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The chronicle of Robert the Monk is a well-known source for the First Crusade and the most
copied First Crusade narrative in the Middle Ages. Though the number of copies decreased
after the twelfth century, it increased in the fifteenth, with most of these later copies either
being preserved in German-speaking lands or originating from there. It is possible that a
First Crusade narrative was needed in fifteenth-century German-speaking lands because of
their proximity to the struggle against the Ottomans, and the chronicle of Robert the Monk
was the only one widely available for copying.

As a historical phenomenon, crusading has encompassed many and
varied interpretations. No single medieval word can be translated
as ‘crusade’, nor is there any consensus on what can be called a

crusade: this lack of firm definition has been widely discussed for
decades. Thus, crusading is not homogeneous, either practically or con-
ceptually. Currently, the crusade is understood as a broader phenomenon
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than simply expeditions to the Holy Land. In other words, the definition of
the so-called traditionalists is mainly rejected, but apart from this there is
no clear convention. The best known definition includes three vital compo-
nents: proclamation of the expedition by the pope; crosses on the clothes
of crusaders; and the granting of privileges to them, among which the most
important was certainly the indulgence. Even with these parameters,
doubts remain about some expeditions that are traditionally called cru-
sades but about which the scarcity of sources at hand does not allow us
to confirm that they meet the above-mentioned criteria (for example,
some of the Northern crusades). In addition, even when, in cases of well-
known expeditions, we are certain about papal declarations, crosses and
indulgences, this information does not allow us to evaluate to what
extent their promoters, participants and contemporaries perceived all
these expeditions as similar. Were there any subdivisions of crusades?
Was there deemed to be a succession between earlier and later ones? To
what extent were these perceptions endorsed by common ideas and texts?
One possible way to answer these questions is to study the transmission

and reception of texts. Recent years have been marked by important con-
tributions in this field, one example being a collection of studies on the
relationships between the chronicles of the First Crusade. Above all
must be mentioned the very well-grounded research of Thomas
W. Smith on the transmission of the First Crusade letters. Smith’s research
is important in terms of demonstrating contemporary interest in crusading,
as the letters reveal the involvement of certain regions in crusades to the
Holy Land in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Recent research has
also demonstrated an increased interest in the historical memory of the
crusades, which is tightly connected to issues of textual transmission:
several very important and innovative studies have been published.

 Jonathan Riley-Smith, What were the crusades?, San Francisco, CA , –.
 Marcus Bull and Damien Kempf (eds),Writing the early crusades: text, transmission and

memory, Woodbridge .
 Thomas W. Smith, ‘The First Crusade letter written at Laodicea in : two pre-

viously unpublished versions fromMunich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Clm  and
’, Crusades xv (), –; ‘Scribal crusading: three newmanuscript witnesses to
the regional reception and transmission of First Crusade letters’, Traditio lxxii (),
–; and ‘First Crusade letters and medieval monastic scribal cultures’, this JOURNAL

lxxi (), –.
 See first of all Nicholas Paul and Suzanne Yeager (eds), Remembering the crusades:

myth, image, and identity, Baltimore, MD ; Megan Cassidy-Welch (ed.), Remembering
the crusades and crusading, London ; Megan Cassidy-Welch and Anne E. Lester
(eds), Crusades and memory: rethinking past and present, London ; Andrew D. Buck
and Thomas W. Smith (eds), Remembering the crusades in medieval texts and songs, Cardiff
; and Megan Cassidy-Welch, War and memory at the time of the Fifth Crusade,
University Park, PA .
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None the less, it should be noted that studies on the transmission of crusad-
ing texts and historical memory of early crusades rarely look outside the era
of crusading to the Holy Land.
Among other things, a perspective well worth studying, and heretofore

not examined, is the later reception of texts that pertain to the crusades
for the liberation and protection of Jerusalem. In fact, some textual trans-
mission evidence suggests that ideas relating to crusade preaching were
quite long-lived, enduring for centuries after. For example, De predicatione
crucis by Humbert of Romans, fifth master-general of the Dominican
order, a treatise composed for use by crusade preachers allegedly around
–, was extensively copied in the fifteenth century. In fact, it survived
in two versions, long and short, the latter likely being a later one. Almost
all manuscripts of the long version (sixteen of eighteen) date to the
fifteenth century and are currently preserved in either Germany, Austria
or German Switzerland – that is, in the area close to the anti-Hussite and
anti-Ottoman struggles of the fifteenth century – or are said to originate
from there, although Humbert of Romans himself was French and wrote
his treatise in France. All five manuscripts of the short version are
datable to the fifteenth century and are preserved in Austria. In three
instances, the manuscripts of the long version are bound together with a
number of Hussite or Ottoman crusades-related sources. Furthermore,
all five manuscripts of the short version are bound together with sources
relating to the anti-Hussite wars. Moreover, one of the codices of the
long version (Stiftsbibliothek, Melk, ) contains an anti-Ottoman
exhortation titled Exhortatio pro cruce assumenda contra infideles et paganos
(fos r–v), parts of which are undoubtedly adopted from De predica-
tione crucis or an unknown intermediary source. The treatise was likely
deemed highly useful in relating to both the anti-Hussite and anti-
Ottoman struggles because it was not especially focused on the enemy:
more attention was paid to such aspects as the sign of the cross, the
reasons for taking it and the advantages of the crusader status. Thus, the

 Humbertus de Romanis, De predicatione crucis, ed. Valentin Portnykh and Christine
Vande Veire, Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Medievalis (hereinafter cited as
CCCM) cclxxix, Turnhout , pp. xii–xx; Valentin Portnykh, ‘The short version of
Humbert of Romans’ Treatise on the preaching of the cross: an edition of the Latin
text’, Crusades xv (), –. See also a French translation of the long version:
Humbert de Romans, Traité sur la prédication de la croisade, ed. and trans. Valentin
Portnykh, Corpus Christianorum in Translation xxxix, Turnhout .

 Valentin Portnykh, ‘Le Traité d’Humbert de Romans (OP) “De la prédication de la
sainte Croix”: une hypothèse sur son utilisation dans les guerres saintes du xve siècle’,
Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique iii/iv (), –, and ‘An unknown short version of
the treatise De predicatione sancte crucis by Humbert of Romans’, Studi Medievali lvi
(), –.  Idem, ‘Le Traité d’Humbert de Romans’, –.
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text was flexible enough for use not only against the Ottomans, but also
against the Hussites.
The common points in the preaching of various crusades are, of course,

a subject worth developing further. However, the focus here is on questions
concerning the transmission of First Crusade chronicles. Were they still
copied in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries? If so, where and what
for? Did the remembrance of crusading to the Holy Land serve any
purpose during the late medieval crusades? Was any connection perceived
between the earlier and later ones? Some evidence for answers to these
questions can be found in the manuscript tradition of the most widespread
medieval First Crusade narrative, which is certainly the Historia
Iherosolimitana of Robert the Monk.

The Historia Iherosolimitana of Robert the Monk

In  Damien Kempf and Marcus Bull published a new edition of a
chronicle of the First Crusade written by Robert the Monk and titled
Historia Iherosolimitana. This well-known text had already been published
several times, with some of the early printings being from the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries. It was subsequently published in the famous col-
lection of crusade-related sources gathered by Jacques Bongars. We do
not know which manuscripts Bongars used for the texts he published.
The first – and, before , the only – critical edition of the chronicle
was published in the third volume of Recueil des historiens des croisades: histor-
iens occidentaux. It was based on twenty-two manuscripts, one of the incu-
nabula and the text published by Bongars, and contained an apparatus
criticus with different readings. The editors declared that a twelfth-
century manuscript from the Bibliothèque nationale de France, Paris, MS

lat. , was taken as the base manuscript, but it also includes systematic-
ally amalgamated readings found in other copies. This can be observed in
the apparatus criticus of the edition. Kempf and Bull chose to edit the same
manuscript, which is probably one of the oldest, as it allegedly dates to
–. It was produced at the Benedictine abbey of Saint-Amand in

 The Historia Iherosolimitana of Robert the Monk, ed. Damien Kempf and Marcus Bull,
Woodbridge , pp. xlvii–xlviii; Friedrich Kraft, Heinrich Steinhöwels Verdeutschung der
Historia Hierosolymitana des Robertus Monachus: eine litterarhistorische Untersuchung,
Strasbourg , –; Recueil des historiens des croisades: historiens occidentaux, iii,
Paris , p. li.

 Gesta Dei per Francos, sive orientalium expeditionum, et Regni Francorum Hierosolimitani
historia, ed. Jacques Bongars, i, Hannover , –.

