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ABSTRACT

This thesis is based on research that was conducted on fragment o of AM 162 B fol., which
preserves Njdls 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 a and other manuscripts that preserve text which
corresponds to that of a. With the use of the software programmes Pars and Draw Tree, the
first unrooted-stemma of chapter 8 of Njdls 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 Arni Magntsson in the 17" century, and these manuscripts
present unique opportunities for contemporary researchers. According to Mar Jénsson (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 (Gudvardur Méar Gunnlaugsson 2005, 249; Mar Jénsson 2012, 13). This
thesis is based on an examination of one of these fragmentary manuscripts, specifically
fragment a of AM 162 B fol. The author selected this particular manuscript in hopes of
contributing to a research project entitled The Variance of Njdls saga which is currently
underway at the Arni Magntsson Institute for Icelandic Studies (Svanhildur Oskarsdéttir et.
al. 2012, 62-63).

Manuscript AM 162 B a fol., preserved in the collection owned by the Arni
Magnusson 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 o in the existing
editions of Njals 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 @, where particular graphs

appearing in the manuscript have been collected.



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 Gudvardur Mar 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), Stefin Karlsson (1978,
2002, 2004), and Haraldur Bernhardsson (2013). Comparative analysis was employed in these
chapters to show the similarities and differences between the text of a 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 a 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



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 Arni Magntsson 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 Kalund attached a slip
to o which read “AM 162 B a 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 Njidls saga. I er 56 blade.”

AM 162 B a fol., as all manuscripts from the AM collection, was previously stored in
Copenhagen, and on July 18, 1973, it was transferred to the Arni Magnusson Institute for
Icelandic Studies in Reykjavik. 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 a 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 a 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.

i ‘_f‘_ — e — - A i —

R part [
part ¥ Y i part V1

part T part IV

|
|
\ part VIT
| |
2(3) [ B 32}
Iy 2 |
Img. 2. Bifolio after folding.
part V part VI
v 2r

part VII

part ITT

1Ir art IV
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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 a 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 Hritr is consistently spelled in the fragment
“Rutr” 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 o 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 a 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 pat p2” or “a pat pR” appear. The descender of the first “p” 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 “a) Nials s. ¢. 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 17, but “1” is crossed
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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 o fol. could have belonged to, a word count of the corresponding normalized text of
Reykjab6k was used (Njdls saga, 2003). The preserved text in fragment a corresponds to 5.497
characters with spaces in Reykjabdk, which gives 1.374,25 characters with spaces per page of a.
The full text of Reykjabok contains 535.911 characters with spaces. If o used to belong to a
manuscript (Xa) whose text corresponded to that of the Reykjabdk, 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 Xa followed this
trend, it would be a manuscript of 24 gatherings.

To establish the position of the fragment a in the hypothetical manuscript Xa, one
needs to calculate how many characters would have been counted in the lacunae (from the
beginning of the saga to the beginning of a). Based again on the text of Reykjabdk, 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
o would be placed in the second quire, or leaves 12r-13v, with the assumption that four bifolia
create one quire (I quire: 148, 2+7, 346, 4+5; II quire: 9+16, 10415, 11+14, 12+13). The
text of Njdls saga would then have had begun on leaf 3v and continued throughout next 17
pages (3v, 4r, 4v, 51, 5v, 61, 6v, 7r, 7v, 8r, 8v, 9r, 9v, 10r, 10v, 11r, 11v), to reach the text of
a on the leaf 12r. But if the first quire contained three conjoint leaves instead of four (I quire:
146, 2+4, 3+4; 1I quire: 7+14, 8+13, 9+12, 10+11), then the fragment o 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 Njdls saga starts on 1v.

Of course, these calculations are clearly hypothetical, since we do not know how
close the text of a would have followed that of Reykjabdk. As it is shown in chapter 9, the text
of a does not belong to the same branch of the manuscripts as Reykjabok, but creates, together
with B, a separate group within the X-branch.

Img. 3. Position of fragment a in hypothetical quires of Xa.

I o r—
. [y
| | I

11v (a2v)

I I I | 11r (o2r)
Ir | v I I |
2r I2v | |

10r §10v
(alr) lalv)

Quuire 1 Quuire 2

3. Contents of the manuscript

The AM 162 B a fol. contains Brennu-Njdls saga, one of the longest and most popular sagas
about early Icelanders - Islendingaségur. The manuscript comes from a set of fragments
collected under the common shelf number of AM 162 B, for which Arni Magntsson provided
rather sparse notes: “Ur Nials Ségu fragment lited. 4to. Sandsynligvis et af fragmenterne 162
B alpha-kappa” (Arne Magnussons handskriftfortegnelser 1909, 28). However, the fragment
itself is marked with notes explaining its contents. In the lower margin of 1r, there is a note
reading: “a) Nials s. ¢.7-9” and in the lower margin of 2r another note reads “(Nials s c. 8-9)”

but these postdate Arni Magntisson’s times.
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This bifolio must have been the innermost bifolium in the gathering, because the
text preserved on lv and 2r of the fragment is continuous. Using the Njdls saga edition by
Konrdd Gislason (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 Konrdd Gislason’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 Njdls saga are given in Table 1: the text from Konrad’s 1875 edition,
the Islenzk fornit edition by Einar Ol. Sveinsson (1954), and the edition of the Reykjabdk text
of Njdls 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
g s | 2
SEZza|s Tk 824
Folio Incipit Explicit SlaeasgS|a” Bla«e ¢ g
O R BB I NS
9) R &5 )
By o|EETE T2
o * O] ©
1r1-1r25 | “fem bezt” “einn dag til” 7 7:65-7:95 | 257-26' | 17°'-18%
lvl-1v3 “laugberg( ok [agdi” | “pangat (idan” 7 7:95-7:98 | 26'"-26" | 18%° - 18*
1v4-1v24 | “Rutr kom heim” “4 holm her” 8 8:1-8:24 | 26"-27" | 18- 19°
2r1-2r24 “a pinginu” “nauckrum (innum ” | 8 8:24-8:52 | 27"-29° | 19°-19"
2v1-2v11l | “ok g000...” “mardar” 8 8:52-8:63 | 29°-29'° | 19*°-20*
2v11-2v25 | “u er pat til” “halgerdar lang” 9 9:1-9:20 | 29Y7-30" | 20°- 20"

4. Palaeographical features

The aim of this chapter is to describe the characteristic palacographic 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 (¢.1300-1550), New Gothic script (1550-1880), and
Latin script (from c. 1880 onwards). Gudvardur Mar 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 (12" cent.), and continuing with
Protogothic, Gothic Textualis, and Gothic cursive etc. up to Humanist Script (19" 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 « fol. seems to be written in a subtype of Gothic Cursive called
Cursiva Antiquior (Ice. arléttiskrift), 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”, 1”7, and “p”; “[” descending below the baseline, and a
predominant two-lobe insular “f” (Derolez 2003, 130-134; Haraldur Bernhardsson 2013, 418;
Verri 2011, 235-236).

