed the term els;where; i{f Kroes is to be believed, but
;his‘gs extremely impfobable since the name "Connelant”™ and the word
"kuna” are never recorded as such elsewhere in MHG‘literary-or hisforical
documents. Moré;v§r, Hartmann is clearly referring not to the fur of the
mart;n, an animal thch at that time inhabited not only Russia and Poland
but Germghy and much of cenéral Europe as well, but to the fur of the gare
Tsable, a SubSp&?ieS of the marten which inhabited only the northern

regions of Russia and Siberia.lz1 Since Slavic speakers clearly

™

differentiated between :the sable and marten in their vocabuléry it would
4 - Py A
therefore make no sense for Hartma#n or anyone else to designate the
N ' .

source of sable as the land of the marten, for the latter beast was
ubiquitous. Thus Kroes' theory is untenable and must be rejectedﬁ/’—
Conversely, there 1s much to be said fof Fourquet's hypothesis that

the reference to sable in Hartmann's Erec could have resulted from the

author's misuﬁderstanding Qf the 0l1ld French wordv"conins" (rabbit-skin),



which was included in a list of " expensive fabrics in Hartmann's source

which resembled the list in Chrétien's Erec:

Robes de ver et d'erainetes,

De conins et de violetes, ~ R 5
‘D'escarlates, de dras de sole. (Shrétien, Erec v. 2113-2115) .
D 4

. Fourquet's theory is parﬁicularly attractive because the error imputed to
. a .
Hartzann by Fourquet is typical of the mistakes tommitted by MHG poets

:ranslating French sources and - because Hartmann himself commits several
- M *

v
.«

i ' Lk
such errors, as, for example, when he mistakes the preposition "entre” in

. AN
Chrétien's reference to a geographical location: Antre Evrolc et

Tenebro¢. (Chrétien, Erec v. 2131) for part of a personal\nqmezlz3

der namen hoeret zellen:
Entreferich und Tenebroc. (Hartmann, Erec v. 2233f.)

Kroes, however, rightly points out that Hartmann's “Conne” cannot be
e 2] i - \ 4 )
a permutation of the word “conins because ‘Hartmann's verseég about sable

from Iconium, which can in no way be construed as a translation or

t
A

adaptation of the passages in Chrétien'g Erec where “"conins"” is mentioned,
appear in a section of Hartmann's epic where the author is mérkedly
deviating from his sdurce, Chrétien.1 '

On the Aoﬁhe:' hand, Fourqueg's' theory could provide an 1ideal
explanation for Ulrich's allusion in the Lanzelet to sable from “kunis,”
since it is quite conceivable that the corresponding séctibn of Ulrich's

French source contained the . requisite phrase describing robes. lined or

trimmed “"de sable, de,conins et d'erminetes’” Vhich could have misle¢

Ulrich into mistaking "coanins” for a place name. Moreover, since conins

e

appears as "couninsq\;;\“cunins" in some French diale_cts125 and since such
forms would be highly susceptible to corruption because of the juxtaposed
"u”, "n", and "i", it is not unlikely that Ulrich was confronted with such

a form in the Urlanzelet, misread it as ’cumis” or "cunis” and then,

94

.



4 .
having been influenced by the refefence to samite from.Alexgndrfa (Lanz.

v. 8862f.) in‘ the verses. which presumably immediately preceded the
allusion to sable in the Urlagzeléc, congused it with thé.name of the city
in ’whiéh .the Sibyl resided (which 'Qa; known in- antiquity as Cumae but
aﬁpears‘in the 01ld French Eﬂﬁéi (v. 2199ff.) as "Cumés,"}z6 a form of the
name which Ulri;hfs “"kunis! was .-probably" intended to approximate).
Fourquet's theory therefore~convincingly accounts for Ulrich's erroneous
éttribution of saSle to. Cumae and‘ aoes' so without suggescing that  the
author derived the information for this comment from a-non—yicerary spurce
and fhen-sponcaneously interpo}ated(itiin his epic, as Hartmann is alleged

to have done\' Furthermbré such a theory about the derivation of Ulrich's
and Hartmann's comments about the source ofﬂsable would also explain‘why
Harthnnfs spelling of Iconium reflects the Turkish pronunc;ation of the
city'name, "Konja,” for contrary to Neumann'§ claims‘thap Hértqann learnggfhﬂ
the Turkish name fqr‘thé;city from thg envoys from Iconium that visited

177 .

the Holy Roman Emﬁire in 1179 and 1188, it i{s much more likely thay the

Turkish name for the city would only have become well-known after the

e

N \ ' v .
crusaders sacked Iconium and made a brief stay there in 1190. Thus, far
from proving that Ulrich copied Hartmann, these two authors'.references to

the source of sable infer rather that Hartmann borrowed material for Erec

from the Lanzelet.

Thgvaccuracx of this conclusion is further substantiated by the
evidence gleaned fromlén'analysis of the many other parallel paésages in
the Lanzelet and Hartmaﬁn;s Eﬁﬁé’ for studies have shown that with
astonishing consisténcy the verses in Hértmann's epic which have close
analogueg in the Lanzelgt'havé'no clear antecedents in’Chrétien's Eggg'and

r

must therefore be regarded as 1innovations and/or interpolations on



Hartmann's part. Indeed, Gruhn's contention that no. verses in. the

¢

which occur in basically the same form in practically g}l MHG "Arthurian
epiés) correspond closely to ahy passage 1in Harpmahn's Erec which 1is a

' . 128
direct translation of the text in Chrétien's epic is even corroborated
p

’ : .

by Richter, who is reluctantly forced to concede the validity of Gruhn's

‘

~claim in spite of 'the fact ‘that he himself believes that Hartmann's Ercc

: . 129 - -
wa's composed prior to the Lanzelet. Cqusequently, since Ulrich would

have been unlikely to know which verses in Haf;mann's work were derived

difgcdly from Chr&tien's Erec and which were not ‘and sin%e‘he would have’

had no apparent Treason for borroﬁing only the latter, it 1is only logical
Eo,assume that Hartmann was the borrower who, while composing his first

. : . : - 130 '
sizable epic, imitated his predecessor Ulrich.-

Fufthermore, in.those cases where Ulrich's Lanzelet parallels not

only Hartmann's Erec but an older. MHG ebic such as Veldeke‘q'Eneidé as

well, it 1is apparent that whereas Ulrich deriged the peftiﬁent péésages~

directly from Veldeke's work, Hartmann probably borrowed verses” from the

Eneide indirectly through the @edius of the Lanzelet.,_131 for Ulrich's epic

*

generally reproduces verses taken from the Eneide more faithfully than

does Hartmann's Ere¢, even in those cases where the Lanzelet and Erec

coincide in their deviatiéng from and modifications of Veldeke's original

text. For example, Hartmann's words Betray a definite kinship with.lipes

in Ulrich's epic: .
\
des bluotes was er gar ersigen,'
die slege heten in erwigen
daz im diy varwe gar erbleich , ’
und im dtu kraft s3 nfch entweich. (Erec v. 5720-23)
‘.’.' o 0 .
yon den lewen streich,
218 %ryvarlGs unde bleich
“¢rsigen. von dem bluote. (Lanz. v. 1979-81) -

Lanzelet (except perhaps for some termini technici such as jousting terms”

36
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These themselves parallel verses in Veldeke“g‘work more closely than do

those in Hartmann's Erec: !
in torne si dannen screich.'\‘ . ,
dg2 bleif sl varelds ende bleich. (Eneide v. 10,721 f.)