 Recueil des historiens des croisades, iii. –.
 Ibid. iii, p. xlvii; The Historia Iherosolimitana, p. xlix.
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Northern France. This is likely to be the most copied First Crusade
history – eighty-four manuscripts of it are currently known – and it had, at
the same time, noteworthy stability as the propositional text of the chron-
icle; hence, editors decided not to make an apparatus criticus, publishing
only the base manuscript as close as possible to the scribal version.
Only very few emendations have been made in the case of manifest
errors in the text of the base manuscript as compared to readings provided
by other members of the early northern French manuscript grouping.
Who was the chronicle written by, and when? The Sermo apologeticus at the

beginning of the chronicle provides us with some information about
the author. His name was Robert, and he was residing in the cloister of a
certain monastery of St Remigius in the bishopric of Reims. Robert
alleges that he has written this history conpulsus per obedientiam – that is,
probably because he was a monk bound by his monastic vow. Around
that time there was an abbot named Robert, who ruled the abbey of St-
Rémi of Reims in /–, before he was excommunicated and
replaced, but soon rehabilitated. Very often, though not always, he has
been considered by scholars to be the author of the chronicle.
The chronicle by Robert the Monk belongs to a group traditionally

called ‘the Gesta family’, which refers to a group of chronicles highly
dependent on the text of the so-called Gesta Francorum, an anonymous
chronicle by an alleged eyewitness, who was probably a Norman from
Southern Italy. In the introductory part of his chronicle, Robert the
Monk alleges that he is amending the style of a certain book, very probably
the Gesta Francorum. He affirms that a certain abbot B. showed him a history
(‘abbas nomine B. … ostendit michi unam istoriam’), ordering it be
rewritten and amended because it did not include information about the
Council of Clermont and because of the uncertainty of its composition
and unsophisticated style. In fact, Robert the Monk states that he was
present at Clermont. The identity of abbot B. is still not clear. In
some manuscripts he is named Benedictus or Bernardus, but in the earliest
surviving manuscripts, he is named B.; and other variants of the name
may well be scribal guesses or over-readings. It is worth noting that
other chroniclers who base their work on the Gesta Francorum declare the

 The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. xliii, liii.  Ibid. p. lvii.  Ibid.
 Ibid. ; Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade: Historia Iherosolimitana, trans.

Carol Sweetenham, Aldershot , .
 Jean Flori, Chroniqueurs et propagandistes: introduction critique aux sources de la Première

croisade, Genève , –; Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, ; The Historia
Iherosolimitana, p. xix.  See more in Flori, Chroniqueurs et propagandistes.

 The Historia Iherosolimitana, ; Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, .
 The Historia Iherosolimitana, ; Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, .
 Flori, Chroniqueurs et propagandistes, –; The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. xxvi–

xxxiv.  The Historia Iherosolimitana, p. xxvi.
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same motivation: improvement of a ‘rustic history’. Baldric of Bourgueil
writes that he undertook to rewrite and amend a certain ‘libellum rustica-
num’ (rustic little book). Guibert of Nogent also purports to have rewrit-
ten a certain history, amending its style and grammar.
Robert the Monk’s chronicle is largely dependent on the text of the

Gesta Francorum. However, Robert adds a lot of information, making his
chronicle much longer, from around , words to approximately
, words. Furthermore, although it has some parallels with
other crusade texts, some parts are present only in Robert the Monk’s
text.
The exact year when the chronicle was written is unknown, but some of

the evidence favours the first decade of the twelfth century. This time
frame would mean that the earliest surviving manuscript was produced
only about forty years later.

Surviving manuscript copies of the chronicle and the questions they raise

In their edition Kempf and Bull provide a list of all known manuscripts of
Robert the Monk’s text and their provenances in cases where they are
known. This is probably largely based on the list provided in  by
Friedrich Kraft. This list can lead to some curious observations and
even contribute to the question as to whether texts related to the First
Crusade, their transmission and the memory of the expedition could
serve to corroborate the sacred wars of the late Middle Ages.
There are important observations to be made concerning the manu-

script tradition of Robert the Monk’s chronicle. First, it is the most
copied chronicle of the First Crusade. There are eighty-four known manu-
scripts (including four incomplete copies) of Robert the Monk’s chronicle,
produced throughout the whole medieval period, only two of which are

 The Historia Ierosolimitana of Baldric of Bourgueil, ed. Steven Biddlecombe,
Woodbridge , ; Baldric of Bourgueil, History of the Jerusalemites: a translation of
the Historia Ierosolimitana, trans. Susan B. Edgington, intr. Steven J. Biddlecombe,
Woodbridge , .

 Guibert de Nogent, Dei Gesta per Francos et cinq autres textes, ed. R. B. C. Huygens,
CCCM, cxxviiA, Turnhout , ; The deeds of God through the Franks: a translation of
Guibert de Nogent’s Gesta Dei per Francos, trans. Robert Levine, Woodbridge , .

 Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, –.
 Ibid. –. See also Marcus Bull, ‘Robert the Monk and his source(s)’, in Bull

and Kempf, Writing the early crusades, –.
 Flori, Chroniqueurs et propagandistes, –; Robert the Monk’s History of the First

Crusade, –; The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. xxxiv–xxxvii.
 The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. lxv–lxxiv.
 Kraft, Heinrich Steinhöwels Verdeutschung, –.
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said to have been destroyed. It is likely the most copied chronicle of the
First Crusade: if we look at the most recent editions, we can observe that the
chronicle of Baldric of Bourgueil is attested to by twenty-four complete or
partial manuscripts; the chronicle of Fulcher of Chartres has two versions
attested to by fourteen manuscripts altogether; the chronicle of Albert of
Aachen is preserved in thirteen extant manuscripts, including incomplete
copies; the chronicle of Raymond of Aguilers survived in tenmanuscripts,
two of which are incomplete. The Gesta Francorum has survived in only
nine manuscripts. The chronicle of Guibert of Nogent is attested to by
eight manuscripts with a complete text. Only five manuscripts remain
for the chronicle of Peter Tudebode, while the chronicle of Ralph of
Caen is currently attested to by only one manuscript.
Can this difference theoretically be explained as reflecting a scarcity of

early manuscripts to serve as a basis for further copying? It is true that
the chronicle by Robert the Monk has the most impressive number of
copies in the twelfth century – thirty-two copies (two of them preserved
in Tournai and Tours are marked as destroyed), and this is excluding
manuscripts that may well be from both the twelfth and thirteenth

 The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. lxv–lxxiv.
 The Historia Ierosollimitana of Baldric of Bourgueil, p. lxxv.
 Fulcheri Carnotensis Historia Hierosolymitana (–), ed. Heinrich

Hagenmeyer, Heidelberg , –.
 Albert of Aachen, Historia Ierosolimitana: History of the journey to Jerusalem, ed. and

trans. Susan B. Edgington, Oxford , p. xxxvii.
 Le ‘Liber’ de Raymond d’Aguilers, ed. John Hugh and Laurita L. Hill, Paris ,

–.
 Gesta Francorum et aliorum Hierosoliminatorum: the Deeds of the Franks and the other pil-

grims to Jerusalem, ed. Rosalind Hill, London , p. xxxviii. The edition mentions only
seven of them, but there is an eighth one discovered by Thomas Smith (Bodleian
Library, Oxford, MS Digby ; England, fifteenth century) and an almost complete
copy preserved in Copenhagen, where the very end is missing because a quire lacks
one or several folios, a new acquisition of the Royal Library in  (Kongelige
Bibliotek, Copenhagen, MS Acc. /; England, fourteenth century). There are
also two fragments: Biblioteca Laurentiana, Florence, MS Ashburnham  (France,
Clairvaux, twelfth century) and Bibliothèque nationale de France, Paris, MS A (thir-
teenth century). See Samu Niskanen, ‘Copyists and redactors: towards a prolegomenon
to the editio princeps of Peregrinatio Antiochie per Urbanum papam facta’, in Outi
Merisalo and others (eds), Transmission of knowledge in the late Middle Ages and the
Renaissance, Turnhout , .

 Guibert de Nogent, Dei Gesta per Francos, .
 Petrus Tudebodus, Historia de Hierosolymitano itinere, ed. John Hugh and Laurita

L. Hill, Paris , . This edition mentions four of them, and the fifth is a recently
identified Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vatican City, MS Vat. Reg. lat.  datable
to the fifteenth century and originating from France: Niskanen, ‘Copyists and redac-
tors’, –.