Derolez (2003, 133) mentions that these characteristics seem to have been the main
features of 13" century documentary scripts, and also the earliest cursive book scripts from

14™ century Scandinavia. According to Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson (2004, 66-67), cursive
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script reached Iceland in the first half of the 14" century. Books in the vernacular were written
in Cursiva Antiquior from the 14" century up until the 16™ century (Gudvardur Mar
Gunnlaugsson 2008, 91).

The formal version of Cursiva Antiquior, which seemes to be the script of the AM 162
B a 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
“dldre gotisk bokskrift” from Flateyjarbok (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 “[” 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 Gudvardur Mar
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 Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson himself (2007, 88) when he simply classifies this manuscript
under the term “arléttiskrift.” It seems that the script of AM 556 A 4to is very similar to the
type recognized in AM 162 B a 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 o 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
Martensson (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; Stefan Karlsson 2002, 836; Gudvardur

Mar Gunnlaugsson 2005, 260).

“al” “lata”

4.2.2 Lettel’s “b”’ “h”’ “k”, “l”, and “b”

Another distinctive feature of a medieval cursive script type are the looped “b”, “h”, ”k”, ”1”
and “p”, that have been identified in the hand of a.

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 a, 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 “h;” (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 “h;” (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 “h,”
(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

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

“h1” “hy” “h3”

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 “1” 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 “1,” (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 “1” 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 “1” to the shaft of which a figure 2 -like stroke has been added”
(Derolez 2003, 148). The ascender loop of “k,” 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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“12” “bl” c‘lek”

4.2.3 The letter “p”

The letter “p” can be studied together with letters “b”, “h”, “k”, “1”, in the context of
the construction of the looped ascenders, and also alongside the letter “[” 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 “p,” (figure 12), the left-hand stroke is clearly the “fat” stroke that Derolez (2003, 145-
146) discusses in the context of “[” and “f”. The 2-shaped form is attached to the shaft, as in
the form of “k,” (figure 7), and the loop on the ascender is achieved with another movement
of the pen, as in “b”, “k”, “1” 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 “p,” (figure 13). At the
very least, this forms seems to be predominant throughout the fragment, as in the word “pa”

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

P b P’ “pu
w' ¥
= o
12 13 14 15

4.2.4 The letter “1”

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

“rounded s” in the fragment a. As is shown in the images 16-20 below, the letter “[”
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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 Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson (2005, 261),
“[” figures that descended below the line appear in some hands starting in the mid-13"
century, but in the 14™ century, this variation became dominant.

The ductus of the “tall s” varies throughout the fragment. The “[,” represents the
letterform possibly achieved with one stroke (figure 16), while the ductus of “[,” (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 “fuaradi” (figure 20). The “(;” (figure 18) form delivers an example of the “fat”
stroke that originates from the downward and upward ductus of “{” (Derolez 2003, 145-146).
This feature shows similarities to the “fat strokes” that have also been recognized also in the
forms of “p” (figure 12). It is also clearly visible in the word “fin” (figure 22). In some
letterforms, the “fat stroke” seems not to have been achieved with a double stroke. Rather, it
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was formed as an intentional imitation of this form, as in “[,” (figure 19), where a shorter

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

“n” “” “[3” “ls” “luarad1” “fkalttu” “{in”
— ¢ ~
pd € Pox By
-
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 “f;” (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 Bernhardsson 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 “f;” (figure 23). It is also possible that both lobes in forms like
“f,” (figure 24) were created with one movement of the hand, in similar way as the “2”-shape
attached to the main stroke of “k,” (figure 7). The forms of “f” in a 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.

“fy” “fy” “fy” “freeknaztr”
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4.2.7 The letter “d”

The letter “d” has the uncial or round form, “90”, 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 14™ century onwards.

In a, 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, “d,” (figure 27),
consists of a stroke and a bow, presumably written with two movements of the pen. A second
type, “d,” (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 “d,”, but with the top of the ascender being
slightly curved to the right. There seems to also be a third type, “d;” (figure 29), where the
ascender ends in a right turn, as in “d,”, 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

24



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 a 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 “d;” is probably a
variation of “d,”, 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 “d,” (figure 30), that seems to represent a one move ductus.

“dy” “dy” “ds” “dy”
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4.2.8 The letter “g”
The letter “g” in a appears in the form of the “Riicken-g” (Derolez 2003, 88). The

dominating form “g,”, 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

25



[TPL]

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 “g;” (figure 33). The horizontal line of the descender
frequently continues underneath the preceding letter, as in the word “utlegd” (figure 34),
which Stefan Karlsson (2002, 837) mentions as a common practice of some 13" century
scribes. The form “g,” (figure 32) appears only once in the fragment and it seems to be a
variation of “g,” rather than the separate letterform that Stefin Karlsson (2002, 836-837)

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

I » c‘
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4.2.9 The letter “2” and “r”

The use of the “r-rotunda”, “2”, 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 “2” throughout the fragment.