This also holds true for theé following parallels:
1. wan daz si diu sper Qf stdchen &= ~
daz si gar zebr3chen. (Erec V. 786f.)
. ’ - . .(-.-
beide.si wol stAchen, »
\ daz die schefte brichen . o . . .
und die schever h8he vlugen. K
fiir wAr wir daz sagen mugen,
daz si diu swert zuhten;~(Lanz. v. 4475-79)

" beide s} wale stiken,

dat die skechte br3ken o

end die skeveren h8ge flogen. :

in beidenthalf s1 die swert togen. (Eneide v. 7363-66)
2. si liezen zesamene strichen : L
) alsd krefteclichen ' ’
s8 si meiste von jir sinnen :
iz den rossen mohten gewinnen. (Erec v. 812~-15)

niemanng wolt entwichen. -

d6 liezens dar strichen,

s8 si beide mit ir ahten  ~ : .
aller meist gewinnen mahten ff
8z ir rossen, diu si riten. (Lanz. v. 2021-25)

er, enwolde.em niet ontwiken. ,
s? lieten dare striken. (Eneide v. 7529f.)

Thus the correspondences between these three epics serve to furnish

additional evidence théc Hartmann borrowed from Ulrich rather than vice

132
versaw .

4

L

Likewise, the paraliels between the Lanzelet, Haftmgnn's Eigi,fand
Eilhart's Tristrant seem to indicate that Hartmann borréQed verses from
' Ulrich's‘work which themselves had originally been derived.by Ulrich from
an earlier MHG epic, in this case Eilhart's Tristrant, as is demonstrated

by a comparison of the following passqges:133
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gegurt umbe ir siten . - ; .
ein rieme von Iberne: ‘

den tragent die vrouwen gerne. Erec v. 1557-59) o
st irz hoerent germe.

mit eime riemen von Iberne

was si beglirtet harte wol. (Lanz. v. 5797-99)

gewaldig ze "schotten und_yberae. 134
Nun m¥gt ir h&ren gerne. (MS.. H. of Triscrant v. 39f£.) ,-
In addition, Hartmann' - except" for a brief mention of " Tristan's name in |

‘

his enumeration of Arthurian knights in Erec; "Tristram und GSrel";(Erec

4

v. 1650) whic¢h “he takes from Chrétien - omits all - reference to Tristan and

Isolde in his epic, although Chrétlen alludes to them frequently in his

Erec:

‘A cele premiere assanblee,

135

‘
P )

Por voir vos di qu' Iseuz la blonde
N'ot tant les crins sors ne luisanz
Que a cesti ne fust neanz. (Erec v. 424-6)

\

- In truth I say - rhat never did Iseut the Fair have such radiant gdldén

tresses that she could be compared with this maiden.

La ou Tristanz le fier Morhot .
An l'isle saint Sanson vainqui. (Erec v. 1248f.)

]

_Even Tristan, when he slew fierce Morhot on Saint Sanson's isle.

Et Tristanz qui'ondues ne rist. (Erec v. 1713)

And Tristan who never laughed.

La ne fu pas Yseuz anblee, )
Ne Brangiens an leu de li mise. (Erec v. 2075-77) . '
A . - - * (

At this their first meeting, Iseut was pot filched mway, nor was
Brangien put in'her place. ‘

0 lui une dame si bele

Qu' Iseuz sanblast estre ] ancele. (Erec v. 4943F.)
/

. J
With him was a lady ... so wondrous fair tnat Iseut would have seemed
her waiting-maid. ’

Furthermore, only those verses in Hartmann's Erec which correspond ro-

passages in the Lanzelet have analogues in Eilhart's Tristrant. All this



strongly suggests that Hartmann was unacquainted with Eilhart's work when

‘he wroté his Erec and that his sole contact with the Tristrant came

through the Lanzélet,ljé in * which pérallels to Eilhart's Tristrant

37 »
abound.¥ !
In summary, .then, the evidence provided by &lose scrutiay of the

parallel passages in the Lanzelet and Hartmann's Erec -would definitely

appear to support the contention that Hartmann emulated Ulrich and that

Ulrich imitated £ilhart and Veldeke. - ' -

Nonetheless a number of critics maintain that Ulrich must have
sorrowed -from Hartmann because the' two authors frequently coincide in
their use of various Arthurian names, many of which appear in the .same or

. 1
similar form in .Chrétien's Erec ‘as well, 38 as is shown by the following

list of parallels:

Chrétien's Erec " . Hartmann's Erec . - Lanzelet

Loholz 11 fiz le roi Lohut fil roi Artus ‘ Lout der miide (6891)
Artu, Lohos or (1664) . (Arthur's son)
Lohous (1732) n : C
Rainduranz (2182) Boidurant (26931l o Roidurant (7844) -
Yvains de Loenel Iwan von Lonel " Iwan “von Lonel (P)
(1707) . (1643) . : or’'de Nomel (W) (2936)
Dodiniaus 1li sauvaggs; der wilde Dodines Dodines der wilde
Dodins oriDodinez (1637) (7098) :

(1700) ‘ . X )

Mauduiz li sages Maldwiz -1i sages der wise Malduz

or Maudus (1699) (1636) : (6052) -
_Gornemanz de Gohort, Gornemanz von Groharz Gurneménz

de Grohoht or de Goars (1632) - _ (2630)

(1695) ‘ :

Torz "1i.- fiz le roi Ares, Estorz fil Ares

Estors or Estor or (1661) : - or Orphilet (W)

11 fiz au roi (5890, 8071)

(1528, 1728)

39



o N
Galegantins 1i Galbis,
Galerantins,: s
Galoganting oL -7 =«
Galerantis (1738)-
Guivrez lf%petizf

.(3868) -7 - T -

4‘.’\, R !