 Radulphi Cadomensis Tancredus, ed. Edoardo d’Angelo, CCCM ccxxxi, Turnhout
, p. xxiii.
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centuries. However, it must be noted that each of the listed chronicles –
apart from the text by Ralph of Caen, which is hard to date – has at least
some manuscripts dating back to the twelfth century. Almost all manu-
scripts containing the chronicle by Baldric of Bourgueil are datable to
the twelfth (eight) and thirteenth (fourteen) centuries. Exceptions are
two manuscripts produced in Spain: the first one in the fourteenth, and
the second, which is in fact a Spanish translation of the chronicle, in the
fifteenth century. The majority of the manuscripts of the Fulcher of
Chartres chronicle are from the twelfth or early thirteenth century, and
only one from the fourteenth century. Seven of eight manuscripts with
the complete text by Guibert of Nogent are from the twelfth century,
with one produced in the thirteenth. The chronicle by Albert of
Aachen is attested to by seven manuscripts from the twelfth century,
single manuscripts from the thirteenth, fourteenth and sixteenth centur-
ies, and three manuscripts from the fifteenth. Almost all manuscripts
of the Gesta Francorum and Peter Tudebode are from the twelfth or thir-
teenth centuries (only two manuscripts of the Gesta Francorum are from
the fourteenth century, and one from the fifteenth, and one manuscript
of Peter Tudebode from the fifteenth century). More or less the same
is true for the chronicle of Raymond of d’Aguilers: only two are from the
fourteenth century and one from the fifteenth.
Of course, we could surmise that the spread of the text of Robert the

Monk could even be a sort of coincidence arising from the high number
of its early copies. However, this is far from evident: other texts have a con-
siderable number of early copies as well, but they were copied mostly in the
era of crusading to the Holy Land and very rarely afterwards. At the same
time, there is another phenomenon which cannot be neglected: the
number of copies of Robert the Monk is very unequal from century to
century, with a sort of ‘resurrection’ of the text observable in the
fifteenth century.
The number of copies of the chronicle of Robert the Monk decreases in

the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, but then considerably increases in
the fifteenth century. Thirty-two of the manuscripts of the chronicle by
Robert the Monk are from the twelfth century, ten from the thirteenth,
four from the twelfth and/or thirteenth century, five from the fourteenth
century, twenty-eight from the fifteenth century, three from the sixteenth

 The Historia Ierosollimitana of Baldric of Bourgueil, pp. lxxv–ci.
 Ibid. pp. lxxxix, c.
 Fulcheri Carnotensis Historia Hierosolymitana, –.
 Guibert de Nogent, Dei Gesta per Francos, –.
 Albert of Aachen, Historia Ierosolimitana, pp. xxxvii–xlvii.
 Gesta Francorum et aliorum Hierosoliminatorum, pp. xxxviii–xli; Petrus Tudebodus,

Historia de Hierosolymitano itinere, . See also nn. ,  above.
 Le ‘Liber’ de Raymond d’Aguilers, –.
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century, and two from the fifteenth and/or sixteenth century. In other
words, the chronicle was popular in the twelfth century, becoming less
and less popular afterwards but then regaining popularity once again in
the fifteenth century. Such a situation is not observable in the manuscript
traditions of any other chronicle of the First Crusade. Other First Crusade
texts are mostly preserved in early manuscripts.
Finally, most of these numerous manuscripts of the fifteenth century are

likely to be of German origin. In fact, most fifteenth-century manuscripts
containing Robert the Monk’s chronicle are currently preserved in
German-speaking lands (twenty-one manuscripts), and eight of them are
indicated by Kempf and Bull as originating from there. Only seven manu-
scripts are preserved in other places (Douai, Milan, Oxford, Reims, the
Vatican and two in Paris). Furthermore, even though Kempf and Bull
believe that the manuscript from Douai (Bibliothèque municipale, MS

) originated in Northern France, and the manuscript at Oxford,
Bodleian Library (MS Canon. Class. Lat. ) is of Italian origin, some
of the seven manuscripts currently preserved outside German-speaking
areas originate from German-speaking lands. The manuscript from the
Biblioteca Nazionale Braidense in Milan, MS AE. XII. , has a medieval
inscription on its first folio, Liber monasterii beate Marii in Windesem ordinis
canonicorum regularium prope Zwollis, which probably refers to the congrega-
tion of canons regular at Windesheim, which is near Zwolle in the
Netherlands. So, to be exact, this belongs to a Middle-Dutch speaking
area. We have other examples of such inscriptions on manuscript books
that are known to be from Zwolle in the Netherlands. That manuscript,
which is now preserved in the Carnegie Library of Reims, call number
, is said in the catalogue to have been acquired from a private
person in Munich in . Librarians from Reims probably wanted to
possess at least one copy of a chronicle written by their prominent compat-
riot. Fo. rv has a barely readable marginal note that mentions Graz or
Königgräz in Bohemia (in opido Gretzensi). A manuscript that is now pre-
served in the Vatican, MS Pal. Lat. , notes at the end of the text of
Robert the Monk (r) that this was copied by a certain Jo[hannes]
Wiszenburg, probably a German.
It should be noted that this German-centred distribution of Robert the

Monk manuscripts was not the case during the twelfth century, because

 The Historia Iherosolimitana, p. lxv.
 Description of MS Canon. Class. Lat. , <https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/

catalog/manuscript_>.
 G. I. Lieftinck and J. P. Gumbert, Manuscrits datés conservés dans les Pays-Bas: cata-

logue paléographique des manuscrits en ecriture latine portant des indications de date, ii,
Leiden , –.

 Catalogue général des manuscrits des bibliothèques publiques de France, LXVI: Suppléments
Arsenal, Reims, Paris , , .
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only nine of the thirty-two twelfth-century manuscripts of Robert the Monk
are actually preserved in German-speaking areas (Germany, Austria,
Switzerland), and nine indicated (including six of those indicated as cur-
rently preserved in German-speaking areas and three manuscripts preserved
in Copenhagen, Paris and the Vatican) as originating from there, whereas
many other manuscripts appear to be of French origin. If we look at the
available data on the provenance of all manuscripts before the fifteenth
century, we see that they are preserved in various countries, and we
usually cannot affirm that any given text was necessarily copied in the
German empire. Hence, the particular interest in this text in late medieval
Germany is notable, as the chronicle by Robert the Monk was translated
into German at least five times by the end of the sixteenth century, and at
least four of these translations come from the fifteenth century. One of
them was published in Augsburg in  and . However, there were
no translations into Romance languages at that time. The first one was
Italian, published in . A certain spread of the text in Italy as well is
attested by the fact that the chronicle by Robert the Monk is one of the
sources of De bello a Christianis contra barbaros gesto pro Christi sepulchro et
Iudea recuperandis libri IV, a history of the First Crusade compiled by the
humanist Benedetto Accolti allegedly in .
It is not certain whether in the fifteenth-century Holy Roman Empire,

Robert the Monk’s chronicle in particular, as opposed to any other from
the First Crusade, was needed. Probably it was simply the only chronicle
available for copying, thanks to a high number of manuscripts, even very
early ones. Nine Robert theMonkmanuscripts from the twelfth century ori-
ginate fromGerman-speaking areas. As Kempf and Bull suggest, the earli-
est datable German manuscript, allegedly produced shortly before ,
can be located at the abbey of Reichersberg in northern modern-day
Austria. Three thirteenth-century and one fourteenth-century manu-
script originated from German-speaking areas as well.
In other words, the spread of Robert the Monk’s chronicle was possible

in fifteenth-century Germany, but that of other chronicles of the First
Crusades was not, because they were not very widespread in German-

 The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. lxv–lxxiv.
 Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, –; Kraft, Heinrich Steinhöwels

Verdeutschung, esp. pp. –; Historia Hierosolymitana von Robertus Monachus in deutscher
Übersetzung, ed. Barbara Haupt, Wiesbaden , esp. pp. –.

 Kraft,Heinrich Steinhöwels Verdeutschung, –;Historia Hierosolymitana von Robertus
Monachus in deutscher Übersetzung, .

 Robert Black, Benedetto Accolti and the Florentine Renaissance, Cambridge , –
, .