2. Use of the letter “2” and “r”

word
a|b|d|e|f|glh|i| K|l n|o|p|t|u|y|a|p]|Sum
initial
2 0 0 |8|16|1|0|1]0|JO0O|0O]|O]O]|21|0|0|1|5]0]|0]| 53
r 21 6|10 |17|2|0|1|6|4 (3|10 |1|2|5|0]2]|7| 89
sum 21 69161821164 |31 (21|1|2]|6|5]|2|7| 142

The scribe exclusively uses “2”after the letters “0”, ”d”, “y”, and “g”. “2” 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 “2” being used in the
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word “be2zt” (2r8). In the fragment, one unclear example in the word “faguzt”' (2v12) seems
to represent the use of the graph “2” after “u”, while elsewhere, the regular “r” is used
following the letter “u” (five examples).

According to Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson (2005, 259), “2” originally followed only
the letter “0” in the oldest manuscripts, as well as in the 13" century. In the middle of the 13"
century, it began to follow the letters “d” and “8”, although it did not occur regularly after
“b”, “g”, “p” and “b”. In the 14™ century, “2” was used regularly after these previous letters,
although after “g”, the regular “r” could be used as well. From the middle of the 14™ century,

9 3

2” could follow other letters such as “a”, “y” and “h”. As of the second half of the 15"
century, it could follow any other letter. After 1500, the letter “2” starts to appear in words’

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

__3

half of the 14™ century, with the caveat that the scribe does use “2” only after “y” — not after

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

.

Both “r” and “2” seem to have a simple single-stroked ductus. The form “r,” (figure

.

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

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

[T 9 [t
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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 “y,”

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

' Underlined letters in the examples represent unclear readings from the manuscript.

27



where the tail is constructed from a separate stroke. According to Gudvardur Mar
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’ (Gudvardur

Mar Gunnlaugsson 2005, 261).

y1 y2 “leylta
W A Foup
N S
38 39 40

The letter “y” in the fragment, however, does not have the superscript dot that Gudvardur
Mar talks about. The horizontal descender of the letter frequently continues underneath the

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

174t

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

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

332

(figure 43) but elsewhere, the scribe uses “j” without a dot. Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson
(2003, 258) and Stefan 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

IFERL

has two forms: “j;” (figure 41) with a vertical hairline stroke, and “j,” (figure

79
1

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

or accent marks above them.

1 ]2 13
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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
“@a” that was used for the long vowel d. Also, joined letters for the double consonants “pp”,
“f”, “tt”, and “tall ” followed by “t” or “p” in the preposition “at” are consequently joined

throughout the fragment.

w e e e e e w
i « i

A Y Lﬂh

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 “¢,” (figure 50), with the lower part of the sign curving upwards

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

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

G_ G_»

€1 €2
2 >
51 52

This abbreviation mark stands for ok in Old Norse manuscripts and ef 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 “7”. Later, a cross bar appeared: “7”. This form
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took over in the course of the 14™ century, with the most recent known examples to be found
in Modruvallabok. The “z”-shaped Tironian note can be found around 1300, changing into the
crossed form “€” in more recent manuscripts, as for example in Skardsbék — AM 350 fol —
dated to 1363 or Flateyjarbok - GKS 1005 fol - dated to 1387-1394 (Hreinn Benediktsson
1965, 91, Jéhannes 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 a. The scribe of
a uses the superscript “pi” sign that stands for “ra”, the superscript “9” used in the
abbreviation for the name Hoskuldur, the superscript curl that stands for “er”, and the on-line

[T 1}

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 a fol (Img. 4). On leaf 1r, decorated ascenders appear on the letters
“b”, “p” and “h”, whereas on lv, they appear on “I”, “b”, “k”, and “p”, and on 2r, they
appear on “p”, “k”, and “I". 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 “p”, 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 Njdls saga manuscripts: Reykjabék “hlatr mukill af” (6r26),
Skafinskinna “hlatr mikill” (5v18), Oddabok hlatur mikit af (4r12), Kdlfaleekjarbok “hlatr mikill
af” (8r4), Grdskinna “hlatr mikill” (6v31), and AM 162 B B fol. “hlatr mikill” (1vb4). All of
these manuscripts preserved the phrase “hlatr mikill” which indicates a significant possibility
that this version also appears in AM 162 B a and that the letters with the decorated ascenders

are “h” and “1”.
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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 “fipan” seems to be
spelled with “p” just to add a decorated ascender (Img. 5). Elsewhere, this word is simply
spelled with “9”. Also on lv, the form “laugberk(” 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
Hjardarholt in Laxardalr on May 12, 1434 (Stefan Karlsson 1963b, 198). Letterforms that were
decorated this way in the letter from 1434 do not exactly match the letters in a. In DI IV nr.
581 the characters with decorated ascenders in the top line are 1, d, p, [, b, and h, while in
alpha the [ 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

%

& 7oA

Img. 5. Decorated ascender of “p” in “fipan”
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Img. 6. Decorated ascender of “k” in “laugberk(”

):g e i;ﬂ 67?“"

1 m‘dn'm Hﬂ - . b PR - I..H'-'I

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 o of AM 162 B (Stefan Karlsson 1963b, 166,
189).

Nevertheless, decorations on the long ascenders of tall letters are not an invention of
the 15" 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 14™ century - AM 544 4to, Hauksbék, 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 Hauksbdk, including ff. 22r-34r in AM 544 4to (Jén 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 Stefan 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 (Stefan 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 (Stefan 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, pordur Porsteinsson, Magnis
Aurnolfsson, Olafur Jonsson, Porsteinn Magnusson, Ari Markusson, Pall Bjarnason (priest of
Hjardarholt 1434-46) and Sigridur Porsteinsdéttir 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 (Stefan 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 Bernhardsson 2013, 103-114) and reflect the vowel system presented in Table 3
which itself was based on a table by Haraldur Bernhardsson (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 i ¥ u
Mid e o} 0 é 6 6
Low a 0 ® a

This chapter is divided into nine subchapters, each discussing a particular
phonological feature and its appearance in fragment a of AM 162 B fol. Each subchapter is
then followed by a short paragraph comparing of some word forms in o with their
corresponding forms in other medieval manuscripts containing Njdls 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

Date of writing

Shelf number Name Abbreviation
(ONP)

AM 162 B B fol. c1300 B
GKS 2870 4to Gréaskinna c1300 Gr
AM 468 4to Reykjabdk c1300-1325 R
AM 133 fol. Kalfalekjarbdk c1350 K
GKS 2868 4to Skafinskinna c1350-1400 S
AM 466 4to Oddabok cl1460 e}

5.1 Phonological mergers
The orthography of AM 162 B a 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 d into the vowel d in the spelling
of “tala um mal {in” tala um mdl sin (1v11) acc. neut. pl., for earlier form mgl (Asgeir Blondal
Magnusson 1989). This shift dates back to the period around 1200 (Noreen 1923, 97; Hreinn
Benediktsson 200b, 57-59; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 11). This sound change also took place in
other medieval manuscripts containing the corresponding text “mal”: R(6rl), Gr (6vl), B
(1r20b), K (7v3), S (5128), O (3v21).