Tiebauz 11 Esclavons M
(5778) - LR
Pandragon, ‘ .
Pendragon or Pandagron
&1811)

4

ns de -Gomoret,

uz _ de GdTmorez
or Ban or Gameret
(1975)

« o

chastel de L}mors
S LTI

Loz li rois (1737)

JGuingomars,
Guigamor,

Guilemers or Guingamars

(Loxd of_Avalon)ﬂ(l954)

Morgue sa \suer,
Morge, Morguen or
Morgains or
li‘fee (4218)

fiz .1le roi Lac
fil Lac

Erec,”
-or Erec, le
(3880)

Outre-Gales or
Destregales
(18744 3881)

Enide (RaQSim)’”

Dandéldz'deluLac
(1694) |

Yet this argument LS invalidated by the fact that several of the names in

the .Lanzelet which also appear

Ty

:hGniy;éiqvlé
(477

* (8506)

Enite‘(gaséim)

lGaIegaundris
.'(1662)

[

pitiz

(dwarf king
" .

Libaut -”k‘ )

-

Utpandragon

(787

Beals von Gomoret
(1977) .

castle of Limors
(6315)

Los (1667)

Gimoers, (1930)
(Lord of Avalon)

-

\

Famurgan (5156)

" Erec fil de roi Lac

(2 and Eassim)

Destregales;(lSiS) o

Lan@elot von Arlac
(1631)

Y

of . Ireland)

'Galagandreiz (W)

. (1556)

e

:,Dgatregais-(8076)

kunic Loé"(Zﬁ%?)
') - .

or. Calagadruweiz (P)

,“(734) e

LA -

Gineiz (6017) .
(a“dwarf king)

Diepalt (P)

-~ or Tybait (w>~(z7q;):

.wUrprandaBOn (W)
or Upandagron (P) (6734)

AL 1

= r iy,

Pant von GenewiszQP){%
of Genevis (W) (&44f.) -

castle of Limors~

&

Gilimar (P)
or Gymar (W) (6597)

Femurgan-(7185)

Erec fil de roi Lac
(2264) d

v

~

Enite (W)
emmitten (P) (6098)

Lanzelet du Lac (P)
or de-Lac (W) (5092)

in both. Hartmann s and Chretien s Erec




could not have been derived by Ulrich from the latter works since they can

indirectly be traced back to Ulrich's source, the Urlanzelet. Teresa de

Glinka-Janczewski, for example, has established that because the names. of

certain castles in the Lanzelet such as Moreiz,

v
+

Mort incorporate the syllable "mor™ suggestive of the French word for
“death,” they were probably already so called in the Urlanzelet where they

would have served as puns‘on the name of the family for dhom the

139 .
Urlanzelet was presumably composed, the de Morvilles. ~ As a result it

is unllkely that Ulrich borrowed the name Limors from Hartmann's Erec as

14
Hofer claimed. 0

The characters Givreiz and Torfilaret who play a role in the mantle

episode in the Lanzelet also cannot have been taken by Ulrich from either
3 . .

Hartmann's or Chrftien's Erec, where similar names are found, for these:
—— i

¢ -

figures must have been integral to the Urlanzelet since they also appear

in other versions of the mantle eplsode such as the 0ld French fabliau Le

4
Mantel "_»“aill’l 1 from which the author of the Urlanzelet probably drew

some -f the naterial for the corresponding eplsode of his own work@Q,

p
Moreov:- Ulr .zh's Givreiz cannot be linked it~ the character of the same

name- in H..:mann's epic, since‘ﬁartmann identifies the latter as the king
of Lrelaﬁiﬁ%ﬁereés Ulrich, who states that the Arthurian knight.Dodines
periodically ravages the lands of thelking of Ireland, depicts Givreiz as
an ordinaryJArthurian knight, who peacefuily resides at A;tgur's court in
the company of the aforemegcioned Dodines and therefore -cannot be
identified with'the king of Ireland described by I-Iartmann.l[‘2 Simil&rl;,
the presence of King'Arthur'é son, Lout,. in the Lanzelet cannot be
ascribed to borrowing from either Chrétien's or Hartmann's Erec by Ulrich,
since he i; merely a name in a list in the latter works but takes an

active, if minor, role in the Lanzelet where he is more fully described.143

Limors, . and Schatel le

101



"The figure of Dodines himself, meanwhile; {s unlikely‘go hévq been
borrowed from either'Hartmann's or ‘Chrétien's Erec because in these latter
yorﬁs he is a mere name, whereas in the Lanzelet he fulfils an importaﬁt
role réflected'in the.epithet "der w;lde", which all three authors
associate. with his name,lAA and is further qualified with the additional
"epithet "mit dén breiten handen".l[‘5 Since such epithets, wh;ch appear
frequehtly in the Lanzelet, were prgsuma81y derived from the Urlanzelet,
one can safely as%ume that Dodines himself was also.depictéd in Ulrich's
source.

In addition, many characters in the Lanzelet such as Morgaine la Fée,

Gilimar (who is mentioned 'in Wace's Roman de Brut)l 6 or Uther Pendragon,
: g
147

Arthur's father (also referred to by Wace and Geoffrey of Monmouth),
wére already familiar to the publié as stock'liﬁerary figures even before
Chrétien penned his epi¢s. This is evidenced by the deviation from
Chrétien by the MHG authors in their addition of the pfef;x'to King
Af£hur's father's name. (Utpandragon instead of merely Pandragon) in
conformance with Wace and'by the existence of two 0ld French lays which
ce}ebrate the adventures of Guingamor and Lanéal. “These adyentures are

alluded to by Chrétien in Erec where they are associated with a hero named
Guingom::u:s:]'[‘8
B ' ‘

Et Guingomars ses frere i vint;
De 1'Isle d'Avalon fu sire.
De cestui avons ol dire .
Qu'il fu amis Morgaln ‘la fee,
Et ce fu veritez provee. (Chrétien, Erec v. 1954-58)

... and had with him his brother Guigomar, lord'of the Isle of
Avalon. Of the latter we have heard it said that he was a friend of
Morgan the Fay, and such he was in very truth. -

The latter character may éubsequently have been confused by Hartmann and

Ulrich with Guigemar, the hero of. yet another lay composed by Marie de



- '
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France. .Consequently, tgere is no need to assume that Ulrich copied the

names of tbese characters from either Hartmann's or Chrétien's works.
Furfhermore, some ;of the names recorded ih the Lanzelet resemble

their counterparts in Chrérien's work more closely than their analogues in“

. A
Hartmann's epic and therefore are unlikely to have been derived from the

latter. Ulrich's "Diepalt”™ or "Tybalt,” for example, is closer to
Chrftien's Tiebauz than to Hartmann's "Libaut,” and.Ulrich's "Pant” (who

must have been integral to the Urlanzelet since his namesake, Ban of

Benoic, also Elays the role of Lancelot's father in the French Prose

Y

;Lancelot) resemples Chrétien's “Bans” more closely than Hartmann's ~B8als”
~does,'while both Chrétien and Ulrich coincide by sﬁécifying that Loz or
Lot is a king, whereaslHartman? merely depiéts his counterpart, Los, as an
ordinary Arthurian knight. Thus the vast ﬁajority of parallels between
hames in the Lahzelet and Hartmann's Erec can best be explained b;
pOStﬁlating that the  Urlanzelet was ‘somehow linked to Chrét}én's Erec,
whence the parallels between the Lanzelet and Hartmann's work.