 The Historia Iherosolimitana, pp. lxv–lxxiv. See also Damien Kempf, ‘Towards a
textual archaeology of the First Crusade’, in Bull and Kempf, Writing the early crusades,
–.  The Historia Iherosolimitana, p. xlii.
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speaking lands. Only three manuscripts of Baldric of Bourgueil are pre-
served in German-speaking lands (in Zwettl and two in Bern). The manu-
script of the thirteenth century from Zwettl was possibly preserved there in
the fifteenth century, as attested by a note on it. At the same time, one of
the manuscripts currently preserved in Bern is, in fact, only a four-page frag-
ment, and the other is supposed to have originated fromNormandy. None of
themanuscripts preserved in other cities is said to have come fromGermany.
We know that the manuscripts of Fulcher of Chartres’s chronicle are mostly
preserved in France and that some of them actually originated from France.
None is believed to have originated from German-speaking countries, and
only one, of the late twelfth or early thirteenth century, is preserved there,
in Bern. The same manuscript (Burgerbibliothek, MS Lat. ) is the only
one of the chronicle of Raymond of Aguilers preserved in German-speaking
lands. However, its earlier location was probably in France. None of the
copies of the chronicle of Raymond of Aguilers, which, by the way, can be
found mostly in the same codices as those by Fulcher of Chartres, is said to
originate from German-speaking lands. Six manuscripts of the complete
text of Guibert of Nogent are of French origin, while the provenance of
two others, one of which is currently preserved in Bern, is unknown.
None of the manuscripts and fragments of the Gesta Francorum indicated in
the most recent edition or discovered later is preserved or attested to origin-
ate from German-speaking lands, apart from one thirteenth-century manu-
script of the Gesta Francorum preserved in Berlin, which is known to be of
English origin. There are no manuscripts of Peter Tudebode preserved
or allegedly produced in German-speaking lands. The provenance of the
only manuscript of Ralph of Caen currently preserved in Brussels is
unknown. It seems natural that all these chronicles were mostly copied
outside Germany, given that their authors were not German. An exception
is the chronicle of Albert of Aachen: manuscripts of the twelfth century are
produced in Eberbach, Utrecht and Gladbach. At the same time, only
three manuscripts of this chronicle from the fifteenth century were pre-
served, in the Vatican, Nuremberg and Trier (the last one is also known to
have been preserved in Trier in the Middle Ages). Being much larger
than the text of Robert theMonk, this chronicle was probably less convenient
for extensive copying.
To sum up, it seems likely that there was a particular interest in the First

Crusade in fifteenth-century Germany. It is hard to say whether this special

 The Historia Ierosollimitana of Baldric of Bourgueil, pp. lxxxviii, xciv, ci.
 Fulcheri Carnotensis Historia Hierosolymitana, .
 Guibert de Nogent, Dei Gesta per Francos, –.
 Gesta Francorum et aliorum Hierosoliminatorum, p. xl.
 Albert of Aachen, Historia Ierosolimitana, pp. xxxvii, xxxix, xlii.
 Ibid. pp. xliii–xlv.
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interest was focused particularly on the text of Robert the Monk, or
whether it was simply the only available text convenient for copying. The
story of the unparalleled spread of the chronicle will probably become
clearer when a critical edition is published that takes the whole manuscript
tradition into account and establishes a stemma codicum. However, some pre-
liminary explanations as to why this phenomenal spread of the text hap-
pened in the fifteenth-century Holy Roman Empire are possible. Was not
this second life of the text at least partly caused by the fact that the
Ottoman threat or anti-Hussite struggle resurrected the historical
memory of crusading to the Holy Land precisely in an area mostly
marked by fifteenth-century crusades? In attempting to confirm this
theory, let us look at the context in which the chronicle of Robert the
Monk is sometimes placed in manuscript books.

Manuscript evidence to explain the spread of the text in the fifteenth century

Biblioteca Nazionale Braidense, Milan, MS AE. XII. 
Most of the fifteenth-century manuscripts do not yield anything remarkable
to support our hypothesis. The contexts wherein the text of Robert is
placed are, in most cases, neutral and do not suggest any particular use
of the text in the fifteenth century.
However, one fifteenth-century paper manuscript from the Biblioteca

Nazionale Braidense in Milan, originating from Zwolle (Netherlands), is
curious because the chronicle of Robert the Monk is immediately followed
by several texts that concern the struggle against Ottomans and Hussites.
A description can be found in the database Manus Online, <manus.iccu.
sbn.it>. The whole codex is written by the same hand. It starts with the
chronicle by Robert the Monk (fos r–r), followed by a letter of the cru-
saders from Laodicea after the fall of Jerusalem in  (r–r) and
another letter from Patriarch Symeon of Jerusalem and the other bishops
with the crusade army, which is addressed to the people of the West
() (incomplete) (r). The latter can be found together with the
chronicle by Robert the Monk in many manuscripts, though it is often
incomplete. These are followed (fos v–r) by a writing from

 Description of the manuscript AE. XII.  at <manus.iccu.sbn.it//
opac_SchedaScheda.php?ID=>.

 Die Kreuzzugsbriefe aus den Jahren –: eine Quellensammlung zur Geschichte des
ersten Kreuzzuges, ed. Heinrich Hagenmeyer, Innsbruck , –. For the recent
research on this letter and editions of manuscripts which were not taken into
account by Hagenmeyer see Smith, ‘The First Crusade letter written at Laodicea’,
–, and ‘Scribal crusading’, –.

 Die Kreuzzugsbriefe aus den Jahren –, –.
 Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, , , – (English translation).

 VALENT IN PORTNYKH

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022046922000410 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://manus.iccu.sbn.it/opac_SchedaScheda.php?ID=114372
https://manus.iccu.sbn.it/opac_SchedaScheda.php?ID=114372
https://manus.iccu.sbn.it/opac_SchedaScheda.php?ID=114372
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022046922000410


Eneas Silvias Piccolomini (the future Pope Pius II) on the Hussite heresy,
addressed to Cardinal Juan Carvajal (). Letters from Cardinal
Isidore of Kiev, which occupy the subsequent folios, are known and pub-
lished. This papal legate of Byzantine origin was a prominent supporter of
and actor for the church union established in  at the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, and he was sent to Constantinople shortly before the
siege of  in order to enforce this union, which was always strongly
opposed in Byzantium. During the siege, Isidore remained in the city,
from whence he managed to escape, first to the Genoese colony of Pera
just opposite Constantinople, and then to Crete, which was a Venetian
possession at that time. The first letter (r–v), sent on the  July
 from Crete, is an exhortation to all the faithful to fight against
the Turks. The second letter (v–v), addressed to Pope Nicholas
V and composed on the  July , represents a summary of
Isidore’s experiences in Constantinople before and during the siege.
Finally, the third letter (fos v–r), also dated  July  and sent
from Crete, was written by one of the companions of Isidore, and it
tells how the cardinal escaped from Constantinople when it was taken
by the Turks. A letter from  of the papal chamberlain (cubicular-
ius) Henricus da Alman (?) and Henricus Steynwyc, a doctor in canon
law, to an unknown ruler, on how the Turks took Negroponte
(Euboea) (fos r–r), had already been published by Nicholas Jorga
precisely from the manuscript in question. Fos r–v are occupied
by a well-known anti-Ottoman bull issued by Pius II, Ezechielis prophete
(), with an exhortation to proceed against the Turks. This text
can frequently be found in fifteenth-century manuscripts; it was even
printed soon after it was issued, probably to answer papal instructions
to copy and distribute it. In fact, we can find some examples through-
out the fifteenth century that bulls were ordered to be copied and

 Aeneae Silvii Piccolomini … opera quae extant omnia, Basle , –.
 For his life see Marios Philippides and Walter K. Hanak, Cardinal Isidore (c.–

): a late Byzantine scholar, warlord, and prelate, London–New York .
 La caduta di Costantinopoli: le testimonianze dei contemporanei, ed. Agostino Pertusi, i,

Milan , –. See also references to previous editions at p. .
 Ibid. i. –; Philippides and Hanak, Cardinal Isidore, –.
 Paul Pierling, La Russie et le Saint-Siège: études diplomatiques, Paris , –; La

caduta di Costantinopoli, i. –.
 Nicolae Iorga, Notes et extraits pour servir à l’histoire des croisades au XVe siècle, iv,

Bucharest , –.
 Augustin Theiner, Vetera monumenta Slavorum meridionalium historiam illustrantia, i,

Rome , –.
 Karoline Dominika Döring, Türkenkrieg und Medienwandel im . Jahrhundert,

Husum , , .
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distributed by legates and other ecclesiastics, and these copies were
expected to be certified with their seals.
TheHistoria Troiana by Guido de Columna (fos r–v), which follows

the bull, is probably not placed here by accident, given that the Turks were
sometimes presented as people of Trojan origin. Various works then
follow that clearly have nothing to do with crusades against any enemy:
the Golden Bull of  (fos r–r), Chronica qualiter Romanum imper-
ium translatum fuit in Germanos by Jordan of Osnabrück (fos r–v),
two writings of Bartolus de Saxoferrato (fos v–v) (Tractatus de nobi-
litate et dignitate and Tractatus de insigniis et armis), a sermon addressed to the
Council of Basel on the authority of the general council (fos v–v),
and a compilation from different chronicles about the popes fromUrban VI

to Eugene IV (fos r–r).
Even though the codex is ultimately a mixture of everything, it is possible

that the chronicle of Robert the Monk, the anti-Hussite writing and the
bulk of the texts relating to the struggle against the Ottomans were
deemed as an entity. The properly ‘crusade-related’ part of the manuscript
ends with the papal bull Ezechielis prophete, which is said to have been
recorded in  (fo. v: ‘Scriptum iam per fratrem Henricum
Stephani Dotinchem in profesto sancti Alexii anni lxxix’), and this is the
only date in the ‘crusade-related’ part of the manuscript. The Trojan
history by Guido de Columna, a thirteenth-century Italian author, is said
to have been copied in  (fo. v: ‘Scriptum per fratrem Henricum
Stephani Doetinchem conventualem in Wyndesem [Windesheim] anno
 finitumque ibidem in profesto sancti Michaelis archangeli’). We may
theorise that the text of the Trojan history was deemed independent of
the ‘crusade-related’ section, since it was copied a little bit later, but
throughout the whole interval from fos –, new texts never start with
new quires. At the same time, fo.  is void, and terminates a quire,
and the Golden Bull starts with a new quire. In other words, it is likely
that the texts in fos – were deemed a thematic entity, given that the
Trojan theme was not really alien to the Ottoman question. Then probably
it was decided to unite this part with other texts which follow: a catchword
at the bottom of fo. v is written by the same hand as all the texts and

