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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is based on research that was conducted on fragment α of AM 162 B fol., which 

preserves Njáls saga. The manuscript has not received enough attention in previous 

scholarship. The thesis contains a full diplomatic edition of the text alongside with a detailed 

analysis of the manuscript. 

The main aim of this thesis was to set a possible date of the manuscript’s writing based 

on an analysis of the palaeographical, phonological, and orthographical features of the 

fragment in comparison with other medieval manuscripts which themselves have well-

established writing dates.  

Additionally, the textual transmission of the text preserved in the fragment was 

examined to review the relationship between α and other manuscripts that preserve text which 

corresponds to that of α. With the use of the software programmes Pars and Draw Tree, the 

first unrooted-stemma of chapter 8 of Njáls saga was prepared. This establishes the basis for 

further research on the transmission of this part of the saga in post-medieval manuscripts.  

The edition presents the fragment’s text on three different levels. The first level is the 

facsimile level, where all special signs and the layout of the text are reproduced as close to the 

original as possible. On the second level, the diplomatic level, abbreviations are expanded and 

no special signs are reproduced. The third level gives a normalized spelling of the text 

according to the orthography of Classical Old Norse. 
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1. Introduction  

In the Middle Ages, Icelandic scribes produced an unprecedented range of literature in the 

vernacular. Many of these manuscripts have been preserved to this day as a result of the 

outstanding efforts of antiquarian Árni Magnússon in the 17th century, and these manuscripts 

present unique opportunities for contemporary researchers. According to Már Jónsson (2012, 

11), there are 876 vellum and 55 paper manuscripts in Old Icelandic which date to the years 

1101-1600. A significant number of these manuscripts are incomplete, or otherwise contain 

just one or two leaves (Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson 2005, 249; Már Jónsson 2012, 13). This 

thesis is based on an examination of one of these fragmentary manuscripts, specifically 

fragment α of AM 162 B fol. The author selected this particular manuscript in hopes of 

contributing to a research project entitled The Variance of Njáls saga which is currently 

underway at the Árni Magnússon Institute for Icelandic Studies (Svanhildur Óskarsdóttir et. 

al. 2012, 62-63). 

Manuscript AM 162 B α fol., preserved in the collection owned by the Árni 

Magnússon Institute for Icelandic Studies, is a fragment which has not thus far been the 

subject of considerable research. This is presumably because of its condition, size, and the lack 

of information about its provenance. Scholars have limited themselves to cursory descriptions 

of the manuscript and rather rough attempts at dating it. The use of fragment α in the existing 

editions of Njáls saga have also been very limited.  

As such, the aim of this thesis is not only to estimate a probable date of the 

manuscript’s writing, but also to establish a position of the manuscript within the history of 

the text’s transmission, which is preserved in this manuscript. The thesis consists of ten main 

chapters in which specific theoretical problems are discussed. Furthermore, an edition of the 

fragment has been prepared and can be found in the appendix, together with notes on the 

transcription. Lastly, at the end of the thesis, there is a summary of the types of abbreviations 

which occur in the fragment, as well as an alphabet of AM 162 B α, where particular graphs 

appearing in the manuscript have been collected.  
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1.1 Methodology 

This thesis is a hybrid of editorial work, and codicological, palaeographic and linguistic 

analyses, as well as an attempt at textual criticism. Therefore, almost every chapter required a 

different methodological approach and different tools.  

The thesis details the palaeographic research which was conducted on the manuscript 

and was mainly based on comparative analyses of script and letterforms. These comparisons 

were made with the intention of establishing a possible date of the manuscript’s writing. The 

works of Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson (2004, 2005, 2007, 2008), Albert Derolez (2003), and 

Lars Svenson (1974) were used as a basis for the palaeographic research.  

The thesis’ linguistic and orthographic analyses are based on features of the 

manuscript that have already been pointed out and well discussed in secondary literature, such 

as in works of Hreinn Benediktsson (1965, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c), Stefán Karlsson (1978, 

2002, 2004), and Haraldur Bernharðsson (2013). Comparative analysis was employed in these 

chapters to show the similarities and differences between the text of α and the corresponding 

texts preserved in other medieval manuscripts.  

The textual transmission analysis was conducted with the use of tools employed in 

new stemmatics, as well as in traditional stemmatology. The phylogenic analysis was based on 

the work of Peter Robinson (1997) and Robert O’Hara (1993, 1996), but following the 

example of Alaric Hall (2013), the software programmes Pars and Draw Tree were used 

instead of PAUP. However, as it is described in more detail in chapter 9.2, a manual 

comparison of variants was also employed with the purpose of confirming the results of the 

computer-assisted analysis. 

The edition of the text preserved in AM 162 B α fol. is based on the transcription 

which was done electronically using XML mark-up language and the Oxygen XML Editor 

programme’s academic licence. The edition was prepared on three levels: facsimile, diplomatic 

and normalized. This transcription method was selected because of the intention to publish 
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text from this fragment in the Medieval Nordic Text Archive, where it will reach a wider 

audience. More about the characteristics of the edition can be found in chapter 11.  

2. Codicological description and provenance  

This chapter aims to give the reader an overview of the codicological features of the fragment. 

Not much can be said about the provenance of the manuscript, since Árni Magnússon did not 

attach any note indicating from where he obtained the fragment or who owned it before. The 

only information that we have is that on December 10, 1885, Kristian Kålund attached a slip 

to α which read “AM 162 B α fol – 2 blade”, and two days later, he wrote a note which 

referred to all fragments in the AM 162 B fol. and which summarized all the contents of the 

set: “10 mbr. fragmenter af Njiáls saga. I er 56 blade.”  

AM 162 B α fol., as all manuscripts from the AM collection, was previously stored in 

Copenhagen, and on July 18, 1973, it was transferred to the Árni Magnússon Institute for 

Icelandic Studies in Reykjavík. According to the online manuscript catalogue Handrit.is, the 

fragment was rebound in a paper folder on November 1965 by Birgitte Dall, as with all 

manuscripts in the AM 162 B fol.  

2.1 Support and condition 

The AM 162 B α fol. consists of two conjoint leaves. The size of leaf 1 is 197 mm x 142 mm. 

Leaf 2 is 195 mm x 147 mm. The lower corner of leaf 1 has been trimmed and a square of 

parchment cut off. This missing square would have been 28 mm vertical x 19 mm horizontal 

in size. The online catalogue Handrit.is gives the size of the fragment as 204 mm x 149 mm, 

which is accurate if we measure both leaves together and attempt to estimate the size of the 

original manuscript book that α might have belonged to.  

The parchment itself is in rather good condition, although it is dark and slightly 

damaged due to dirt and use. However, the text is illegible in many places on leaves 1r and 2r, 

most likely because the fragment was used for a book binding or as a book cover. This 
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assumption can be made because of the visible folding lines on the fragment, as are depicted 

in the diagram below (Img. 1).  

Looking at 1v and 2r, it seems that the fragment was first folded backwards at the top 

(arrow 1). Then the sides were bent inwards. It is not possible to establish which side was 

folded before the other one, but it is certain that the top flap was bent first, since the change 

of folding direction can be recognized in the side lines.  

The topmost part of the fragment, just by the edge leaf (part II), was folded outwards 

again in order to achieve a straight line. Because of the original shape of the leaf, when the 

first fold was made (part I and II together), the curved fragment (part II) would have jutted 

out. This explains why it was then folded under part I.  

Img.  1. Bifolio before folding. 

 
 

Img.  2. Bifolio after folding. 
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Image 2 above shows how the fragment would look after folding. We would see side 1r 

in part III and side 2v in part IV. However, parts V and VI, which were previously folded 

outwards along with part I, would have shown sides 1v and 2r. If the main part (part VII) faced 

inwards in the book that was covered with the fragment, and the other side was used as an 

outside cover for a book, that would explain why the text on 1v and 2r is better preserved 

than it is on 1r and 2v: 1r and 2v were exposed to the damages and dirt which are typical 

when a book has been regularly used.  

Folding lines are visible on the leaves. There is a vertical line on leaf nr. 2 which is 35 

mm from the edge, and on leaf no. 1, the line is 19 mm from the edge. A horizontal line is 55 

mm from the top edge. The dashed line in the middle of leaf 1 (Img. 1) seems to be the mark 

left by the spine of a book that was covered by the α parchment. However, this is not certain 

since the position of the line is not exactly in the middle of the fragment, as we would expect 

if it were a full book cover. 

The fragment’s writing space is around 150 mm x 115 mm. Prick marks are clearly 

visible and are arranged at regular 5 mm intervals. No signs of ruling can be recognized, and 

the scribe does not follow the lines that the pricking would suggest. Leaf 1r contains 25 lines 

of text—1v and 2r both have 24 lines and 2v has 26 lines. There are two empty spaces for 

initials: one at the beginning of chapter 8 on the verso side of leaf 1, and the second at the 

start of chapter 9 on the verso side of leaf 2. The space on the verso side of leaf 1 at the 

beginning of lines 4 and 5 seems likely to have been intended not for an initial, but rather for 

some other decoration, because the first word Hrútr is consistently spelled in the fragment 

“Rútr” and also, here it is written in whole: “RUTR” (1v4). It is also possible that the initial 

“H” was intended in this place for the esthetical value independent from the orthography of 

the text, but rather following the exemplar. 

There are little holes irregularly arranged by the edges of the bifolio which were 

possibly caused by rot. Also, small red stains on the lower parts of 2r and 2v can be seen, and 
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there are green stains on leaf 1r. On leaf 2, there is a vertical row of cut-holes in the middle of 

the leaf, the provenance of which is unknown. 

Natural parchment imperfections can be found at the top of the manuscript, just by 

the current binding, where the text is indented because of the condition of the parchment at 

the time of writing.  

2.2 Marginalia 

There are two sets of marginal notes that appear in AM 162 B α fol.: notes which were written 

around the same time as the manuscript’s writing and other, much more recent “scholastic” 

marginalia which was presumably added by the researchers working with the manuscript. The 

more recent marginalia were mentioned in the 1809 edition of the saga, where the editors 

refer to α using the marginal note of 2r “Fragm. membr. b” (Nials 1809, XXIII-XXIV).  

On the recto side of leaf 1, the notes “x” and “8” have been preserved in the top 

margin. The numeral “2” was written out in red ink in the top right corner. In the lower half 

of the right margin, next to the lines 15-23, there is a marginal note which is oriented 

vertically and can be read when the manuscript is turned 90 degrees to the left. The note 

seems to have been scratched off, so that now the ink is only preserved on the looped 

ascender of a tall letter. Dents in the parchment caused by a pen suggest that this is the letter 

“H.” Then comes a portion of a text that is completely illegible, and at the end of the leaf, the 

characters “a þat þ” or “a þat þR” appear. The descender of the first “þ” is unclear. The letter 

“a” in the marginal note is a “two-storey a,” so it is the same graph is used throughout the 

main text. Little green stains can be recognized over this text, stains that extend to the right 

edge of the leaf by line 11. In the lower margin of 1r, there is a much more recent note, 

stating “α) Nials s. c. 7-9.” 

There is a top margin note preserved on leaf 2r which reads “Niala Fragm. membr. b.” 

It is highly possible that this note was made in the same hand which wrote the marginal note 

on 1r. In the top right corner, pagination is indicated in black ink: “fol 1”, but “1” is crossed 



  14  

out and corrected with the number “2” in red ink. Another scholastic note is preserved in the 

lower margin: “(Nials s. c. 8-9)”. 

On the verso side of leaf 2 there seems to be a marginal note by lines 2 and 3 in the 

right margin, but this is not possible to read now.  

2.3 Lacuna 

In order to approximate the lacuna and size of the manuscript book that the fragment AM 162 

B α fol. could have belonged to, a word count of the corresponding normalized text of 

Reykjabók was used (Njáls saga, 2003). The preserved text in fragment α corresponds to 5.497 

characters with spaces in Reykjabók, which gives 1.374,25 characters with spaces per page of α. 

The full text of Reykjabók contains 535.911 characters with spaces. If α used to belong to a 

manuscript (Xα) whose text corresponded to that of the Reykjabók, this manuscript would 

contain 194,9 leaves. Usually, the quire of a parchment manuscript book is made from four 

conjoint leaves—also referred to as bifolia—which equals eight leaves or 16 pages (de Hamel 

2001, 39; Clemens and Graham 2007, 14). If the hypothetical manuscript Xα followed this 

trend, it would be a manuscript of 24 gatherings.   

To establish the position of the fragment α in the hypothetical manuscript Xα, one 

needs to calculate how many characters would have been counted in the lacunae (from the 

beginning of the saga to the beginning of α). Based again on the text of Reykjabók, this figure 

would be 23.626 characters with spaces, which gives us 17,19 pages (8,5 leaves) missing. If the 

fragment belonged to a manuscript book with a “typical” organization of quires, then fragment 

α would be placed in the second quire, or leaves 12r-13v, with the assumption that four bifolia 

create one quire (I quire: 1+8, 2+7, 3+6, 4+5; II quire: 9+16, 10+15, 11+14, 12+13). The 

text of Njáls saga would then have had begun on leaf 3v and continued throughout next 17 

pages (3v, 4r, 4v, 5r, 5v, 6r, 6v, 7r, 7v, 8r, 8v, 9r, 9v, 10r, 10v, 11r, 11v), to reach the text of 

α on the leaf 12r. But if the first quire contained three conjoint leaves instead of four (I quire: 

1+6, 2+4, 3+4; II quire: 7+14, 8+13, 9+12, 10+11), then the fragment α would have been 

placed in the second quire, or leaves 10r-11v (Img. 3). In this case, the text of the saga would 
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have had to begun on the leaf 1v. This possibility seems to be more reasonable, since there are 

examples of medieval manuscripts which start on the verso side, for example, the Skafinskinna 

(GKS 2868 4to) where the text of Njáls saga starts on 1v.  

Of course, these calculations are clearly hypothetical, since we do not know how 

close the text of α would have followed that of Reykjabók. As it is shown in chapter 9, the text 

of α does not belong to the same branch of the manuscripts as Reykjabók, but creates, together 

with β, a separate group within the X-branch.  

Img.  3. Position of fragment α in hypothetical quires of Xα. 

 
 

3.  Contents of the manuscript 

The AM 162 B α fol. contains Brennu-Njáls saga, one of the longest and most popular sagas 

about early Icelanders - Íslendingasögur. The manuscript comes from a set of fragments 

collected under the common shelf number of AM 162 B, for which Árni Magnússon provided 

rather sparse notes: “Úr Nials Sỏgu fragment lited. 4to. Sandsynligvis et af fragmenterne 162 

B alpha-kappa” (Arne Magnussons håndskriftfortegnelser 1909, 28). However, the fragment 

itself is marked with notes explaining its contents. In the lower margin of 1r, there is a note 

reading: “α) Nials s. c.7-9” and in the lower margin of 2r another note reads “(Nials s c. 8-9)” 

but these postdate Árni Magnússon’s times. 
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 This bifolio must have been the innermost bifolium in the gathering, because the 

text preserved on 1v and 2r of the fragment is continuous. Using the Njáls saga edition by 

Konráð Gíslason (1875) as a point of comparison, the manuscript contains the last thirty lines 

of chapter 7, the complete chapter 8 (all sixty-three lines as found in Konráð Gíslason’s 

edition), and the first twenty lines of chapter 9. A detailed table of contents can be found 

below in Table 1. To make it easier for the reader, references to the corresponding text in 

three printed edition of Njáls saga are given in Table 1: the text from Konráð’s 1875 edition, 

the Íslenzk fornit edition by Einar Ól. Sveinsson (1954), and the edition of the Reykjabók text 

of Njáls saga by Sveinn Yngvi Egilsson (2003). The corresponding text has been preserved in 

many other manuscripts, as discussed at length in the chapter 9, which discusses the textual 

transmission. 

1. Table of contents of the manuscript 

Folio Incipit Explicit 

C
h
ap

te
r 

C
o
rr
es
p
on

d
in
g 

te
xt
  
in
 N

já
la
 

(1
87

5)
 

C
o
rr
es
p
on

d
in
g 

te
xt
  
in
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F
 

(1
95

4)
 

C
o
rr
es
p
on

d
in
g 

te
xt
  
in
 

R
ey

k
ja
b
ó
k
 

(2
00

3)
 

1r1-1r25 “ſem bezt” “einn dag til” 7 7:65-7:95 257-2611 1731-1820 

1v1-1v3 “laugbergſ ok ſagdi” “þangat ſidan” 7 7:95-7:98 2611-2614 1820 - 1822 

1v4-1v24 “Rutr kom heim” “á holm her” 8 8:1-8:24 2615-2719 1823- 199 

2r1-2r24 “a þinginu” “nauckrum ſinnum ” 8 8:24-8:52 2719-296 199-1930 

2v1-2v11 “ok g000...” “mardar” 8 8:52-8:63 296-2916 1930-204 

2v11-2v25 “u er þat til” “halgerdar lang” 9 9:1-9:20 2917-3013 205- 2040 

 

4. Palaeographical features 

The aim of this chapter is to describe the characteristic palaeographic features of the fragment.  

The first part is devoted to assigning a particular script type to the manuscript, in order to 

establish the chronological position of the manuscript within the Icelandic scribal tradition. 

The second part contains descriptions of the letters’ particular characteristics and their 

graphemic variations. The next subchapter briefly presents ligatures and abbreviation marks 

appearing in the fragment. In the fourth part, the phenomenon of the decorated ascenders in 
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the top line is discussed, to give a background for the last subchapter focusing on the hand of 

the fragment.  

4.1 The script type 

In his book on the palaeography of Norway and Iceland, Didrik Arup Seip (1954) 

distinguished three periods of development of the medieval script in theses countries. The first 

period covers the time-frame from the start of writing in Iceland until c. 1225, the second one 

runs from c. 1225 to c. 1300, and the third period runs from 1300 onwards. Hreinn 

Benediktsson (165, 40-45) has suggested a similar timeframe. Lars Svensson (1974, 169-170) 

divided the Icelandic script history into: Carolingian minuscule (c. 1150-1225), Carolingian-

Insular script (1225-1300), Gothic script (c.1300-1550), New Gothic script (1550-1880), and 

Latin script (from c. 1880 onwards). Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson (2004, 64-71) gave a brief 

overview of Icelandic script types using the terms related to those in continental script studies 

(Derolez 2003), starting with Carolingian minuscule (12th cent.), and continuing with 

Protogothic, Gothic Textualis, and Gothic cursive etc. up to Humanist Script (19th cent.).   

A very detailed study by Albert Derolez (2003), together with Bart Jaski’s (2013) clear 

and short summary of Derolez’s observations, allows us to assign a particular script type to the 

fragment. Text of AM 162 B α fol. seems to be written in a subtype of Gothic Cursive called 

Cursiva Antiquior (Ice. árléttiskrift), or to be more precise, Cursiva Antiquior’s formal, 

textualized deviation.  

The main characteristics of Cursiva Antiquior are a two-compartment “a”; loops at the 

right of ascenders of “b”, ”h”, ”k”, ”l”, and “þ”; “ſ” descending below the baseline, and a 

predominant two-lobe insular “f” (Derolez 2003, 130-134; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 418; 

Verri 2011, 235-236).  

Derolez (2003, 133) mentions that these characteristics seem to have been the main 

features of 13th century documentary scripts, and also the earliest cursive book scripts from 

14th century Scandinavia. According to Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson (2004, 66-67), cursive 
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script reached Iceland in the first half of the 14th century. Books in the vernacular were written 

in Cursiva Antiquior from the 14th century up until the 16th century (Guðvarður Már 

Gunnlaugsson 2008, 91).  

The formal version of Cursiva Antiquior, which seemes to be the script of the AM 162 

B α fol., was used mainly in manuscript books. It is distinguished from the traditional Cursiva 

Antiquior by the “textualization” of the script. Derolez (2003, 128) explains the 

“textualization” of a cursive as the practice of introducing a greater formality into an informal 

cursive script, with the intention of employing this script type for books. The main 

component of this change is, for example, a reduction in the number of ligatures. The letters 

that were originally linked were separated, although they would often touch each other. The 

letters often preserved the form they had in the ligature, which resulted in multiple forms of 

the same letter.   

There are some terminological problems, however, that need to be mentioned here. It 

seems that in Scandinavian literature, “textualized” Cursiva Antiquior, Cursiva Recentior, and 

Bastarda (Hybrida) are categorized under the common name “Gotisk halvkursiv.” In his 

overview of Icelandic script, Lars Svensson (1974, 180-188, 195-198) gives an example of 

“äldre gotisk bokskrift” from Flateyjarbók (1387-94), in Skriftprov 48, and then “gotisk 

halvkursiv” from the bishop’s letter (1405) in Skriftprov 50, which seems to be written with 

Cursiva Recentior. However, when referring to Norwegian manuscripts, Svensson (1947, 224-

235,243-249) does not give examples of “halv kursiv”. Instead, he gives examples of  “Gotisk 

bokskrift” in Skriftprov 59 (c. 1300) and two examples - Skriftprov 60 (1430) and Skriftprov 61 

(1484) - which represent “Gotisk kursiv.” These examples seem to be Cursiva Recentior in 

older and younger variants (Derolez 2003, 142-152).  

Haugen (2002, 828, 830) calls the script of Holm. perg. 35 4to in fig. 95.8 (ca. 1350) 

“Gothic half-cursive,” and that seems to be an intermediate form with some ascenders looped 

and some ascenders not, the “two storey a”, and the “ſ” descending below the line. But the 

“cursive” script presented on fig. 95.7 is the typical Cursiva Antiquior used in documents.  
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On the other hand, Derolez (2003, 131) explains that: 

In countries like Germany the same hand may, on the same page, write ascenders with 

and without loops (following Gumbert we will call such a script Semihybrida). In some 

deluxe scripts, like Burgundian Bastarda, some scribes wrote loops, others used Textualis 

ascenders, and still the others employed a mixture of both forms. [...] Hybrida would be a 

cursive book script like the other ones, but one in which an essential feature of cursive 

script [loops on the ascenders] has been given up (Derolez 2003, 131). 

If one of the main distinctive features of Hybrida is a lack of loops on the ascenders and the 

“one storey a,” while Semihybrida can sometimes have loops as well as the “one storey a,” it 

has to be strongly emphasised that the term “Icelandic Hybrid” that Guðvarður Már 

Gunnlaugsson (2004, 67) uses in the reference to the example of AM 556 A 4to, has not 

much in common with these continental variants on which Derolez based his observations. 

Rather, AM 556 A 4to seems to be in “textualized” Gothic Cursive, which can be confirmed 

by Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson himself (2007, 88) when he simply classifies this manuscript 

under the term “árléttiskrift.” It seems that the script of AM 556 A 4to is very similar to the 

type recognized in AM 162 B α fol., with the difference being in the ductus of ascenders of 

tall letters.  

4.2 Alphabetic signs 

The most characteristic features of some letterforms used in fragment α are discussed below in 

subchapters devoted to particular letters. The list of the graphs used in the fragment can be 

found in Appendix 1, where they are subdivided according to the pattern applied by Lasse 

Mårtensson (2011) in his palaeographic analysis of AM 557 4to. In addition to that, each 

paragraph discussing a particular graph-type contains tables showing the suggested ductus of 

these forms. 

4.2.1 The letter “a” 

One of the most important features that was used to assign a script type to the fragment and 

decide between Cursiva Antiquior and Recentior was the shape of the letter “a”. The so-called 

“two-storey a” is used throughout the fragment. The ductus of graph “a” seems to be based 
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on two sweeps of the pen: one for the left-hand side bows and one for the vertical stroke 

(figure 1). However, a somehow corrupted form of the second “a” in the word “lata” (figure 2) 

could suggest that there were three moves of pen instead of two. The “two-storey a” is 

dominant throughout the course of the 14th century, and from the middle of the century it 

coexisted with the “single-storey a” (Seip 1954, 138; Stefán Karlsson 2002, 836; Guðvarður 

Már Gunnlaugsson 2005, 260).  

“a1” “lata” 

  

1 2 

4.2.2 Letters “b”, “h”, “k”, “l”, and “þ” 

Another distinctive feature of a medieval cursive script type are the looped “b”, ”h”, ”k”, ”l” 

and “þ”, that have been identified in the hand of α.  

The letter “h” is represented with a loop on the ascender and the final lower stroke 

extending below the baseline. According to Albert Derolez (2003, 129), the ductus of the 

looped “h” in typical Cursive Antiquior is based on one stroke, which was later replaced by 

the same shape achieved with a two-stroke ductus. In the fragment α, there is a big variation 

in the ductus of the letter “h”. Some letterforms give the impression of the double-stroke 

ductus that Derolez mentioned, as in form “h1” (figure 3), but the majority of the forms are 

achieved by four movements of the pen (figures 4 and 5). The first movement of the pen, in 

form “h3” (figure 5), created the vertical stroke from top of the letter downwards, which then 

curves to the right under a strong angle, and finally turns into a hairline. The loop that is the 

characteristic feature of Cursive is not a continuation of the vertical stroke, but rather the 

separate curved stroke bending towards the base line, as it is clearly visible in the form “h2” 

(figure 4). The final curve extending below the baseline is also constructed with two 

movements of the pen. The stroke descending below the baseline is not a continuation of the 

stroke that creates the lower part of the letter - it is intentionally added when the curved 
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stroke bends from the left to the right and joins with the vertical stroke, as is clearly visible in 

“h2” (figure 4) and in the example “hans” (figure 6). 