'Meanwhile, Zwierzina's éontention that Ulrich, because he alludes to

Enite in the mantle episode of the Lanzelet (Lanz. v. 6098) must have

149 L
borrowed from Hartmann, is completely untenable because it is based oun

the reading "Enlte diu reine” of the defective Manuscript W (which is

B

obviously corrupt- here since any reference to Enite would implicicly
" contradict Ulrich's pértrayal of Erec as a bachelor in the rest of the
epic and since an allusién to Enite makes no sense in: the context of the

mantle episode where Gawain's lady is the only one mentioned during the
actual Mantelgrobe to escape with her reputation untarnished)150 which
contrasts with the reading “enmitten diu reine™ in what Pérennec judges to

be the more reliable manuscript of the Lanzelet, Manuscript P,151 where



.

Enite is never named. Yet egeﬁ if one insists on adoRting the reading of

\
A\

' X . 2
Manuscript W, as Richter does,15 this reference to Enite does not prove
» \ “
that Ulrich borrowed from Hartmann, for Ulrich could Havé\encouncered this
. » | . 1 3 \!\\
reference to Enite in his source, the Urlanzelet, .or could himself ‘have
come 1into, contact with some other version of the Erec. legend such as
Pd ' 154 . " e
Chrétien's work, or perhaps the lost MHG Erec eplic whose existence 1is
implied by the most recently discovered Wolfenbiittel fragments,l\5 an epic

which was probably not compbsed by Hartmannls6 and may have ancegated hi

Erec.

Behre's argument that Ulrich, because he occasionally quafifies

Erec's name ‘in the Lanzelet with the same epithet "fil de roi Lac” that

Hartmann regularly utilises to describe his hero in Erec, must have copied

Harﬁm;nn's work,157 is sliéhpl& mére viable but can also be discounted
because Béhre %ails to take into considératioﬁ the po;§§bility that Ulrich
(or the author of the Urlaﬁzeléc) may #ave derived this épithet from
Ch:étien, who actually entitles his epic "Erec, le fil Lac"]'58 and refers

to Erec elsewhere in his epic as "fiz le rol Lac” (Erec v. 3880), or from

104

some other writer suéh as the author. of £he 01d French Prose Erec who in>—"

the prologue to his work alludes to his source (Chrétien's Erec?) as a

., 159

"histoire de Erec ' le filz du roy Lach en rime”. Thus it is not at all

unlikely that the phrase "fil de roi Lac; was frequently associated with

Erec's name in 0ld French and/or MHG literature before Hartmann ever

employed it in his Erec and that Ulrich (or the author of the Urlanzelet)

derived this epithet from such literature rather than directly from
Hartmann's (or -Chrétien's) Erec.
Likewise the fact that both Hartmann and Ulrich identify Destregales

as. Erec’'s kingdomlﬁo cannot be considered proof of Hartmann's influence on



Ulrich since the latter could have taken this reference from‘a‘mépuscript
of Chrétien's Erec or from some other source sucﬂ'as he MHG Erec epic
whose.existence is attested by.;he WolfenblUttel fragments.
No more qoﬁvihcing .is Zwierzina's ~claim,l'1. refuted by Richger,
‘that Ulrich's allusion in the mantle episode to.an Arthurian knight named
;der wIse‘Maldﬁz" must have been inspired by the appearanée of a "Maldwiz
1 sages” in Hartmann's Erec, for it is Sased~o; the improbable assumption
that Ulrich would ‘have thoughtlessly confused his readers by deliberately
introducing a character into his epic whose name was almost identical to
that of one of the more prominéht villains portrayed in thelLanzelet, “der

wtse Malduc,” who, since his namesake Mauduyt plays a similar role in the

French Prose Lancéloc,163 must already have been mentioned 1in the

Urlanzelet. Moreover, Zwierzinma fails to explain why Ulrich, who is not”

‘averse to rétaining French words and names in his text, should deviate
ffom‘Hartmann, who merely reproduces Chrétien's Epithet "1i sages” in its
original French, by translating this epithect into MHG és "der wise".
The;efore it is probable that Ulriéh's reference to "der wise Maldliz" was
not borrowed directly from Hartmann but was derived from Chrétien or from

. l 4 " R N N .
the Urlanzelet, 6 which itself was linkkd in some fashion to Chrétien's

Ere%

\Meanwhile, the fact that Hartmann refers in Erec to’'a "Lanzelot von
i\ »» -

Arlac¥ rather than to "Lanzelet de Lac” is no inéication that Hartmann was

unacquainted with Ulrich's epic since, as Brugger shows, Hartmann in this

instance is manifestly doing nothing more than faithfully copying the name

" he found recorded in his source manuscript of,Chrétien's Erec165 and would.

have had no more grounds for emending the manuscript reading here from
"Lanzelot” to "Lanzelet” and from "Arlac” to "de Lac” than he would have

had for altering the name "Iwan” in Erec to "Iwein".
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Conversely, Tilvis' discovery that the common Arthurian names found
in the Lanzelet are more archaic- in their form than their counterparts in

Hartmann's and Wolfram's works may be taken as an indication that Ulrich!s

\ -~

work antedated Hartmann's Erec, for where the latter author usually agrees

. ] . ~ " L1
with later writers in his spelling of Arthurian names such as "Iwein” and
"Gawein" or "Gawan,” Ulrich generally coincides with earlier authors such
as Eilhart in his spelling of the same names as "Iwan” and "Walwan" or

166 '

"Walwein”. ~~  Likewise Ulrich frequently ﬁtilises more archaic forms of

the name "Arthur” in the genitive “Artures,” and dative, "Artiure,” forms

which Hartmann  and subsequent authors almost always avoid in favor of

. 167 - :
“Artuses” and "Artuse”. 67 Thus the names in Ulrich's work seem to

.represent an‘éarlier,_more‘primitivé stage in the evolution of Arthurian
ndﬁenclatﬁrevchan ﬁheir coﬁnterpaftg in Hartmann'sngzgi.