The merger of the short, rounded vowels ¢ + 0 > ¢ 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 ¢ and front, mid, round vowel o.

[TPEL]

The vowel 6 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 “fiozdu” fjorou
(1rl), “glozfer” gorvir (2r17), and “fuo2” sver (1v21), but “au” elsewhere, as in “lauglyfling”
loglysing (1v17). The merger ¢ + 0 > ¢ is dated to the early 13" century (Hreinn Benediktsson
2002a, 60-61; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 11; Harladur Bernhardsson 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.” The letterforms that appear there to represent the vowel ¢ are shown in Table 5

below.

5. Characters used for the vowel 6 in manuscripts containing text corresponding to o

mss. date (ONP) | letterforms

B - AM 162 B B fol. | 1300 “o”

Gr - GKS 2870 4to | c1300 “0”, 67, "7, “au”
R - AM 468 4to c1300-1325 | “o”, “au”

K - AM 133 fol. c1350 “0”, “6”, “a”

S - GKS 2868 4to c1350-1400 | “o”
a-AM 162 B a fol. | ¢.1400-1500 | “o”, “au”
O - AM 466 4to c1460 “o”

Judging from this section of the Njdls saga text, the spelling in alpha is comparable to
that in Reykjabok. It is interesting that the spelling of masc. nom. pl. of pret. part. of gora
“giorfer” gorvir a(2r17) appears in Reykjabok as “gioz|vir”: R(6r20|21), but that in the other
manuscripts, it is spelled with a use of an abbreviation mark—“er”—instead. The 3™ pers. pret.
pl. and 3" pers. pret. sg. form of gora appear in a as “gio2du” a(1v1) and “giozdi” a(2v5), but

133

in other manuscripts, these forms are also abbreviated with “er”. The fragment a preserved
the acc. fem. sg “gio2d” gerd a(1r24), as it is spelled in Skafinskinna “giozd”: S(5r20), but this

form is spelled with the “er” abbreviation elsewhere.

* giorfer: a(2r17); gioz|vir: R(6r20|21); gerfir: Gr(6v24); omitted: B; gervir K(7v24); geruir S(5v12),
gerfer O(4r8). lauglyling: o(1v17) laglyling: R(6r6); 16glyling(Gr 6v6); loglyling: B(1r28b); loglyling:
K(7v8); loglyling: S(5r32); loglyling: O(3v34). gioad a(1r24); gerd: R(5v23), Gr(6r20), B(1r8b),
K(7r21); gioad: S(5r20); gerd: O(3v26). gio2du a(lvl); gerdu: R(5v24), K(7r22); gerdo: Gr(6r24),
S(5r22); omitted: B; gerdu: O(3v27). gio2di a(2v5); gerdi R(6r29), K(8:7); lacuna: Gr; gerir: f(1v8b);
omitted: S; gerdi O(4r14). fio2du: a(lrl); fio2du R(5v8), K(7r4); fid2d0: Gr(6r3); fiozpo: B (1rllb);
fiozdu: S(5r6), O(3v15). fioz0um: o(1r2); fiozdum R (5v9), fid20om: Gr(6r4); omitted: B; fid20um:
K(7r5); foedum: S(5r7), O (3v15|16). felau|k: a(1lv12]13); fe (wk R(6r3); fe [wk Gr(6v2), K(7v5); fe
foc: B(1r22b); fe [ok: S(5r29), O(3v32). [faukinn: a (1v16); fokin: R(6r6); faukin Gr(6v5); [okin:
B(1r27b), K(7v7), lo|kin: S(5r31|32), fokinn: O(3v34).
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5.1.1 The long vowels merger, # + 6 > 2

Table 6 below shows the list of long vowel examples where the merger £ + 6 > @ can be

observed.
6. Words with long vowels: Merger & + ¢ > @

Etymological & Etymological 6
“melt” ma2lt (1v18) “leeker” sokir (1v19)
“meeli” mali (1r22) “freeknaztr”fréknastr (2r10)
“beedi” b2di (219) “b2eedra” brédra (2rl7)
“meer” mar (2r19) “beettan” béttan (2v16)
“200” 2tt (2v15)
“ueerl” veri (2v17)
“pa00” pzr (2v20)

The scribe does not distinguish between the vowels 2 and ¢ in his orthography, indicating that
the merger of these two vowels into @ had already taken place. The stressed vowel in all the
examples, such as in words like “baedi” and “freeknaztr” are represented with exactly the same
symbol “e&”. According to Stefan Karlsson (2002, 838; 2004, 42), in the early stages of the
merger, the resulting vowel was denoted with the use of various characters that previously had
been used for merging both the vowels ¢ and @#. Shortly after the merger, the symbols “0”

[P LTI LTS L)

and “¢” were used, and later “0” and “¢”. The variant symbols of “e”, “¢”, “a” and “&” also
made their temporary appearances. The symbol “a” 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 13" century, but was not completed until early in the 14" century
(Hreinn Benediktsson 2002a, 61; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 11; Haraldur Bernhardsson 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:

37



7. List of characters used to denote the vowel &

mss. date (ONP) | letterforms
B - AM 162 B B fol. | ¢1300 “a”, “e”

Gr - GKS 2870 4to | ¢1300 “e”, “ee”

R - AM 468 4to c1300-1325 | “e”, “¢”

K - AM 133 fol. c1350 “a”

S - GKS 2868 4to c1350-1400 | “e”, “¢”
a-AM 162 B a fol. | ¢.1400-1500 | “a”
O - AM 466 4to c1460 “ae”

Fragment B contains spellings with the character “@”: “mah ec” (1v3a), “mer” (1v29a); and
“e”: “bredza” (1v27a); “[capbetir” (1v24b). This fragment is a particularly interesting example
of orthography in the age of language change. The scribe of this fragment uses “e” for ¢ and
“@” for @.° Stefan Karlsson (2002, 838) has observed that when the merger began in the
middle of the 13" century, the etymological # was sometimes denoted with the symbol for the
etymological 6, even as late as the middle of the 14" century. However, the scribe of fragment

B denotes the etymological ¢ with the symbol characteristic for the etymological 2.