“h1” “h2” “h3” “hans” 

 
 

  

3 4 5 6 

 

As Derolez (2003, 129) observed: 

The cursive letter forms traced originally in one stroke, were now [in formal cursive used 

in books] often “constructed” in the same way as Textualis letters, with the additional 

complication that the loops, which in cursive were produced by the natural movement of 

pen, often had to be added by means of separate strokes (Derolez 2003, 129). 

The other letters with looped ascenders show the same tendencies. The shape of the 

letter “l” seems to be constructed on the three-stroke ductus (figure 8), where an ascender 

loop is created with two strokes, and the lower one crosses the vertical stroke of the letter. But 

it is possible that some forms were created with the two-stroke ductus, imitating the one-

stroke cursive ductus, as it seems to be the case in form “l2” (figure 9).   

The shape of the letter “b” was achieved in similar way, however, in the case of this 

letter the construction requires a three- or four-stroke ductus: the ductus of “l” plus one lobe 

that creates a bow of “b” (figure 10). An analogous occurrence applies to the letter “k”, as in 

most cases, it seems to have been constructed from three movements of the pen (figure 7). 

The letter “k” “consists of an “l” to the shaft of which a figure  -like stroke has been added” 

(Derolez 2003, 148). The ascender loop of “k1” is created with an additional stroke that bends 

slightly from the top of the vertical stroke downwards. 

The example of the word “lek” (figure 11) demonstrates the letters to be 

“constructed” or “textualized” as the loops on the ascenders have been intentionally added, 

rather than appearing as the result of fast cursive writing.  
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 “k1” “l1” “l2” “b1” “lek” 

  
   

7 8 9 10 11 

 

4.2.3 The letter “þ” 

The letter “þ” can be studied together with letters “b”, “h”, “k”, “l”, in the context of 

the construction of the looped ascenders, and also alongside the letter “ſ” in the context of 

“fat” vertical strokes. According to Derolez (2003, 145-146), these strokes are based on a 

double stroke, created with two movements of the pen: first downwards and then upwards. In 

form “þ1” (figure 12), the left-hand stroke is clearly the “fat” stroke that Derolez (2003, 145-

146) discusses in the context of “ſ” and “f”. The -shaped form is attached to the shaft, as in 

the form of “k1” (figure 7), and the loop on the ascender is achieved with another movement 

of the pen, as in “b”, “k”, “l” and “h” (figures 4-11). It seems that the vertical “fat” stroke was 

constructed from two movements of the pen instead of one, as in form “þ2” (figure 13). At the 

very least, this forms seems to be predominant throughout the fragment, as in the word “þa” 

where strokes clearly cross each other and end in two separate places (figure 13). 

“þ1” “þ2” “þa” “þu” 

    

12 13 14 15 

 

4.2.4 The letter “ſ” 

The scribe denotes s with the letter “ſ” (the tall s); there are no instances of the 

“rounded s” in the fragment α. As is shown in the images 16-20 below, the letter “ſ” 
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remarkably descends below the base line, which is one of the main characteristics of Cursive 

script (Derolez 2003, 125, 133, 134). According to Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson (2005, 261), 

“ſ” figures that descended below the line appear in some hands starting in the mid-13th 

century, but in the 14th century, this variation became dominant. 

The ductus of the “tall s” varies throughout the fragment. The “ſ1” represents the 

letterform possibly achieved with one stroke (figure 16), while the ductus of “ſ2” (figure 17) 

seems to be based on three movements of the pen: one vertical stroke plus two curved strokes 

for the loop on the top of the letter. The second stroke is omitted in some letterforms, as in 

the word “ſuaradi” (figure 20). The “ſ3” (figure 18) form delivers an example of the “fat” 

stroke that originates from the downward and upward ductus of “ſ” (Derolez 2003, 145-146). 

This feature shows similarities to the “fat strokes” that have also been recognized also in the 

forms of “þ” (figure 12). It is also clearly visible in the word “ſín” (figure 22). In some 

letterforms, the “fat stroke” seems not to have been achieved with a double stroke. Rather, it 

was formed as an intentional imitation of this form, as in “ſ4” (figure 19), where a shorter 

vertical stroke is clearly visible to the left of the main vertical stroke.  

 “ſ1” “ſ2” “ſ3” “ſ4” “ſuaraı” “ſkalttu” “ſín” 

    
 

  

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

 

4.2.5 The letter “f” 

The letter “f” is the two-lobe Insular “f”, but in a few cases, it seems like the lobes are not 

fully closed, as in form “f3” (figure 25). The two-lobe “f” is a form that evolved from an 

Insular “f” by the bending of the horizontal strokes downward towards the vertical stroke. 

This form became dominant in the 14th century, taking over all hands in the 15th century 

(Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 411). The letter “f” is possibly constructed with two or three 
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movements of the pen: one move to create the vertical stroke that starts with a hairline at the 

top left side of the stroke, and a second and third to create the lobes closing with a hairline 

toward the vertical stroke, as in “f1” (figure 23). It is also possible that both lobes in forms like 

“f2” (figure 24) were created with one movement of the hand, in similar way as the “”-shape 

attached to the main stroke of “k1” (figure 7). The forms of “f” in α do not show signs of “fat” 

strokes resulting from the cursive ductus. Instead, it is rather clear that they are built from one 

vertical stroke, instead of a double stroke. 

 “f1” “f2” “f3” “fræknaztr” 

 

23 24 25 26 

4.2.7 The letter “d” 

The letter “d” has the uncial or round form, “”, where the shaft is curved and bends 

to the left. The typical cursive “d” is looped and traced with one stroke. The loop is a counter-

clockwise loop that allows one to connect “d” with the following letter. However, according to 

Derolez (2003, 137), the loopless “d” appears alongside looped ones in manuscripts from the 

end of the 14th century onwards. 

In α, the difference in the shape of the letter “d” can be observed, but there is no 

evidence of the use of the typical cursive looped “d”. In the first form, “d1” (figure 27), 

consists of a stroke and a bow, presumably written with two movements of the pen. A second 

type, “d2” (figure 28), is also created with two sweeps of the quill, and is constructed from a 

bow and a curved stroke bending to the left as in “d1”, but with the top of the ascender being 

slightly curved to the right. There seems to also be a third type, “d3” (figure 29), where the 

ascender ends in a right turn, as in “d2”, but it seems to be written with a single movement of 

the pen, as with a typical cursive looped “d”. The loop of the letter would start with the 

hairline after the pen was tuned, and then would have turned into a thick bow. This is 
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interesting from the perspective of Derolez (2003, 127), who made the following observations 

about the movements of a pen: 

The cursive ductus [...] assumes that the pen can be moved in all directions, and not only 

in the ‘natural’ directions of downwards and left to right, as in the various forms of 

Textualis [...]. The technical problem of moving the pen against these directions, of 

‘pushing’ the pen upwards and fro right to left, especially on rough parchment, has 

hitherto not received the attention it deserves. The general opinion among calligraphers is 

that this technique cannot be applied if the pen has a broad nib (as was employed for 

Textualis). A narrow-nibbed pen, however, that produces a threadlike script, is able to 

move in all direction and can trace a circle, for example, in one stroke without blotting 

(Derolez 2003, 127).   

Derolez (2003, 127) also states that the bold strokes of cursive script were not achieved by 

using the broad-nibbed pen, but rather, 

by exerting a pressure on the nib, causing its split edge to open and the ink to flow 

liberally. This is proved by the swelling and diminishing width of such strokes and by 

their direction, which is diagonal from top left to bottom right or horizontal left to right 

[...]. It would be impossible to exert a pressure on a pen moving against these natural 

directions (Derolez 2003, 127). 

If the scribe of α used a broad-nibbed pen then the ductus would require two movements, but 

if he used a narrow-nibbed pen, as seems to be the case throughout the fragment, the bold 

vertical stroke would not be possible to achieve. Therefore, the form “d3” is probably a 

variation of “d2”, where the ends of the stroke and bow meet at exactly the same point, 

creating the illusion of a continuity of movement. The same problem applies to the ductus of 

the form “d4” (figure 30), that seems to represent a one move ductus. 

 “d1” “d2” “d3” “d4” 

    

27 28 29 30 

4.2.8 The letter “g” 

The letter “g” in α appears in the form of the “Rücken-g” (Derolez 2003, 88). The 

dominating form “g1”, with the descender bent to the left and joining the upper lobe with a 

hairline, seems to be created with three movements of the pen (figure 31): the first one for the 
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upper “o”-like lobe, the second for the vertical stroke, and the last one for the horizontal 

stroke that starts with a hairline from the upper lobe. Some letterforms are missing their 

hairlines, and this creates the form “g3” (figure 33). The horizontal line of the descender 

frequently continues underneath the preceding letter, as in the word “utlegd” (figure 34), 

which Stefán Karlsson (2002, 837) mentions as a common practice of some 13th century 

scribes. The form “g2” (figure 32) appears only once in the fragment and it seems to be a 

variation of “g1” rather than the separate letterform that Stefán Karlsson (2002, 836-837) 

describes, as he is most likely referring to the lobes as in one of his samples from AM 227 fol. 

 “g1” “g2” “g3” “utlegd” 

   
 

31 32 33 34 

 

4.2.9 The letter “” and “r”  

The use of the “r-rotunda”, “”, after particular letters is one of the most useful 

features when dating Icelandic medieval manuscripts. Below is a table representing the 

appearance of both “r” and “” throughout the fragment.  

2. Use of the letter “” and “r” 

 word 

initial 
a b d e f g h í K l n o p t u y æ þ Sum 

 0 0 8 16 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 1 5 0 0 53 

r 21 16 1 0 17 2 0 1 6 4 3 1 0 1 2 5 0 2 7 89 

sum 21 16 9 16 18 2 1 1 6 4 3 1 21 1 2 6 5 2 7 142 

 

The scribe exclusively uses “”after the letters “o”, ”d”, “y”, and “g”. “” dominates following 

“b” as well, with the exception of “bruttu” (1v5), where the regular “r” was used. “r” 

dominates following “e” (seventeen examples) with the exception of “” being used in the 
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word “bezt” (2r8). In the fragment, one unclear example in the word “fagut”1 (2v12) seems 

to represent the use of the graph “” after “u”, while elsewhere, the regular “r” is used  

following the letter “u” (five examples).  

According to Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson (2005, 259), “” originally followed only 

the letter “o” in the oldest manuscripts, as well as in the 13th century. In the middle of the 13th 

century, it began to follow the letters “d” and “ð”, although it did not occur regularly after 

“þ”, “g”, “p” and “b”.  In the 14th century, “” was used regularly after these previous letters, 

although after “g”, the regular “r” could be used as well.  From the middle of the 14th century, 

“” could follow other letters such as “a”, “y” and “h”. As of the second half of the 15th 

century, it could follow any other letter. After 1500, the letter “” starts to appear in words’ 

initial position. Based on these features, manuscript α could have been written in the second 

half of the 14th century, with the caveat that the scribe does use “” only after “y” — not after 

“a” (sixteen examples of “r”) or “h” (just one example). 

Both “r” and “” seem to have a simple single-stroked ductus. The form “r1” (figure 

35) is angular with a fine hairline visible on the right hand side, while the shape of  “r2” 

(figure 36) is more reminiscent of the letter “u”.   

 “r1” “r2” “” 

   

35 36 37 

 

4.2.10 Other letters 

The letter “y” appears in the fragment, in the form of “u” with an attached tail extended 

below the line and curved almost horizontally to the left and downwards at the end, as in “y1” 

(figure 38).  The ductus is based on three strokes, which is clear in the form “y2” (figure 39) 

                                                 
1  Underlined letters in the examples represent unclear readings from the manuscript. 
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where the tail is constructed from a separate stroke. According to Guðvarður Már 

Gunnlaugsson (2005, 261): 

From just before the middle of the fourteenth century, both strokes are sometimes more 

or less vertical above the line, the right-hand one extending below the line, when this is 

so, it is sometimes only the superscript dot that distinguishes ‘y’ from ‘ij’ (Guðvarður 

Már Gunnlaugsson 2005, 261). 

 “y1” “y2” “leyſtı” 

   

38 39 40 

 

The letter “y” in the fragment, however, does not have the superscript dot that Guðvarður 

Már talks about. The horizontal descender of the letter frequently continues underneath the 

preceding letter, as in the word “leyſti” (figure 40).  

The letter “j” is used in the initial position, for the preposition “í” and for Roman 

numerals throughout the fragment. For Roman numerals, an accent mark over the “j” appears 

(figure 43) but elsewhere, the scribe uses “j” without a dot. Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson 

(2003, 258) and Stefán Karlsson (2002, 837) mentioned the appearance of the letter “j” in this 

context as a characteristic feature in Icelandic manuscripts after 1300. The shape of “j” as the 

preposition “í” has two forms: “j1” (figure 41) with a vertical hairline stroke, and “j2” (figure 

42) with a curl attached on the right hand side of the main stroke. Both forms are without dots 

or accent marks above them.   

 “j1” “j2” “j3” 

   

41 42 43 
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4.3 Ligatures and abbreviation marks 

The tendency to join letters into ligatures is a characteristic feature of Cursive script. 

However, in a book script, the number of ligatures was remarkably limited (Derolez 2003, 

128, 153). In the fragment, for example, the most common ligature seems to be the ligature 

“” that was used for the long vowel á. Also, joined letters for the double consonants “pp”, 

“ſſ”, “tt”, and “tall ſ” followed by “t” or “p” in the preposition “at” are consequently joined 

throughout the fragment.  

 “” “at” “ſt” “ſp” “pp” “ſſ” “tt” 

 
     

44 45 46 47 48 49 50 

 

Abbreviation marks are special signs used in the manuscript to abbreviate words. A list 

of signs used in the fragment can be found in Appendix 2, under the categories “Superscript 

signs” and “Brevigraphs”, and images for particular signs are also provided.  

The Tironian note “” is extensively used throughout the fragment for the 

conjunction ok. The form of “1” (figure 50), with the lower part of the sign curving upwards 

to the right, dominates in the manuscript, but the variation “2”, which has a straight lower 

part, can be also found in the fragment (figure 51).  

“1” “2” 

  

51 52 

 

This abbreviation mark stands for ok in Old Norse manuscripts and et in Latin manuscripts, 

and is probably the most common of all abbreviations with lexical reference (Driscoll 2009, 

12). The changes in its shape can suggest the manuscript’s possible date of writing. The 

earliest form of Tironian note, which can be found in Icelandic manuscripts up to the year 

1300, has a shape similar to the number seven “”. Later, a cross bar appeared: “”. This form 
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took over in the course of the 14th century, with the most recent known examples to be found 

in Möðruvallabók. The “z”-shaped Tironian note can be found around 1300, changing into the 

crossed form  “” in more recent manuscripts, as for example in Skarðsbók – AM 350 fol – 

dated to 1363 or Flateyjarbók - GKS 1005 fol - dated to 1387-1394 (Hreinn Benediktsson 

1965, 91, Jóhannes B. Sigtryggsson 2013, 13). 

The most common abbreviation mark without a specific lexical reference is a bar, or 

the so-called nasal stroke, which often stands for “n” or “m” in the fragment α. The scribe of 

α uses the superscript “pi” sign that stands for “ra”, the superscript “” used in the 

abbreviation for the name Höskuldur, the superscript curl that stands for “er”, and the on-line 

brevigraph “” that stands for “rum” (more about abbreviations in chapter 6). 

4.4 Decorated ascenders 

The decorated ascenders of the letters on the top lines of each leaf are an interesting feature of 

the script in AM 162 B α fol (Img. 4). On leaf 1r, decorated ascenders appear on the letters 

“b”, “þ” and “h”, whereas on 1v, they appear on “l”, “b”, “k”, and “þ”, and on 2r, they 

appear on  “þ”, “k”, and “l".  Shorter and less decorated ascenders appear in the word “allr”, 

which is written at the end of the leaf where the margin is narrower because a bit of the leaf 

has been torn off and there is no space for ascenders which are as tall as they are in other 

letters. This suggests that the bit had already been torn from the parchment at the time of 

writing. On the leaf 2v, which is in rather poor condition, there are only two clear examples of 

these ascenders on the letters “h” and “þ”, but it seems that other letters also have long 

ascenders. The text is mostly illegible but the letters having the long ascenders were identified 

by comparison with other Njáls saga manuscripts: Reykjabók “hlatr mıkıll af” (6r26), 

Skafinskinna “hlatr mıkíll” (5v18), Oddabók hlatur mikıt af (4r12), Kálfalækjarbók “hlatr mıkıll 

af” (8r4), Gráskinna “hlatr mıkıll” (6v31), and AM 162 B β fol. “hlatr mıkıll” (1vb4). All of 

these manuscripts preserved the phrase “hlatr mikill” which indicates a significant possibility 

that this version also appears in AM 162 B α and that the letters with the decorated ascenders 

are “h” and “l”. 
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It is very interesting that this strictly esthetical feature dictated the choice of particular 

letters in the top line, as for example, on 1r, where the unclear example of “ſıþan” seems to be 

spelled with “þ” just to add a decorated ascender (Img. 5). Elsewhere, this word is simply 

spelled with “”. Also on 1v, the form “laugberkſ” seems to have been chosen for the same 

reason (Img. 6), since elsewhere the spelling with “g” is found.  

The long ascenders with decorations based on a row of little bumps on the left and a 

hairline that curves on the right hand side appear on all four sides of the bifolio. These 

features have thus far only been recognized in one other Icelandic manuscript known to the 

author of this thesis: in a letter with signature DI IV nr. 581 (Img. 7), which was written in 

Hjarðarholt in Laxárdalr on May 12, 1434 (Stefán Karlsson 1963b, 198). Letterforms that were 

decorated this way in the letter from 1434 do not exactly match the letters in α. In DI IV nr. 

581 the characters with decorated ascenders in the top line are l, d, þ, ſ, b, and h, while in 

alpha the ſ is never decorated, even though it appears in the top line position. In alpha, “k” is 

decorated, but in the letter, this character does not appear in a top line position. Nevertheless, 

the style of a decoration is very similar. 

Img.  4. Top line of the leaf 2r 

 

Img.  5. Decorated ascender of “þ” in “ſiþan” 
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Img.  6. Decorated ascender of “k” in “laugberkſ” 

 

Img.  7. Decorated ascenders of DI IV nr. 580. 

 

Decorations on long ascenders can be recognized, for example, in DI IV nr. 398 

(dated to 1427) and DI IV nr. 552 (dated to 1432), but their shapes are slightly different than 

the ones from DI IV nr. 581 and the fragment α of AM 162 B (Stefán Karlsson 1963b, 166, 

189).  

Nevertheless, decorations on the long ascenders of tall letters are not an invention of 

the 15th century, as might be assumed from the documents mentioned above. Manuscript DG 

4-7 from the University of Uppsala Library, dated to ca. 1250, contains decorations on the 

long ascenders on almost every leaf, especially in both hands of Strengleikar (Tveitane 1974, 

21). Another manuscript from the first half of the 14th century - AM 544 4to, Hauksbók, on 

leaves 25v-28v, 29v-31r, 33r-33v also utilised decorated long ascenders. These leaves are 

believed to have been written in hand of Haukur Erlendsson (?-1334), who presumably wrote 

the greater part of Hauksbók, including ff. 22r-34r in AM 544 4to (Jón Helgason 1960, IX, 

XX). 

Some decorative similarities can also be found in English manuscripts. Take for 

example, the similar ascender decorations appearing in MS. Bodley 712 (SC. 2619), fol. 140r, 

dated to c. 1400 (Parkes 2008, 7). Slightly different ascender decorations appear in MS. 

Bodley 316 (SC. 2752) fol. 71v which is dated to 1394-1397 (Parkes 2008, 5), MS. Bodley 
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596 (SC. 2376), fol 2r, dated to c. 1415 (Parkes 2008, 14), and MS. Hatton II (SC. 4132), fol. 

90r, dated to c. 1412 (Parkes 2008, 23).  

4.5 The hand 

The fragment seems to be written in the same hand throughout but it contains no hint 

pointing towards the scribe of the manuscript or the place of origin. Therefore, it is difficult to 

identify the hand. The reason for this has been explained by Stefán Karlsson (1999, 145-146): 

Scribes in the fourteenth century used two different types of writing: on the one hand, a 

style they used for writing codices, which may be called a Gothic book-script, on the 

other a semicursive which they primarily used in writing charters. It seems that the most 

productive scribes mastered both styles and there are actually a few examples of a scribe 

using both style in a single codex. But otherwise it is often almost impossible to recognise 

the style a scribe uses in writing codices from the one he uses in writing charters, and vice 

versa (Stefán Karlsson 1999, 145-146).  

However, there may be a hint about the hand in a specific type of decoration on the long 

ascenders in the top lines of each leaf – those that were discussed in the previous subchapter 

and which seem to bear a close resemblance to decorated forms in the letter DI IV nr. 581, 

dated to a year 1434 (Stefán Karlsson 1963a, 318; 1963b, 198). As mentioned above, 

decorated ascenders are found in the hand of Haukur Erlendsson, but the possibility that he 

wrote the fragment must be eliminated based on the phonological changes that are 

orthographically represented in the fragment, as these took place around fifty years after his 

death in 1334 (more about this in chapter 5).  

In letter DI IV nr. 581, the names of Ormur Loftsson, þórður Þorsteinsson, Magnís 

Aurnolfsson, Ólafur Jónsson, Þorsteinn Magnússon, Ari Markusson, Páll Bjarnason (priest of 

Hjarðarholt 1434-46) and Sigríður Þorsteinsdóttir are mentioned. The hand of the letter is 

unknown, but according to the online catalogue Handrit.is, the only one of these people who 

is known to have been an active scribe at the time was Ormur Loftsson. He was the scribe of 

AM 238 VIII fol. (1425-1450) and parts of Perg. fol. nr. 2 Stockholm (Foote 1962). He was a 

Norwegian governor who lived in the western part of Northern Iceland (Stefán Karlsson 1999, 
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141). However, significant differences in the script type prevent us from assigning alpha to his 

hand. 

 The hint pointing towards the manuscript having a north-western provenance seems 

to be reasonable also because of the spelling of “reykkja”, that (as it is described in more detail 

chapter 5), has been recognized in other north-western Icelandic manuscripts. However, due 

to a lack of strong evidence, the scribe remains unidentified. 

5. Phonological features 

The phonology is one of the most important features used when dating medieval Icelandic 

manuscripts, as many of the changes that the language has undergone are relatively well dated. 

In this thesis, normalized word forms are based on the orthography of Classical Old Norse 

(Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 103-114) and reflect the vowel system presented in Table 3 

which itself was based on a table by Haraldur Bernharðsson (2013, 137). 

3. The vowel system of Old Icelandic  

SHORT VOWELS LONG VOWELS 

FRONT BACK FRONT BACK 

 

Unround Round Unround Round Unround Round Unround Round 

High i y  u í ý  ú 

Mid e ø  o é ǿ  ó 

Low   a ǫ ǽ  á  

 

This chapter is divided into nine subchapters, each discussing a particular 

phonological feature and its appearance in fragment α of AM 162 B fol. Each subchapter is 

then followed by a short paragraph comparing of some word forms in α with their 

corresponding forms in other medieval manuscripts containing Njáls saga. The list of the 

manuscripts used in the comparison is presented in Table 4 below, along with each 

manuscript’s name, the date of its writing according to Old Norse Prose Dictionary, and the 

abbreviations used for each manuscript in the thesis. 
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4. List of the manuscripts used for linguistic comparison 

Shelf number Name 
Date of writing 

(ONP) 
Abbreviation 

AM 162 B β fol.  c1300 β 

GKS 2870 4to Gráskinna c1300 Gr 

AM 468 4to Reykjabók c1300–1325 R 

AM 133 fol. Kálfalækjarbók c1350 K 

GKS 2868 4to Skafinskinna c1350–1400 S 

AM 466 4to Oddabók c1460 O 

 

 

5.1 Phonological mergers 

The orthography of AM 162 B α fol. suggests that Icelandic’s earliest phonological mergers, 

dating to the 12th and 13th centuries, had already taken place in the language of the scribe. 

Take for example, the merger of the long, oral vowels  and á into the vowel á in the spelling 

of  “tala um mal ſín” tala um mál sín (1v11) acc. neut. pl., for earlier form ml (Ásgeir Blöndal 

Magnússon 1989). This shift dates back to the period around 1200 (Noreen 1923, 97; Hreinn 

Benediktsson 200b, 57-59; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 11). This sound change also took place in 

other medieval manuscripts containing the corresponding text “mal”: R(6r1), Gr (6v1), β 

(1r20b), K (7v3), S (5r28), O (3v21). 

The merger of the short, rounded vowels ǫ + ø > ö had already taken place before the 

time of the manuscript’s writing. In the fragment, there is no distinction in the orthography 

between the representation of the back, low, round vowel ǫ and front, mid, round vowel ø. 

The vowel ö resulting from their merger is presented as “au” and “o”. It seems to be the 

scribe’s orthographic practice to write “o” after “i” and “u”, as for example, in “fıodu” fjǫrðu 

(1r1), “gíofer” gǫrvir (2r17), and “ſuo” svǫr (1v21), but “au” elsewhere, as in “lauglyſíng” 

lǫglýsing (1v17). The merger ǫ + ø > ö is dated to the early 13th century (Hreinn Benediktsson 

2002a, 60-61; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 11; Harladur Bernharðsson 2013, 412-413). 