However, one must be ;autious not to éttac£ too much importance -to
any argument for a particular date of composition of the Lanzelet relative
- to another wofk which is based primarily on evidence garnered from a
comparison of the various forms of pérsonal and placé’names which appear
in both Ulrich's epic and in Chrétien s and/or Hartmann's Efec, for
pnecisely such names comprise the words most often SubJect to dlstortion
and corruption by meéieval scribes ‘and au;hors, as 1is illustrated by a
cursory glance at tké many forms a name such és "Guingomars"” may take in
the different manueripts ;f/ Chrétien's Erec. ~ Then, too, it 1is quite
gossible that a scribe would on occasion jdeliberately substitute a
famiii;r name %or differené/but similar name recorded in his sour.'c”e168

(as must have happened in the Lanzelet where the copyist of Manuscript W

replaces the nam%.“Torfilaret" in the mantle episode with the to him more

.familiar name "Ofphilet") or would modi&y a name in his source which was.

j
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spelled in a fashion with which he was unaccustomed to make it conform to
the local pronunciation or t; the forms recorded in‘ another epic wifh
which he was acquainted. Consequently, na‘conclusive evidence regarding
the daté of composition of the Lanzelet can be derived fro@ a comparative
study of the parallel names appearipg in Hartmanﬁ's Erec and Ulrich's

epic, partiéularly since their ‘respective sources are obviously linked

with each other. L

™~

Fortunately, tHeA analogous motifs utilised 1in the vLanzelet and
Hartmann's Erec furn;sh a more reliable source of evidence relating to the
date of compositioﬂ of these works, since significant modifica;ioﬁ of suéh
motifs through scribal error would be extfemely_ unlikely to occur ,and
since one need only compare ﬁlrich's'version of a motif with those of
Hartmann and CQrétien in order to déte;;iné whethgr or not‘Ulrichvborrowed
from H;thann, for the implications afe obvious if Ulrich should héppeg to

follow Hartmanh's version of a motif rather than Chrétien's where the

former author is deviating from the latter. \

However, when one actually compares those sections of the Lanzelet

ith their

which some critics assert have been borrowed from Hartmagn
counterparts in both Hartmann's and Chrétrien's Erec, one find

7 -=»nrly imitates Chrétien in his presentation of ‘a motif ratﬁer ﬁg%n

b N

Ha: For example, although at first glance it might seem as if the
sres- ‘n. all three works aof passéges describing the heroine's horse
woulc . ~“car: that Ulr.-h borrowed from Hartmann, since one would expect
to firnc Hz .mann mevely translated Chrétien's depiction of Enid's
horse &nd ... Uiz. = the- emulated Hartmann, closer inspection of these -
. . B
' v
.authore' ri.” presentaticns of this motif reveals, firstly, that~

Ulrich's descr. .on of “de's palfrey has little in common with either of



Hartmann's versions of the motif; secondly, that Hartmann himself
significantly.modifies and expands on Chrétien's portrait of Enid's horse;
thirdly, that on those occasion§ where Hartmann deviates from_Chrét}en's
acc0un£ the - Lanzelet parallels Chrfrien's Erec, not ‘Hartmann's; aﬁd
Jfou;thly, that in the sole instance wﬁére Hartmann faithfully.reprbddcés
.verses in Chrétien's Erec Ulrich fails to follow suic.169
‘could conceivably have derived this motif from Chrétien's Erec or from thes
Urlanzelet, bué could not have borrowed it from Hartmann.

Likewise where the pstag hunt motif 1is conce;qsﬁg Ulrich seéms to
imitate Chrécién's.portrafal of fhe hunting of the white hart more closely
than Harfmann's version of this motif, as even Richter is forced to
admit,170 for Ulrich in his‘account‘of this incident faiis.to adopt any of
Hartmann's deviations from Cchrftien's version of the story. As a result
there is.no reason to ﬁelieve that this motians it appears in the
Lanzelet originated with Hartmann rather thaﬁ with Chr€tien or th;-author
of the Urlanzelet.

‘Meanwhile the rude dwarf episode in Ulrich's epic, which was
allggedly modelled after a similar episode in ﬁaftmaﬁn'SVEEEg, which
itself reproduces Chfétien's depiction of 'the hero's encounter with a
whip—wielding dwarf, differs in a number of significant details from poth
Chrétien's and Hartmann's verSiéns~of this adventure and in any ca5e coul§
not have been borrowed from.either Hartmann's'6r Chrétien's Erec by
Ulrich,’since the presence of an analogous episodiqsn the Cd1lC indicates

 chat such a motif‘was.alre;dy included in the Urlanzelet,‘whence the
episode in the Lanzelet. Once aéain, therefore, the appearance of

parallel motifs in the Lanzelet and Hartmann's Erec cannot be attributed

to Ulrich's imitation of Hartmann's work but can only be accounted for by

N

Thus Ulrich .
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assuming that Chrftien borrowed motifs from the Urlanzelet or that the
. < . )
author of the latter work borrowed motifs from Chrftien's Erec.

On the other hand, the Lanzelet shares some motifs with Hartmann's

epic which are completely lacking in Chrétien's Erec. Wallner, for '

example, points out that Hartmann deviates markedly from Chrftien by .

including the three days' tournament motif, which figures so prominently

in the Lanzelet, in his Erec.. As a result, since Hartmann's ‘account of

the tourney coincides, not with that in Chrétien's Cligés where a four

days' tournament is described, but with the portfayal af the three days'

tournament in the Lanzeletf it ig evident that Hartmann's version of this
—_—— ) _ —_

motif is akin to Ulrich's, Hartmann, moreover, égreeé with Ulrich even

in his depiction of details and choice of vocabulary as is demonstrated by

both authors' use of the otherwise .undocumented word “vespereide” (Lanz.

v. 2855; Erec v. 2454), by their common peference to a personified "Melde”

o

(Lanz. v. 3346; Erec v. 2516) and by their wordiné of the page'gfi.

announcement of the impending tourney:
"von dem naehsten mantage
dar nich iiber drt wochen ' ,
ist der turneil gesprochen. (Lanz. v, 2666~ 2668) '
der turnei-wart gesprochen
iiber drl wochen
von dem naehsten m3ntage. (Hartmann, Erec v. 2236-2238)
<
The latter passage in particular contrasts sharply with Chrétien's
statement that the tourmey in his Erec ﬁill=take place "Un mois aprés la
pantecoste” .(Chrétien, Erec v. 2135), (one month" after Pentecost).
‘fherefore, one can only conclude that the .accounts in Ulrich's -epic and

Hartmann's Erec are directly related and that Hartmahn copied Ulrich or

vice versa.
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Yet»/}f oné subjectsl the two authors' versions of the three days'
tournament episodé to detailed scrutiny, it .soon becomes apparent that
oﬁly HartmaﬁnICOuld come ;nto conséderation as the borrower,l -fér
several features of the episode, such as the motif of the hero's ahonymity
(which is centéal to the déveloﬁment of the‘ploﬁ in the Lanzelet -and was

demonstrably integral to the Urlanzelet since it recurs i; the gglg),'
appéar out of place in Hartmann's epic. The hero‘grbehavior when he
lodges apart from Arthur's knights, makes use of“three different coats of
\armor duriné the tournament and iniciall; attempts to remain anon}moué is

largely unmotivated and has no apparent structural or -symbolic function in

»