 Birgit Studt, ‘Legationen als Instrumente Päpstlicher Reform- und
Kreuzzugspropaganda im . Jahrhundert’, in Gerd Althoff (ed.), Formen und
Funktionen öffentlicher Kommunikation im Mittelalter, Stuttgart , , ; Birgit
Studt, Papst Martin V. (–) und die Kirchenreform in Deutschland, Köln–
Weimar–Wien , , , , , –; Benjamin Weber, Lutter contre les
Turcs: les formes nouvelles de la croisade pontificale au XVe siècle, Rome , –.

 See, for example, Carl Göllner, ‘Legenden von der skythischen, und trojanischen
und kaukasischen Abstammung der Türken im . und . Jahrhundert’, Revue des
études sud-est européennes xv (), –, and Margaret Meserve, Empires of Islam in
Renaissance historical thought, Cambridge, MA , –.

 VALENT IN PORTNYKH

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022046922000410 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022046922000410


other catchwords of this manuscript. The production of the manuscript
with a lot of texts related to the Ottoman question can be deemed
natural in the light of important events and substantial crusading activity
in the years immediately preceding it: the fall of Caffa (), Ottoman
military activity in Balkans, Pope Sixtus IV’s crusading calls and crusading
activity and finally Otranto seized by the Ottomans (). Probably
the chronicle by Robert the Monk was illustrating a good old example
for the deeds of fifteenth-century people against the Ottoman advance,
while an anti-Hussite text was included in this manuscript book section,
because this was also a recent crusade direction.

Bibliothek der Erzabtei St Peter, Salzburg, b. IX. .
This codex is the most important evidence that the text by Robert the
Monk was of interest in the fifteenth century because of a mentally estab-
lished connection between crusading of the fifteenth century and crusad-
ing to the Holy Land. This volume of  paper folios is remarkable,
because it contains the text of the chronicle by Robert the Monk and,
immediately following it, various documents related to the military struggle
against the Ottomans and Hussites in the fifteenth century. Its content was
generally described with some important lacunae in the old handwritten
catalogue of the library of St Peter’s Abbey, then copied without any sub-
stantial revision in a brief note by Walter Lipphardt, and finally consider-
ably reworked and amended by Gerold Hayer.
There is only one watermark in this codex, which can be found on many

folios. Jungwirth, the author of the handwritten catalogue, identified it as
Briquet  (dated to – and encountered in German lands from
the s), which is similar but not identical. I would rather suggest AT
-_ from the WZMA (Wasserzeichen des Mittelalters) database,
which is dated back to the early s. In any case, all are from the
middle of the fifteenth century.

 See, for example, Kenneth M. Setton, The papacy and the Levant (–), ii,
Philadelphia, PA , –; Weber, Lutter contre les Turcs, , , , –,
; Liviu Pilat and Ovidiu Cristea, The Ottoman threat and crusading on the eastern
border of Christendom during the th century, Leiden , –.

 Augustin Jungwirth, Katalog der Handschriften des Stiftes St. Peter in Salzburg (hands-
chriftlich auf Karteikarten) [Salzburg –].

 Walter Lipphardt, ‘Die älteste Quelle des deutschen “Media vita”, eine Salzburger
Handschrift vom Jahre ’, Jahrbuch für Liturgik und Hymnologie xi (), –.

 Gerold Hayer, Die deutschen Handschriften des Mittelalters der Erzabtei St. Peter zu
Salzburg, Wien , –.

 Folios with the watermark at , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,
, , , , .
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The first text on fos r–v was identified by Hayer as Summarium bibli-
cum, and the second one, on fos r–v, though titled in the manuscript
itself as Biblia pauperum, as Excerpta Bibliae (Genesis bis Apostelgeschichte). The
first text, generally attributed to Alexander de Villa Dei, is a brief
summary designed to help one remember the contents of the Bible, a
device that was very popular in the fifteenth century. Hayer probably
avoids using the manuscript title for the second text, because it is not a
‘picture Bible’, which Biblia pauperum means to contemporary scholars,
but rather an extremely condensed summary of the Bible with no images
at all. These two texts are not put together by accident: it is often the case
that a Summarium is placed at the beginning or end of biblical codices.
Fo. r is void, and fos v–r contain sermons attributed in our manu-
script book to St Bernard. Fo. v is again void, and fos r–v
contain the chronicle by Robert the Monk. It is titled Hystoria quomodo
christiani expungnaverunt turcos sive gentiles usque Iherusalem et virtute Dei obti-
nuerunt sepulchrum Domini, which was, according to a colophon at the end
of the text, written in  in Steyr in modern-day Austria (Sit laus Deo
nostro in die sancti Alexii xl Styra) (see Figure ). The end of the text
bears an incomplete letter of Patriarch Symeon of Jerusalem to
the people of the West (v), which is also found in the manuscript
preserved in Milan, and an apparent letter from Emperor Alexius
Comnenus to Count Robert of Flanders (v–v). Both documents
are joined to the text of the chronicle in many manuscripts. Finally, a
block of documents related to struggles against the Turks and the
Hussites between  and the s occupies fos r–r, and
v is void.
Codicological and paleographic features of the manuscript book demon-

strate that the text of Robert the Monk and the block of documents relating
to the anti-Ottoman and anti-Hussite struggle were together already in the
fifteenth century. Of course, it is true that the binding is a later one: this is a

 Lucie Doležalova, ‘The Summarium Biblicum: a biblical tool both popular and
obscure’, in Eyal Poleg and Laura Light (eds), Form and function in the late medieval
Bible, Leiden , –.

 Frans van Liere, An introduction to the medieval Bible, Cambridge , –.
 Doležalova, ‘The Summarium Biblicum’, .
 The first (fos v–v) is identified by Hayer: it is a sermon, ‘De excellentia ss.

sacramenti et dignitate sacerdotum’, published in PL clxxxiv.–. The second
(fos v–r) and the third (r–r) are not identified, but Hayer was able to deter-
mine that these are sermons for Sunday in the Octave of Ascension and for the Fifth
Sunday after Easter.  Die Kreuzzugsbriefe aus den Jahren –, –.

 Ibid. –.
 Robert the Monk’s History of the First Crusade, , . Sweetenham mentions that the

chronicle of Robert the Monk is accompanied by the apparent letter of Alexius
Comnenus in at least thirty-six manuscripts and by the letter of the Patriarch in question
in at least thirty-four manuscripts.
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half-leather and wood board binding made of pork skin for Benedikt
Schön, a priest from Berndorf near Salzburg. On the leather part of
the binding are the initials ‘B. S.’, known among the librarians of St
Peter Abbey as the mark of Benedikt Schön, as well as the year of fabrica-
tion, . In fact, other similar book bindings at St Peter’s all date back to
the second half of the sixteenth century. However, other codicological
and paleographic elements suggest that Robert the Monk’s chronicle
had existed together with Ottoman/Hussite-related documents even
before that, and that the documents in question were likely recorded no
later than around . This conclusion can be drawn from an analysis
of the quire structure and the hands.
The manuscript consists of the following quires: (VI+) + *VI +

(VI-) + *VI + (VI-); or, otherwise, +, –, -, –,
- = . There are eleven quires in total, and between almost all of
them are catchwords (at the bottom of fos v, v, v, v, v, v,
v, v). Only fos v, v – that is, the end of the second and seventh

Figure . Colophon at the end of the text of the chronicle of Robert the Monk:
Bibliothek der Erzabtei St Peter, Salzburg, b. IX. , fo. v. Reproduced, and
photograph, by kind permission of the library.

 Hayer, Die deutschen Handschriften, .
 Peter Wind, Die Verzierten Einbände der Handschriften der Erzabtei St. Peter zu Salzburg

bis , Wien ,  (Tafel ).