The short rounded vowel merger seems to be more complicated in the other medieval 

manuscripts that preserve text which corresponds to the alpha text. In the footnotes, there is a 
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list of selected words forms that can be used to observe the language change in these 

manuscripts.2 The letterforms that appear there to represent the vowel ö are shown in Table 5 

below.  

5. Characters used for the vowel ö in manuscripts containing text corresponding to α 

mss. date (ONP) letterforms 

β - AM 162 B β fol. c1300  “o” 

Gr - GKS 2870 4to c1300 “o”, “ỏ”, “”, “au” 

R - AM 468 4to c1300–1325 “o”, “au” 

K - AM 133 fol. c1350 “o”, “ỏ”, “” 

S - GKS 2868 4to c1350–1400 “o” 

α - AM 162 B α fol. c.1400-1500 “o”, “au” 

O - AM 466 4to c1460 “o” 

 

Judging from this section of the Njáls saga text, the spelling in alpha is comparable to 

that in Reykjabók. It is interesting that the spelling of masc. nom. pl. of pret. part. of gøra 

“gíorfer” gǫrvir α(2r17) appears in Reykjabók as “gıo|vir”: R(6r20|21), but that in the other 

manuscripts, it is spelled with a use of an abbreviation mark—“er”—instead. The 3rd pers. pret. 

pl. and 3rd pers. pret. sg. form of gøra  appear in α as “gioðu” α(1v1) and “giodi” α(2v5), but 

in other manuscripts, these forms are also abbreviated with  “er”. The fragment α preserved 

the acc. fem. sg “giod” gerð α(1r24), as it is spelled in Skafinskinna “gıod”: S(5r20), but this 

form is spelled with the “er” abbreviation elsewhere.    

 

 

                                                 
2 giorfer: α(2r17); gıo|vir: R(6r20|21); gerfır: Gr(6v24); omitted: β; gervır K(7v24); geruır S(5v12), 

gerfer O(4r8).  lauglyſíng: α(1v17) lglyſıng: R(6r6); lỏglyſing(Gr 6v6); loglyſıng: β(1r28b); lỏglyſıng: 

K(7v8); loglyſíng: S(5r32); loglyſıng: O(3v34).  giod α(1r24); gerð: R(5v23), Gr(6r20), β(1r8b), 

K(7r21); gıod: S(5r20); gerd: O(3v26).  gioðu α(1v1); gerðu: R(5v24), K(7r22); gerðo: Gr(6r24), 

S(5r22); omitted: β; gerdu: O(3v27).  giodi α(2v5); gerðí R(6r29), K(8r7); lacuna: Gr; gerır: β(1v8b); 

omitted: S; gerdı O(4r14). fıou: α(1r1); fıoðu R(5v8), K(7r4); fıỏðo: Gr(6r3); fıoþo: β (1r11b); 

fıodu: S(5r6), O(3v15).  fıoum: α(1r2); fıoðum R (5v9), fıỏðom: Gr(6r4); omitted: β; fıỏðum: 

K(7r5); fodum: S(5r7), O (3v15|16).  feſau|k: α(1v12|13); fe ſk R(6r3); fe ſk Gr(6v2), K(7v5); fe 

ſoc: β(1r22b); fe ſok: S(5r29), O(3v32).  ſaukínn: α (1v16); ſokin: R(6r6); ſaukin Gr(6v5); ſokin: 

β(1r27b), K(7v7), ſo|kin: S(5r31|32), ſokınn: O(3v34). 
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5.1.1 The long vowels merger, ǽ + ǿ > æ 

Table 6 below shows the list of long vowel examples where the merger ǽ + ǿ > æ can be 

observed.  

6. Words with long vowels: Merger ǽ + ǿ > æ 

Etymological ǽ Etymological ǿ 

“mælt” mǽlt (1v18) “ſæker” sǿkir (1v19) 

“mælí” mǽli  (1r22) “fræknaztr”frǿknastr  (2r10) 

“bædí” bǽði  (2r9) “bædra”  brǿðra  (2r17) 

“mær” mǽr (2r19) “bættan” bǿttan (2v16) 

“æ00” ǽtt (2v15)  

“uærí” vǽri (2v17)  

“þa00” þǽr (2v20)  

 

The scribe does not distinguish between the vowels ǽ and ǿ in his orthography, indicating that 

the merger of these two vowels into æ had already taken place. The stressed vowel in all the 

examples, such as in words like “bædí” and  “fræknaztr” are represented with exactly the same 

symbol “æ”. According to Stefán Karlsson (2002, 838; 2004, 42), in the early stages of the æ 

merger, the resulting vowel was denoted with the use of various characters that previously had 

been used for merging both the vowels ǿ and ǽ.  Shortly after the merger, the symbols “ø” 

and “” were used, and later “ø” and “”. The variant symbols of “e”, “ę”, “æ” and “” also 

made their temporary appearances. The symbol “æ” started to be become the predominant 

form of representation by the year 1400. The merger of these long vowels probably took place 

in the middle of the 13th century, but was not completed until early in the 14th century 

(Hreinn Benediktsson 2002a, 61; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 11; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 

413). 

In other manuscripts, we can observe that the change had already taken place, with the 

resulting vowel denoted by the symbols represented in Table 7 below:  
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7. List of characters used to denote the vowel æ 

mss. date (ONP) letterforms 

β - AM 162 B β fol. c1300  “æ”, “e” 

Gr - GKS 2870 4to c1300 “æ”, “ee” 

R - AM 468 4to c1300–1325 “e”, “ę” 

K - AM 133 fol. c1350 “æ” 

S - GKS 2868 4to c1350–1400 “e”, “ę” 

α - AM 162 B α fol. c.1400-1500 “æ” 

O - AM 466 4to c1460 “æ” 

 

Fragment β contains spellings with the character “æ”:  “mælı ec” (1v3a), “mær” (1v29a); and 

“e”: “breða” (1v27a); “ſcapbetir” (1v24b). This fragment is a particularly interesting example 

of orthography in the age of language change. The scribe of this fragment uses “e” for ǿ and 

“æ” for ǽ.3 Stefán Karlsson (2002, 838) has observed that when the merger began in the 

middle of the 13th century, the etymological ǽ was sometimes denoted with the symbol for the 

etymological ǿ, even as late as the middle of the 14th century. However, the scribe of fragment 

β denotes the etymological ǿ with the symbol characteristic for the etymological ǽ. 

5.1.2 The mergers  i + y > i, í + ý > í, and ey + ei > ei: 

Table 8 below represents a list of the examples from α, where possible mergers of high front 

vowels could have appeared: 

8. Words with long vowels. Derounding of y, ý and ey. 

y ý ey 

“flytıa” flytja (1r2) “nyum” nýjum (1v2) “reykıar dalſ” Reykjardals (2r14) 

“fyer” fyrir (1r11) “leyſtí” lýsti (1v12,1v14,1v15) “ſaud eyſkr” suðreyskr (2v15) 

“kalldyrum” karldyrum (1r12) “lyſtí” lýsti (1v16) “ey00” eyjar (2v20) 

                                                 
3 mælí ek α(1v22); męlı ek: R(6r9), S(5v2); mælı ek Gr(6v10), K(7v12):  mælı ec: β(1v3a); mælı eg: O 

(3v37). bædí α(2r9); beði: R(6r15); beeðe: Gr(6v17); unclear: β; bæði: K(7v18); będi S(5v7); bædi: 

O(4r4). mær; α(2r19), β(1v29a), O (4r9); Gr(6v26), K(7v26); męr: R(6r22); S(5v14). fræknaztr α(2r10); 

fręknaztr: R (6r16); fræknazſtr: Gr(6v18); unclear: β; fræknaſt: K(7v19); freknaztr: S(5v20); fræknazt: 

O(4r4). brædra  α(2r17); breða: β(1v27a); omitted: R, Gr, K, S, O. bb: α (2r13), R(6r18), β(1v22a), 

K(7v22); bỏðr: Gr(6v21); bred S(5v10), bæd: O(4r6). bættan; α(2v16); unclear: β; bęti: R(6v8); 

lacuna: Gr; bætt: K (8r15), omitted: S; bœtt: O(4r20). ſkap000:α(2v17);  ſcapbetir: β(1v24b); ſkapbęter: 

R(6v9); lacuna: Gr; ſkap bæter: K (8r16); ſkapbęter: S (5v29); unclear: O.  



  39  

“heyanda” heyranda (1v17) “lauglyſíng” lǫglýsing (1v17)  

“heyer” heyrir (1v20)   

“heyandí” heyrandi (1v23)   

“heylía” hylja (2v13)   

“00rlynd” ǫrlynd (2v14)   

 

As shown above, there are no examples in the manuscript that suggest the derounding of y, ý, 

or ey. In all of the examples where the merger could be recognized, words are spelled 

according to the orthography of the period before the merger, for example, “flytıa”, “fyer”, 

and “lauglyſíng”. There is no reversed spelling in the fragment that would suggest the 

derounding either. 

 The merger of y, ý and ey into i, í and ei is believed to have started in the 15th 

century and finished in the 17th century (Björn K. Þórólfsson 1925, XV-XVII; Guðvarður Már 

Gunnlaugsson, 1994, 65-70; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 11; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 157-

161). The first examples of the orthographic representation of “i” for y can be found as early 

as the 13th century, in words like þykkja or fyrir. However, the reasons behind this 

phenomenon are different and cannot be considered as part of the general derounding of y 

(Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson 1994, 32-37; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2004, 130).  

The orthographical representation of y is interesting because in the words “heylía” 

and “leyſtí”, “ey” coexists in the manuscript with “y”, “lyſti”, which could suggest that in the 

scribe’s pronunciation, these words contain diphthongs. However, none of the preserved 

medieval manuscripts of chapter 8 have “ey” spellings in these words. Rather, the forms that 

appear are “lýſtı” 4 or  “lyſtı” and “hýlıa” 5 or “hylıa”.6 

Of the seven medieval manuscripts containing Njáls saga, only one shows signs of 

the derounding of ey into ei in the text corresponding to the fragment α. In Oddabók, we can 

find the forms “heiʀer” O(3v36) and “heırandi” O(3v38), although the spelling of “heyrandi” 

                                                 
4 lyſtí: α(1v16), O(3v32, 3v33, 3v34, 3v34); lyſtı (6r3, 6r4, 6r5, 6r6); lýſtı: Gr(6v2,6v3,6v4|5, 6v6), 

β(1r22b, 1r25b, 1r26b, 1r28b), K(7v5,7v6, 7v7, 7v8), S(5r29, 5r30, 5r31, 5r32).  
5 heylía: α(2v13); hýlıa: R(6v6), K(8r13), S(5v26); lacuna: Gr; hý|lıa: β(1v18|19b); hylıa: O(4r18). 
6 “lyſtı” B(39r42) R(22r9) 
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is not certain, due to the condition of the parchment. All other manuscripts preserved the 

traditional spellings.7 

5.2 The diphthongization before gi and gj 

The short vowel e before gi can be recognized in the following words:  

“ſeıgía” segja (1r9) 

“alldeígí” aldregi (1r15, 1v4) 

Also, there is one example of a possible scribal error which could be missread as a rather 

unlikely diphthongization before ggi in the word:  

“hvort ueıggía” hvártveggja (2r2/3) 

It is clear that the short e has already been diphthongized before gi to become ei. In the 

fragment, there is no use of the letter “e” for the vowel e appearing before gi. This change 

took place relatively early, in the beginning of the 14th century (Alexander Jóhannesson 1923-

24, 68; Björn K. Þórólfsson 1925, XII-XII). However, other manuscripts containing chapter 8 

                                                 
7 flytıa: α(1r2); flytıa: R(5v8); flýtıa: Gr(6r3), β(1r12a), O(3v15), S(5r6); flýtía: K(7r5).  fyer: α(1r11); 

fyrir: R(4v14), Gr(6r11), β(1r24a), K(7r12), S(5r12), O(3v20).  kalldyrum: α(1r12); karlldýrum: 

R(5v15); karldýrom: Gr(6r11); kalldyrom: β(1r24a); karl dýrum: K(7r12), karlldýrom: S(5r12); 

kalldryum: O(3v20).   nyum: α(1v2); nýıum: R(5v24); nýıom: Gr(6r24); nyom: β(1r9b); nýgıum: 

K(7r23); nyıom: S(5r22); nýum: (3v27).  leyſtí : α(1v12, 1v 14, 1v15); lyſtí: α(1v16), O(3v32, 3v33, 

3v34, 3v34); lyſtı (6r3, 6r4, 6r5, 6r6); lýſtı: Gr(6v2,6v3,6v4|5, 6v6), β(1r22b, 1r25b, 1r26b, 1r28b), 

K(7v5,7v6, 7v7, 7v8), S(5r29, 5r30, 5r31, 5r32).  lauglyſíng: α(1v17); lg lýſıng: R(6r6); lỏglýſıng:Gr 

(6v6); loglyſing: β(1r28b); lỏglýſnıg: K(7v8); loglyſıng: S(5r32); loglýſıng: O(3v34).  heyanda: α(1v17); 

heyranda: R(6r6), β(1r28b); heýranda: Gr(6v6), S(5r32); heýranda: K(7v8); heıranda: O(3v35).  heyer: 

α(1v20); heyrer: R(6r7), β(1r31b): heýrer: Gr(6v8), K(7v10), S(5v1); heiʀer: O(3v36).  heyandí: 

α(1v23); heýrandı: R(6r10), K(7v12), S(5v3); heý|rande: Gr(6v10|11); heyrandı: β(1v4a);  heırandi: 

O(3v38).  reykıar dalſ: α(2r14); reykıar dalſ: R (6r19); reýkıar dalſ: Gr(6v21), S(5v10|11), K(7v22); 

reykıar dalſ: β(1v23a); Reykıadalſ: O(4r6).  heylía: α(2v13); hýlıa: R(6v6), K(8r13), S(5v26); lacuna: Gr; 

hý|lıa: β(1v18|19b); hylıa: O(4r18) . 00rlynd: α(2v14); rlýnd: R(6v6); lacuna: Gr; o|lynd: 

β(1v19|20b); ỏrlýnd: K(8r13); aurlýnd: S(5v27): illegiable: O.  ſaud eyſkr: α(2v15); ſuðæyſkr: R(6v7); 

lacuna: Gr; ſudeyſcr: β(1v21b); ſuð eýſk: K(8r14); ſyd eyſkr S(5v27); ſud eýſkr: O(4r19).  ey00: 

α(2v20); eyıar: R(6v10); lacuna: Gr; eýıar: β(1v28b); eýíar: K(8r18), S(5v31); eýıar: O(4r22). 
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do not preserve orthographical representations of this change. In all of them, the spellings 

suggest a monophthong rather than a diphthong before gi and gj.8 

5.2.1 The problem of “rekkja” 

In the context of diphthongization, it is interesting to look at the word form “reykıu” rekkju 

(1r5). This example raises the question of whether it is possible that in the scribe’s language, 

the diphthongization of e took place before kki. This spelling is perhaps simply due to a scribal 

error during the copying process, as in the example of “hvort ueıggía” hvártveggja (2r2/3). 

Perhaps the scribe traced over the spelling of other words containing a similar sequence of 

letters, for example, “reykıar dalſ” Reykjardals (2r14). This explanation seems to be rather 

unlikely, not only because “reykıar dalſ” appears 30 lines after the form “reykkıu”, but also 

because this spelling appears in the corresponding text of Oddabók (3v17, 3v18) as well.9 Table 

9 below represents the variant spellings of rekkja in other medieval manuscripts preserving 

text that corresponds to the α text.  

9. Varaints of rekkja 

mss. date (ONP) variant 1 variant 2 variant 3 variant 4 variant 5 

β – AM 162 B β c. 1300 
reckio 

(1r16a) 

ganga tl 

reckıo 

(1r18a) 

hıa reckıo 

(1r20a) 

oc lıgıa ı 

reckıo 

(1r7a) 

oc lagðı ı 

rec|kıo 

(1r33a|1b) 

Gr- GKS 2870 

4to 

c. 1300 
reckio 

(6r6) 

ganga til 

hvilo (6r7) 

hıa reckıo 

(6r8) 

ok lıġıa 

ıreckıo 

(5v30) 

ok lagðız ı 

reckıo 

(6r18) 

R – AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 
rek|kıu 

(5v10|11) 

ganga til  

huilu  

(5v12) 

hıa hvilu 

(5v13) 

ok lıġıa 

írekıu 

(5v6) 

ok lagðız í 

reḱıu 

(5v20) 

                                                 
8 ſeıgía: α(1r9);ſegıa: R(5v13), K(7r10), S(5r11); ſ.: Gr(6r9); ſegıa: β(1r21a); ſegía: O(3v19).  alldeígí: 

α(1r15, 1v4); alldegı: R(5v17), K(7r15); alldı: R(5v25), Gr(6r25), β(1r29a, 1r10b), K(7r23), S(5r15), 

O(3v27); aldegı: Gr(6r14); alldí: S(5r23); alld00: O(3v22).  hvot ueıggía: α(2r2/3); hvrtveġıa: R(6r12); 

hvrt.vegıa: Gr(6v13); hvrtatveggıo: β(1v8a); hvrtveɢía: K(7v14); hurtueggıa: S(5v4); hvotvegıa: O(4r1). 
9 reykiu: α(1r5); rek|kıu: R(5v10|11), o reckio: Gr(6r6), β(1r16a); riſa o rekkıu: K (7r7), risa ur rekkıo 

S(5r8|9) ríſa úr Reykıu: O(3v17).   000 til huilu: α(1r7) ; ganga til  huilu: R (5v12); ganga til hvilo: Gr 

(6r7); ganga tl reckıo: β(1r18a) ganga til huılu K(7r9); ganga til huılo: S(5r10); ganga til Reıukıu: O 

(3v18).   nefna vottar000 00: α(1r8|9)  hıa hvilu: R (5v13); hıa reckıo: GR(6r8); hıa reckıo: β(1r20a);  

hıa huilu K (7r10); hıa rekk|ıo:  S(5r10|11); hıa huılu O (3r18). 
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K – AM 133 fol. c. 1350 
rekkıu 

(7r7) 

ganga til 

huılu (7r9) 

hıa huilu 

(7r10) 

ok lııa ı 

rekıu 

(7r2) 

ok lagðí í 

re|Kíu 

(7r17|18) 

S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 
rekkıo 

(5r8|9) 

ganga til 

huılo 

(5r10) 

hıa 

rekk|ıo  

(5r10|11) 

ok lıggıa ı 

rekkıo 

(5r4) 

ok lagdız ı 

rekkıo 

(5r17) 

α – AM 162 B α c. 1400-1500 
reykiu 

(1r5) 

000 til 

huilu (1r7) 

nefna 

vottar 000 

(1r8|9)   

lacuna illegible 

O – AM 466 4to c. 1460 
Reykıu 

(3v17)  

ganga til 

Reıukıu 

(3v18)   

hıa huılu 

(3r18) 

ok lígıa ı 

Reykju 

(3v13) 

ok la ı 

Reıku 

(3v23) 

 

The Icelandic - English dictionary (Cleasby and Vigfusson 1874) mentions that the 

fem. noun. rekkja is sometimes spelled as reykja or rjukja. Ordbog over det norrøne prosaprog 

(ONP) gives 157 examples of ”rekkja”, with 26 of them spelled “reykia” or “reíkia”, and 14 

examples with the spellings ”riockia” and “rjukja”, all presented in Table 10 below: 

10. List of spellings of "rekkja" according to ONP 

Shelf mark, Name date (ONP) Work Rekkja 

AM 325 V 4to c.1300-1320  Rauðulfs þáttr “reyckio” 

Maríu saga “reyckiv” 
AM 234 fol c. 1340  

Thómass saga erkibyskups “reyckiv” 

Guðmundar saga byskups 
“riokiv”, “reykiv”, 

“riockiv” AM 657 c 4to c. 1340-1390 

Eiríks saga víðfǫrla “riockivr” 

AM 573 4to c.1350-1375 Breta saga “reyckiu” 

AM 764 4to c. 1360-1380 Júdítar saga “reyckiunne” 

AM 344 a 4to c. 1350-1400 Ǫrvar-Odds saga non emend. “riokiu” 

AM 561 4to c. 1400 Gull-Þóris saga “reyckiu” 

GKS 1008 fol, 

Tómasskinna 
c. 1400  Thómass saga erkibyskups “reyckiv” 

Rauðulfs þáttr “reykvr” 
Holm perg 1 fol, 

Bergsbók 
c. 1400-1425  

Óláfs saga Tryggvasonar 
“riokcío”, “riockíu”, 

“reíuckíu”  

Ívents saga “riokkíu” 

Holm perg 6 4to c. 1400-1425  
Valvens þáttr 

“reiukkju”, non emend. 

“rjukkjuna”, non emend. 

“rjukjunni” 

Ragnars saga loðbrókar “reyckiu” 
NKS 1824 b 4to  c. 1400-1425 

Vǫlsunga saga “reyckiu”,“reykkiu” 
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AM 557 4to c. 1420-1450 Hallfreðar saga “reykna” 

AM 162 C 5 fol c. 1420-1450 Þorsteins saga stamgarhǫggs “reyckiu” 

Holm perg 2 fol c. 1425-1445 Marteins saga byskups “reyckiu”  

AM 640 4to c. 1450-1500  Nikuláss saga erkibyskups “reyckiv” 

Holm perg 7 fol c. 1450-1475 Elíss saga ok Rósamundar non emend. “reiokkiu” 

AM 81 a fol, 

Skálholtsbók yngsta 
c. 1450-1475 Sverris saga “reyckium”  

AM 466 4to, Oddabók c. 1460  Njáls saga “reykkju” 

AM 309 4to, Bæjarbók 

í Flóa 
1498 Njáls saga “reykium” 

Holm perg 8 fol c. 1500 (69r-81v) Hákonar saga Hákonarsonar non emend. “reyku” 

AM 155 fol.  c. 1600-1700 
Hrafns saga 

Sveinbjarnarsonar 
“reyckiu” 

AM 638 4to c. 1700-1725 Nikuláss saga erkibyskups “reyckíu” 

 

The earliest example registered in ONP is dated as early as c. 1300-1320, as preserved 

in the text of Ólafs saga helga in AM 325 V 4to, and is given in the apparatus of the saga’s 

edition: “Siþan gecc konungr til reckív siNar ok var þar uel umbuíz” (variants of line 10: 

“reckiv: reyckio 325V; hvilv 75 α”)  (Johnsen and Jón Helgason 1941, 667).  

The next earliest examples are preserved in Hand 1 of the manuscript AM 234 fol. 

(Unger 1871, XI-X). This manuscript is dated to c. 1340 and contains Heilagra manna sǫgur. 

In the text of Maríu saga, the word form can be found in the context: “ok var sva boðit, at. 

VII. daga fra þvi er konan fæddi sveinbarnn, þaa skylldi hvn i savmv reyckiv hvila...” (Unger 

1871, 371). In Thómass saga erkibyskups:  “þriv mmisseri hafði hvn alldregi  sinn fot stigt ok 

la hvn i reyckiv alla þ stvnd ok var jafnan nær ætlat davða” (Unger 1869, 554).  

The oldest registered form of “riokiv”, as preserved in Guðmundar saga byskups on 

leaf 15r30 (Jensen 1983, CXCIV), is found in manuscript AM 657c 4to, which has been dated 

to 1340-1390. The forms with “ey” and “io” seem to appear frequently in the second half of 

the 14th century and in the beginning of the 15th century. For example, in Júdítar saga, “Sidan 

tok hon hiup hanſ | hinn dya en uellti blonum o reyckiunne  ioþ” (Svanhildur 

Óskarsdóttir 2000, 115), as is preserved in manuscript AM 764 4to, dated 1360-1380, 

according to ONP. A more precise date of 1376-1386 is given by Svanhildur Óskarsdóttir 
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(2000, 79). Other saga manuscripts contain additional forms, as for example: “reíuckíu” in 

Holm perg 1 fol of Óláfs saga Tryggvasonar, dated to 1350-1400, “reyckiu” in AM 561 4to, 

the manuscript of Gull Þóris saga which has been dated to 1400, “riokkíu” in Holm perg 6 4to 

of Ívents saga from c. 1400-1425, or “riockiu” NKS 1824 b 4to of Ragnars saga loðbrókar 

dated to c. 1400-1425 (ONP). In NKS 1824 b 4to, there are the preserved forms “Reyckıu” 

(4r16), (32r20|21), (37v1), (59r5), (61v15) alongside with “Rekkıu” (7v20) and “Reckıu” 

(34r7)(37v14). Magnus Olsen (1906-08, XXVII) states that in NKS 1824 b 4to, “ey” is the 

orthographic representation of ø, in words like “fleyia” and “valsleyngur”. Moreover, in her 

edition of Eiríks saga víðfǫrla, Helle Jensen, while discussing characteristic features of AM 657 

c 4to, observes that spellings of this sort appear in manuscripts that seem to be related and 

which may belong to the same scribal school: 

AMKO’s samlinger har bl.a. belæg þå riokkja frá Sth. perg. 4to nr. 6, Sth. perg. fol. nr 1 

(Bergsbók) og Ny kgl. sml. 1824 b 4to, tre håndskrifter fra ca. 1400 eller begyndelsen af 

det 15. årh., som undgør en skriverkonstitueret håndskriftgruppe (Jensen 1983, CXCIV). 

If these manuscripts can indeed create a group representing particular orthographic features, it 

is worth mentioning that the same hands have been identified as writing these manuscripts. 