Hartmqnﬁ's epic,~wherg the author sometimes contrédicts Chré€tien in order.
to.méke Epec;s actions more plausigle (Hartmann differs frdm Chrétien, who''
describes Erec as a :énowned héroland proven knighg, by siating‘that Erec

is shy and §ec;etivg becausé he is an untried yOuthvparticipatidé in his
* first tournament) whereas the  same ,béhaviorv'attributed e} Lancelof is

perfectly, comprépensible énd well motivated in tﬁe contex: Qf Uirich'g
poem where the hero conéistently guards his anonymity by cgapgipg the
color of his érmor on each successive day of the.tournqﬁen; becéuse he is
ash;med of being nameless and lodges Aparf'from Arthﬁr's knights because

. S 73
‘he 1s not a member of Arthur's hou‘sehold.1 Most important, however, is

the fact that the three days' tournament motif itself appears in modified

form ir e French Prose Lancelotl74 and thefefore must have already been
includegfin the Uflaﬁzelet.' Thus the three days' tournament motiﬁ as it
appears in'Hartmann;§ §£35 gvinces ail the signs of béing an interpolation
borrowed from the Lanzeleﬁ which has been imperfectly and inapp%opriateiy

. . _
grafted onto the Erec legend.
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In much the same way Hartmann's description of the golden net which
"furnished the fringe on the saddle-blanket of Enite's horse (Erec v.
7714-7729) 'has no analogue 1in Chrétien's work but to some extent parallels

" . 175
Ulrich's depiction of a fabulous net in the 'Lanzelet (v. 8508—?457)A

(which Pérennec identifies as a mosquito net)l from which it was

&

probably derived, forothe net described §y Hartmann hardly seems suitable

v

for its gii;ged function as the trim on a saddle-blanket whereas the net
portrayed by Ulrich would serve its apparent purpose as a mosquito net

" admirably.

Hartmann likewise deviates from Chrétien and emulateg Ulrich in his
description of the tent -in the "Joie de la cour” episodé'(EEEs v.
8902-8925), 'a description ghat in some details resembles the portfayal of
,Fhe fantastic pavilioﬁ iﬁ tﬁé Lanzelet (v. 4758-4911) whiéh also. features
a.metal sculptute of an eagleAékownihé the -tent and mentions ;mbroiéery on

177“ It

the walls of the -tent which depicts various forms of animal life.
'is notewopthy that Ulrich could not have borrowed this moti} from Hartmann

since Wilmanns has demonstrated that the account inAthe Lanzelet, because

it most closelyAparallels the depiction of Alexander's tent in the 0ld

French Romans d'Alixandre of Lambert 1i Tors and Alexander de Bernéy, must

have been derived directly from the Urlanzelet, which presumably furnished

4

the source of thev par#llel account in the Romans d'Alixandre.
anseque;tly, nothing standslin the way of &he assumption that Hartmann
here oncé more borrowed from the Lanzelef.

In summary,,tgen, analysié.of.the pafallel motifs appearing in both

Hartmann's Erec and the .Lanzelet seems to prove that Hartmann borrowed

extensively from Ulrich}§ Lanzelét, a conclusion"whicﬁ is supported by the

evidence of the parallel passages in the two works’ while the recurrence
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of similar or identical personal and/or place names in these epics fails

to provide reliable information about the relationship between them. It .

7y

jkjtherefore appears certain that-Ulrich's Lanzelet antedated Hartmann s Ereci*

4

E. Dating MHG Epics through a Comparative Study of Vocabulary, Rhyme,
Meter, and Style ' , . J;{

. " Nevertheless, numer0uslcritics take issue with this conclusion and

continue'to maintain that Hartmann's Erec was composed prior to" the

Lanzelet. Richter, for.one, takes this view and draws on an.analysis of

the vocabulary employed as rhyme words by Ulrich and Hartmann in their

_respective ' works for evidence that Hartmann’a Erec antedated the
179 | |

Lanzelet. However, this procedure is automatically .suspect since not

all the works concernea are Arthurian epics and since an author’s choice

of vocabulary c0uld be dictated by a great number of factors such ‘as the-

subject he is treating, his education, the audience for whom he is
writing, the reading he has done lately, the 1nfluence of his native

' dialect, and his individual stylistic tendencies and :literary preferences.

iSuch variables make it difficult‘to draw meaningful conclusions about the
~relative dates of composition of two works,'which in this case were
.probably composed less than ten years apart, by simplj tabulating: the
frequency with which the authors in question utilise a set nxnber of
arbitrarily selected courtly or uncourtly words in rhyming position, as

Richter tries to do, for an author's word selection can vary greatly even

within the bounds of a ‘single epic.
Moreover, Richter's comparative study of the vocabulary utilised in

the Lanzelet and in Hartmann's-works.establishes‘only that Hartmann

employed much the same terminology in his Erec and Gregorius as did Ulrich

in the Lanzelet, and that Hartmann in his later works ‘came to resemble

L)



' . : 180
- Ulrich less "and less in his choice of vocabulary,18 a phenomenon which

could easily be explained by admitting that Hartmann at the inception of

-

his career imitated the most recently composed Arthurian epic, i.e., the

Lanzelet, but gradually developed.his own literary style independgnt'of
Ulrich's influence. Cdpsequently, one could just as iégitimacely claim |
. . R » .
that Richter' avidence indicates that the Lanzelet was composed prior to
o . . ‘ : ‘

Hartmann's Erec, for wmany critics have remarked on the numerous archaisms

. . 181 - R . o
in Ulrich's speech, archaisms which- while not necessarily appearing 1n

rhyming position could”still be indicative of an early date of composition’

1
for the Lanzelet.