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

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

vowels could have appeared:

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

y y ey
“flytia” flytja (1r2) “nyum” nyjum (1v2) “reykiar dal(” Reykjardals (2r14)
“fyzer” fyrir (1r11) “ley(ti” lysti (1v12,1v14,1v15) “faudz ey(kr” sudreyskr (2v15)
“kalldyrum” karldyrum (1r12) “lylti” lysti (1v16) “ey00” eyjar (2v20)

> meeli ek a(1v22); meh ek: R(619), S(5v2); meeli ek Gr(6v10), K(7v12): meh ec: f(1v3a); meh eg: O
(3v37). bedi a(2r9); bedi: R(6rl5); beede: Gr(6v17); unclear: B; baedi: K(7v18); bedi S(5v7); bedi:
O(4r4). meer; a(2r19), B(1v29a), O (419); Gr(6v26), K(7v26); mer: R(6122); S(5v14). freeknaztr a(2r10);
freknaztr: R (6r16); freeknazftr: Gr(6v18); unclear: B; fraeknalt: K(7v19); freknaztr: S(5v20); freeknazt’:
O(4r4). braedra o(2rl7); breda2a: B(1v27a); omitted: R, Gr, K, S, O. bb: a (2r13), R(6r18), f(1v22a),
K(7v22); b26dr: Gr(6v21); bredz S(5v10), bzadz: O(4r6). beettan; a(2v16); unclear: B; beti: R(6v8);
lacuna: Gr; beett: K (8r15), omitted: S; beett: O(4r20). [kap000:a(2v17); [capbetir: f(1v24b); (kapbeter:
R(6v9); lacuna: Gr; [kap beter: K (8r16); (kapbeter: S (5v29); unclear: O.
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“heyzanda” heyranda (1v17) “lauglyling” lpglysing (1v17)
“heyzer” heyrir (1v20)
“heyzandi” heyrandi (1v23)
“heylia” hylja (2v13)
00rlynd” orlynd (2v14)

«

As shown above, there are no examples in the manuscript that suggest the derounding of y, y,
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, “flytia”, “fyzer”,
and “laugly(ing”. There is no reversed spelling in the fragment that would suggest the
derounding either.

The merger of y, y and ey into i, / and ei is believed to have started in the 15"
century and finished in the 17" century (Bjérn K. Pérdlfsson 1925, XV-XVII; Gudvardur Mér
Gunnlaugsson, 1994, 65-70; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 11; Haraldur Bernhardsson 2013, 157-
161). The first examples of the orthographic representation of “i” for y can be found as early
as the 13™ century, in words like pykkja or fyrir. However, the reasons behind this
phenomenon are different and cannot be considered as part of the general derounding of y
(Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson 1994, 32-37; Haraldur Bernhardsson 2004, 130).

The orthographical representation of y is interesting because in the words “heylia”
and “leylti”, “ey” coexists in the manuscript with “y”, “ly(ti”, 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

9 4 6

appear are “ly(t1”* or “ly(t1” and “hylia” " or “hylia”.
Of the seven medieval manuscripts containing Njdls saga, only one shows signs of

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

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

*lylti: a(1v16), O(3v32, 3v33, 3v34, 3v34); lylt1 (613, 614, 615, 616); lylt1: Gr(6v2,6v3,6v4|5, 6v6),
B(1r22b, 1r25b, 1r26b, 1128b), K(7v5,7v6, 7v7, 7v8), S(5r29, 5r30, 5r31, 5r32).

> heylia: a(2v13); hylia: R(6v6), K(8r13), S(5v26); lacuna: Gr; hy|la: B(1v18|19b); hylia: O(4r18).
6 “Iyftr” B(39r42) R(2219)
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is not certain, due to the condition of the parchment. All other manuscripts preserved the

traditional spellings.”

5.2 The diphthongization before gi and gj

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

“leigia” segja (1r9)
“alldzeigi” 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 ueiggia” hvdrtveggja (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 14™ century (Alexander Jéhannesson 1923-

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

7 flytia: a(1r2); flytia: R(5v8); flytia: Gr(6r3), B(1r12a), O(3v15), S(516); flytia: K(715). fyzer: a(1rll);
fyrir: R(4v14), Gr(6rll), B(1r24a), K(7r12), S(5r12), O(3v20). kalldyrum: a(1rl2); karlldyrum:
R(5v15); karldyrom: Gr(6rll); kalldyrom: PB(1r24a); karl dyrum: K(7r12), karlldyrom: S(5rl12);
kalldryum: O(3v20). nyum: a(lv2); nywum: R(5v24); nyiom: Gr(6r24); nyom: B(1r9b); nygium:
K(7r23); nyiom: S(5r22); nyum: (3v27). leyfti : a(1v12, 1v 14, 1v15); lyfti: a(1v16), O(3v32, 3v33,
3v34, 3v34); lylt (6r3, 6r4, 615, 616); lylti: Gr(6v2,6v3,6v4|5, 6v6), B(1r22b, 1r25b, 1r26b, 1r28b),
K(7v5,7v6, 7v7, 7v8), S(5r29, 5r30, 5r31, 5r32). lauglyling: o(1v17); log lyling: R(6r6); 16glyling:Gr
(6v6); loglyling: B(1r28b); 16glylnig: K(7v8); loglyling: S(5r32); loglyling: O(3v34). heyzanda: a(1v17);
heyranda: R(6r6), B(1r28b); heyranda: Gr(6v6), S(5r32); heyranda: K(7v8); heiranda: O(3v35). heyzer:
a(1v20); heyrer: R(6r7), B(1r31b): heyrer: Gr(6v8), K(7v10), S(5vl); heirer: O(3v36). heyzandi:
a(1v23); heyrandi: R(6r10), K(7v12), S(5v3); hey|rande: Gr(6v10|11); heyrandi: B(1v4a); heirandi:
0O(3v38). reykiar dall: o(2rl4); reykiar dall: R (6r19); reykiar dall: Gr(6v21), S(5v10|11), K(7v22);
reykiar dall: f(1v23a); Reykiadall: O(4r6). heylia: a(2v13); hylia: R(6v6), K(8r13), S(5v26); lacuna: Gr;
hy|lha: B(1v18|19b); hyha: O(4r18) . 00rlynd: a(2v14); arlynd: R(6v6); lacuna: Gr; o2|lynd:
B(1v19|20b); érlynd: K(8r13); aurlynd: S(5v27): illegiable: O. [audz eylkr: a(2v15); [udzeeylkr: R(6v7);
lacuna: Gr; fudzeylcr: B(1v21b); [udz eylk’: K(8r14); fydz eylkr S(5v27); fudz eyfkr: O(4r19). ey00:
a(2v20); eyiar: R(6v10); lacuna: Gr; eyiar: B(1v28b); eyiar: K(8r18), S(5v31); eyiar: 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.*