Stefán Karlsson (1967, 77) notes that Hand A of Bergsbók is the same hand as Hand A of 

Holm perg 6 4to, and also:  

E-hönd Perg. fol. nr. 1 (Bergsbókar) og B-hönd Perg. 4to nr. 6 í Stokkhólmi væru sama 

höndin. Síðan hefur komið í ljós að þessi hönd er einnig á mestum hluta NKS 1824 4to, 

sem hefur að geyma Völsunga sögu, Ragnars sögu loðbrókar og Krákumál (Stefán 

Karlsson 1970, 368). 

In the introduction to his edition of Mírmans saga, Desmond Slay (1997, XVI-XXXIII) states 

that it is evident that scribe A and B of Perg. 4to nr 6 were contemporaries and cooperated 

with each other. He suggests the Northern quarter of Iceland as the possible provenance of the 

part of the manuscript that was presumably written in the 15th century. 

What is even more interesting is that Bergsbók preserved the text corresponding to 

AM 325 V 4to, the manuscript that preserved the oldest registered form of “reyckio”, as 
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mentioned above. Both manuscripts belong to the A-class manuscripts in the stemma of Ólafs 

saga helga (Johnsen and Jón Helgason 1941, 1103).  

If the “reykia”-group can be distinguished, perhaps similar observations can be made 

for “riokia”. Helle Jensen (1983, CXCIV) observed in the orthography of AM 657 c 4to, dated 

to 1340-1390, that e is represented with “io”. For example, “hiordin”, “hiorot”, and 

“riockivr”. She mentions that the form “hiorot” has an analogous form in AM 656 I 4to, 

dated to 1200-1300, where the form “hiorvdum” appeared (Louis-Jensen 1979, 235). It is 

worth mentioning that according to Jonna Louis-Jensen (1979, 219), AM 656 I 4to and AM 

325 V 4to seem to be written in the same hand.  

Stefán Karlsson (2002, 838; 2004, 41) suggested that the digraphs “eo” and “ey” were 

used in a few manuscripts from 13th and 14th centuries after the merger of ø and ǫ to represent 

the original ø. However, he states that it was relatively rare in the 14th century.   

In the ONP dictionary, there are no other forms spelled with “y” in the environment 

“ekkj”, “ekj”, “ekki”, or “eki”, which might indeed reflect the scribal practice of some 

particular group of scribes which could be identified with a larger sample of manuscripts. This 

question requires further research. However, it is worth mentioning that in the ONP 

dictionary, the forms “heylía” hylja and “leyſtí” lýsti are not registered as variants of verbs 

hylja and lýsa, which could be another feature which would help in identifying similarities 

between the manuscripts.  

The word rekkja appears with both “ey” and “io” spellings in a number of the 22 

manuscripts alongside the regular “e”. Many of these manuscripts appear to be related. The 

spelling “ey” is known to have been used to render the front rounded vowel ø, which later 

merged with the back rounded ǫ. The spellings “ey” in rekkja could thus reflect the variant 

røkkja, later rökkja after the merger ø + ǫ > ö. The form røkkja could have been a dialectal 

variant of rekkja and to judge from the examples on record, it was at least part of the language 

in the 14th and 15th centuries. It is more complicated to interpret the more rare spellings with 
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“io”, but these could perhaps be accounted for as representing the variant pronunciation of 

rjökkja. 

5.3 The diphthongization before ng/nk 

In the manuscript, the short vowel e before the consonant cluster ng in the stressed syllable 

appear as given below in the Table 11’s exhaustive list of examples: 

11. Words with e before ng 

e Ei 

“gengu” gengu (1v11) „leingi” lengi (1r3) 

 “dreing ſkap” drengskap (1v20) 

 „feingſaum“ fengsǫm (2v14) 

 “eingi”  engi  (2v17) – pron. 

The given examples suggest that e before ng was diphthongized, and the scribe is almost 

consistent in representing this change in the manuscript.  However, no signs of the 

diphthongization of a can be found; the scribe is consistent in spellings as “þangat” þangat 

(1v3). Also the problem of the diphthongization of ö is not resolved since there are two 

examples that are uncertain. In the words “holmgaunguna” (2r6)10, and “aunguan”(1v6), the 

sound ö is represented as “au”, however, it does not prove the diphthongization of this vowel. 

It could just be the graphical representation of the phoneme ö, which seems to be a common 

practice of this scribe, who uses “au” and “o” to represent ö, as was already stated in the 

chapter about palaeographical representations of the sounds. On the other hand, we cannot 

exclude the possibility that the spelling could have been influenced by the ongoing 

diphthongization and that the choice of “au” instead of “o”, in this case, was intentional.  

 The vowel change e > ei before ng first appears around a year 1300, when short 

vowels that appeared before the consonant clusters ng/nk changed their values. The high 

vowels were lengthened, while others were diphthongised. For example, e was diphthongised 

to ei, and ö to au, while i was lengthened to í, y to ý and u to ú (Noreen 1923, 110; Alexander 

                                                 
10 “holmgaunguna” - /ö/ appears in the second syllable, where is the additional stress, because the word 

is a compound word.  
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Jóhannesson 1923-24, 68; Jóhannes L.L. Jóhannsson 1924, 19-24; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 14). 

The change in the sounds e (“ę”), ö (“ǫ”) before ng/nk, according to Jóhanes L. L. Jóhannsson 

(1924, 20), had two steps of development. First, the short vowel was lengthened, for example  

“stręngr” – “strængr”, “spǫng - spng”, and later became diphthongs  “streingr”, “spaung”.   

The dating based on the diphthongization of e into ei before ng/nk suggests that the 

manuscript cannot be older than the first half of the 14th century and the high level of 

diphthongal spellings would suggest a date in the late 14th century or later (Jóhannes L.L. 

Jóhannsson 1924, 19; Björn K. Þórólfsson 1925, XII; Bandle 1956, 45-46, Haraldur 

Bernharðsson 2013, 415). 

Analysis of the other manuscripts containing chapter 8 of Njáls saga, presented in 

Table 10, reveals that the diphthongization of e before ng/nk is manifest in AM 466 4to 

Oddabók, from around 1460, in the examples “leíngı” O(3v16) and  “reíng ſkap” O(3v36), 

and had already begun during the writing of AM 468 4to, Reykjabók, from around 1300-1325, 

with “lęıngı” R(5v9) for example. ONP dictionary does not register variants from Reykjabók, 

giving the earliest examples of AM 580 4to dated to c1300-1325/1350 and NKS 1642 4to 

dated to 1300-1350, which makes Reykjabók, dated to 1300-1325, one of the oldest examples 

of this change. Spellings in other manuscripts containing corresponding to α text, presented in 

the Table 12, do not suggest this diphthongization.11 

12. Diphthongization of e in manuscripts containing corresponding text 

mss. date ONP lengi gengu Drengskap engi 

β – AM 162 B β c. 1300 “lengı”  “gengo”  Illegible “engı” 

Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “lengı”  “gengo”  “dengſcap”  lacuna 

R – AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 “lęıngı”  “gengu”  “engſkap”  “en|gı”  

                                                 
11 It seems possible that the diphthongization appears earlier before the cluster /ngi/ than just /ng/, 

which can suggest, for example form “gengu”, represented in the Table 6,. is not diphthongized in α as 

well as in all other manuscripts: lęıngı: R(5v9); lengı: GR(6r4), β(1r13a), K(7r6); S(5r7); leíngı: 

O(3v16). gengu: α(1v11), O(3v32); gengu: R(6r2), K(7v4); gengo: Gr(6v2); gengo: β(1r21b); gıngo: 

S(5r29). reíng ſkap: α(1v20), O(3v36); engſkap: R(6r8); dengſcap: Gr(6v8); deng ſkap: K(7v10); 

illegible: β. drengſkap: S(5v1).  feíngſaum: α(2v14); omitted: R, K, S, O; feng ſm: β(1v20b); lecunae: Gr.  

eıngí: α(2v17); en|gı: R(6v8|9); engı: β(1v24b), K(8r16), S(5v29); lacuna: Gr; illegiable: O.  
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K – AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “lengı”  “gengu”  “deng ſkap” “engı”  

S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 “lengı”  “gıngo “ “drengſkap”  “engı”  

α – AM 162 B α c. 1400-1500 “leıngı”  “gengu “ “reíng ſkap” “eıngí”  

O – AM 466 4to c. 1460 “leíngı”  “gengu”  “reíng ſkap”  illegible 

 

5.4 The change “vá” > “vo” 

Evidence in AM 162 B α fol. for the orthographic change from “vá” to “vo” is displayed in 

the Table 13.  

13. Words with “va” and “vo” 

“va” “vo” 

“kuanfang” kvánfang (2v24/25) “uott0” vátta (1r8, 1r11, 1v12) 

 “ſuo” svá  (1r13) ſuo (1v23, 2v5, 2v13) 

 “uottar” váttar (1v23) 

 “uoter” vátir  (2r16) 

 

The spelling “uo” is dominant in the scribe’s orthography and there is only one instance 

where the form “uá” seems to appear. However this example is not definite due to the 

condition of the parchment.  

The orthographic change of “vá” to “vo” began in the first half of the 14th century. 

In the older literature, this change was interpreted as a two-step process, a progressive umlaut, 

when in the mid-14th century vá changed into vó and then not earlier than around 1600 vó 

into vo (Björn K. Þórólfsson 1925, XI-XII, Jóhannes L. Jóhannsson 1924, 36). However, in 

the later scholarship, a different explanation is favoured. In the 14th century á has became a 

diphthong, au, everywhere except immediately following v, where it remained as a 

monophthong. As the diphthongized vowel retained its old spelling (“á”, “”, etc.) the 

orthographic representation of vá gradually changed to “vo, “uo” or similar. As far as the 

sequence vá is concerned, no phonetic change took place, and it is most probably only a 

matter of orthography (Hreinn Benediktsson 2002b, 231-232). However, some scholars do not 



  49  

reject the possibility of intermediate stage when vá would change into vó ( Stefán Karlsson 

1981, 259; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 14).  

In the manuscript there are eleven examples of spellings with “uo” and only one 

with “ua” - abbreviated forms cannot be used as an evidence (read more in chapter 7). It 

seems to be clear that in our fragment, the diphthongization of á had already taken place, and 

the usage of “vo” is already a common practice, or at least it is predominant in the preserved 

fragment.  

The earliest evidence of the orthographic change from “vá” into “vo” can be found 

in document from 1311, where the adverb “svá” is spelled “suo” and in a letter from 1341, 

where the dative form of “hafnarváðum” appears as “hafnarvodum” (Björn K. Þórólfsson 

1925, XI-XII; Hreinn Benediktsson 2002b, 231). However, according to Stefán Karlsson 

(1982, 55), the general change cannot become widespread much earlier than 1380. This 

feature would push the date of the manuscript’s writing to not earlier than the last quarter of 

the 14th century. 

In the context of this language change, the orthography of α is closest to the 

orthography of Oddabók, where we can find forms as “uotta” O(3v18), “uoṫ|nefna” 

O(3v19|20), “uoter” O(4r8) or “uoadı” O(3v23), where by contrast other manuscripts 

preserved spellings with “ua”. Also the abbreviations of the word “svá” with a superscript “a” 

suggest that the change did not take place in other manuscripts besides Oddabók, where the 

superscript “o” is used: “ſa” β(1r25), “sa” S(5r13), “so” O(3v20). However it is important to 

emphasise that abbreviations tend to be conservative and do not have to reflect general 

spelling of the manuscript. The distribution of particular forms can be found in Table 14. 

Moreover, only α and Oddabók used the superscript “o” to abbreviate hvot ueıggía: α(2r2/3); 

hvotvegıa: O(4r1), other manuscripts use the superscript letter “r”, which tends to stand for 

“ar”.12  

                                                 
12 uott: α(1r8); uaṫa: R(5v12), Gr(6r8), K(7r10); uatta: β(1r20a), S(5r10); uotta: O(3v18). uott000: 

α(1r11); vaṫnęfnu: R(5v14); uaṫnefno: Gr(6r11); vaṫnefno: β(1r23a); uat nefnu: K(7r12); uatta nefno: 
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14. Change “vá” to “vo” in other manuscripts containing the corresponding text 

mss. date ONP vátta vátta svá váttar vátir kvánfang 

β – AM 162 B β c. 1300 “uatta” “vaṫnefno” “ſua” “vattar” illegible “cuan fang” 

Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “uaṫa” “uaṫnefno” “ſva”,“ſua” “vaṫar” “uater” lacuna 

R – AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 “uaṫa” “vaṫnęfnu” “ſua” “vattar” “uater” “kuanfang” 

K – AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “uaṫa” “uat nefnu” “ſva”,“ſua” “vaṫar” “uater” “kuanfang” 

S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 “uatta” “uatta nefno” “ſua” “uattar” “uater” “kuanfang” 

α – AM 162 B α c. 1400-1500 “uott0” “uott000” “ſuo” “uottar” “uoter” “kuanfang” 

O – AM 466 4to c. 1460 “uotta” “uoṫ|nefna” “ſuo” “uottar” “uoter” illegible 

5.5 The fricativization t > ð in word-final position 

The fricativization of the dental stop t into the dental fricative ð in word final position in AM 

162 B α fol. appears as follows:  

“þangat” þangat (1v3) 

“farít” farit pret. ptc. (1r24) 

“bugdit” brugðit (1r25) 

 “annat” annat (1v7, 2r2) 

“ıammıcıt” jafnmikit (2r2) 

“feít” féit (2r3, 2r9) 

 “farít” farit pret. ptc. (2r9) 

“ſorðít” sorðit (2r22) 

 “híngat”  hingat (2v5)  

“at” at (1v2, 1v8, 1v10, 1v10, 1v16, 1v17, 1v17, 1v23, 1v24, 1v24, 2r7, 2r8, 2r11, 

2r12, 2r14, 2r22, 2r24, 2v4, 2v13, 2v15, 2v25) 

“þat” þat (2v11) 

“því at” þvi at (1v21, 2r7, 2r9) 

“mikit” mikit (2r11, 2r12, 2r16, 2v13) 

The orthography of the scribe of this fragment seems to be consistent and all forms have the 

final “t” preserved. There is no reversed spelling which could suggest the change.  This can 

                                                                                                                                               

S(5r12); uoṫ|nefna: O(3v19|20). ſuo: α(1r13); ſua: R(5v15); ſva: Gr(6r12); ſa: β(1r25), ſva: K(7r13); sa: 

S(5r13); so: O(3v20). ſuo: α (1v23, 2v5, 2v13); sua: R(6r9, 6r29, 6v6), Gr(6v10, lacuna); ſua: β(ſ1v3a; 

1v8b, illegiable), K(7v12); sa: S(5v2, omitted, 5v26), so: O(3v37, 4r14, 4r18). uotta: α(1v12); uaṫa: 

R(6r3), K(7v5); vaṫa: Gr(6v2), β(1r22b); uatta: S(5r29); uotta: O(3v32). uottar: α(1v23); vattar: R(6r10); 

vaṫar: Gr(6v11), K(7v12);  vattar: β(1v4a); uattar: S(5v3); uottar: O(3v38). uoter: α(2r16); uater: 

R(6r20), Gr(6v24) K(7v24); illegible: β; uater: S(5v12); uoter: O(4r8). kuanfang: α(2v24/25 ); kuanfang: 

R(6v13); lacuna: Gr; cuan fang: β(1v34b); kuanfang: K(8r21), S(5v33); illegiable: O. uoradı: α(1r18); 

varaði: R(5v19); vara0: Gr(6r17); vari: β(1r33a); vataðı: K(7r17); uaradı: S(5r17); uoadı: O(3v23). hvot 

ueıggía: α(2r2/3); hvrtveġıa: R(6r12); hvrt.vegıa: Gr(6v13); hvrtatveggıo: β(1v8a); hvrtveɢía: K(7v14); 

hurtueggıa: S(5v4); hvotvegıa: O(4r1). 
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mean that either the fricativization of t into ð did not take place, or that the scribe is archaising 

his language, possibly basing it on the exemplar.  The fricativization of t in unstressed word-

final position appears in the 13th century (Björn K. Þórólfsson 1925, XXVII, XXXII; Haraldur 

Bernharðsson 2013, 414; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 19). However, occasional spellings with “t” 

persist as late as the 16th century (Bandle 1956, 170; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 414). The 

use of “t” in 41 forms (21 – “at”, 3 – “þvi at”, 1-“þat”, 15-other words with “t” in unstressed 

word-final position) in the short fragment α, suggests that perhaps the scribe uses archaic 

orthography by copying the exemplar very consistently. 

AM 350 fol, Skarðsbók Jónsbókar - dated not earlier than 1363 - preserved the forms 

with “t” on the side with “ð” (Jón Helgason 1926, s. 46, 70), while the orthography of 

Helgastaðabók, Perg. 4to nr. 16, dated not earlier than second half of 14th century, contains 

forms with “d” along with older “t” (Stefán Karlsson 1982, 72,75). The orthography of the 

scribe of the α seems to be consistent in this aspect - even if the text is not very long, it is 

remarkable that there is not a single instance of “d” for the earlier “t” in the fragment. 

Therefore it can be assumed that the scribe was possibly archaizing his language, maybe 

following his exemplar.  

However, this seems to be a common practice for scribes of all the medieval 

manuscripts containing chapter 8 of Njáls saga, because the dominating form in this text is “t” 

in the word final position. There are though two exceptions though: Reykjabók, AM 468 4to, 

from around 1300-1325 preserved forms with “ð” or “d” in the word final position in the past 

participle “farıð” R(6r16), “farıd” R(5v23); on the other hand, Oddabók, AM 466 4to, dated to 

1460,  preserved the definite form of noun “fé”  “fed” O(4r4). Other examined instances seem 

to suggest the usage of “t” throughout the corresponding text, which presumably reflects a 

strong orthographic tradition to preserve archaic forms in the 14th century book writing.13 

                                                 
13 farít: α(1r24); farıd: R(5v23); farıt: Gr(6r22); farıt: β(1r7b), K(7r21); fart: S(5r20); farıt: O(3v26). 

bugdit: α(1r25); bugðıt: R(5v24), Gr(6r23), β(1r8b), K(7r22); b00gdıt: S(5r21); bugdıt: O(3v26). 

þangat: α(1v3); omitted: R, Gr, β, S, O; illegible: K. annat: α(1v7, 2r2); annat: R(5v28, 6r11), β(1r15b), 

K(7r26, 7v14), S(5r26, 5v4), O(4r1); aɴt: Gr (6r28,6v12); ant: O(3v29). ıammıcıt: α(2r2); ıafnmı: 
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5.6 The fricativization k > g in word-final position 

The evidence for the fricativization of k in unstressed word-final position is shown in Table 15 

below.  

15. Examples of words with k in word-final position 

“k” “g” 

“ek”  ek (1r14, 1r25, 1v21, 1v22, 1v22, 1v24, 

2r2, 2r21, 2r22, 2r23, 2v8) 

”ſíg” sik (2v13) 

”þık” þik(2r23) ”mıog” mjǫk (1v8) 

”míok” mjǫk (1v4, 2r16, 2r20)  

The orthography of the fragment shows signs of the fricativization of k into g in word final 

position. The younger forms “ſíg” and “miog” appear along with older “míok” and “þik”, 

however, older forms are dominant, for example in all eleven cases of the personal pronoun 

“ek”. That suggests that either the change is ongoing at the time of writing of the manuscript 

and that the scribe is inconsistent in his orthography, or that he is intentionally archaizing his 

language to match the language of the exemplar, and that these two examples would be his 

“scribal errors” reflecting his pronunciation.  

The fricativization of k in the unstressed word-final position appears in the 

orthography of the 13th century, but the older form with “k” is preserved in the orthography 

of some manuscripts as late as the 16th century (Alexander Jóhannesson 1923-24, 150; Bandle 

1956, 147; Stefán Karlsson 2004, 19; Harladur Bernharðsson 2013, 5).  

Other manuscripts that preserved corresponding to α text, tend to preserve “k” in 

first person personal pronoun “ek”, only Oddabók, AM 466 4to, from around 1460, presents 

the new spelling with “eg”. However, in the second and third person of the personal 

pronouns, manuscripts differ.  

                                                                                                                                               

R(6r11); ıafnmıkıt: Gr(6v12); illegible: β; ıaṁıkıt: K(7v14); iam mi: S(5v4); ıafnmııt: O(4r1). feít: α(2r3, 

2r9); feıt: R(6r12); feet: Gr(6v13,6v17); illegible: β; feıt: K(7v18); 00|ıt: S(5v7|8); fed: O(4r4). farít: 

α(2r9); farıð: R(6r16); farít: Gr(6v17); farıt: β(1v7a), K(7v19); far ıt: O(4r4). oðıt: R(6r20); odner: 

α(2r16); uoðıt: Gr (6v23); illegible: β;  oðıt: K(7v24), odıt: S(5v12); odıt: O(4r8). ſodít: α(2r22); 

ſoðit: R(6r24), illegiable: Gr; illegible: β; ſoðıt: K(8r2); kuafat: S(5v16); ſodıt: O(4r11). híngat: α(2v5); 

hıngt: R(6r); lacuna: Gr; hıng0: β(1v7b); hıngat: K(8r6), S(5v21); hıngt: O(4r14). lıft: α(2r9), R(6r15), 

Gr(6v17), S(5v7), O(4r4); illegible: β; lıfıt: K(7v18). 
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The forms with the letter “c” used for k are preserved in AM 162 B β fol., from 

around 1300, and Gráskinna, GKS 2870 4to, dated to circa the same time, representing the 

oldest language of examined Njáls saga manuscripts. AM 468 4to, Reykjabók, dated to around 

1300-1325 preserved only spellings with “k” exclusively in this part of the Njáls saga, what 

suggests an older provenance of Reykjabók than the manuscripts where “g” makes its 

appearance: AM 162 B α fol, Kálfalækjarbók¸ AM 133 fol., from around 1350, and 

Skafinskinna, GKS 2868 4to, dated to 1350-1400. The youngest language is represented in 

Oddabók, AM 466 4to, which is from around 1460, where all forms are spelled exclusively 

with “g”. The distribution og these forms can be found below in Table 16.14 

16. Fricativization of k in manuscripts containing corresponding text 

mss. date ONP nom. 1p. 

pers. pron.: 

ek 

acc. 2p. 

pers. 

pron.: þik 

acc. 3p. 

pers. 

pron.: sik 

mjǫk 

β – AM 162 B β c. 1300 “ec” “þıc” “ſıc” “mıoc” 

Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “ec”, “ek” “þíc” lacuna “mıoc”,“míoc” 

R – AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 “ek” “þık” “ſıc” “mıok” 

K – AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “ek” “þık” “ſig” “mıỏk”,“mıỏg” 

S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 “ek” “þıg” “ſig” “mıok”,“mıog” 

α – AM 162 B α c. 1400-1500 “ek” “þık” “ſig” “míok”,“mıog” 

O – AM 466 4to c. 1460 “eg” abbreviated illegible “mıok”,“míog” 

 

 

                                                 
14 ek: α(1r14, 1r25, 1v21, 1v22, 1v22, 1v24, 2r2, 2r21, 2r22, 2r23, 2v8), R(5v17, 5v23, 6r8, 6r9, 6r9, 

6r10, 6r11, 6r23, 6r25, 6r25, 6r1), Gr(6r22, 6v9, 6v10, 6v10, 6v29), K(7r14, 7r21, 7v11, 7v12, 7v12, 

7v13, 8r1, 8r2 8r2, 8r9), S(5r14, 5r21,5v1,,5v2,5v3,5v5,5v16, 5v17, 5v23); ec: Gr(6r14, 6v11, 6v12, 

6v28, 6v29),β(1r28a,1v34a, 1v3a, 1v3a, 1v5a); eg: O(3v21, 3v26, 3v36, 3v37, 3v37, 3v38, 4r10, 4r11, 

4r11, 4r16). míok: α(1v4, 2r16, 2r20); mıok: R(5v26, 5v29, 6r23), S(5v14), O(3v28), mıoc: Gr(6r26, 

6v27), β(1r12b, 1r17b); míoc: Gr(6r29);  mıỏk: K(7r24, 7v1); mıog: S(5r24, 5r27); mok: O(4r9); míog: 

α(1v8), O(3v30); mıỏg: K(7v26). þık α(2r23); R (6r25), K(8r2) þíc Gr: (6v29), þıc: β(1v35), þıg: 

S(5v17), þc: O(4r11).  ſıg α(2v13), S(5v27); ſık : R(6v6), K(8r13) lacuna: Gr; ſıc: β(1v19b); illegiable: O. 
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5.7 Vowel epenthesis 

The complete list of non-abbreviated words, where the u-epenthesis could be found, is given 

below:  

17. Examples of word with possible u-epenthesis 

Form without 

epenthetic u 

Form with 

epenthetic u 

Ambivalent 

examples 

(use of ) 

Inverted spellings 

“kemr” kemr (1r14) “fagut” fagrt 

(2v12) 

“hennd” hendr 

(1r15, 1v13) 

“fau” fǫður (1v2), dat. sg.   