Not = surprisingly, Richter further argues that because Ulrich
discloses more skill as a versifier in the Lanzelet than Hartmann does. in
Erec, the latter work must have necessarily antedated the former ‘since

Ulrich was "der Fortgeschrittenere .l 2 However, the degree of poetic

talent manifested by'two different authors hardly furnishes a valid

criterion for estimating the relative dates of composition of their

.

respective works, as is .llustrated by the’ fact that the quality -of an
/ )
. L ‘ .
author's verse may vary gr atly even within.a single epic, as occurs in

Hartmann's Iwein whefe the first thousand lines and the concluding verses
', . . ' . . .
seem to reflect a more primitive use of rhyme and meter than does the main

body of the u.n:u"k.]'83 ' ' - -
’ N

i

Then, toco,.in spite of his viewpoint, Richt%r”is forced to admit that:

- “ o . . 184 . . . P
Ulrich remains “im &dlteren Stil befangen ,18 a view with which Neumaier,
who cites the prevalence 'of “rihrender Reim” in the Lanzelet as evidence

of Ulrich's primitive poetic technique, fully agr}eesf185 Carl von Kraus

also remarks on Ulrich's “unmoderne Technik”™ and equates“ it with that
ko .
displayed in the poetically weakest and most primitive sections of
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Hartmann's Erecl8§ while Peetz feels that Ulrich in his’ use of he

\\

monologue resembles Veldeke s Eneide and the Spigﬁmannsepen more closuly
in style than he {does Hartmann's vErec.ls Thus while Uir}ch may

‘technically be a better poet 1n the Lawmzelet than Har tmann was in Erec

(which is not surprising since. Erec was after all Hartmann s first epic),

*

his archaic style nevertheless gives ‘the lie to Richter s clalms by

implying that thevLanzelet'is the‘older"epic.188 ’

F. Conclusion

Hence there is no reason to doubt that Ulrich's “Lanzelet antedated

all of Hartmann's epics, for Neumann's assertion that it took Hartmann
: o

- ) ; . 189 . 5
several years to wrilte each of his epics 'restsf on groundless

speculation, as A. van der "Lee aptly illustrates by pointing out that- the ’

Italian, Thomasrn yvon Zerclaere, was able. to compose the entire MHG

Welsche Gast, a work comprising over 14,700 verses, within a time span of

only ten months.190 It is therefore emlnently p0551ble “that Ulriech von

‘Zatzikhoven completed. his Lanzelet (which c0nsists oﬁ‘ less than 9,500

verses) in early 1195, w1thin a year .of - its inception, and that Hartmann

y =

finished his Erec, which at the most may have comprised approx1mately_

P

11,000 verses, by 1ate 1196 or early 1197. ) Since Hartmann s religious

epics Gregorius ‘and Der arme Heinrich together make up 1ess than 6,000

~'

3 w

verses they could easily have been composed by the end of 1199 even 1fij

*

one reckons on a hiatus of one or two years during which Hartmann may have_

=3

gone on a crusade or may have lacked a patron, and: this would still have

s

left Hartmann w1th two or three years within which he could have penned

his Iwein which is less than lO 000 "verses lbng, before Wolfram made an "’

allusion to the . latter work in Parzival circa 1202 1204 When one

o \\’

ant

et e
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. . 191 . L .
Spielmannsepen - instead of imitating later authors such as Hartmann and

considers the fact that Hartmann's and Ulrich's epics were bééically

little more than free translations or slight adaptations of French sources

and that these authors, unlike most modern writers, did not need to

y

spontaneously invent the characters and plot of their works, such a
schedile for the composition of their poems appears quite realistic.
In. conclusion, therefore, practically all of the evidence available

indicates that Ulrich von Zatzikhoven's Lanzelet antedated Hartmann's

works and that Hartmann borrowed material from the former for his Erec.

Not only does such an hypothesis explain why Ulrich patterned his epic

exclusively after Veldeke's Eneide, .Eilhart's Tristrant, and the

1

Wolfram in style and technique, but it also explains why no other MHG epic
comes into consideration as the model for Erec and, for that matter, for

Parzival, Moreover, none of the theories which assume the priority of

‘Hartmann's Erec can satisfactordily. account for more than a few of the many

parallels between the latter and. Ulrich's work whereas the vast majority

of these parallels are readily explicable if one accepts that the Lanzelet

is the older epic. Consequently the Lanzelet can safely be designated as

the oldest surviving Arthurian epic recorded in MHG literature.

Sl b
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IV. The Literary Valué of the Lanzelet -

The foregoing conclusions about the nature and’ daée of origin of
Ulrich's source énd abéuf the date of éomposition of the Lanzelet itself
do much to vindicate other medieval authors' high opinions of Ulrich's
ebic as expresged, for example, by Rudolf von Ems in hié Alexander:

Von Zezinchoven her Uolrich |

sol ouch an witzen bezzern mich,

der uns daz maere und die getit

kiinstecliche' getihtet hét,

wie Lanzelet mit werdekeit .

manigen hBhen pris erstreit. (Alexander, v. 3199 ff)
Not only must the Lanzélet ﬁe highly regarded as the sole surviving record
"of one of the>first French Arthurian epics ever composed,1 but it must
also be esteemed in its own right as the oldest Surviving MHG. Arthurian
ep;c and ‘as a work which served as a literary modéi for latér MHG authors
such as Hértmann and Wolfram.
A. Structure aﬁé'Themes in the Lanzelet -

Yet‘the Lanzelet (Sr the Urlanzelet on which it is based) deserves to
be valued not oniy'because of its status as a pioneering'w6rk in Arthurian
romance, but also because it is a cohesive, well-gﬁructured piece of
literéture. As the fesgarch 6f the last few decades has begun to show,
although Ulrich's work may not strictl§'conform to the'b;partite modei of
Chfétien's‘epics, it neverthelégs evinces a definite structure which.is in
iarge part based on the repetition and variation‘of épiéodes énd motifs
(Moti;reim) which are linked to each other by common themes and which
illustrate the hero's develébment from a éallow, ignorant youfh to .a

perfect knight, ideal monarch, and consummate lover. ;
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One of the first scholars to recognise the nature of the Lanzelet as

an Entwicklungs— or Erziehungsroman was Luise Lerner, who nated that in

the first half of Ulrich's work Lancelot is taught to become the. perfect

\

knight and then in the second half is groomed for his role as a benevolent

. -

2 . ’ . ' - .
monarch. This interpretation of the Lanzelet was then confirmed as

accurate by Soudek who found that the episodes in the first half of

Ulrich's epic .are arranged in such a way that they delineate the'hero's
T . . : .

graduai improvement as a knight, both in martial skills, .as is reflected

in the seriés of successivély more difficult battles and p:ogreséively'

a
Bl

more formidablé opponents that Lancelot SucceSSfully” faces, and in

chivalry, .as is demonstrated by the gradually increasing courtliness of

Lancelot's behavior and that of his foes.: Soudek further observes that

~ <

Ulrich's depiction of the hero's developmentnynto the best -knight in the,

world in the first half of the Lanzelet is followed by the portrayal of

Lancelot's “ethische Vervollkommnung”, for, in contrast. to prior episodes

Y

in which Lancelot's actions are motivated by the instinct of self-

 preservation or by self-interest,.in the secona half of the Lanzelet the
hero learns to .apply his knightly skills constructively by aiding the
distressed and rescuing the helpless, wheréb§ he develops.and demonstrates

'

3
the virtue- of caritas.