5.2.1 The problem of “rekkja”

In the context of diphthongization, it is interesting to look at the word form “reykiu” 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 ueiggia” hvdrtveggja (2r2/3).
Perhaps the scribe traced over the spelling of other words containing a similar sequence of
letters, for example, “reykiar dal(” Reykjardals (2r14). This explanation seems to be rather
unlikely, not only because “reykiar dal(” appears 30 lines after the form “reykkiu”, but also
because this spelling appears in the corresponding text of Oddabdk (3v17, 3v18) as well.” Table
9 below represents the variant spellings of rekkja in other medieval manuscripts preserving
text that corresponds to the a text.

9. Varaints of rekkja

mss. date (ONP) | variant 1 | variant2 | variant3 | variant4 | variant5
- AM 162 B B c. 1300 ) ganga tl oc ligia 1 oc lagdr 1
reckio hia reckio
reckio reckio rec | kio
(1r16a) (1r20a)
(1r18a) (1r7a) (1r33a| 1b)
Gr- GKS 2870 c. 1300 ok ligia ok lagdiz 1
reckio ganga til hia reckio
4to wreckio reckio
(616) hvilo (6r7) | (6r8)
(5v30) (6r18)
R - AM 468 4to | c. 1300-1325 ganga til ok ligia ok lagdiz 1
rek | kiu hia hvilu i i
huilu irekiu rekiu
(5v10]|11) (5v13)
(5v12) (5v6) (5v20)

¥ fergfa: a(119);legia: R(5v13), K(7r10), S(5r11); L.: Gr(619); fegia: B(1r21a); fegia: O(3v19). alldzeigi:
a(1rl5, 1v4); alldzegi: R(5v17), K(7r15); alld: R(5v25), Gr(6r25), B(1r29a, 1r10b), K(7r23), S(5r15),
O(3v27); ald2egr: Gr(6rl4); alldai: S(5r23); alld00: O(3v22). hv°t ueiggia: a(2r2/3); hv'tv®gia: R(6r12);
hv'tvegia: Gr(6v13); hv'tatveggio: B(1v8a); hv'tvecia: K(7v14); hu'tueggia: S(5v4); hv°tvegia: O(4rl).

? reykiu: a(1r5); rek | kiu: R(5v10]|11), oz reckio: Gr(6r6), B(1rl6a); rifa oz rekkiu: K (717), risa ur rekkio
S(5r819) rifa ur Reykiu: O(3v17). 000 til huilu: a(1r7) ; ganga til huilu: R (5v12); ganga til hvilo: Gr
(6r7); ganga tl reckio: B(1rl8a) ganga til huilu K(7r9); ganga til huilo: S(5r10); ganga til Rewukiu: O
(3v18). nefna vottar000 00: a(1r8|9) hia hvilu: R (5v13); hia reckio: GR(6r8); hia reckio: B(1r20a);
hia huilu K (7r10); hia rekk |10: S(5r10|11); hia huilu O (3r18).
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K - AM 133 fol. c. 1350 ok liia 1 ok lagdi 1
rekkiu ganga til hia huilu i
rekiu re | Kiu
(717) huilu (7t9) | (7r10)
(712) (7r1718)
S- GKS 2868 4to | c. 1350-1400 " ganga til hia ok liggia1 | ok lagdiz 1
rekkio
huilo rekk |10 rekkio rekkio
(5r819)
(5r10) (5r10|11) | (5r4) (5r17)
a—-—AM 162 B a | c. 1400-1500 nefna
reykiu 000 til
vottar 000 | lacuna illegible
(1r5) huilu (1r7)
(1r819)
O — AM 466 4to c. 1460 ganga til ok ligia 1 okla1
Reykiu hia huilu
Retukiu Reykju Reiku
(3v17) (3r18)
(3v18) (3v13) (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 norrone prosaprog

(ONP) gives 157 examples of “rekkja”, with 26 of them spelled “reykia” or “reikia”, 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 325V 4to ¢.1300-1320 Raudulfs pattr “reyckio”
Mariu saga “reyckiv”
AM 234 fol . 1340
Thémass saga erkibyskups “reyckiv”
“riokiv”, “reykiv”,
Gudmundar saga byskups
AM 657 ¢ 4to . 1340-1390 “riockiv”
Eiriks saga vidforla “riockivr”
AM 573 4to .1350-1375 Breta saga “reyckiu”
AM 764 4to . 1360-1380 Juditar saga “reyckiunne”
AM 344 a 4to . 1350-1400 Qrvar-Odds saga non emend. “riokiu”
AM 561 4to . 1400 Gull-DPéris saga “reyckiu”
GKS 1008 fol,
i . 1400 Thoémass saga erkibyskups “reyckiv”
Témasskinna
Raudulfs pattr “reykvr”

Holm perg 1 fol,

. . 1400-1425 ‘o “riokcio”, “riockiu”,
Bergsbok Oléfs saga Tryggvasonar L
“refuckiu”
[vents saga “riokkiu”

Holm perg 6 4to

. 1400-1425

Valvens pattr

“reiukkju”, non emend.
“rjukkjuna”, non emend.