“[0]í” ríðr (1r16)  “mundınn” 

mundrinn (2r1) 

“nauckrum” nǫkkurum (2r24) , 

 neut. dat. pl. – inv. spel. or a 

syncopated stem 

“unnr” Unnr (1v2)  “ſaudeyſkr” 

suðreyskr (2v15) 

 

“allr” allr (2r1)  “nefn” nefndr 

(2v18) 

 

“fræknaztr” frœknastr 

(2r10) 

 “ba” bráðr (2v23)  

“þíoſtolfr” Þjóstólfr 

(2r15) 

   

“[00]ngr gull” 

fingrgull (2v6) 

   

“ſterkr” sterkr (2v15)    

 

In the vast majority of instances, there are no orthographic signs of the epenthetic 

vowel, however the scribe is not consistent in his orthography. Basing on the abbreviated 

forms, it is not possible to make any strong conclusion regarding the  epenthetic u, however it 

seems that the superscript “” represents in majority the forms with the epenthetic vowel (read 

more in the chapter 7). The only written-out examples, which suggest that the change already 

took place, is the form “fagut” (2v12) and the reversed spelling of the masc. dat. sing. 

“faud” fǫður (1v4), where a non-epenthetic “u” is not spelled. This may therefore, be 

characterized as a reversed (or inverted) spelling, but one should perhaps not exclude the 

possibility that the rounded “r”, “”. stands for “ur”, as it does for example in Guðbrandsbiblía 
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(Bandle 1956, 156-157). Than in the forms: “hennd” (1r15, 1v13), “0í” (1r16), 

“mundınn” (2r1), “ſaudeyſkr” (2v15), “nefn” (2v18), “ba” (2v23), the “” could 

represent the endings with epenthetic u. 

In the examples from other manuscripts, containing text which corresponds to the α 

text, the epenthetic “u” is not in evidence. We can state that in AM 162 B β fol, dated to 

around 1300, “” stands for r, so the change had not taken place at the time of writing of β, 

but in other manuscripts, the use of “” is not clear: no pattern was discovered by comparing 

forms from corresponding to α texts.15 

A similar problem to the one discussed above in the form masc. dat. sing. “faud” 

fǫður (1v4) is a spelling of the form neut. dat. pl “nauckrum” nǫkkurum (2r24), where “r” can 

stand for r and this form represents a new form of the syncopated stem, or can be the inverted 

spelling of the disyllabic stem containing ur:  the form nokkurum (Luxner 2011, 21).  

According to Hreinn Benediktsson (2002c, 500), the monosyllabic stem form nokkr-, which 

becomes dominant in the course of the 16th century, originated in the change that started 

earlier. The earliest examples from medieval charters are dat. sing. masc. “nauckrum” from DI 

                                                 
15 kemr: α(1r14), Gr(6r13), β(1r28a), K(7r14), S(5r14), O(3v21); kemr: R(5v16). hennd: α(1r15); 

hen: R(5v17), Gr(6r15), β(1r29a), K(7r15), S(5r15), O(3v22). 0í: α(1r16); rıð: R(5v18), β(1r29a), 

K(7r15); reı: GR(6r15), S(5r15), Rır: O(3v22). unnr: α(1v2), S(5r22); yṅr: R(5v25), K(7r23); uṅr: 

Gr(6r24), β(1r10b); unn: O(3v27). fau: α(1v2); fður: R(5v25); feð: Gr(6r25); foþo: β(1r10b); fð: 

K(7r23), four: S(5r22), fe: S(3v27). hennd: α(1v13); hen: R(6r3), Gr(6v2), O(3v32); henr: 

β(1r23b); hen: K(7v5); henr: S(5r30). mundınn : α(2r1): munıṅ: R(6r11); muniɴ: Gr(6v12); 

mondrın: β(1v6a); munın: K(7r13); 000|rınn: S(5v3|4); munın: O(3v38). allr: α(2r1), R(6r11), 

β(1v6a), K(7r13), O(3v38) omitted: Gr, S. fræknaztr α(2r10); fręknaztr: R (6r16); fræknazſtr: Gr(6v18); 

unclear: β; fræknaſt: K(7v19); freknaztr: S(5v20); fræknazt: O(4r4). þíoſtolfr: α(2r15); þıoſtolfr:  

R(6r19), Gr(6v22), β(1v24a), S(5v11); þıoſtỏllfr: K(7v23), O(4r7). nauckrum: α(2r24); nkurum: 

R(6r26); nockoom: Gr(6v31); noccorum: β(1v2b); nỏkorum: K(8r3); nokkoum: S(5v18); nockuum: 

O(4r12). 00ngr gull: α(2v6); fıngr gull: R(6r29), K(8r7); lacuna: Gr; fıng0 gull: β(1v8b); fıng gull: 

S(5v21), O(4r14). ſaud eyſkr: α(2v15); ſuðæyſkr: R(6v7); lacuna: Gr; ſudeyſcr: β(1v21b); ſuð eýſk: 

K(8r14); ſyd eyſkr S(5v27); ſud eýſkr: O(4r19). ſterkr: α(2v15), O(4r19); ſtyrkr: R(6v7, 6v12); lacuna: 

Gr; ſtyrcr: β(1v22b); ſtyrkr: K(8r14); omitted: S. nefn: α(2v18): nefn: R(6v9), K(8r16), S(5v29), 

O(4r21); lacuna: Gr; nef000: β(1v25b).  ba: α(2v23); brað: R(6v12); lacuna: Gr; illegible: β, O; bað: 

K(8r19); bra: S(5v32). 
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III No. 34 written in Skálholt in 1449. The other one is the acc. plur. masc. form “nockrra” 

from DI V No. 67, written c. 1433-1478. However, Stefán Karlsson has suggested that in the 

case of the second example, the first “r” in the second syllable is a copy of the document that 

had “” in this position. So it should be expanded as “ur”, because the scribal practice in these 

documents suggests as much (Hreinn Benediktsson 2002c, 500).  

 In the Modern Icelandic declension of many words with a disyllabic stem, the 

unstressed vowel is syncopated when the ending starts with the vowel, so this could explain 

the syncope of u in our example of “nauckrum” nǫkkurum (2r24). Björn K. Þórólfsson (1925, 

49-50) suggested that this change in the declension of nǫkkur had already started in the 

second half of the 14th century, and had become the common form after the year 1400.  Stefán 

Karlsson (2004, 29), Haraldur Bernharðsson (2013, 315) and Bernhard Luxner (2011, 75) 

point to the 15th century as the period when the new stem becomes dominant. New stem 

forms appear in the younger texts, for example in Guðbrandsbiblía from 1584 (Bandle 1956, 

368-369), but not in older texts, such as Möðruvallabók, AM 132 fol., dated to the time period 

1330-1370 (de Leeuw van Weenen 2000, 212). All other medieval manuscripts that preserved 

corresponding text represent the form with the disyllabic stem:  “nkurum” R(6r26), 

“nockoom” Gr(6v31), “noccorum” β(1v2b), “nỏkorum” K(8r3), “nokkoum” S(5v18), 

“nockuum” O(4r12). 

The insertion of u  began in the last quarter of the 13th century and the first half of 

the 14th century, when r appears between true consonants, for example, words like fegrð 

became fegurð. In the second half of the 14th century, the epenthetic u can be found before r 

in word final position preceded by hard stops such as p, t, k: for example, in words such as 

hestr became hestur. The u-insertion becomes predominant in the 15th and 16th centuries (Ari 

Páll Kristinsson 1992, 16; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 185-187, 415). Thereby the 

environment that favoured the u-epenthesis in words like “fræknaztr”, “ſterkr”, or 

“ſaudeyſkr”, should show tendencies towards the u-insertion in the first place, but it does not 

appear in the manuscript. That the scribe is somewhat archaic in his orthographic practice is 
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borne out by the fact that the only evidence for u-epenthesis is in one written-out form and in 

the form of inverted spellings.  

5.8 The diphthongization of é 

The written out forms, where the diphthongization of é could be recognized, appear as 

follows:  

“feít” féið (1r2, 1v22) 

“þer” þér (1r6, abb: 1v22, 1v23,2 2r21) 

“feſau|k” fésǫk (1v12|13) 

 “ſer” sér (2r10, 2v24) 

“leku” léku (2r18) 

“lek” lék (2r19) 

“feck” fékk (2v9) 

“het” hét (2v14) 

As seen in the list above, there are no examples with the diphthongization é  [e:] > [ie] 

> [je] in the fragment. It is another example of archaic orthography by the scribe. 

The diphthongization of long monothongs in Icelandic manuscripts appears 

sporadically as early as the 13th century, becomes more common in the second half of 

the 14th century, and becomes prominent in the course of the 15th century. Initially, 

diphthongization is manifested in spellings “ie”/”íe” for the long e (Konráð Gíslason 

1846, 39-40; Björn K. Þórólfsson 1925, XIII-XIV; Jóhannes Jóhannsson 1924, 11; 

Bandle 1956, 45-46; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 166-169, 415-416).  

At the same time, when the diphthongization of long e took place, the 

diphthongization of long a was in progress. It is visible mainly through the 

orthographic change from “vá” into “vo”, as discussed earlier. However, in α, there is 

an interesting example of the abbreviated form “fíah eimtuni” 2r4/5. It can be 

expanded as “fíarheimtunni” with the superscript “” standing for “r”, or as 
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“fíaurheimtunni”. Thus the expansion is “ur” which presumably could reflect the 

diphthongised long a > au. 

The other medieval manuscripts containing text which corresponds to α text 

do not show signs of the diphthongization in the examined fragments. Only Oddabók, 

AM 466 4to, dated to around 1460, contains the consistent spelling “þıer” O(3v17, 

3v37, 3v38, 4r10, 4r11) what suggests that the change already took place at the time of 

writing of this manuscript.16  

5.9 Consonant epenthesis 

In the manuscript, there is only one example of the written out word where the epenthetic t 

could be recognized:  

“kalldyum” karldyrum (1r12)  

There are also forms containing nn, such as:  

“einn” einn (1r25) 

 “einn hvern” einnhvern (1v11) 

“ſueinnenn” sveinninn (2v5) 

In the fragment there is no signs of spellings with “dl” for ll, rl, or “dn” for nn, rn, or “rn” for 

nn. However, the spelling “kalldyrum” indicates that rl and ll were already pronounced in the 

same way, presumably as tl. But it also could be an effect of the assimilation rl with ll, which is 

known to be a form of a scribal practice from around 1320, when form “kallmenn” appears in 

Dl II 382.  

                                                 
16 feít: α(1r2, 1v22); fe ſiṫ: R(5v8|9), K(7r5), Gr(6r3); fe ſıtt: β(1r12a), O(3v15); S(5r7); feıt: β(1v2a), 

K(7v14); feet: Gr(6v17); fed: O(4r4). þer: α(1r6), β(1r16a);; þer: α(2v22,1v23,2r21), R(5v11, 6r9, 6r10, 

6r25), Gr(6r8, 6v10, 6v11), β(1r18a, 1v5a), S(5r10, 5v3, 5v16), K(7r9, 7v12, 7v13, 7v15, 8r1); þıer: 

O(3v17, 3v37, 3v38, 4r10, 4r11). feſau|k: α(1v12|13); fe ſk: R(6r3), Gr (6v2), K(7v5); fe ſoc: 

β(1r22b); fe ſok: S(5r29), O(3v32). ſer: α(2r10, 2v24), K(7v19, 7v25, 8r21), O(4r9); ser: R(6r16, 6v13), 

β(1v17a, 1v34b), S(5v8, 5v33), O(4r4, 4r24). leku: α(2r18), O(4r9); lęku: R(6r22); leko: β(1v27a), 

Gr(6v25), S(5v13); leıku: K(7v25). lek: α(2r19), β(1v29a), Gr (6v26), S(5v14), K(7v26), O(4r9); lęk: 

R(6r22). feck: α(2v9), β(1v12b), O(4r16); fe: R(6v2); fekk: S(5v23). het: α(2v14), S(5v27), K(8r14); 

omitted: R, illegible: β; het: O(4r19). 
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Presumably in the course of the 14th century the long consonant ll and the cluster rl 

became to be pronounced as tl, also the long consonant nn and the cluster rn following a long 

vowel or a diphthong became to be pronounced as tn. According to Alexander Jóhannesson 

(1923-24, 132) this language change had to take place in the 13th century, however, he does 

not provide any evidence for that. He suggested that the evidence for tl and tn in 

pronunciation can be registered from the first part of the 14th century, but Björn K. Þórólfsson 

(1925, XXXII) disagreed; emphasising that in from the 14th up to the 16th centuries short l and 

n can create the rhymes with long ll and nn, for example, til:vill, flein:einn. However, the first 

examples of orthographic representations of this change appeared in the early 14th century in 

“Olleifr” for Oddleifr in Hauksbók dated to c. 1302-1310  and “Orny” for Oddný in a charter 

from 1332. Later, forms as “kadl” for karl or “fadla” for falla become common (Bandle 

1973,45; Stefán Karlsson 1978, 98; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 190-193). 

None of the other medieval manuscripts, examined with the references to the 

corresponding text suggest that this language change had already taken place.17 

6. Orthographic features 

6.1 The dentals 

In the manuscript, there are 67 instances of dental fricatives in the non-initial position and in 

all cases, these are denoted with a the rounded “d”: “”. There is only instance which is 

unclear, due to the condition of the parchment - the example “siþan” (1r1) - which seems to 

include “þ” for the dental fricative in the mid-word position. At the same time, this example 

can be explained by the esthetical practice of the scribe to use the letters with long ascenders 

in the top line of each leaf (read more in chapter 4.4). 

                                                 
17 kalldyum: α(1r12); karlldyrum: R(5v5); kalldyrom: β(1r24a); karldyrom: Gr(6r11); karl dyrum: 

K(7r12); karlldyrom: S(5r12); kalldyrum: O(3v20). einn: α(1r25), β: (1r8b); omitted: R, Gr, K, O, S.  

einn hvern” α(1v11), S(5r29), O(3v32); Eıṅhvern: R(5v2); Eiṅ huern: β(1r21b), Gr(6v1); Eiɴ huern: 

K(7v4). ſueinnenn” α(2v5); ſueınıṅv R (5v28,5v29); ſueıṅınn: β(1v10b), lacuane: Gr; ſueının: K(8r7, 

8r8); ſueınnın: O(4r14, 4r15); ſueınnınn: S(5v21, 5v22). 
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According to Stefán Karlsson (2002, 835), “þ” in the non-initial position was rather 

rare from around 1300 onwards, but sporadically appears up to 1400.  The rounded “d” 

started to replace the letter “ð” in the 13th century, becoming dominant in mid-14th century. 

He states that under the Norwegian influence, after the year 1400, the letter “ð” barely 

appears and “d” is used instead.  

According to Hreinn Benediktsson (1965, 74), in the early stage, in some hands, the 

rounded “d” is used to denote the fricative ð when straight “d” is used for the stop, but in the 

13th century, this distinction was abolished and the rounded “d” became dominant. On the 

other hand, as Hreinn Benediktsson suggests, after the consonants l and n, the distinction was 

preserved, and until the 14th century, for example, in the preterit forms valði, vanði  and the 

substantives valdi, vandi. There are only sporadic examples of “ld” and “nd” in the 13th 

century for earlier denotation “lþ/lð” or “nþ/nð”. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1965, 74).  

The fragment α of AM 162 B fol. is written in Cursive Script that has only rounded 

form of “d”, and this form is used for both dental fricative “ð”  and stop “d”, as shown in the 

Table 18. 

18. Representation of the etymological ð and d 

etymological ð etymological d etymological lð etymological ld 

”ſagdí” sagði (1v1) 

”ſidan” síðan  (1v3) 

“fıodu” fjǫrðu 

(1r1) 

“dag” dag (1v11) 

”laxar dalſ” Laxardals 

(1r12)  

 

“taldi” talði (1v13) “gíallda” gjalda 

(1v14) 

The letter “d” used for dental fricatives in the non-word initial position is a characteristic 

feature of the manuscripts dated to the period after 1375 (Bandle 1956, 115-116; Haraldur 

Bernharðsson 2013, 410).  

The other manuscripts that preserved the corresponding to α text show that the oldest 

orthography is preserved in AM 162 B β fol., where “þ” in mid-word position appears in all 

examined examples, as shown in Table 19. All manuscripts, other than Gráskinna and 

Oddabók, represent a strong orthographic tradition to spell síðan with “þ”, not only when the 

word is abbreviated but also in written-out forms. In  other words than síðan Skafinskinna and 
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the fragment α preserved the spellings with “d”, when Kálfalækjarbók preserved “ð”, in 

Reykjabók both forms appear. The youngest orthography is represented in Oddabók, that uses 

exclusively “d”.18  

19. Dental fricatives in mid-word position 

mss. date ONP síðan sagði talði fǫður fjǫrðu fjǫrðum 

β – AM 162 B β c. 1300  “ſıþan” abbr. “tal|þı” “foþo” “fıoþo” omitted 

Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “sıðan” abbr. talðe “feð” “fıỏðo” “fıỏðom” 

R – AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 “sıðan”, “ſıþan” abbr. “taldı” “fður” “fıoðu”  “fıoðum” 

K – AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “sıþan” “ſagðı” illegabile “fð” “fıoðu” “fıỏðum” 

S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 “ſıþan”  “ſagdi” “taldı” “fodur” “fıodu” “fodum” 

α – AM 162 B α c. 1400-1500 ”ſıdan”, “ſıþan” ”ſagdí” “taldí” “faud” “fıodu” “fıodum” 

O – AM 466 4to c. 1460 “ſıdann” “ſeger” “talddı” “fed” “fıodu” “fodum” 

6.2 The middle voice 

The middle voice in the fragment is denoted as follows:  

 “beríazt” berjask (2r4, 2r11, 2r24), 

“retz” rézk  (2r5)  

 “berzt” bersk(2r8) 

“fan0zt19” fannsk (2v25) 

As shown above, there are not many examples of the middle voice in the fragment, but the 

scribe is relatively consistent in its orthographic representation. The mediopassive forms that 

are used in the manuscript are endings “zt” and once the letter “z” in the form “retz”, which 

helps in narrowing the date of writing of the manuscript. 

According to Haraldur Bernharðsson (2013, 410), the middle voice is especially useful 

for dating manuscripts from the late period c. 1375/1400. According to Kjartan G. Ottósson 

                                                 
18 ſıþan α(1r1), R(6v2); sıðan: R(5v8), Gr(6r2); sıþan: β(1r10a); sıþan: K(7r4), S(5r6); ſıdann: O(3v15). 

ſagí: α(1v1), S(5r21); ſ.: R(5v24), β(1r8b), Gr(6r23); ſagðı: K(7r22); ſeger: O(3v27). ſıan: α(1v3);  

ſıðan: R(5v25), Gr(6r25); ſıþan: β(1r11b); ſıþan: S(5r23); 00þan: K(7r23); ſıdann: O(3v28). ag: 

α(1v11), R(6r2), K(7v4), S(5r29); d: β(1r21b), Gr(6v1), O(3v32). laxar alſ: α(1r12);  laxar dalſ: 

R(5v15), β(1r25a), Gr(6r12), K(7r12|13), S(5r13); lag0 dale: O(3v20).  “alí: α(1v13); taldı: R(6r3), 

S(5r30); tal|þı: β(1r23|24b); talðe: Gr(6v3), illegabile: K; talddı: O(3v33). fau: α(1v2); fður: 

R(5v25); feð: Gr(6r25); foþo: β(1r10b); fð: K(7r23), four: S(5r22), fe: O(3v27) . fıou: α(1r1); 

fıoðu R(5v8), K(7r4); fıỏðo: Gr(6r3); fıoþo: β (1r11b); fıodu: S(5r6), O(3v15).  fıoum: α(1r2); 

fıoðum R (5v9), fıỏðom: Gr(6r4); omitted: β; fıỏðum: K(7r5); fodum: S(5r7), O (3v15|16).   

 
19 “0” in “fan0zt”means illegible character due to the condition of the parchment. 
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(1992, 121-122), “z” was the predominant notation for the middle voice after 1300, but some 

of the scribes frequently used “zt” and “st” in the second half of the 14th century (Kjartan G. 

Ottósson 1992, 112). The mediopassive ending “zt“ appears for the first time in the second half 

of 14th century, in a letter from 1363, in the forms “kaulluduzt” and “profuadizt” (Stefán 

Karlsson 1960,181 after Kjartan G. Ottósson 1992, 121-122). The “zt” ending was an usual 

notation for a few Icelandic scribes:  Króksfjarðarbók (3) - AM 122 a fol dated to 1350-1370; 

AM 194 8vo (2) dated to 1387, Þorskfirðinga saga preserved in AM 561 4to, dated to 1390-

1410; it is represented in around half of Örvar-Odds saga in AM 344 a 4to, dated to 1350-

1400; and is rather common in the AM 194 8vo (1). However, some other 14th century scribes 

used this notation to a limited extent, together with predominant “z” (Kjartan Ottosson 1992, 

122-123).  In the manuscript books from around 1400, the most common notation of 

mediopassive is still “z”, but “zt” takes over and becomes more common than “z” in the first 

quarter of the 15th century. Forms with “zt” were dominant around 1450 until around 1525, 

and slowly disappeared after 1575 (Kjartan G. Ottósson 1992, 123-124). 

The other manuscripts that preserved the corresponding text, represented in the Table 

20, suggest that the youngest orthography appears in α and AM 466 4to, Oddabók, dated to 

around 1460, with the spellings with “zt”, with the exception in Oddabók of “fanz” and of 

“retz” in α. The oldest orthography appears in GKS 2870 4to, Gráskinna, dated to around 

1300 and in AM 468 4to, Reykjabók, dated to around 1300-1325, where the “ſt” ending for 

2nd pers. sg. was preserved alongside the “z” ending. There is no data available from the 

corresponding text preserved in AM 162 B β fol. due to the condition of the fragment.20 

20. Mediopassive in manuscripts the contain corresponding text 

mss. date ONP berjask rézk bezt fanzt 

                                                 
20 beriazt: α(2r4, 2r11, 2r24); berıaz R(6r12, 6r17, 6r25), Gr(6v14, 6v19, 6v30), S(5v5, 5v9, 5v17), 

K(7v15,7v20); berıaz: K(8r3); berıazt: O(4r2, 4r5, 4r11). retz: α(2r5); reðz: R(6r13); rez: Gr(6v15), 

K(7v16), S(5v6); Ræzt: O(4r2). berzt: α(2r8); berſt: R(6r15); berſt: Gr(6v17); berz: K(7v18), S(5v7); 

berzt: O(4r4). fan0zt: α(2v25); fandz: R(6v14), lacuna: β, Gr; fanz: K(8r21); fanzt: S(3v33); fanz: 

O(4r25). 
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β – AM 162 B β c. 1300 illegible illegible illegible lacuna 

Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “berıaz” “rez” “berſt” lacuna 

R – AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 “berıaz” “reðz” “berſt” “fandz” 
K – AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “berıaz” “rez” “berz” “fanz” 
S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 “berıaz” “rez” “berz” “fanzt” 
α – AM 162 B α c. 1400-1500 “beriazt” “retz” “berzt” “fan0zt” 
O – AM 466 4to c. 1460 “berıazt” “Ræzt” “berzt” “fanz” 

 

6.3 The palatalization of g and k 

The complete list of words where the palatalization of g and k could have been recognized is 

given below:  

“rada giord” ráðagørð (1r24)  

“giorðu” gørðu (1v1) 

 “gıordı” gørði (2v5) 

“giorfer” gǫrvir (2r17)  

“geck” gekk (1r25)  

“kemr” kemr (1r14) 

“gengu” gengu (1v11) 

Of the seven instances of words where the palatalized g appears, four of them reflect the 

palatalization orthographically. The scribe denotes palatalization before ö - the final sound of 

the merger of ǫ and ø - “giorfer” gǫrvir (2r17), but he does not do so before e. This practice 

appears in the 14th century when palatalization is denoted orthographically before the vowels æ 

and ö (from ø) and occasionally e.  In the 15th century the palatalization appears more often 

and increasingly before e (Stefán Karlsson 2004, 45; Haraldur Bernharðsson 2013, 417).  

The other manuscripts that preserved corresponding text seem to be very conservative 

in the orthography, there are no signs of the palatalization of g and k, except one instance in 

AM 468 4to, Reykjabók, dated to around 1300-1325: gıo|vir: R(6r20|21). However it needs 

to be emphasised that in most of the manuscripts, the abbreviation mark “er” is used for the 

forms delivered from gøra.21 

                                                 
21 gıod α(1r24); gerð: R(5v23), Gr(6r20), β(1r8b), K(7r21); giou α(1v1); gerðu: R(5v24), K(7r22); 

gerðo: Gr(6r24), S(5r22); omitted: β; gerdu: O(3v27).   gıoı α(2v5); gerðí R(6r29), K(8r7); lacuna: Gr; 
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7. Abbreviations by the superscript letters. 

Fragment α contains examples of all types of abbreviations. There is no room for an analysis 

of all of them therefore, and so only abbreviations by superscript characters are discussed in 

this chapter because of their possible phonological value. Examples of particular types of 

abbreviations can be found in Appendix 3. 

Superscript characters appear in the fragment with high frequency. The most common 

function of superscript letters in the fragment is to substitute for letter combinations. When a 

superscript letter is a consonant (C), it usually stands for one of the combinations eC, iC, or 

aC. When it is vowel, it stands for that same vowel in combination with a consonant, as it is 

shown in Table 21 below.   

21. Superscript letters. 

r ı  d c n o t e a u 

44 36 21 8 8 8 7 2 2 2 1 

ar ið, il, ig  ur, r ed ik an or it re a  

 

u  

The most frequent superscript letters in the fragment  are “r”, “ı” and “”. The 

superscript “i” is often used to abbreviate words such as: “fyrir” (1r21), “eigi” (2v22), “uið” 

(1v1) and “til” (1r4), and it is also used once for the cluster ig in “eiga” (2r7). 