Gurttler, meanwhile, reveals another facet of the. Lanzelet's

structure when she remarks that the action in Ulrich's work centres around

th% hero's contacts with the Arthurian court and that the latter 1is

’ - :
utilised by Ulrich as a "formgebendes_Prinzip".-:She'poinés out that after

-each successive adventure experienced by Lancelot in%the first half of the

]

. g - R VoL :
epic the hero receivef and refuses an invitation to. join Arthur's court
: . e
o~

and that these invitations are tendered.to the hero by ‘ever higher ranking
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members of the Arthurian hierafchy culminating in King Arthur himself;

while in the second half of -the- Lanzefgt the hero s actions are always
clogely linked to the affairs of the Arthurlam court df whlch he. hlmself
is now a member.4 Thus the scene in the Lanzelet continually alternates

between the Arthurian c0urt and some other locatlon.

An additional structural element in the Lanzelet 1dent1fied by Soudek

is the theme of the hero's quest for his identity. The anonymity of the

v

nero is alluded to time'and.again in the fitst half of Ulrich's noem and
it is this ignorance of his, own. name which interfetes with Lancelot's
acceptance by society (cf. the Linier episode) and leads him to refuse all
invitations to attend Arthur's court, just as‘it is his subsequent
discovery.of his name which motivates him to visit Kardigan.

Lancelot's quest for his identify does\not;'honever, simply involve
the search for his personal name, but instead also signifies the hero's
quest for his tlace in sdciety, here symbolised‘by the Arthurian court,
a quest which 1is only concluded when Lancelot is reinstated in his
neritage, the Kingdom of Genewis. Consequently the hero's progress in the
search for his identlty can be traced by netlng Lancelot's changing soc1al
attitudes; In the first several episodes of the Lanzelet the hero plays
the role of the outsider6 who 1is allenated from and sonewhat antagonistic
toward establlshed (Arthurian) society, as” ts shown by his con31stent

©

refusal to visit Arthur's court, by his 1n1t1ally hostile attitute towards

©

Gawain, whom he goads into a fight, and by his opposition to the Arthurian

knights during the three days' tourn%ment. Then after Lancelot dlscovers

Y

) o i/
his name and learns of his Arthurian: heritage, he is slowly integrated

ijnto Arthurian society, becoming more and more community—oriented as he

.

gradually ceases to act as a loner and‘begins'to take the role of a leader
. = . ) N )

‘o

~
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and-act in concert with King Arthur and the knights of the Round Table,

firstly to release members of the court which are beiﬁg held captive,
sécondly, té adé non-Arthurian figures such as Malduc's daugﬂter to
Arthurian society, and thirdly, to restore thé enchanted princess, Elidia
(or Clidraj to human society, before he finally éxpaﬁds the Arthurian
world- by establishing offshoots of the Arthurian court at. Genewis and
Dodone with himself, a scion of the Arthurian line, functioning as the
founder of a new dynasty. Lancelot's evolution as a knight is therefore

also illustrated by his interactidn with Arthurian society.

Yet another structural element which lend. ohesion to the Lanzelet

is the theme of love as it is manifested in the various Frauenbegegnungen

which dominate Ulrich's epic, for Schippert observes that the hero's

~encounters with women in the first half of the epic are deliberately

patterned to portray Lancelot's progress. in the realm of love in that each
of Lancelot's three successive amies is more beautiful and displays more

positive qualities than the preceding one.9 To be sure, this pattern is

interrupted by the Pluris episode, which representé a break in Lancelot's

10 \ .
progress, but, as Ruh remarks, the very fact that Lancelot is not
wd ':1’:" - . . '
completely happy at Piuris, but yearns to return to his former wife,
. 5 - . , - ’

Iblis, reveals the authenticity and viability of his love for héf, just as

the Mantelprobe episode authenticates Iblis' love for him.11 Meanwhile,

tﬁe succeeding ”Frauénbegegnunggn in the Lanzelet serve to confirm the
iaéal love relationship between Lancelot and Iblis, siﬁce the hero }grgoes
the opportunity of entering = into a liaison with Malduc's -daughter
(although he.h%s‘in a fashion "won” her just as he won his first three

amies, i.e. by kiliing their fathefs or uncles) or with Elidia (Clidra)

and remains true to his wife.
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; .
Fu .ermore, the Frauenbegegnungen in the Lanzelet are employed by

Ulrich to illustrate various kinds of imperfect love which are contrasted
with the ideal love relationship between Lancelot and Iblis and between

Arthur and Guinevere (for the Valerin episodes.futnish a mirror image of
. . - ) :

the Pluris episode since-Guinevéreﬂs abdué;ion‘By Valerin corresponds to
i

Lancelot's imprisonment by the quéen of Plt‘n’is,12 only with the male and
female roles reversed). It is for this reasgn that love is mentioned even

in connection with subsidiary motifs in the Lanzelet such as the fabulous

tent givén Lancelot by the fairy and the vow of silence imposed on

Gilimar, for this theme dominates the whole epic, as was recognized by the

illuminator of the Manesse codex since, as Salowsky discovered,13 the

latter chose a verse from the prologue of the Lanzelet to grace the pages
" of a book apparently being discussed by a lady and knight which are
portrayed on a page of the Manesse manuscript which introduces a selection

of love lyrics. Thus the theme of love is one of the main threads bihding

the Lanzelet together.

Recent research has therefore dispelied the myth that the Lanzelet

.

consists of nothing but a chaotic jumble of unconnected épisodes and ‘has
instead disclosed tﬂat Ulrich's epic is a carefully construéted,
multistranded romance whose individual épisodes are closely linked by
Motivreim and thch.ag a result follows its Q;n individual pattern and
does not conform structurélif to Chrétien's epics-
.

B. Conclusion

This analysis of the structure of the"Lanielet has .therefore affirmed

the work's literary value for, like Soudek,14 most critics concuft in

acknowledging Ulrich's skill and fluency as a poet. =~ Moreover, the fact

~
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that the proliferation of battle and love scenes in the ~ Lanzelet

Jontributes -to. the structure of the epic by illustrating the dominant

themes in Ulrich's work and the ract that the various:cpisodes in the poem

.

are closely linked to each other according to the principles of Motivreim

and Scaigerung ‘reveals that the Lanzeler 1is not merely a shallow,

titillating Unterhaltungsroman of a questionable ethical standard, but
T " .

that it is tgther a carefully crafted, although primitive,

Entwicklungstoman which fulfils a didactic function. Consequently, when

I4
‘

one coﬁéiderS'that the tanzelet and Urlanzelet were the first or among the
first Arthurian epics ever written<~in their respective milieus, it becomes

evident that the Lanzelet has consistently been underrated by critics and

- .

~

that its-literary value has not been sufficiently appreciated.
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