“rjukjunni”

NKS 1824 b 4to

. 1400-1425

Ragnars saga lodbrokar

“reyckiu”

Volsunga saga

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

AM 162 C 5 fol c. 1420-1450 Dorsteins saga stamgarhoggs | “reyckiu”

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

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

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

AM 81 a fol,

. ) c. 1450-1475 Sverris saga “reyckium”

Skalholtsbok yngsta

AM 466 4to, Oddabdok | c. 1460 Nijals saga “reykkju”

AM 309 4to, Baejarbdk .

o 1498 Nijals saga “reykium”

i Fl6a

Holm perg 8 fol c. 1500 (69r-81v) | Hakonar saga Hakonarsonar non emend. “reyku”
Hrafns saga

AM 155 fol. ¢. 1600-1700 “reyckiu”
Sveinbjarnarsonar

AM 638 4to c. 1700-1725 Nikulass saga erkibyskups “reyckiu”

The earliest example registered in ONP is dated as early as c. 1300-1320, as preserved
in the text of Olafs saga helga in AM 325 V 4to, and is given in the apparatus of the saga’s
edition: “Sipan gecc konungr til reckiv siNar ok var par uel umbuiz” (variants of line 10:
“reckiv: reyckio 325V; hvilv 75 a”) (Johnsen and Jén 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 sogur.
In the text of Mariu saga, the word form can be found in the context: “ok var sva bodit, at.
VII. daga fra pvi er konan feddi sveinbarnn, paa skylldi hvn i savmv reyckiv hvila...” (Unger
1871, 371). In Thémass saga erkibyskups: “priv mmisseri hafdi hvn alldregi a sinn fot stigt ok
la hvn i reyckiv alla pa stvnd ok var jafnan ner etlat davda” (Unger 1869, 554).

The oldest registered form of “riokiv”, as preserved in Gudmundar saga byskups on
leaf 15130 (Jensen 1983, CXCIV), is found in manuscript AM 657¢ 4to, which has been dated
to 1340-1390. The forms with “ey” and “i0” seem to appear frequently in the second half of
the 14" century and in the beginning of the 15" century. For example, in Juditar saga, “Sidan
tok hon hiup han{ | hinn dyza en uellti blonum o2 reyckiunne a iozp” (Svanhildur
Oskarsdéttir 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 Oskarsdéttir
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(2000, 79). Other saga manuscripts contain additional forms, as for example: “refuckiu” in
Holm perg 1 fol of Oldfs saga Tryggvasonar, dated to 1350-1400, “reyckiu” in AM 561 4to,
the manuscript of Gull Poris saga which has been dated to 1400, “riokkiu” in Holm perg 6 4to
of Ivents saga from c. 1400-1425, or “riockiu” NKS 1824 b 4to of Ragnars saga lodbrékar
dated to c. 1400-1425 (ONP). In NKS 1824 b 4to, there are the preserved forms “Reyckiu”
(4r16), (32r20]21), (37v1), (59r5), (61v15) alongside with “Rekkiu” (7v20) and “Reckiu”
(34r7)(37v14). Magnus Olsen (1906-08, XXVII) states that in NKS 1824 b 4to, “ey” is the
orthographic representation of o, in words like “fleyia” and “valsleyngur”. Moreover, in her
edition of Eiriks saga vidforla, Helle Jensen, while discussing characteristic features of AM 657
¢ 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. beleeg pa riokkja fra Sth. perg. 4to nr. 6, Sth. perg. fol. nr 1
(Bergsbok) og Ny kgl. sml. 1824 b 4to, tre hindskrifter fra ca. 1400 eller begyndelsen af
det 15. arh., som undger en skriverkonstitueret handskriftgruppe (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.
Stefan Karlsson (1967, 77) notes that Hand A of Bergsbok is the same hand as Hand A of

Holm perg 6 4to, and also:

E-hond Perg. fol. nr. 1 (Bergsbdkar) og B-hond Perg. 4to nr. 6 i Stokkhélmi veeru sama
hondin. Sidan hefur komid 1 ljés ad pessi hond er einnig & mestum hluta NKS 1824 4to,
sem hefur ad geyma Volsunga sogu, Ragnars sdgu lodbrokar og Krakumal (Stefan
Karlsson 1970, 368).

In the introduction to his edition of Mirmans 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 15™ century.

What is even more interesting is that Bergsbok 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 Olafs
saga helga (Johnsen and Jon 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 ¢ 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.

Stefan Karlsson (2002, 838; 2004, 41) suggested that the digraphs “eo” and “ey” were
used in a few manuscripts from 13" and 14™ centuries after the merger of 0 and ¢ to represent
the original 0. However, he states that it was relatively rare in the 14" 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 “heylia” hylja and “ley(ti” lysti are not registered as variants of verbs
hylja and lysa, which could be another feature which would help in identifying similarities
between the manuscripts.

El

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

13

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 o, which later
merged with the back rounded ¢. The spellings “ey” in rekkja could thus reflect the variant
rokkja, later rokkja after the merger 0 + ¢ > 6. The form reokkja 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 14™ and 15" centuries. It is more complicated to interpret the more rare spellings with
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15

io”, but these could perhaps be accounted for as representing the variant pronunciation of

rjokkja.