A superscript “r” stands exclusively for “ar”, as in “uar” (1v5), “ſínar” (1v13), and 

“sumar” (1v7), while the superscript “” is more ambiguous. The superscript “” stands for 

“ur” in the gen. sg. and dat. sig. of fem. noun dóttir “dottur” (1v13, 1v20), but for “r” in the 

forms “hunndrada” (1v14) and “ſprotin” (2v3). In all other instances abbreviation by a 

superscript “” appear in the word final position of words that fragment α did not preserved in 

their written-out forms. In the edition of the fragment α the superscript “” in the word final 

                                                                                                                                               

gerır: β(1v8b); omitted: S; gerdı O(4r14).  geck: α(1r25), Gr(6r23); gak: R(5v24); gecc: β(1r8b); gek: 

K(7r22); gekk: S(5r21); abbr: O(3v26). kemr: α(1r14), Gr(6r13), β(1r28a), K(7r14), S(5r14), O(3v21); 

kemr: R(5v16). gengu: α(1v11), O(3v32); gengu: R(6r2), K(7v4); gengo: Gr(6v2); gengo: β(1r21b); 

gıngo: S(5r29).  gíorfer: α(2r17); gıo|vir: R(6r20|21); gerfır: Gr(6v24); omitted: β; gervır K(7v24); 

geruır S(5v12), gerfer O(4r8).   
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position was expanded with “ur”, as in the forms “ueſtur” (1r1, 1r3, 1v3, 2r14, 2v10) or 

“ſtılltur” (1v5), basing on the fact that u – epenthesis already took place, at the time of writing 

(read more in chapter 5.7).  

A superscript “t” is used twice in the word final position: both times it was expanded 

as “it” since no example of the fricativization of t into ð had been identified throughout the 

fragment. A superscript “c” appears eight times in the personal pronoun “mik” and the 

adjective “mikit”/”mikill”. It was expanded as “ik” since there is no written-out forms that 

could suggest spellings with “c”. However, it is not impossible that the superscript “t” and “c” 

both stand for fricatives and that these become “fossilized” as abbreviations. 

A superscript “u” is used in the word “ueízlu ſuei|nar”(2r18|19) and it was expanded 

as “u”. Superscript “a” is used twice: once for an abbreviation of “manna” (2r10) and the 

other time in the word “ſkapí” (2v23), where it was expanded just as “a”. An uncertain form 

of “fíarh|eımtuní” (2r4|5) is discussed in the notes on the transcription. 

8. Date 

The date of the manuscript varies in many scholarly analyses. In the introduction to the Latin 

translation of the saga, Skúli Thorlacius stated that, according to Jón Johnsonius, all fragments 

of AM 162 B fol. are dated to the 14th century, based on the orthography and script (Nials 

saga 1809, XXIII).  

 However, another date is given in  Kålund´s Katalog, where AM 162 B α fol. is 

dated to the 15th century (Katalog 1889, 117-118). The same dating can be found in the 

edition of Njáls saga by Finnur Jónsson (1902, XLI), and the edition by Einar Ól. Sveinsson 

(1954, CLI), as well as in his book on the manuscript tradition of Njáls saga (Einar Ól. 

Sveinsson 1953, 11). In the Ordbog over det norrøne prosasprog (1989, 434) the given date is c. 

1400-1500. 

An earlier dating was given by Jón Þorkelsson (1889, 773), in his article Om 

håndskrifterne af Njála, where he suggested a date around 1320 for the fragment α. In the 

article, references to Jón Sigurðsson’s dating can be found: Jón Sigurðsson wanted to believe 
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that this fragment was from the 13th century (Jón Sigurðsson AM 394 fol 177r after Jón 

Þorkelsson 1889, 676).  

The dating below was established with reference to the palaeographic features 

described in chapter 4, the phonological changes described in chapter 5 and the orthographic 

features described in chapter 6. 

 Palaeographical analysis allows us to characterize the script as Cursiva Antiquior. 

Cursive script reached Iceland in the first half of the 14th century and it can be found in the 

charters as early as 1330, for example, in charter DI II nr, 397 from July 5, 1330 (Stefán 

Karlsson 1963a, 6; 1963b, 10; Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson 2004, 66-67; 2008, 91). Cursive 

appears in manuscript books dated to the end of 14th century, for example in AM 194 8vo 

dated to 1387 or the Flateyjarbók GKS 1005 fol. dated to 1387-1394 (Guðvarður Már 

Gunnlaugsson 2007, 66-69). Thanks to a consultation with Guðvarður Már Gunnlaugsson, it 

is possible to point out that the particular script type found in α seems to have more in 

common with 15th century cursive then with that of the 14th century. An interesting feature of 

α are the long ascenders in the top lines of each leaf-they closely resemble decorations of the 

charter DI IV nr. 581, dated to 1434, which was written also in Cursiva Antiquior. 

In linguistic analysis the rule of thumb has been that a absence of evidence of a 

change is less informative than direct or indirect (e.g. through inverse spellings) evidence of 

change. Therefore archaic spelling with “k” in the word final position, and without signs of 

fricativization is not the proof of an earlier date of the manuscript’s writing, but rather an 

example of conservative spellings that were possibly taken straight from the exemplar. The 

linguistic features that have been used to establish the manuscript date are listed in Table 21 

below. The main criteria taken under consideration are the completed long vowel merger, and 

the diphthongization of short e before ng, which both hint that the manuscript was written not 

earlier than the last quarter of the 14th century. 
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In orthographical analysis the same rule as with phonological change has been 

employed. Therefore, the features that were the most informative were the notations of the 

fricatives and the middle voice: both point to the date being after the year 1375. 

22. List of linguistics and orthographic features used for dating. 

Criterion AM 162 B α fol. Date 

Dental fricatives in 

non-final position 

“þ” used once in the 

internal position; 

66 instances of “d” but 

none of “ð”; the letter “ð” 

is not used at all. 

The letter “ð” gradually falls out of 

use in the course of the 14th century 

and is very rarely seen after 1400. 

The absence of “ð” could thus point 

to the 3rd quarter of the 14th 

century, but more likely to the 4th 

quarter or later. 

Orthographic form 

of the middle voice 

ending 

Predominantly “zt”, once 

“z” in  “retz”. 

The spelling “zt” appear sporadically 

in the first half of the 14th century, 

but gains ground in the second half 

and becomes the predominant 

spelling in the first quarter of the 

15th century. This spelling thus 

points to the late 14th century or 

later.  

Merger ǽ + ǿ > æ “æ” used exclusively to 

represent vowel resulting 

from the merger. 

Shortly after the merger various 

symbols were used to denote the 

resulting vowel, but later “æ” starts 

to dominate. It becomes the 

predominant form by 1400. This 

spelling thus points to the late 14th 

century or later. 

Derounding of y 

into i 

Not in evidence. x 

The 

diphthongization 

before gi 

In evidence. The orthographic representation of 

the diphthongization before gi is 

dated to the period after 1300. 

The 

diphthongization 

before ng/nk 

Only one form without 

signs of  diphthongization. 

The prevalence of diphthongal 

spellings suggests a date in the late 

14th century or later. 

Orthographic 

change “vo” for  

“vá” 

“vá” used once, but “vo” 

used 11 times. 

The high incidence of orthographic 

“vo” suggests a date in the 14th 

century or later. 
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The fricativization 

of word-final t 

Not in evidence. This is a very archaic feature that 

could be consistent with early 14th 

century orthography, but it appears 

alongside with the innovative 

features mentioned above.  

The fricativization 

of word-final k 

 “g” used 2 times – 

change already took place 

(16 with “k”). 

This pattern could be consistent 

with 14th century orthography. 

Diphthongization 

of é  

Not in evidence. This could be consistent with 14th 

century orthography. 

Vowel epenthesis Only one example: 

“fagut”. Reversed 

spelling: “faud”, scribe 

uses “” interchangeably 

with “r”. Superscript “” 

used in abbreviated forms 

“vestur” and “stilltur”. 

The u-insertion began in the last 

quarter of the 13th century when r 

appears between true consonants. In 

the second half of the 14th century, 

however, the epenthetic u can be 

found before r in the word final 

position preceded by the hard stops 

p, t, k. The evidence from α suggests 

a date in the second half of the 14th 

century.  

Consonant 

epenthesis 

Reversed spelling 

“kalldyrum”. 

The long consonants ll and nn, when 

following a long vowel or a 

diphthong, and rl and rn fell 

together in the pronunciation as tl 

and tn in the course of 14th century. 

Palatalization of g 

and k 

Orthographical 

representation of 

palatalization before ö 

from earlier ø, but no 

evidence before e. 

In the 14th century, palatalization is 

denoted orthographically before the 

vowels æ and ö (from ø) and 

occasionally e.  In the 15th century, 

palatalization appears more often 

and increasingly before e.  

 

Two manuscripts with established absolute date can be used for a comparative analysis 

with the orthography of α: AM 350 fol., Skarðsbók Jónsbókar, dated to 1363, and GKS 1005 

fol., Flateyjarbók, dated to 1387-1394. The orthography of Skarðsbók was described by Jón 

Helgason (1926), and the orthography of Flateyjarbók was analysed by Kolbrún Haraldsdóttir 

(2004). In Table 23 below, the particular changes that are described in both publications were 

compared with AM 162 α fol. to establish similarities in the orthography.  
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23. Comparison of orthography in alpha with AM 350 fol. and GKS 1005 fol. 

Criterion AM 162 B α fol., 

(1400-1500) 

AM 350 fol, 

(1363) 

GKS 1005 fol., 

(1387-1394) 

Merger ǽ + ǿ > æ + + + 

Derounding of y into i - + + 

The diphthongization before -gi + + + 

The diphthongization before ng/nk + - + 

Orthographic change “vo” for  

“vá” 

+ - + 

The fricativization of word-final t - + + 

The fricativization of word-final k + - + 

Diphthongization of é - (+) + 

Palatalization of g and k +  +   + 

Based on the comparison presented above in the Table 22 the orthography of α bears a 

closer resemblance to the orthography of GKS 1005, Flateyjarbók, dated to 1387-1394, than to 

that of Skarðsbók. The changes that are registered in the orthography of α and Flateyjarbók but 

not in Skarðsbók, are: the diphthongization before ng/nk, the orthographic change  of “vá” 

into “vo”, and the fricativization of word-final k. However, α has several features which are 

not seen in either of the other manuscripts: more archaic orthography in the case of the 

diphthongization of é,  the fricativization of word-final t, and the derounding of y into i. 

To sum up, the date of the writing of the manuscript, as based on the aforementioned 

criteria can hardly be any earlier than 1375. The orthography of α shows a mixture of 

innovative and archaic features, but the innovative features are bound to carry more weight 

than the archaic ones, as the latter could be attributed to the influence of the exemplar. There 

are no examples of language change or orthographical evidence that would limit the time of 

writing to only after the year 1400. However the orthography of α frequently parallels that of 

GKS 2868, Skafinskinna, dated to around 1350-1400 and AM 466 4to, Oddabók, dated to 

around 1460, sometimes showing more similarities to the younger one. This suggests that α 

may be placed between the two in a relative chronological order. 

 The extensive use of Cursiva Antiquior in manuscript books dated to the 15th century 

and the fact that the scribe of α uses “zt” and “z” to denote the middle voice, as well as the 

usage of “” not only after “o” and “d” but also following “b”, “g”, “u”, “y”, alongside with 
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the similarities in the orthography of Flateyjarbók (1387-1394) and analogies in decorations of 

ascenders in DI IV nr. 581 (1434), allows us to safely date the manuscript’s writing somewhere 

between the last decade of the 14th century and the first decades of the 15th century (1490-

1540).  

9. The transmission of the text 

Brennu-Njáls saga is preserved in over 60 manuscripts and fragments. Its complicated and 

interesting history of transmission is the subject of an aforementioned research project “The 

Variance of Njáls saga”. In this chapter an attempt to revise the position of fragment α in the 

existing stemmas is presented, proceeded by a presentation of the state of research on this 

topic.  

9.1 State of research on the transmission of Njáls saga 

The first scholar who classified the medieval manuscripts of Njáls saga was Hanns Schnorr von 

Carolsfeld, who presented the first stemma of this work (Lehmann and Schnorr von Carolsfeld 

1883, 146). As it is shown below in Image. 8, that reproduces Schnorr von Carolsfeld’s 

stemma, Hanns Schnorr von Carolsfeld did not include the fragments, as AM 162 B α, in his 

analysis. From the perspective of this research it is noteworthy that Hanns Schnorr von 

Carolsfeld puts AM 466 to, Oddabók in the same branch as AM 486 4to, Reykjabók, and AM 

133 fol., Kálfalækjarbók. However Oddabók is closer to the archetype than the other two, 

which were derived from a common ancestor – “ε”. GKS 2868, Skafinskinna and GKS 2870 

4to, Gráskinna are place in the other branch which was derived from a common ancestor - 

“δ”.  
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Img.  8. Stemma by Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld. 

 

The analysis of manuscripts of Njáls saga by Jón Þorkelsson results in another stemma 

that is presented below (Img. 9). In Jón Þorkelsson’s stemma the small letters represent 

manuscripts which no longer exist and which are supposed to be common ancestors for 

existing manuscripts. These existing manuscripts are represented with capital letters. Although 

fragments are not included in the stemma itself, Jón Þorkelsson did smake some important 

observations about these: 

Af det foran fremsatte om de mindre fragmenter kan man også udfinde deres plads i 

schemaet; de höre alle udelukkende til FB-klassen [Reykjabók–Kálfalækjarbók group], og 

de fleste ligge henholdsvis imellem D [AM 309 4to., Bæjarbók], B [Kálfalækjarbók] og F 

[Reykjabók] ( Jón Þorkelsson 1889, 783). 

Referring to α, he states: 

Cα [AM 162 B α fol.] synes at stå B [Kálfalækjarbók] nærmest, men I [Gráskinna] fjernest 

af de membraner, som kan sammenlignes med det; medens det har 83 læsemåder fælles 

med B, har det kun 41 læsemåder fælles med I, samt med fölgende håndskrifter omtrent 

fölgende antal: med F [Reykjabók]  80, med E [Oddabók] 70, med Cβ [AM 162 B β fol.] 

68, med G [Skafinskinna] 59 (Jón Þorkelsson 1889, 777). 

When referring to the fragment β of AM 162 B fol. he emphasised that this fragment is closely 

related to Reykjabók and Kálfalækjarbók, as well as to the fragment α of AM 162 B fol. (Jón 

Þorkelsson 1889, 778). 
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Img.  9. Stemma by Jón Þorkelsson. 

 

 

The stemmas by Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld and Jón Þorkelsson were revisited by 

Einar Ól Sveinsson (1951, 1953, 1954). He took under consideration all medieval fragments 

as well as more complete medieval manuscripts and organized them in a new stemma. Einar 

Ól. Sveinsson divided all the medieval manuscripts into two main branches derived from the 

common ancestors X and V. Since there are no manuscripts descending directly from V in 

this branch, two sub-classes were created: Y and Z, as presented in Image 10 below.  

Img.  10. Stemma by Einar Ól. Sveinsson 

 

Einar Ól Sveinsson confirmed what Jón Þorkelsson wrote about fragments α and β, 

stating that they definitely do not belong to class Z, because when they differ from Z they 

follow X. However they cannot be compared to any of the Y-class manuscripts, because non 
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of the manuscripts in Y class preserved corresponding to α and β text (Einar Ól. Sveinsson 

1953, 87). The stemma of class X is presented below in Image 11.  

Img.  11. Stemma by Einar Ól. Sveinsson, the X-class. 

 

Einar Ól. Sveinsson emphasises that α and β do belong to class X, but to some other 

textual branch than x3 –  the branch that Reykjabók (R1), Kálfalækjarbók (K1) and Oddabók 

(O1) are derived from. Because of the lack of other texts which would have contained 

corresponding text the precise establishment of this relationship is not possible (Einar Ól. 

Sveinsson 1953, 88). He sums up his observations: 

In chs. 1-19 the three manuscripts R [Reyjabók], K [Kálfalækjarbók] and O [Oddabók] 

represent x3. The two fragments β and α  belong to some other textual line within the X-

class, and PjII is closely akin with R (Einar Ól. Sveinsson 1953, 139). 

While discussing the position of AM 162 B β fol. Einar Ól. Sveinsson noticed some 

similarities between β and Z class of manuscripts, such as Gráskinna and Skafinskinna. 

He states: 

I should like to call attention to [...] the relation of β (and α) to RK [...]. β derives 

obviously from another manuscript than x3, it seems to treat the text more freely than 

RK, but on the other hand there are examples that show its wording to be closer to Z 

than RK (Einar Ól. Sveinsson 1953, 119). 

It is worth noting that unlike previous scholars Einar Ól. Sveinsson treated particular parts of 

the text preserved in discussed manuscripts separately in his stemma, giving them additional 

numbers. He suggested that R1, R3, K1 and O1 are all derived from the common ancestor X3, 

without any intermediate manuscript, but that O3, together with R2, R4, and K2 are direct 

descendants of X. Both Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld and Jón Þorkelsson placed entire text of 



  74  

Oddabók in a separate branch (Einar Ól. Sveinsson 1953, 86, 117, 119, 171; Njála 1954, CLII-

CLIII). 

Building on Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s (1953) observations Alaric Hall (2013) is the first 

scholar to actually put all the fragments into a graphic representation of the stemma, pointing 

out the similarities between the fragments belonging to AM 162 B fol, which where not 

included in Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s stemma. He introduced a nod “*” that is a common 

ancestor of the fragments alpha and beta and suggested that “*” is related to the fragments eta 

and iota, being delivered straight from x1. In Image. 12 below, part of the Hall’s stemma is 

presented. It is restricted to the area representing the branch X, that describes the relationship 

between α and other manuscripts within this branch. For a complete stemma and for more 

references see Hall (2013) and Zeevaert et. al (forthcoming). 
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Img.  12. Stemma by Alaric Hall, The X-class. 
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9.2 A new stemma 

All researchers mentioned above determined that fragment α of AM 162 B fol. shares a close 

relationship with AM 468 4to, Reykjabók and AM 133 fol., Kálfalækjarbók. This places it in 

the Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s X-class of Njáls saga manuscripts. Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s (1951, 

1953, 1954) analysis of the textual variation seems to be based mainly on the chapters not 

preserved in fragment α. His observations about the fragment α seem to be based largely on 

Jón Þorkelsson’s conclusions about the agreement between the different manuscripts. The 

limited discussion on AM 162 B α fol in earlier scholarship calls for a more detailed 

examination of the textual variation between α and the other Njáls saga manuscripts 

containing corresponding text.  

The aim of this subchapter is to revise the classification of the fragment α in the 

stemma using and computer-assisted methods. A new stemma of chapter 8 of Njáls saga was 

created for this purpose, using the software Pars and Draw Tree (Felsenstein version 3.69). 

Additionally, in order to verify the results achieved by computer analysis, an apparatus with a 

complete set of variant readings was prepared.   

The idea of preparing a computer-based stemma was inspired by one of the advanced 

group workshops offered during the 2013 Arnamagnæan Summer School in Manuscript Studies 

which coordinated by Alaric Hall. The aim of the workshop was to prepare a computer-

assisted stemma of all manuscripts containing Chapter 86 of Njáls saga. A description of the 

project and its results can be found in an article prepared by Ludger Zeevaert et. al. 

(forthcoming). According to O’Hara and Robinson (1993) the idea of computer assisted 

analysis of the text’s transmission was motivated by the observed similarities between 

stemmatics and biological systematics. Both disciplines share a common aim, namely to 

reconstruct a tree of descent based on the comparison of descendants which share a common 

ancestor. The historical survey of cladistic analysis with use of phylogenetic software and the 

main methodological problems have been described in a number of publications (O’Hara and 

Robinson 1993, 1996; Robinson 1997; Hall and Parsons 2013; Hall 2014).  
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The choice of chapter 8 of Njáls saga was dictated by contents of the fragment α and 

the fact that an effective analysis, based on certain variant readings, can be done only for the 

leaves 1v and 2r (read about the condition of the fragment in chapter 2). This limits the text 

to the lines 795 - 852 in Konráð Gíslason edition (1875). However, as will be discussed later in 

this chapter, an attempt to create a stemma for the entire chapter was also made. Texts which 

correspond to AM 162 B α fol, and are preserved in the following medieval parchment 

manuscripts were used for the analysis: 

24. Medieval manuscripts used for a textual comparison 

abbr. name shelf mark text 

R Reykjabók AM 468 4to complete 

K Kálfalækjarbók AM 133 fol. complete 

β  AM 162B β fol. lacuna from 918 

S Skafinskinna GKS 2868 4to complete 

O Oddabók AM 466 4to complete 

Gr Gráskinna GKS 2870 4to lacuna from 852 

 

Additionally, following the suggestion of Svanhildur Óskarsdóttir, two post-medieval paper 

manuscripts were used in this research in order to establish a relation between α and a 

Gullskinna-branch of manuscripts: AM 136 fol., dated around 1640, and AM 469 4to dated to 

around 1705. A lost medieval manuscript called Gullskinna is believed to be an ancestor of 

many post-medieval paper manuscripts that need to be examined for the purpose of achieving 

a complete overview of the transmission of the saga (Jón Þorkelsson 1889, Már Jónsson 1996, 

Zeevaert forthcoming). Both chosen manuscripts are believed to be a direct descendants of 

Gullskinna. To make it easier for references the letters “G” and “F” were assigned to these 

manuscripts. The letter “F” was assigned to AM 469 4to, Fagureyjarbók (Jón Þorkelsson 1889, 

737) and the letter “G” was assigned to AM 136 fol. which Árni Magnússon received from 

Sveinn Torfason from Gaulverjabær, and which, for the sake of convenience, will be referred 
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to here as Gaulverjabæjarbók (Jón Þorkelson 1889, 721-722). Text corresponding to α is 

preserved in both manuscripts:  

25. Manuscripts from a Gullskinna branch used for a textual comparison 

abbr. name shelf mark text 

G Gaulverjabæjarbók AM 136 fol. complete 

F Fagureyjarbók AM 469 4to complete 

 

Following Alaric’s Hall practice for this analysis, two main computer tools were 

employed: cladistic analysis and variant database analysis. For the cladistic analysis the 

aforementioned phylogenic softwares Pars and Draw Tree were used. In order to create a 

stemma based on textual variants all manuscripts were transcribed into a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet. Orthographic variants were considered in this research, therefore, the 

orthography was normalized by applying the same rules as were applied when normalizing the 

transcription of α (discussed in chapter 11).  

At first, a text which corresponds to each line of α was transcribed, starting with the 

line 1v1 of α, that is, in chapter 7 of Njáls saga. In lines where textual variants were 

recognized the text of a transcription was divided into smaller parts to make the variants more 

accurate. Take, for example, line 1v5: “er kona hans var i burtu ok var hann stiltr vel hann”. 

This was divided into columns H –J, as can be seen in Table 26 below. In column “H”, 

manuscripts α, R, K, O, Gr, and F share the same reading, but in column “J” manuscripts R, 

K, O, G, and F oppose α, which shares a reading only with β.  

26. Spread-sheet, columns H-K 
mss. H I J K 

AM 162 B α fol er kona hans var í brautu  ok var hann stilltr vel hann var heima öll þau misseri 

AM 162 B α fol 1 1 1 1 

AM 468 4to -Reykjabók er kona hans var í brautu  ok er þo vel stilltr  ok var  heima öll þau misseri 

AM 468 4to -Reykjabók 1 2 2 2 

AM 133 fol - Kálfalækjarbók er kona hans var í brautu  ok er þo vel stilltr ok var  heima öll þau misseri 

AM 133 fol - Kálfalækjarbók 1 2 2 2 

AM 466 4to - Oddabók er kona hans var í brautu ok var þo mjög stilltr ok var  heima öll þau misseri  

AM 466 4to - Oddabók 1 4 2 2 
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Gl. kgl. saml. 2870 -  Gráskinna   er kona hans var í brautu  ok var þo vel stilltr   var  heima öll þau misseri  

Gl. kgl. saml. 2870 -  Gráskinna   1 5 3 1 

Gl.kgl.sml 2868 4to - Skafinskinna er ga hans var í brautu  ok var þo vel stilltr var hann  heima öll þau misseri  

Gl.kgl.sml 2868 4to - Skafinskinna 2 5 4 3 

AM 162 B beta fol.  er hún var í brautu ok var þo vel stilltr hann var  heima öll þau misseri  

AM 162 B beta fol.  3 5 1 1 

AM 136 fol. - Gaulverjabæjarbók er kona hans var burt en var þo vel stilltr ok var  heima öll þau misseri 

AM 136 fol. - Gaulverjabæjarbók 4 5 2 2 

AM 469 4to - Fagureyjarbók er kona hans var í brautu ok er þo vel stilltr ok var  heima öll þau misseri  

AM 469 4to - Fagureyjarbók 1 2 2 2 

 

Sveral attempts to create a reliable stemma and establish relations between the 

manuscripts were made. There is no space here for an expansive discussion of the entire 

process, and so instead the two mains components of the research will be discussed. The first 

step was to use the software to generate the unrooted-stemma of the manuscripts which appear 

in Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s stemma. The transcription into the spreadsheet covered 

corresponding to α text from line 1v1 to 2v10. The number values were assigned to particular 

variants readings, in order to prepare data in a numerical form that software can process (Table 

23 above). In places where readings were illegible, or where a manuscript had a lacuna in the 

text which made it impossible to specify the correct variant, a question mark was used. The 

numerical data, from seven manuscripts (R, K, O, Gr, S, α, β) with 118 variants for each 

manuscript (118 columns in the spread-sheet) was first processed by the software programme 

Pars and. Then, the software programme Draw Tree was used to obtain a graphic 

representation of the Pars results. As a result an unrooted stemma was achieved, which is 

presented in the Image 13 below. 
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Img.  13. The unrooted stemma for manuscripts discussed by Einar Ól. Sveinsson  

 

It is clear in Image 13 that Reykjabók, Kálfalækjarbók and Oddabók appear close to each 

other on one branch, suggesting that there are close similarities among them. Gráskinna and 

Skafinskinna share a common ancestor, which creates the another branch. Also, both 

fragments from AM 162 B fol. share a common ancestor and α and β create the third 

independent group of manuscripts. The results achieved with the software correspond well 

with the Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s stemma, where early parts of Njáls saga, as preserved in 

Reykjabók (R1), Kálfalækjarbók (K1), and Oddabók (O1) all belong together to the X3 class 

(Img. 10), and Gráskinna (Gr), together with the early parts of the saga which are preserved in 

Skafinskinna (S1), belongs to class Z. At the same time the common ancestor of α and β 

suggested by Alaric Hall as a nod “*” has been confirmed (Img. 12).  