ROBERT THE MONK ’ S H I STOR I A IHEROSOL IM ITANA

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022046922000410 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022046922000410


quires, respectively – have no catchword, which theoretically could indicate
that originally there were three separate parts, though likely to be produced
in the same area given that the watermark is always the same: Summarium bib-
licum, Excerpta biblica and sermons, and the chronicle together with the
Ottoman/Hussite-related documents. But the third part is an entity, not
only thematically, but also physically, because Robert and the Ottoman/
Hussite-related documents share the same quire: the final, eleventh one
starts with folio , and the chronicle by Robert theMonk ends on fo. v.
The next question is when the documents relating the struggle against

the Ottomans and Hussites were entered in the last of four quires with
the Robert the Monk chronicle, which was written down in . We can
obtain some evidence for this by using hand analysis. In total nine different
hands were identified in this manuscript (see Table ).
Inmost cases, the situation seems ordinary: hand changes usually coincide

with the switch from one text to another. Everything against the Ottomans
and Hussites is written by the same hand, but the hand is not the same as
for the text by Robert the Monk. Nevertheless, let us pay attention to
hand nine, with which different notes are made in both the text of Robert
the Monk and the anti-Ottoman/Hussite documents. In the text of the
chronicle, notes in this hand usually sum up or quote information allegedly
relevant for the reader. Several examples: ‘perse medi arabes turci azimite
sarraceni angulani tres milia’ (r), ‘crus asini pro lx solidos’ (v),
‘Albaria capta xii die decembris’ (r). The same hand wrote a very volu-
minous note on fo. r, where there is a list of names of people that
were sent by a certain Abbot George to make war with the Turks at
Belgrade in  (see Figure ). In fact, in July , the Christian army
marched against the Ottomans while the latter were laying siege to
Belgrade and repulsed a huge Turkish army. Who might this Abbot
George have been? Hayer notes in his catalogue that the hand of the
notes (here nine) is that of Georg Liebenknecht, who was the abbot of
the Benedictine Abbey of Michaelbeuern near Salzburg between 
and . At the same time, he states that this abbot also wrote the text
of Robert the Monk, which seems to me quite doubtful: the hand is very

 ‘Hic sunt annotati quos abbas Georgius auctoritate Domini pape Kalisti signo
sancte crucis insignivit contra Turcos transeundos versus civitatem Kriechinsch
Beissenburig.’

 Tamás Pálosfalvi, From Nicopolis to Mohács: a history of Ottoman-Hungarian warfare,
–, Leiden , –.

 Hayer, Die deutschen Handschriften, .
 For the list of abbots of Michaelbeuern see Ulrich Faust and Waltraud Krassnig

(eds), Die Benediktinischen Mönchs- und Nonnenklöster in Österreich und Südtirol, ii, St
Ottilien , –.
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different. A recent publication which includes a photograph of an autograph
of Georg Liebenknecht that dates to  (see Figure ) leaves no doubt:
hand nine in our manuscript is actually that of Georg Liebenknecht. This
data also confirms that the text of Robert the Monk in our manuscript
does not belong to hand nine, contrary to what Hayer claims: of course,
Robert the Monk was copied in  and the handwriting of the person
could have changed after that. However, we have a document from 
clearly written with a hand identical to hand nine in our manuscript, and
such a rapid change in one’s manner of writing seems unrealistic.
Let us now consider exactly which documents we have in fos r–r.

The first text on fo. rv is a ritual for taking the cross. It is absolutely
certain that this ritual concerns precisely the crusades against the Turks
in the s: it is said that the cross is given to those who are willing to
fight against the Turks at any time and any place (‘contra Turcos

Table . Hand analysis of Robert the Monk’s Historia Iherosolimitana.

Nr. of
hand Folio numbers Quires Opera

 r–v – (fos –) Summarium biblicum
 v, r, v, v, r, r,

r, r
Corrections and amend-
ments to Summarium
biblicum r–r

 r, r
 r–v – (fos –) +

the first folio of the
seventh quire

So-titled Biblia pauperum

 v–r Remainder of
seventh quire

Sermons attributed to
Bernard

 r–v – (fos –) +
five fos of the elev-
enth quire

Robert the Monk

 r–r Remainder of elev-
enth quire

Documents relating to the
struggle against the
Ottoman Turks and the
Hussites

 r, r, v,
r, rv, rv,
v, r, rv,
rv, rv

Some fos of – Remarks

 Gerald Hirtner and Michael Fröstl, ‘Die Romreisen des Abts Georg Liebenknecht
von Michaelbeuern (/): Edition, Kommentar und Übersetzung’, in Peter
Erhart and Jakob Kuratli Hüeblin (eds), Nach Rom gehen: monastische Reisekultur von
der Spätantike bis in die Neuzeit, Wien–Köln–Weimar , –, picture .
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Figure . The beginning of the list of names of the people whom Abbot Georg
Liebenknecht of Michaelbeuern sent to make war with the Turks at Belgrade
in : Bibliothek der Erzabtei St Peter, Salzburg, b. IX. , fo. r.
Reproduced, and photograph, by kind permission of the library.

Figure . An autobiographical report of the pilgrimage of Abbot Georg
Liebenknecht to Rome in : Stiftsarchiv Michaelbeuern, Salzburg, Fach
/II, Stift- und Dienstbuch A, fo. . Reproduced by kind permission of
the archive. Photograph © Gerald Hirtner.
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pugnare semper et ubique’). It also specifies that absolution is given in
exchange for taking the cross by the authority of Pope Calixtus III, and
that one year of service is necessary.
The second and third texts are two letters. The first (fos v–r) is a

letter from Archbishop Sigismund of Salzburg to Abbot Georg
Liebenknecht dated  February . This letter refers to another addressed
by Calixtus III to Juan Carvajal, cardinal deacon of St Angelo in foro piscium,
who at that time was sent as a papal legate to Germany and Hungary to
promote the crusade, specifically concerning the tithe to be collected from
ecclesiastical revenues for the crusade. Benjamin Weber notes that the
pope had introduced such a tithe many times in specific countries or in all
countries at once as, for example, in his letter on  May . The cata-
logue description by Hayer refers to the archive of the archbishopric of
Salzburg, Acta Syn. /, currently AT-AES .. Synoden . Jh. In
fact, among these documents is a quire concerning that tithe with copies of
similar letters sent by the archbishop of Salzburg to the bishops of Freising,
Regensburg and Passau (rv); to Nicholas of Cusa, bishop of Brixen (–
) (rv); to provosts and archdeacons (rv); and to priors of the
Dominican, Franciscan, Carmelite and Augustinian convents and guardians
of the Franciscan convents of the Salzburg diocese (r). It should be noted
that there is also a similar text by the same archbishop, Sigismund of
Salzburg, dated back to  February  and addressed to Abbot Johann II

Esslinger, abbot of St Paul in Lavanttal (–). Another letter (fo.
r) is a confirmation for Abbot Ulrich of Michaelbeuern (Ulrich II von
Haunsberg, abbot from  to ) concerning a payment of the tithe of
a twentieth (semidecima), introduced by the Council of Basel for the struggle
against the Hussite heretics ().

 ‘Dominus noster Ihesus Christus te absolvat et ego auctoritate eiusdem ac
sanctissimi domini Kalisti tertii pape mihi in hac parte specialiter concessa te absolvo
a peccatis tuis que mihi modo confessus es et que libenter confiteres si memorie occur-
rerent’: St Peter, Salzburg, MS b. IX. , fo. r.

 ‘Pro satisfactione nil tibi iniungo, nisi ut contra Turcum sine fraude et dolo pergas
et usque ad operis consummationem ad minus per anni circulum perseveres’: ibid.
fo. v.

 Weber, Lutter contre les Turcs, . Weber probably means a papal bull called Ad
summi pontificatus apicem, May : Diplomatarium svecanum appendix: acta pontificum
svecia, I: Acta cameralia, ed. L. M. Baath, ii, Stockholm , –, no. ; Odoricus
Raynaldus, Annales ecclesiastici, xxix, Bar-le-Duc , s.a. , § . See also Norman
Housley, Crusading and the Ottoman threat, –, Oxford , .

 Urkundenbuch des Benedictiner-Stiftes St. Paul im Kärnten, ed. Beda Schroll, Wien
, –.