At this point, when the effectiveness of the software was confirmed against Einar Ól. 

Sveinsson’s stemma and the position of α was confirmed, the readings from Gullskinna-

branch: AM 469 4to, Fagureyjarbók and AM 136 fol., Gaulverjabæjarbók were added to the 

spreadsheet. The new data, drawn from nine manuscripts with 118 variants, was processed by 
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the programmes Pars and Draw Tree, in order to achieve the unrooted stemma presented 

below (Img. 14). 

Img.  14. The unrooted stemma including Gullskinna-branch manuscripts 

 

In this stemma Fagureyjarbók and Gaulverjabæjarbók are placed in a close proximity to the R, 

K, O group, and both share a common ancestor that could possibly be the lost medieval 

manuscript Gullskinna. What is important from the perspective of our research is that their 

readings did not influence the position of AM 162 B α fol. in the stemma: it still shows the 

closest similarity with the AM 162 B β fol.. 

In order to verify the results achieved during the computer-based analysis, and to 

examine the relationships among the manuscripts, the traditional interpretation method of 

textual variation was employed. Because of the orthographical comparison, that was presented 

in chapter 5 and 6, a new set of variant readings was prepared for chapter 8 of Njáls saga. The 

variants were recorded independently from the apparatus in the edition by Konráð Gíslason 

and the variants in the spread-sheet, which were used for a computer-assisted analysis. At this 

point the use of these linguistic variants instead of the normalized spreadsheet was dictated by 

the question of whether the manuscripts which belong to the same branch also share linguistic 

variants. 
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The readings that were counted were only these variant readings where one or more 

manuscripts stand against the others. This excluded reading where all manuscripts share the 

same variant. Therefore, the numbers given below are smaller than the ones presented by Jón 

Þorkelsson (1889, 777). The results of this comparison, as presented in the Table 24 below, 

showed that the highest degree of agreement in textual variants exists among fragment α and 

Kálfalækjarbók and Oddabók. Also, Reykjabók and Gaulverjabæjarbók show siginificant 

agreement with α. Fragment α agrees 24 times with fragment β of AM 162 B fol. and 22 times 

with Fagureyjarbók, but only 13 times with Skafinskinna and 11 times with Gráskinna. It is 

worth mentioning that 25 of the common readings between α and Gaulverjabæjarbók are also 

common readings with Reykjabók. That means that α joins G only once against R, specifically, 

in the reading: “ok gistu at lundi” α, β, and G;  “Höskuldr ok Hrútr gistu at lundi” R, K, F, 

Gr, S, and O. All common readings for α and Fagureyjarbók are also common readings with R, 

which means that α never joins F against Reykjabók. 

27. Textual agreement between alpha and other manuscripts containing corresponding text. 

mss.  agreement with  

AM 162 B α fol. 

K: Kálfalækjarbók, AM 133 fol.  28 

O: Oddabók – AM 466 4to  28 

R: Reykjabók, AM 468 4to  26 

G: Gaulverjabæjarbók, AM 136 fol. 26  

β:  AM 162B β fol. 24 

F: Fagureyjarbók, AM 469 4to 22 

S: Skafinskinna, GKS 2868 4to  13 

Gr: Gráskinna  - GKS 2870 11 

From the perspective of the research on the transmission of the text preserved in the fragment 

α, it is significant, that α has many unique readings and that it stands alone 32 times, against 

all the other manuscripts, as for example: 

• “er Hrúti vel farit” α; “er honum vel farit” R, K, O, F, G; “ok er honum farit 

vel”: S, Gr; illegible β.   

• “þvi at hann er” α; “hann er” R, K, O, β, F, G; “er” S, Gr.  

• “villdi” α; “mundi” R, K, O, F, G, S, Gr, illegible β.  

• “ok uoru menn” α; “ok hǫfðu menn” R, O, F,  Gr, S; “mikit og hǫfdu menn” 

K; “og verðu menn” G; omitted β. 
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• “ſveinar tveir” α; “en ſveinar tveir” R, K, F, G, Gr, S; “tveir ſveınar” O; 

illegible β. 

• “giorvir elldar” α; “giorvir  málelldar” R, β; “giorvir  langelldar”: K, O, Gr, S; 

“giorvir malelldar” F; “málelldar giorvir” G. 

• “riða menn nu heim af þingi” α; “ok siðan riða menn heim a þingi” R; “siðan 

riða menn heim af þingi” Gr, G; “ok siðan ridu menn heim af þingi” β; “ok 

ſiðan riða menn heim af þingi” K; “ok ſiðan riðu menn af þingi” O, F.  

 

The traditional apparatus clearly shows that text preserved in fragment α is much different 

than the text preserved in Reykjabók, Kálfalækjarbók, Oddabók, Gaulverjabæjarbók and 

Fagureyjarbók. At the same time, it shares more readings with this group of manuscripts than 

with Gráskinna and Skafinskinna.  

The relationship of fragment α with fragment β needs more attention, since both 

Alaric Hall’s stemma (Img. 12), and  the Pars’ stemmas (Img. 13 and 14) suggest that the 

fragments α and β are the descendants of a common ancestor. The textual variation shows that 

the reading of fragment α agrees with the reading of the fragment β 24 times. This 

calculations includes six examples where these two stand against all the other manuscripts and 

seven examples where readings of α and β join R, K, and O against Gr and S. 

Thanks to a comparison of the textual variation with the results obtained by Pars, and 

with the context of the Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s observations it is possible to establish the 

significant probability of fragment α’s position in the stemma. It seems to be clear that the 

texts of Njáls saga’s chapter 8 which are preserved in Reykjabók, Kálfalækjarbók, Oddabók, 

Gaulverjabæjarbók and Fagureyjarbók belong to one group, which Einar Ól. Sveinsson called x3 

and that they share a common ancestor with the fragments α and β. So all together, these 

manuscripts belong to the X-class of manuscripts of Njáls saga. On the other side Gáskinna 

and Skafinskinna stand together and correspond with Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s Z-class. Thanks to 

a consultation with Alaric Hall, it is possible to explain why there is no additional nod 

between the manuscripts belonging to the branch Z and x1 in the unrooted stemma: the 

software does not search for the archetype as the traditional stemmatology does. Rather, it 

examines the similarities between given material. Without additional readings that would be 
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much different from the variants used in the research, the software does not have a reason to 

add supplementary nods in the stemma.  

10. Earlier editions 

The text of AM 162 B alpha fol. has not been edited as a whole, but its readings were used in 

the apparatus of at least three critical editions of the saga, published in Havniæ in 1809, 

Copenhagen in 1875 and Reykjavík in 1954.  

The oldest edition that gives variant reading of α is the translation of Njáls saga into 

Latin, by Jón Jónssonius from 1809, under the title Nials saga. Historia Niali et filiorum, latinae 

reddita, com ajecta chronologia, variis textus islandici lectionibus, earumque crisi, nec non glosatio 

et indicee rerum ac locorum. References to AM 162 B fol. are given under an incorrect shelf 

number: AM 309 4to-the number of Bæjarbók. In this edition the shelf mark of Reykjabók is 

also incorrect: instead of 468, it is referred to as 298. The fragment α is mentioned as “fragm. 

membr. b” or “B”, matching the way that it is marked in the upper margin of leaf 2r. In this 

edition only some major textual variants can be found (Nials saga 1809, XXIII, Kålund 1889, 

s. 121; Jón Helgason 1962, XVII).  

The monumental critical edition of Njáls saga entitled Njála udgivet efter gamle 

håndskrifter 1 by Konráð Gíslason and Eiríkur Jónsson gives almost exhaustive list of textual 

variants of α among the other manuscripts (Njála 1875).  

To a significantly smaller extent the readings from the fragment α were used in the 

edition entitled Brennu-Njáls Saga in Íslenzk fornit series, volume XIII. The edition by Einar 

Ól. Sveinsson gives variants from α in particular only twice. The first one is as a variant of 

“langeldar K, O, Z; máleldar R, β; eldar: α” (p.29) and the second references to the omission 

“ok þvi – kǫlluð R, K, O; sl. α, β, S.”(p.29). Elsewhere, Einar Ól. Sveinsson references the 

group of manuscripts generally, using his X, Y, and Z divisions (Brennu-Njáls Saga 1954). 

11. This edition 

One of the aims of this thesis, as was stated in the introduction, was to prepare a text 

of a fragment α of AM 162 B for a publication in the Medieval Nordic Text Archive 
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(MENOTA). Therefore, the transcription was done electronically with the use of Extensible 

Mark-up Language (XML) for encoding, and the software Oxygen Editor running on an 

academic use licence. 

This edition of the text preserved in α, presented as an appendix to this thesis, was 

prepared on three levels of transcription - facsimile, diplomatic and normalized - prepared 

simultaneously in Oxygen Editor following the Guidelines for Electronic Text Encoding and 

Interchange which are available on the homepage of the Text Encoding Initiative (Driscoll 

2006). Particular levels of transcription are shown below in the example of the beginning of a 

line 9 on the verso side of leaf nr. 1 (Img. 15-19).  

 
Img.  16. Beginning of line 1v9 in a 

manuscript 

 

 
Img.  17. Beginning of line 1v9 in a 

transcription on a facsimile level 

 

 
Img.  18. Beginning of line 1v9 in a 

transcription on a diplomatic level 

  
Img.  15. Beginning of line 1v9 in XML-file 

 
Img.  19. Beginning of line 1v9 in a 

transcription on a normalized level 

 

 

The facsimile level is indeed a strict diplomatic transcription that preserves the text as close to 

the original as it is possible presenting the reader a text with a minimum of the editor’s 

arbitrary influence (Driscoll 2006, 2010). Therefore, on this level, all so-called “accidentals” 
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(Gregg 1950-51, 21) such as spelling, line breaks or punctuation are reproduced following the 

layout of the manuscript. Abbreviations are not expanded and are encoded according to the 

Guidelines for Electronic Text Encoding and Interchange and the guidelines given by Matthew 

Driscoll (2009). However, particular letterforms are reproduced referring to their general 

shapes, and not reflecting individual scribal practice. For example all “f” in the document are 

represented with entity the “&finsclose;” regardless of whether the loops are fully closed or 

seem to be slightly open (Table 26). The same rule applies to other characters, as some 

examples in Table 25 below will show. The punctuation marks are placed on the writing line, 

regardless of whether are slightly elevated in the manuscript they. Only ligatures such as “”, 

“æ” are represented as ligatures. Due to the cursive script type, other joined letters were 

divided into separate characters: as for example, the ligature of long “ſ” and “t” is not 

reproduced as the ligature “st” rather as the separate characters “ſt”. Lacunae in the text are 

given as such, represented by supplied the rows of zeros. Unclear readings are marked as 

underlined.  

28. The standardisation of palaeographic symbols on facsimile level of transcription. 

character form in manuscript xml entity form in 

transcription 

F 

  

&finsclose; 

 

D 
  

&drot; 

 

J 

  

&jnodot; 

 

The diplomatic transcription level reproduces the text in a more standardized form. 

The word spellings are preserved according to the scribe’s practice, but the letterforms are 

limited to basics-only letterforms that can carry some linguistic value, as for example “ſ” was 

reproduced in unchanged form. Others were standardized, for example  “&finsclose;” was 



  87  

replaced by regular “f”. Abbreviations are expanded and marked in italics. Because of the 

length of the fragment the expanded forms are based on the presumed value of the 

abbreviation rather than written-out forms of the same word. Word-division, punctuation and 

capitalization are reproduced as on facsimile level, but the line division is not retained. The 

lacunas in a text are represented as zeros, without any supplied text. On three occasions—

when a letter was unclear, but still seemed obvious to the editor—the letters were supplied in 

pointed brackets.  All unclear readings are marked as underlined. 

The normalized level gives a text in a fully standardized form following the “Classical 

Old Icelandic” spellings, this type of normalization dominates in the editions published in the 

Íslenzk fornit series. All abbreviations are expanded without marking them in any way, The 

punctuation was supplied following the edition by Einar Ól. Sveinsson The language changes 

and the variations in spelling were not preserved therefore the normalized level represents a 

version of the text which is easily accessible to even inexperienced readers of Old Icelandic. 

Gaps in the text on the normalized level were supplied with the text from the editions by 

Konráð Gíslason and Eiríkur Jónsson as well as the edition by Einar Ól. Sveinsson and marked 

with pointed brackets. However, when the lacunae were too big in the subjective opinion of 

the editor, they are reproduced as such: in practice with a row of zeros.  

12. Conclusions 

Such an in depth analysis of the fragment α of AM 162 B fol. has never been attempted 

before. This short fragment, which preserved text of Njáls saga, was examined using 

codicological, palaeographical and linguistic methods. The analysis was mainly aimed at 

establishing the date of the manuscript’s writing.  

The linguistic analysis highlighted the appearance of archaic forms in the fragment, 

such as lack of evidence for the fricativization of k and t in the word-final position, as well as a 

lack of evidence for the diphthongisation of é. These conservative spellings coexist with 

relatively young features such as diphthongization before ng and the orthographic change 
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from “vá” into “vo”. The orthography of the fragment lets us to date it to the period from the 

last quarter of the 14th century. 

The palaeographic analysis- which revealed the use of rounded “r” not only following 

“d” and “o”, but also “b”, “g” “u” and “y”, as well as a Cursiva Antiquior script type and the 

characteristic decorations on the long ascenders – suggest that the writing occurred between 

the late 14th century and the first half of the 15th century. Unfortunately it was not possible to 

identify the hand of the fragment in other manuscripts. But for further research it is worth 

taking under consideration that a scribal milieu could possibly be located in the north-west of 

Iceland. The provenance of the letter DI IV nr. 581, where very similar decorations on the 

long decorated ascenders were found, as well as diphthongal spellings appearing in the 

fragment α, such as discussed in chapter 5 form “reykja”, could be foundation for a further 

research.  

The transcription of the text preserved in the fragment α of AM 162 B fol. was 

prepared with use of XML-language and software Oxygen Editor and is presented on three 

leavels: facsimile, diplomatic and normalized. This representation of the text on three leavels 

allows the reader to choose what informations is interesting from the prespective of his own 

research, and to employ the data in a suitable way for further research. 

In addition, the size of a manuscript that α perhaps originally belonged to was 

estimated, based on the transcription of α and the edition of the text of Reykjabók (2003), The 

hypothetical manuscript (Xα) would count around 194,9 leaves, in 24 gatherings, and the 

fragment α would have been placed in the second quire (leaves 10r-11v). These calculations 

are clearly hypothetical, since we do not know how close the text of α would have followed 

that of Reykjabók. As it is shown in chapter 9, the text of α does not belong to the same 

branch of the manuscripts as Reykjabók, but creates, together with β, a separate group within 

the X-branch. However referring to the size of the manuscript, that is relatively small (204 

mm x 149 mm), the manuscript of Njáls saga (Xα), that α originally belonged to, would have 

to count around 190 leaves.  
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The text of the saga preserved in α was compared with readings from other medieval 

manuscripts that preserve corresponding text. Data was processed by the software programmes 

Pars and Draw Tree with the purpose of creating a unrooted stemma of examined material. As 

a result, the first stemma of chapter 8 of Njáls saga has been presented, including two 

manuscripts that are believed to be direct descendants of the lost medieval manuscript 

Gullskinna. The research here confirms the claim of Einar Ól Sveinsson, namely that a close 

relationship between fragment α and β of AM 162 B fol.. The research also confirms the 

complicated position of Oddabók in stemmas as presented by Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld and 

Jón Þorkelsson. For further research, an examination of the relationship between postmedieval 

manuscripts that preserved corresponding to α text is needed in order to  find out wheather 

there are some manuscripts that could be descendants of α which would contribute to the 

existing research on the transmission of Njáls saga. 
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Appendix A. Transcription of the text of AM 162 B α fol.  

A.1 Facsimile level 

 

1r ———————————————————————————————— 

1 ſe̅ bez[0] ſıþᷠ [000] h ̅�a ȷ ıoꝛꝺu ueſꞇᷣ  ſıgm 

u[000] [00] [00] [0] [00] h̅ lyꞇıa allꞇ eıꞇ ueſꞇan  

þ̅ [00 00 0] þ[00 0] ıoꝛꝺu ̅ueſꞇᷣ  ua ȷ burꞇ leıg̅ı  

4 ſ[000...000] þa [00] m̅ rıꝺa ꞇ þıngſ  all  eu  

[000...000] [000] [000] æꞇla ſkꞇ̅u ríſa ur reykıu  

[00] 000 000 000 000 mᷘ þer faurunauꞇa þína  

7 [000...000] ꞇ huılu þínar  

[000...000] þa ſkꞇ̅ nena uoꞇꞇ  

[000...000] ſeıgía ſkılıꞇ u h̅ lag 

10 [0000...000] aꞇ Alþíngíſ malı  

[000...000] laugu ̅ſlıka uoꞇꞇa ſkꞇ̅u haa yꝛ  

kallꝺyꝛu ̅ſıꝺᷠ rıꝺ þu ꜳ bꝛ00ꞇ  rıꝺ lax� ꝺalſ heíꝺı  

13  ſuo ꞇ hollꞇa uoꝛꝺu heıꝺ�  ríꝺ þ� ꞇ mı ̅þín mu̅  

leı[0]at ꞇ hruꞇa ıarꝺ� en̅ e þu ke̅r ꞇ mı̅ mu̅ ek 

[0] [00] malınu ſkꞇ̅u allꝺꝛeígí ſıꝺᷠ koa̅ hm̅ ȷ henꝺ̅ꝛ  

16 [00] [0]ıꝺꝛ nu heı ̅a þıngí  u� ʀ᷎ heı̅ koí̅n  agn�  

[000] h[0] ho̅ ꞇ[00] uel malı hſ̅ [0] u� u h̅ blıꝺ þ̅ra ſ 

[000...000] en̅ e u aꝺı ꞇok hu̅ ſoꞇꞇ  

19 [00] lagꝺ[00] [000...000] [0]eſꞇ ȷ íoꝛꝺu  baꝺ hı̅  

[000...000] þıngí bıo hu̅ ꝺ ſína  

a bꝛ[000] [00] oꝛ [000] aull[0] [000] hí̅ u�  ſagꞇ  reıꝺ a  
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22 [0000] [00000] [000000000] leıt[000] hena̅r  unꝺu  

ha̅ [000] [000] ꞇok [000] [000] [000000] ſıní̅  ſpurꝺí ha̅ huſ 

u hu̅ heꝺí m[0] aríꞇ raꝺa gıoꝛꝺ hſ̅ hugí heí  

25 ek a [00]ugꝺíꞇ ſa¡í hu̅ hu̅ geck eín̅ ꝺag ꞇíl  

1v ———————————————————————————————— 

1 laugberkſ  ſagꝺí ſkılíꞇ u .ʀ. þ̅ꞇꞇa gíoꝛꝺu m̅  

aꞇ nyum ꞇíꝺínꝺu ̅unr̅ oꝛ heı̅ mᷘ auꝺꝛ ſínu̅  

 ko̅ allꝺꝛeígí ueſꞇᷣ þangaꞇ ſıꝺᷠ  

4 RUTR kom heı̅  bꝛa mıok ȷ bꝛu̅  

e  kona hſ̅ u� ȷ bruꞇꞇu  u� h̅ ſtılltᷣ uel hn̅  

u� heıa̅ aull þau míſí  reꝺ u aunguᷠ man̅ um 

7 ſíꞇꞇ mal ana̅ꞇ ſum� epꞇ  reíꝺ .ʀ᷎. ꞇ þíngſ  .h.᷒ bꝛoꝺ   

hſ̅ mᷘ hm̅  ıolm̅ꞇu mıog. En̅ e h̅ u� komın ̅ꜳ al 

þíng ſpurꝺí h̅ aꞇ .ᴍᷣ. gıgía uı ꜳ þíngí hm̅ u� ſa 

10 gꞇ aꞇ h̅ u� þar æꞇlu¡u þ̅ m̅ aꞇ þ̅r munꝺu ꞇa 

la u̅ mal ſín en̅ þ̅ u� eckí eín ̅hun ꝺag e m̅ ge̅g 

u ꞇ laugbergſ nenꝺí .ᴍᷣ. ſ  uoꞇꞇa  leyſꞇí eſau 

13 k ꜳ henꝺ̅ꝛ .ʀ᷎. u̅ e mal ꝺoꞇꞇᷣ ſın̅�  talꝺí níutígí  

hunꝺ̅ᷣaꝺa leyſꞇí h̅ þa ꞇ gíallꝺa  uꞇ g¤ízlu  leꞇ  

uírꝺa .. m�ka uꞇlegꝺ h ̅leyſꞇí ȷíoꝛꝺug̅ſ ꝺom  

16 þ̅n ſe̅ ſaukín̅ attí ȷ aꞇ koma aꞇ laugu ̅lyſꞇı h̅  

lauglyſíng aꞇ heyꝛanꝺa hlíoꝺí aꞇ laugbgí en̅ e  

h̅ haꝺí þ̅ꞇꞇa mælꞇ ſu�aꝺí .ʀ.᷎ meír heıꞇ̅ þu þ̅ 

19 ꞇꞇa mal eꝺa ſæk  mᷘ íar ꜳ gírnꝺ kaí e ꞇ  

heyꝛ  ꝺoꞇꞇᷣ þína̅r en̅ mᷘ goꝺuílía  ꝺ¤íng ſkap  

enꝺ̅a mu̅ ek her laꞇa ſuoꝛ ȷmoꞇí koa̅ þ̅ꞇ þu  
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22 he  e eíꞇ ȷ henꝺı þ  þ̅ e ek   mᷘ. Mælí ek  

ſuo  aꞇ þ̅r ſe aller heyꝛanꝺí uoꞇꞇ� e hía eu  

aꞇ laugbergı aꞇ ek ſkoꝛa þ ᴍᷣ. ꜳ holm h   

2r ———————————————————————————————— 

1 a þíngínu  ſk̅ u lígía munꝺꝛın̅ allr   

þar legg ek u ana̅ꞇ e ıamm§ıt  e ſa hu ꞇ  

ueıggía eíꞇ e a auꝺꝝ ber en̅ e þu  

4 uıllt e beríazt u m§ þa ſkt̅u a allrí íᷣah 

eımꞇuí̅ þa þagnaꝺí .ᴍ.  reꞇz u̅ u uíní ſı  

na u̅ holmgaunguna hm̅ ſu�aꝺí ȷoꝛunꝺꝛ goꝺí  

7 e þarꞇu aꞇ ea raꝺ u oſſ u̅ þ̅ꞇꞇa mal þ̅ꞇþu 

maꞇꞇ þ̅ uíꞇa e þu beꝛzt u .ʀ᷎. aꞇ þu munt  

bæꝺí laꞇa lı©  eíꞇ e .ʀ.᷎ uel �íꞇ. þ̅ꞇ h̅ e  

10 m§ıll a ſíalu̅ ſer  mª ræknazꞇr þa kuaꝺ ᴍᷣ.  