 Concilium Basiliense: Studien und Quellen zur Geschichte des Konzils von Basel, iii, ed.
Johannes Haller, Basle , ; v, ed. Johannes Haller and others, Basle , . For
the mention of the twentieth in Salzburg see iii. .
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The fourth document (v) is a formula of absolution for those going
against the heretics of Bohemia (‘Forma absolutionis pro euntibus contra
hussitas seu hereticos bohemales’), which is given by Pope Paul II (‘auctor-
itate sancte matris ecclesie et sanctissimi domini nostri domini Pauli pape
secundi’). Thus, it is not connected with the well-known anti-Hussite cru-
sades of the first half of the fifteenth century. In fact, there was a quarrel
between Pope Paul II and King George of Bohemia, against whom the
crusade was preached in –. It should be noted that such an abso-
lution could theoretically serve for both the Ottoman and Hussite crusades:
the absolution formula does not mention Hussites, so it can be universally
applied to any holy war. One example demonstrates that such absolutions
were deemed to be universally applicable to any crusade: an absolution
formula for crusaders going against the Hussites is given in the codex
 from Melk Stiftsbibliothek (r–r) in the middle of documents
that relate to the struggle against the Ottoman Turks. The text itself does
not focus on the Hussites, and the absolution formula can be universally
applied in the struggle against any enemy. Amnon Linder mentions
some war masses which could be directed alternately with some changes
against the Hussites and the Ottomans depending on a specific
manuscript.
The fifth document (rv) is a report on the battle of Belgrade in .

Another copy of the same text was published by Nicolae Jorga: in that
copy, however, there is a preamble saying that this was a letter sent from
Ladislaus V, king of Hungary, to the German emperor Frederick III on 
August .
The sixth document (rv) is a variety of reflections on comets and

their significations, which may seem unrelated to this anti-Ottoman/
Hussite selection, but it may well be considered as relevant. In fact, a
comet was observed in Austria in June , just before the battle at
Belgrade, which took place in July.

 Otakar Odložilik, The Hussite king: Bohemia in European affairs, –,
Rahway, NJ , –.

 Portnykh, ‘Le Traité d’Humbert de Romans (OP)’, . See also a description of
the whole codex by Christine Glassner and Maria Stieglecker, <manuscripta.at/hs_de-
tail.php?ID=>.

 Amnon Linder, Raising arms: liturgy in the struggle to liberate Jerusalem in the late
Middle Ages, Turnhout , .  Iorga, Notes et extraits, iv. –.

 Alphons Lhotsky and Konradin Ferrari d’Occhieppo, ‘Zwei Gutachten Georgs
von Peuerbach über Kometen ( und )’, Mitteilungen des Instituts für
Österreichische Geschichtsforschung lxviii (), –. See also Jane L. Jervis, Cometary
theory in fifteenth-century Europe, Dordrecht , –, –.
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The seventh document (v–r) is a German version of the antiphon
Media vita in morte sumus (see Figure ), called ‘En mitten in des lebens

Figure . Media vita song in German: Bibliothek der Erzabtei St Peter,
Salzburg, b. IX. , fos v–r. Reproduced, and photograph, by kind
permission of the library.

 René-Jean Hesbert, Corpus Antiphonalium Officii, iii, Rome , , no. .
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zeit’, with notation. School regulations from Crailsheim of  mention
that this German translation was actually sung during processions in the
diocese of Salzburg. The text stands thus in our manuscript:

En mitten in des lebens czeit
sein wir mit tod umfangen
Wen such mir [wir] der uns hilffe geit
von dem mir [wir] huld erlangen
wen dich herr anlainne
Der du durich unser missetat
rechtleichen czurnen tuest
Heyliger herre got
Heyliger starkcher got
Heyliger parmhertziger hayler ebiger got
Lazz uns nicht gebalten des pittern todes pott

(In the middle of lifetime
We are surrounded by death
Whom do we search who will provide us help
and from whom we obtain favour
Apart from you, Lord, alone
Who, because of our misdeeds,
Burst his rightful anger
Holy Lord God
Holy Mighty God
Holy Merciful Savior Eternal God
May you not offer us to powers of the worst death)

Why comets and why the song, which seem to have nothing to do with the
anti-Ottoman crusades to which the surrounding documents pertain? A
closer look reveals that both may be thematically bound to the Ottoman
question. First, the song may relate to the Turks, and, as evidence from
another Salzburg manuscript confirms, to plague epidemics too. The
song is a prayer which aims at avoiding death, which, naturally, may be
caused by foreign invasions, including those from the Turks. At the same

 Walther Lipphardt, ‘Mitten wir im Leben sind: Zur Geschichte des Liedes und
seiner Weise’, Jahrbuch für Liturgik und Hymnologie viii (), , and ‘Die älteste
Quelle‘, .

 A photograph of the song in this manuscript is published in Lipphardt, ‘Mitten
wir im Leben sind,’ .

 Another copy of this song preserved in Salzburg St Peter (A II ) reads ‘wir’
instead of ‘mir’ in this and subsequent lines, and this makes more sense. The text
from A II  is published with some errors in Therese Bruggisser-Lanker, Musik und
Tod im Mittelalter: Imaginationsräume der Transzendenz, Göttingen , .
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time, it is relevant that this verse in German appeared in the fifteenth
century, a period marked by multiple and large-scale epidemics.
Precisely from  to  a large-scale epidemic swept across
Germany and other European countries. A vast epidemic raged in
many countries in the early s, touching Salzburg in . At St
Peter’s Abbey there is another fifteenth-century manuscript, A II , fo.
r–v, where the same song, with notation and with only minor textual dif-
ferences, is recorded. Before it, there is a notation and the text of Salve
Regina in German (v–v); immediately after the German Media vita,
fo. r is void, but after it, on v, follows a brief instruction concerning
which Psalms are to be sung and prayers pronounced as a thanksgiving
for the end of a plague epidemic (‘pro gratiarum accione post pestilenciam
debent dici psalmi sequentes’). There is no quire or hand change between
the song Media vita and the instruction. Thus, it is probably not accidental
that these two texts are recorded together.
Secondly, the text on comets notes that these heavenly bodies can be pre-

cursors of various things, including diseases and wars. It says that a comet
can be a sign of forthcoming diseases (‘significat epidimias quia febres
colericas pestiferas’, and in some passages further, ‘cometa significat mor-
talitates et epidimias’). At the same time, they can also signify forthcoming
wars and homicides (‘cometa est significativa gwerrarum et homicidiorum
et huiusmodi’). This traditional interpretation of comets as signs of war,
political change, tempests and pestilence was shared by many medieval
authors. As an aside, statistics demonstrate that among natural phenom-
ena, comets were the most frequently interpreted as bearers of a specific
signification. According to the Saltzburgische Chronica of Franz Dückher
(), there was a comet in , and it was seen as a precursor of
sorrow and bloodshed.
Thirdly, in the context of the Ottoman invasion, the enemy could be

identified with the plague. Already around , a Renaissance humanist
Andrea Biglia, an Augustinian friar who taught Aeneas Sylvius (the future
Pope Pius II), called Islamic invasions ‘plague’ (‘pernicies’). The pontiff

 Walther Rehm, Der Todesgedanke in der deutschen Dichtung vom Mittelalter bis zur
Romantik, Tübingen , .

 Jürgen Hartwig Ibs, Die Pest in Schleswig-Holstein von  bis /: eine sozial-
geschichtliche Studie über eine wiederkehrende Katastrophe, Frankfurt am Main , –.

 Leopold Öhler, Die Pest in Salzburg, Salzburg , , ; Franz Dückher,
Saltzburgische Chronica, Graz  (repr. of  edition), .

 Sara Schechner Genuth, Comets, popular culture, and the birth of modern cosmology,
Princeton , .

 Thomas Labbé, Les Catastrophes naturelles au moyen âge, Paris , .
 ‘erschien ein erschrocklicher Comet, der viel Jammers und Blutvergiessens

bedeutet’: Dückher, Saltzburgische Chronica, .
 Meserve, Empires of Islam, .
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himself called past Muslim conquests ‘plague’ (‘pestis’) as well. Benjamin
Weber states that starting with Pope Calixtus III, the Ottomans were pre-
sented in papal letters as a disease, like the plague (‘pestis’) for example.
In other words, the song may allude to plague and wars; comets were

seen as precursors of both plague and wars; and the Turks were sometimes
identified with the plague. Thus, rather than affirming that these two texts
are alien to the Ottoman/Hussite-related block in our manuscript, it is
more probable that they form a vital part of it.
The eighth and ninth documents (rv) are two letters. The first, a

letter from Archbishop Sigismund of Salzburg to an unknown recipient,
is a reaction to a papal bull prescribing processions, fasts and prayers
(‘pro salute et victoria Christifidelium obtinenda contra Turchos proces-
siones, ieiunia et orationes’) in order to prepare the crusade. Hayer is abso-
lutely right to indicate that a copy of this letter is preserved in the archive of
the archbishopric of Salzburg, Acta Syn. /, currently AT-AES ..
Synoden . Jh. Differences are minor, so we can be sure that this is
another copy of the same letter. The only thing is that the date is different:
in our codex it is  October , and in the copy from the archive it is 
October. Since quarta and quinta are very similar when abbreviated, this
could be a matter of a simple scribal mistake or it is also possible that on
another day the letter could have been sent to another recipient. The
second letter is from Burkhard von Weisspriach, provost and archdeacon
of Salzburg Cathedral ( October ), in which he insists that the pre-
scriptions of the archbishop and the pope must be observed. Given the
dates, these prescriptions must be those mentioned in the letter from
the archbishop issued two days earlier.
The tenth and final document (v–r) contains extracts from a

papal bull that shed light on what text the two previous documents are
referring to. Hayer is right to identify them with the well-known bull
Cum his superioribus annis, issued by Calixtus III in June , less than
a month before the crusaders and Turks met at Belgrade. This was a
widely copied text, which was even printed soon after this bull was
issued, both in the original version and in German translation. Here
we see a summary only of the ‘practical’ part of the bull, wherein the

 Robert Schwoebel, The shadow of the crescent: the Renaissance image of the Turk
(–), Nieuwkoop , ; Pius II, Commentarii rerum memorabilium quae tempor-
ibus suis contigerunt, Rome , .

 Weber, Lutter contre les Turcs, , .
 ‘Excerpta de hiis que dominus noster sanctissimus papa in bulla sua noviter vide-

licet xii kl iulii anno domini mccclvi emanata pro salute fidelium et presertim eorum
qui contra turchos pugnaturi inierunt fieri vult atque mandat’: St Peter, Salzburg
b. IX. , fo. v.

 Raynaldus, Annales ecclesiastici, xxix, year , § –.
 Döring, Türkenkrieg und Medienwandel, , .
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pontiff prescribes regular processions and prayers for the cause of the anti-
Ottoman crusade. There is no large ‘emotional’ introduction describing
how disastrous the Ottoman threat is and how necessary and urgent are
prayers to God. Someone from the local clergy probably made a kind of
summary and noted only direct instruction as to what to do. There is a dif-
ference in the date: in the edition I am referring to, the bull is dated the
‘third calends of July’ – that is,  June – whereas in the summary present
in our manuscript, the date is th calends – that is,  June. Probably
this is again a question of scribal confusion between ‘xii’ and ‘iii’.
Very probably, this is the bull referred to in document number eight. In

his letter Archbishop Sigismund says that weekly processions taking place
each Wednesday for the cause of the crusade were prescribed before,
but now it is to be changed, because the pope expressed himself another
way. Furthermore, together with a copy of the same letter, the same
folder in the archive contains two undated documents (r, r), where
Sigismund prescribes processions every Wednesday, as ordered by the
papal cardinal of St Angelo and legatus a latere, Juan Carvajal. It is not
specified what is to be changed, but the letter of Sigismund in our codex
refers to a summary of the bull (‘ex copia effectus seu summarii eiusdem
apostolice bulle’). The archbishop probably means the summary of Cum
his superioribus annis placed here, a bull which was issued around three
months before the letter of Sigismund, which would be logical: the pope
prescribes processions only once a month. Most likely for this reason,
the archbishop says – on the issue of processions – that the initial decision
should be moderated (‘priorem etiam nostram in eadem materia disposi-
tionem factam duximus moderandam’).
All in all, between fos  and , we have an apparent thematic entity

of texts related to the struggle against the Ottomans and the Hussites,
mostly the Ottomans. Most documents are from , but the presence
of the absolution formula of Pope Paul II suggests that these copies are
post-, given that Abbot Georg made notes in the text of Robert the
Monk and in the anti-Turkish documents, and that he died in . We

 ‘Instituimus nuper pro salute et victoria Christi fidelium obtinenda contra
Turchos processiones, ieiunia et orationes singulis septimanis feria quarta faciendas’:
St Peter, Salzburg, b. IX. , fo. r.

 The bull reads: ‘mandamus insuper atque precipimus, quatenus in singulis civi-
tatibus, terris, castris et villis sive locis vestrarum diocesum, aut administrationum sive
iurisdictionum, omnibus primis diebus dominicis singulorum mensium processiones
generales fieri faciatis, ad quas omnis populus conveniat’ (p. ). This part of the
bull is reflected in the bull summary recorded in our manuscript: ‘item mandat idem
dominus noster sanctissimus omnibus archiepiscopis, episcopis et personis ecclesiaticis
per orbem christianum constitutis, quatenus in civitatibus, opidis, villis et locis suarum
diocesium et administracionum omnibus primis diebus dominicis singulorum mensium
processiones generales fieri faciant ad quos omnis populus conveniat’: ibid. v-r.
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do not know whether the whole manuscript book existed as an entity
before the current binding of , but we can suggest that documents
relating to the anti-Turkish/Hussite wars were added to the text of
Robert the Monk between  and . Since Abbot Georg ruled the
Abbey of Michaelbeuern and that there are also two letters concerning
Michaelbeuern, the texts concerning the anti-Turkish/Hussite struggle
are likely to have been added in Michaelbeuern, not in Steyr, where the
text of Robert the Monk was said to be written. The alleged years of
copying the documents relating to the anti-Turkish/Hussite wars were
marked by important events: among other things, the crusade against
King George of Bohemia, the fall of Negroponte in  and crusading
calls of Pope Sixtus IV which followed it. The question of the anti-
Ottoman crusade was also raised at the Regensburg Christentag of , a
great diet not just of the members of the Empire, but of the whole of
Christendom, attended personally by Emperor Frederick III.

In summary, certain evidence suggests that the wide distribution of the chron-
icle of Robert the Monk in the fifteenth century was not accidental. At least
two manuscripts lead to the conclusion that this text was in demand, espe-
cially in German-speaking lands, because of its connection with the anti-
Ottoman/Hussite holy wars of the fifteenth century, in which German-speak-
ing lands were extremely involved. Since the major part of texts related to the
Ottomans/Hussites in both of the manuscripts from Salzburg and Milan is
clearly related to the anti-Ottoman struggle, not anti-Hussite, it seems likely
that it was precisely the Ottoman question that spurred the ‘resurrection’
of Robert the Monk’s opus: such a conclusion is logical, given that in both
cases the enemies are Muslims. However, some of the texts relate to the cru-
sades against the Hussites as well. This suggests that, in the view of those who
ordered them to be copied, all these holy wars – to the Holy Land, against the
Ottomans and against the Hussites –were united by a common crusading
background, without any subdivision. Of course, the original impetus may
have included the need for any First Crusade chronicle, but it was Robert
the Monk’s text that was extensively copied precisely because it was the
most highly available for copying in German-speaking lands.
The manuscripts discussed here were copied in the local ecclesiastical

milieu, but conclusions on the perception of the crusades can be at least
partly valid for the common people as well: preaching by the local clergy

 Pilat and Cristea, The Ottoman threat and crusading, –.
 Johannes Helmrath, ‘The German Reichstage and the crusade’, in Norman

Housley (ed.), Crusading in the fifteenth century: message and impact, Basingstoke ,
; Dan Ioan Mureşan, ‘Bessarion’s Orations against the Turks and crusade propaganda
at the Große Christentag of Regensburg ()’, in NormanHouseley (ed.), Reconfiguring
the fifteenth-century crusade, London , –.
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certainly influenced the common people much more than papal letters,
which almost never reached the audience of would-be crusaders directly.
We can even assume that a chronicle like that of Robert the Monk would
have been directly used in preaching: in fact, Humbert of Romans’s De pre-
dicatione crucis, referred to at the beginning of this article, contains some
extracts from various crusade chronicles to be included in sermons.
Furthermore, Humbert even mentions that various stories about the glori-
ous deeds of crusaders were used in preaching to motivate the would-be
crusaders (‘gesta militum Christi … a predicatoribus recitantur ad anima-
ndum fideles’).
It should once again be noted that the case study of the history of Robert

the Monk’s text should be seen in the broader framework of the transmis-
sion of various texts related to crusading to the Holy Land in the fifteenth-
century context. The case of the treatise by Humbert of Romans demon-
strates that many ideas in crusade preaching from the thirteenth century
were still in use in the fifteenth and, furthermore, in both the Ottoman
and Hussite contexts. As an aside, it is curious that one of the copies of
De predicatione crucis is preceded by a  printed copy of the chronicle
of Robert the Monk within codex A IX  from the University of
Basle. There is much continuity in crusade liturgy between crusading
to the Holy Land after  and the later crusades, including those
against the Ottomans and the Hussites in the fifteenth century. In con-
clusion, much remains to be explored concerning the later use of texts
related to the earlier crusades.

 Humbertus de Romanis, De predicatione crucis, .
 Gustav Binz, Die deutschen Handschriften der Öffentlichen Bibliothek der Universität

Basel, I: Die Handschriften der Abteilung A, Basel , .
 Linder, Raising arms, , , –.
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