þ̅ upp  aꞇ h̅ uıllꝺí e berıazꞇ u .ʀ᷎. nu u�ꝺ op m§íꞇ  

aꞇ laugbergí  ohlíoꝺ m§íꞇ  haꝺí .ᴍᷣ. ína me 

13 ſtu ſuíuírꝺíng rıꝺa m̅ nu heı̅ a þíngí þ̅r bb̅  

.h᷒. ʀ᷎. ríꝺu ueſꞇᷣ ꞇ reykı� ꝺalſ  gíſꞇu aꞇ lunꝺı  

þar bío þíoſꞇolr ſon bíarn� gullbera regn ha 

16 ꝺí uíꞇ m§íꞇ u̅ ꝺagín̅  u  m̅ oꝛꝺn uoꞇ míok u u  

þa gíoꝛ ellꝺ� ſaꞇ þíoſꞇólᷣ ȷ mıllu̅ þ̅ra bꝛæꝺ   

ſueıa̅r ꞇueír leku ꜳ golínu þ̅ u u ueízlu ſe­ı 

19 n� þ̅ u u ueızlu ſuín� þíoſꞇolſ mær eín lek hía  

þ̅m þ̅r u u malger míok  ouíꞇrer ana̅r mlı̅  

ek ſk̅ þ ᴍᷣ ua  ſꞇena þ a ko̅unní̅  ína̅  
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22 þ̅ ꞇ aꞇ þ a eckí ſoꝛꝺíꞇ ana̅r ſu�aꝺí ek ſk̅ þ .ʀ᷎  

ua rek ek þık a allrí ı�heıꞇ̅uí̅ e þu þoꝛ   

e aꞇ beríazꞇ u m§ þ̅ꞇꞇa mlu̅ þ̅r nauckru̅ ſín̅u̅  

2v ———————————————————————————————— 

1  g[000...000] hl[000...000] m[0]k[0]ll a heıa̅ m̅m þa reı 

ꝺꝺızꞇ h.᷒  lauſꞇ ſ[0000] mᷘ ſproꞇa þ̅n ſem .ᴍᷣ.  

ne̅ꝺ[000] en̅ ſpᷣoꞇı̅ ko ̅ȷ [00]l[000]  ſp[0000]   

4 .h.᷒ m. u ſueíní˙ uꞇu uꞇı  ꝺ�g [0]ck[0] ſpoꞇꞇ aꞇ oſſ  

.ʀ᷎. m. gack híngaꞇ ꞇ mın ſueın̅en ̅gıoꝛꝺı ſuo 

.ʀ᷎. ꝺꝛo [00]ngꝛ gull a h[0]nꝺ̅e ſ[00]  ga hm̅ [000...000]  

7 � ȷ bꝛ[00]ꞇ  leíꞇa a [000...000]  

ſıꝺᷠ [000...000] mlí̅ þín[00] ſ[0] ek [00] b[000]  

ꝺa. a þ̅ſu eck [000...000] h 

10 eıa̅n ueſꞇᷣ  e [000...000] m�ꝺ̅  

U e þaꞇ ꞇ m[000...000] hallg[00] uex [0]p [000...000]  

 e k[000...000]  m[000] uexꞇı  aguꝛꞇ [0] 

13 ríꞇ  ſuo m§ıꞇ aꞇ hn̅ maꞇꞇı heylía ſíg mᷘ hn̅ [000...000]  

rlynꝺ  eíngſau̅  ſkaphaurꝺ þíoſꞇolᷣ heꞇ o[0]ꞇ[00]  

ha̅r h̅ u� ſauꝺꝛ eyſkr aꞇ æ[00] h ̅u� ſꞇkr m[000...000] 

16 uel  [0]aꝺí m�gan ̅man ̅ꝺꝛep©  bæꞇꞇᷠ a[0]gu ̅[0]  

þ̅ u� mlꞇ̅ aꞇ h̅ uærí hal[0000] eıngı ſkapb[000...000] 

aꝺꝛ e nenꝺꝛ þoꝛuallꝺꝛ h ̅[000...000] oſ[000]ꝛſ h ̅bıo  

19 ꜳ me[0]alellꝺz ſꞇ[000...000] h̅ u� [000...000] 

aꞇꞇí ey[00] þær e bıarn ey[00] he[000] þæ[0] lıggía uꞇ [000] 

eíꝺa [0]rꝺí þaꝺ ᷠ haꝺ[0] h̅ [000]l [00] ſkreíꝺ ſ[00] h ̅þu 
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22 rꞇí þoꝛuallꝺꝛ u� m[000...000] ꞇeíſ  nauk[000]  

bꝛaꝺꝛ [0] ſkªpí þ̅ u� [000] hue[000] ſ[0]nı [00] þ̅r eꝺ[0]� [000] 

luꝺu [0] mᷘ ſer hu� þoꝛ[000...000] ꜳ leıꞇa u̅ kua 

25 nang en̅ þ̅ an[00]ꞇ ꜳ aꞇ [00]ꝛ[0000]ꝺí þoꞇꞇı [00] hu 

gı ullkoſꞇa oſuíᷣ [000...000] b[00]ía hallgꝺ � lang 
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A.2 Diplomatic level 

 
|| 1r || ſem bez[0] ſiþan [000] hann fara ȷ fiordu ueſtur ok ſigmu[000] [00] [00] [0] [00] hann 

flytia allt feit ueſtan þat [00] [00] [0] þ[00] [0] fiordum ueſtur ok uera ȷ burt leingi ſ[000...000] 

þa [00] menn rida til þings ok aller eru [000...000] [000] [000] ætla ſkaltu ríſa ur reykiu [00] 

[000] [000] [000] [000] med þer faurunauta þína [000...000] til huilu þínar [000...000] þa ſkalt 

nefna uott [000...000] ſeigía ſkilit uid hann lag[000...000] at Alþíngíſ mali [000...000] laugum 

ſlika uotta ſkaltu hafa fyrer kalldyrum ſıdan rıd þu ꜳ br[00]t ok rıꝺ laxar dalſ heidi ok ſuo til 

hollta uordu heidar ok ríd þar til mın þín mun lei[0]at til hruta fıardar enn er þu kemr til min 

mun ek [00] [00] malinu ſkaltu alldreígí ſidan koma honum ȷ henndr [00] [0]idr nu heim af 

þingí ok uar ʀutr heim komin ok fagnar [000] h[0] hun t[00] uel mali hanſ [0] uar uid hann 

blid þeira ſ[000...000] enn er uoradi tok hun ſott [00] lagd[00] [000...000] [0]eſtr ȷ fiordu ok 

bad henni [000...000] þingí bio hun ferd ſína a br[000] [00] for [000] aull[0] [000] henní uar 

fyrir ſagt ok reid a [0000] [00000] [000000000] leit[000] hennar ok fundu hana [00] [000] tok 

[000] [000] [000000] ſinní ok ſpurdi hana huerſ u hun hefdí med farít rada giord hanſ huergí 

hefí ek af [00]ugdít ſagdí hun hun geck eínn dag tíl || 1v || laugberkſ ok ſagdí ſkilít uid ʀut 

þetta gíordu menn at nyum tídíndum unnr for heim med faudr ſínum ok kom alldreigi ueſtur 

þangat ſidan  

[8. kafli] 

RUTR kom heim ok bra miok ȷ brun er kona hanſ uar ȷ bruttu ok uar hann ſtilltur uel hann 

uar heima aull þau míſerí ok red uid aunguan mann um ſítt mal annat ſumar epter reíd ʀutr til 

þingſ ok hǫskuldr broder hanſ med honum ok fiolmenntu miog. Enn er hann uar kominn ꜳ 

alþíng ſpurdí hann at ᴍordur gigía ueri ꜳ þíngí honum uar ſagt at hann uar þar ætludu þat 

menn at þeir mundu tala um mal ſín enn þat uar eckí eínn huern dag er menn gengu til 

laugbergſ nefndi ᴍordur ſer uotta ok leyſtí feſauk ꜳ henndr ʀuti um fe mal dottur ſinnar ok 

taldí niutigi hunndrada leyſtí hann þa til gíallda ok ut greízlu ok let uírda .. marka utlegd 

hann leyſtí ȷfíordungſ dom þann ſem ſaukínn attí ȷ at koma at laugum lyſti hann lauglyſíng at 
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heyranda hliodi at laugbergi enn er hann hafdí þetta mælt ſuaradí ʀutr meír heimter þu þetta 

mal eda ſæker med fíar ꜳ gírnd kappíer til heyrer dottur þínar enn med goduílía ok dreíng ſkap 

ennda mun ek her lata ſuor ȷmotí koma þuiat þu hefer eigi feít ȷ hendi þer þat er ek fer med. 

Mælí ek ſuo fyrir at þeir ſe aller heyrandí uottar er hía eru at laugbergi at ek ſkora þer ᴍordur 

ꜳ holm her || 2r || a þíngínu ok ſkal uid lígía mundrinn allr ok þar legg ek uid annat fe 

iammikit ok eigi ſa huortueiggía feít er af audrum ber enn ef þu uillt eigi beriazt uid mik þa 

ſkaltu af allrí fíraheimtunní þa þagnadi ᴍordur ok retz um uid uini ſina um  holmgaunguna 

honum ſuaradí ȷorundr godí eigi þarftu at eiga rad uid oſſ um þetta mal þvi at þu matt þat uíta 

ef þu berzt uid ʀut at þu munt bædí lata lifit ok feít er ʀuti uel farít. því at hann er mikill af 

ſíalfum ſer ok manna fræknaztr þa kuad ᴍordur þat upp at hann uilldí eigi beriazt uid ʀut nu 

uard op mikít at laugbergí ok ohlíod mikít ok hafdí ᴍordur ína me ſtu ſuíuírdíng rida menn nu 

heim af þíngí þeir brædr hoskuldr ʀutr rídu ueſtur til reykiar dalſ ok gíſtu at lundi þar bío 

þíoſtolfr ſon bíarnar gullbera regn hafdi uerit mikit um daginn ok uoru menn ordner uoter 

míok uoru þa gíorfer elldar ſat þíoſtólfr ȷ millum þeira brædra ſueinar tueir leku ꜳ golfinu þat 

uoru ueizlu ſeuinar þat uoru ueizlu ſuínar þíoſtolfſ mær ein lek hía þeim þeir uoru malger míok 

ok ouitrer annar malti ek ſkal þer ᴍordur uera ok ſtefna þer af konunni ok finna þat til at þ⟨u] 

faer eckí ſordít annar ſuaradí ek ſkal þer ʀutr uera rek ek þik af allrí fiarheimtunní ef þu þorer 

eigi at beríazt uid mik þetta mæltu þeir nauckrum ſínnum || 2v || ok g[000...000] 

hl[000...000] m[0]k[0]ll af heima monnum þa reiddizt hoskuldr ok lauſt ſ[0000] m ſprota þann 

ſem ᴍordur nefnd[000] enn ſprotinn kom ȷ [00]l[000] ok ſp[0000] fyrir hoskuldr mælti uid 

ſueininn uertu uti ok drag [0]ck[0] ſpott at oſſ ʀutr mælti gack híngat til min ſueinnenn giordi 

ſuo ʀutr dro [00]ngr gull af h[0]nnde ſ[00] ok gaf honum [000...000] far ȷ br[00]t ok leíta a 

[000...000] ſidan [000...000] mæltí þín[00] ek [00] b[000] dan af þeſſu feck [000...000] heiman 

ueſtur ok er [000...000] mardar  

[9. kafli]  

[N]U e[r] þat til m[000...000] hallger[00] uex [0]p [000...000] ok er k[000...000] ok m[000] 

uexti ok fagurt [0]rít ok ſuo mikit at hun matti heylía ſíg med hun [000...000] rlynd ok 
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feíngſaum ok ſkaphaurd þíoſtolfr het fo[0]t[00] hennar hann uar ſaudreyſkr at æ[00] hann uar 

ſterkr m[000...000] uel ok [0]afdí margann mann drepit ok bættan a[0]guan f[0] þat uar mælt at 

hann uærí hal[0000] eingi ſkapb[000...000] adr er nefndr þorualldr hann [000...000] oſ[000]rſ 

hann bio ꜳ me[0]alfelldz ſt[000...000] hann uar [000...000] attí ey[00] þær er biarn ey[00] 

he[000] þæ[0] liggía ut [000...000] eída f[0]rdí þadan hafd[0] hann [000]l [00] ſkreíd ſ[00] hann 

þurftí þorualldr uar m[000...000] teíſ ok nauk[000] bradr [0] ſkapi þat uar [000] hue[000] ſ[0]ni 

[00] þeir fed[0]ar [000...000]luꝺu [0] med ſer huar þor[000...000] ꜳ leita um kuanfang enn þat 

fan[00]t ꜳ at [00]r[000]di þotti [00] huergi fullkoſta oſuifr [000...000] b[00]ía hallgerdar lang  
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A.3 Normalized level 

“[...] sem bez[t]. Síðan [mun] hann fara í fjǫrðu vestr ok Sigmu[ndr] [með honum, ok mun] 

hann flytja allt féit vestan þat [er hann á] þ[ar] [í] fjǫrðum vestr ok vera í burt lengi sumars. 

[En] þá er menn ríða til þings ok allir eru [þaðan riðnir þeir sem ríða] ætla, skaltu rísa úr 

rekkju [ok kveðja menn til ferðar] með þér. Fǫrunauta þína [...] til hvílu þinnar [...] þá skalt 

nefna vátt [...] segja skilit við hann lag[...] at alþingis máli [...] lǫgum. Slíka vátta skaltu hafa 

fyrir karldyrum. Síðan ríð þú á br[au]t ok ríð Laxárdalsheiði ok svá til Holtavǫrðuheiðar, ok 

ríð þar til mín. Þín mun leitat til Hrútafjarðar, en er þú kemr til mín mun ek [sjá fyrir] málinu. 

Skaltú aldregi síðan koma honum í hendr.”  

[Hon] ríðr nú heim af þingi, ok v[ar] Hrútr heim kominn ok fagnar [vel] [henni]. Hon 

[tók] vel máli hans [ok] var við hann blíð. Þeira s[amfar][...]. En er váraði, tók hon sótt [ok] 

lag[ðisk] [...] [v]estr í fjǫrðu ok bað henni [...] þingi, bjó hon ferð sína a br[aut] [ok] fór [með] 

ǫllu [sem] henni var fyrir sagt ok reið á [þing síðan]. [Herðsmenn] lei[tuðu] hennar ok fundu 

hana [eigi]. [Mǫrðr] tók [vel við dóttur] sinni ok spurði hana, hversu hon hefði með farit 

ráðagørð hans. "Hvergi hefi ek af brugðit," [sagði] hon. Hon gekk einn dag til lǫgbergs ok 

sagði skilit við Hrút. Þetta gørðu menn at nýjum tíðendum. Unnr fór heim með fǫður sínum 

ok kom aldregi vestr þangat síðan.  

[8. kafli]  

Hrútr kom heim ok brá mjǫk í brún, er kona hans var í brottu, ok var hann stilltr vel. Hann 

var heima ǫll þau misseri ok réð við øngvan mann um sitt mál. Annat sumar eptir reið Hrútr 

til þings ok Hǫskuldr, bróðir hans, með honum ok fjǫlmenntu mjǫk. En er hann var kominn á 

alþing, spurði hann at Mǫrðr gígja væri á þingi. Honum var sagt, at hann var þar. Ætluðu þat 

menn, at þeir mundu tala um mál sín, en þat var ekki.  

Einn hvern dag, er menn gengu til lǫgbergs, nefndi Mǫrðr sér vátta ok lýsti fésǫk á 

hendr Hrúti um fémál dóttur sinnar ok talði níu tigi hundraða: lýsti hann þá til gjalda ok 

útgreizlu ok lét virða þriggja marka útlegð. Hann lýsti í fjórðungsdóm þann, sem sǫkin átti í at 

koma at lǫgum. Lýsti hann lǫglýsing at heyranda hljóði at lǫgbergi. En er hann hafði þetta 
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mælt, svaraði Hrútr: "Meir heimtir þú þetta mál eða sœkir með fjár ágirnd [ok] kappi er til 

heyrir dóttur þinnar en með góðvilja ok drengskap, enda mun ek hér láta svǫr í móti koma, 

því at þú hefir eigi féit í hendi þér, þat er ek fer með. Mæli ek svá fyrir, at þeir sé allir heyrandi 

váttar, er hjá eru at lǫgbergi, at ek skora þér, Mǫrðr, á hólm hér á þinginu, ok skal við liggja 

mundrinn allr, ok þar legg ek við annat fé jafnmikit, ok eigi sá hvártveggja féit, er af ǫðrum 

berr, en ef þú villt eigi berjask við mik, þá skaltu af allri fjárheimtunni." Þá þagnaði Mǫrðr ok 

rézk um við vini sína um hólmgǫnguna. Honum svaraði Jǫrundr goði: "Eigi þarftu at eiga ráð 

við oss um þetta mál, því at þú mátt þat vita, ef þú bersk við Hrút, at þú munt bæði láta lífit 

ok féit; er Hrúti vel farit; því at hann er mikill af sjálfum sér ok manna frœknastr." Þá kvað 

Mǫrðr þat upp, at hann vildi eigi berjask við Hrút. Nú varð óp mikit at lǫgbergi ok óhljóð 

mikit ok hafði Mǫrðr ina mestu svívirðing.  

Ríða menn nú heim af þingi. Þeir brœðr Hǫskuldr [ok] Hrútr riðu vestr til Reykjardals 

ok gistu at Lundi. Þar bjó Þjóstólfr, son Bjarnar gullbera. Regn hafði verit mikit um daginn, 

ok váru menn orðnir vátir mjǫk; váru þá gǫrvir eldar. Sat Þjóstólfr í millum þeira brœðra. 

Sveinar tveir léku á gólfinu; þat váru veizlusveinar; þat váru veizlusveinar Þjóstólfs. Mær ein 

lék hjá þeim. Þeir váru málgir mjǫk ok óvitrir. Annar mælti: "Ek skal þér Mǫrðr vera ok stefna 

þér af konunni ok finna þat til at þú fáir ekki sorðit." Annar svaraði: "Ek skal þér Hrútr vera. 

Rek ek þik af allri fjárheimtunni, ef þú þorir eigi at berjask við mik." Þetta mæltu þeir 

nǫkkurum sinnum ok g[...] hl[...] mikill af heimamǫnnum. Þá reiddi[sk] Hǫskuldr ok laust 

s[veininn] m[eð] sprota, þann sem Mǫrðr nefn[disk] en sprotinn kom í [andlitit] ok sp[rakk] 

[fyrir]. Hǫskuldr mælti við sveininn: "Vertú úti ok [drag] [ekki] spott at oss." Hrútr mælti: 

"Gakk hingat til mín." Sveinninn gørði svá. Hrútr dró fingr gull af hendi s[ér] ok gaf honum 

[ok mælti]: "Far í braut ok leita á [...] síðan." [Sveinninn fór í braut ok mælti]: "Þin[um] 

[drengskap skal] ek [við bregða æ] síðan." Af þessu fekk [Hrútr gott orð]. [Síðan fóru þeir] 

heiman vestr ok er [nú lokit þætti þeirra] Marðar.  
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[9. kafli]  

[N]ú er þat til m[áls] [at taka at] Hallgerðr vex [up]p [dóttir Hǫskulds], ok er k[venna] [fríðust] 

[sýn]um ok mikil vexti, ok fagrt hárit ok svá mikit, at hon mátti h[ylja] sik með. Hon [var] 

[ǫ]rlynd ok fengsǫm ok skaphǫrð. Þjóstólfr hét fóstri hennar; hann var suðreyskr at [ætt]. 

Hann var sterkr m[aðr] [ok vígr] vel ok [h]afði margan m[ann] [d]repit ok bœttan øngvan fé. 

Þat var mælt, at hann væri Hal[lgerði] engi skap[bœtir].  

[M]aðr er nefndr Þorvaldr; hann [var] [son] Ós[víf]rs. Hann bjó á Meðalfells st[rǫnd]. 

Hann var [...] átti eyjar þær, er Bjarn eyjar heita; þær liggja út [...] Breiða firði; þaðan hafði 

hann [mjǫl] [ok] skreið [sem] [hann] þurfti. Þorvaldr var m[aðr] [knár] [ok] [kur]teiss, ok 

nǫkkut bráðr [í] skapi. Þat var [einu] hverju sinni, [at] þeir feðgar [tǫ]luðu [um] með sér, hvar 

Þor[valdr] [myndi] á leita um kvánfang, en þat fannsk á, at [Þorvaldi] þótti [sér] hvergi 

fullkosta. Ósvífr [mælti]: "[Vill þú] b[ið]ja Hallgerðar lang[brókar][...]?”  
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Appendix B. Notes on the transcription 

All forms that appear as underlined in the transcriptions on diplomatic and facsimile level 

were either unclear or readings were problematic. Especially recto side of leaf nr. 1 and verso 

side of leaf nr. 2 delivers many problematic readings due to the condition of parchment. 

Illegible readings are marked in a transcription on facs and dipl level with [0], and supplied 

text based on Einar Ól. Sveinsson’s and Konráð Gislason’s edition is provided on norm level, 

in square brackets. Not all of these examples are described below, giving priority to the ones 

with linguistic value. 

The forms abbreviated with superscript character “” were expanded as “ur” on the diplomatic 

level, but on the same level the character “” written on-line, was represented as “r”. The 

abbreviation of word fyrir was expanded as “fyrer” where abbreviated with the superscript 

“er”-curl, but as “fyrir”, when abbreviated with the superscript “i”.  

“bezt” (1r1)  “z” is unclear and “t” was supplied on normalized level. 

“ſıþan” (1r1)  “þ” is unclear, but probably was used in the top line in purpose to add 

decorations on the ascender, elswhere spelling “ſiſan” appears. In a transciption on facs 

and dipl levels “þ” appears, on normalized “ð”.  

“hann” (1r1) an abbreviation bar on “h” is unclear, it is expanded as hann on dipl level. 

“fara” (1r1) superscript “r” is unclear. 

“ȷ” (1r1) appears on facs and dipl level, but on norm it apears as “í” since it stands for this 

preposition. 

“uera” (1r3) the abbreviation mark looks more like a superscript “c” than “er” abbreviation, 

basing on the usual shape of “er” abbreviation it is also possible that part of the “er” 

abbreviation was damaged and is illegible now. 

“aller” (1r4) “er” – abbreviation mark was expanded as “er” basing on the written out form 

“aller” (1v23). 

“til” (1r13) superscript “ı” is barley visible and it seems to join the descended curve of “x” 

from the line above. 
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“uar” (1r16) superscript “r” is barely visible 

“laugberks” (1v1) lǫgbergs seems to be spelled with “k” to allow scribe adding decorated 

ascender in the top line.  

“hann” (1v5) abbreviation looks exactly the same as abbreviation for “hún” it is contraction 

with written out “h” and “n” with abbreviation bar above.  

“ætludu” (1v10) – scribal error “g” corrected into “ſ”. 

“fírah|eımtunní” (2r4|5) – superscript character that appears between “í” and “a” is 

problematic. It shapes seems to be “ſ” superscript, overlapping accent mark of “í”. The 

expansion is problematic, if the abbreviation mark was over a it could be expanded as 

“r” in “hundrada” (1v13) or as “ur” in “dottur” (1v13). But with this position it can 

be interpreted as a scribal error for fjárheimtunni. Especially because there is another 

form “fıarheımtunní” (2r23) abbreviated with superscript “r”. 

 “þat váru veizlusveinar”  (2r18-19) dittography, with scribal error in second appearance of 

sveinar “ſuínar”. 

“þ” (2r22) scribal error, supplied “u” on dipl and norm level 

“e” (2v11) scribal error, supplied “r” on dipl and norm level 

“heylía” (2v13) hylja, this reading is unclear since cluster “ey” does not look like usual. 

“ſaudeyſkr” (2v15) – the curved bar above the “a” can mean that scribe indicated this way 

error.  

“ſkapi” (2v23) superscript “a” seems to stand for single character, what is rather unusual.  
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Appendix c. The alphabet of alpha 

Phono-

grapheme 

Graph-

type 

Graph –

type 

variant 

Graph 

/a/ /a/ 
a 

 

/á/ // 
 

 

/b/ /b/ 
b 

 

d1 
 

/d/ /d/ 

d2 
 

/e/ /e/ 
e 

 

f1 
   

/f/ /f/ 

f2 
 

g1 

 

/g/ /g/ 

g2 
 

h1 
 

/h/ /h/ 

h2 
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i1    

/i/ /i/ 

i2 
 

j1 

 

j2 

 

 /j/ 

j3 

 
/k/ 

k 
 

/k/ 

/c/ 
c 

 

/l/ /l/ 
l 

   

/m/ 
m  

M1 
 

/m/ 

/M/ 

M2 

 
/n/ /n/ 

n 
 

/o/ /o/ 
o 

 

/p/ /p/ 
p1 
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p2 
 

/r/ 
r 

  

// 
  

R1 
 

/r/ 

/R/ 

R2 
 

ſ1 
 

/s/ /ſ/ 

ſ2 

 

/t/ /t/ 
t1 

  

/u/ /u/ 
u 

 

/x/ /x/ 
x 

  

y1 
  

/y/ /y/ 

y2  

/þ/ /þ/ 
þ 

 
/æ/ /æ/ 

æ 
 



  114  

z1   

/z/ /z/ 

z2 
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Appendix D. Types of the abbreviations of alpha 

D.1 Abbreviations with a lexical reference 

Suspensions Contractions 
Brevigraphs with lexical 

reference 

Example of 

abbreviation 
Expansion 

Example of 

abbreviation 
Expansion 

Example of 

abbreviation 
Expansion 

 
hann 

 

hanſ 
 

ok 

 

þat 

 

mæltu   

 

ſkal 

 

þeir   

 
brœður 

 
uoru   

 
eigi 

 
uar   

 

fyrir 
 

með   

 
við 

 
mik   

 
til 

 
manna   

 
menn 

 

ſkaltu   

 
Mordr     

 
Rutr     
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D.2 Abbreviations with a specific graphemic reference 

Superscript signs Superscript letters Linear brevigraphs 
Example of 

abbreviation 
Expansion 

Example of 

abbreviation 
Expansion 

Example of 

abbreviation 
Expansion 

 
kom 

 
dreíng ſkap 

 

audrum 

 
brædra 

 

huort   

 

hǫskuldur 
 

ıammıkıt   

 
er 

 
ſıdan   

 
verít 

 

lıfit   

 
unnr 

 
marka   

  
 

dottur   

  
 

hunndrada   

 

  