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 (kap” drengskap (1v20)

Hfeinglaum® fengsom (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 “pangat” pangat
(1v3). Also the problem of the diphthongization of ¢ is not resolved since there are two
examples that are uncertain. In the words “holmgaunguna” (2r6)'’, and “aunguan”(1v6), the
sound 0 is represented as “au”, however, it does not prove the diphthongization of this vowel.
It could just be the graphical representation of the phoneme &, which seems to be a common
practice of this scribe, who uses “au” and “0” to represent J, 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 “0”, 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 0 to au, while i was lengthened to i, y to y and u to & (Noreen 1923, 110; Alexander

' “holmgaunguna” - /8/ appears in the second syllable, where is the additional stress, because the word

is a compound word.
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Johannesson 1923-24, 68; Jéhannes L.L. Johannsson 1924, 19-24; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 14).
The change in the sounds e (“¢”), 6 (“0”) before ng/nk, according to Jéhanes L. L. J6hannsson
(1924, 20), had two steps of development. First, the short vowel was lengthened, for example
“strengr” — “streengr”, “spong - spéng”, 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 14™ century and the high level of
diphthongal spellings would suggest a date in the late 14™ century or later (Jéhannes L.L.
Jéhannsson 1924, 19; Bjorn K. DPoérdlfsson 1925, XII; Bandle 1956, 45-46, Haraldur
Bernhardsson 2013, 415).

Analysis of the other manuscripts containing chapter 8 of Njdls saga, presented in
Table 10, reveals that the diphthongization of e before ng/nk is manifest in AM 466 4to
Oddabdk, from around 1460, in the examples “leingi” O(3v16) and “Oreing [kap” O(3v36),
and had already begun during the writing of AM 468 4to, Reykjabdk, from around 1300-1325,
with “leing1” R(5v9) for example. ONP dictionary does not register variants from Reykjabdk,
giving the earliest examples of AM 580 4to dated to ¢1300-1325/1350 and NKS 1642 4to
dated to 1300-1350, which makes Reykjabok, dated to 1300-1325, one of the oldest examples
of this change. Spellings in other manuscripts containing corresponding to a text, presented in
the Table 12, do not suggest this diphthongization."

12. Diphthongization of e in manuscripts containing corresponding text

mss. date ONP lengi gengu Drengskap engi
B—AM 162 B c. 1300 “leng1” | “gengo” Illegible “eng1”
Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “leng1” | “gengo” | “dzenglcap” | lacuna
R — AM 468 4to | c. 1300-1325 | “leing1” | “gengu” | “Ozenglkap” | “en|g1”

"' Tt 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 a as
well as in all other manuscripts: lemgri: R(5v9); lengi: GR(6r4), P(1rl3a), K(7r6); S(5r7); leing::
O(3v16). gengu: a(lvll), O(3v32); gengu: R(612), K(7v4); gengo: Gr(6v2); gengo: B(1r21b); gingo:
S(5129). Oreing (kap: a(1v20), O(3v36); dzenglkap: R(618); dzenglcap: Gr(6v8); dzeng (kap: K(7v10);
illegible: B. drenglkap: S(5v1). feinglaum: a(2v14); omitted: R, K, S, O; feng fwm: B(1v20b); lecunae: Gr.
emgl: a(2v17); en|gr: R(6v8|9); engr: B(1v24b), K(8r16), S(5v29); lacuna: Gr; illegiable: O.
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K — AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “leng1” | “gengu” | “d2eng [kap” | “eng1”
S- GKS 2868 4to | c. 1350-1400 | “lengt” | “gingo “ | “drenglkap” | “engi”
a—AM 162 B a | c. 1400-1500 | “leing1” | “gengu “ | “Oreing (kap” | “eingi”
O — AM 466 4to c. 1460 “leing1” | “gengu” | “Oreing (kap” | illegible

5.4 The change “va” > “vo”

Evidence in AM 162 B a fol. for the orthographic change from “va” to “vo” is displayed in

the Table 13.

13. Words with “va” and “vo”

“Va” “VO »

“kuanfang” kvanfang (2v24/25) “uott0” vatta (1r8, 1rll, 1v12)
“fuo” sva (1r13) fuo (1v23, 2v5, 2v13)
“uottar” vattar (1v23)

“uoter” vatir (2r16)

The spelling “uo” is dominant in the scribe’s orthography and there is only one instance
where the form “ud” seems to appear. However this example is not definite due to the
condition of the parchment.

The orthographic change of “va” to “vo” began in the first half of the 14™ century.
In the older literature, this change was interpreted as a two-step process, a progressive umlaut,
when in the mid-14" century vd changed into v6 and then not earlier than around 1600 vé
into vo (Bjorn K. bordlfsson 1925, XI-XII, Jéhannes L. Jéhannsson 1924, 36). However, in
the later scholarship, a different explanation is favoured. In the 14™ century d has became a
diphthong, au, everywhere except immediately following v, where it remained as a
monophthong. As the diphthongized vowel retained its old spelling (“a”, “a”, etc.) the
orthographic representation of vd gradually changed to “vo, “uo” or similar. As far as the
sequence vd 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
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reject the possibility of intermediate stage when vd would change into vé ( Stefan Karlsson
1981, 259; Stefan 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 d 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 “va” into “vo” can be found
in document from 1311, where the adverb “sva” is spelled “suo” and in a letter from 1341,
where the dative form of “hafnarvadum” appears as “hafnarvodum” (Bjérn K. DPérélfsson
1925, XI-XII; Hreinn Benediktsson 2002b, 231). However, according to Stefan 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 14™ century.

In the context of this language change, the orthography of a is closest to the
orthography of Oddabdok, where we can find forms as “uotta” O(3v18), “uof|nefna”
0O(3v19(20), “uoter” O(4r8) or “uozadi” O(3v23), where by contrast other manuscripts
preserved spellings with “ua”. Also the abbreviations of the word “sva” with a superscript “a”
suggest that the change did not take place in other manuscripts besides Oddabdk, where the
superscript “o” is used: “I* B(1r25), “s*” S(5r13), “s°” 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 a and Oddabdk used the superscript “o” to abbreviate hv°t ueiggia: a(2r2/3);

€_9

hv°tvegia: O(4rl), other manuscripts use the superscript letter “r”, which tends to stand for

ssar” . 12

2 yott: a(1r8); uata: R(5v12), Gr(6r8), K(7r10); uatta: B(1r20a), S(5r10); uotta: O(3v18). uott000:
a(1rll); vatnefnu: R(5v14); uatnefno: Gr(6rll); vatnefno: f(1r23a); uat nefnu: K(7r12); uatta nefno:
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14. Change “va” to “vo” in other manuscripts containing the corresponding text

mss. date ONP vdtta vdtta svd vattar vatir kvdnfang
B-AM 162 B B c. 1300 “uatta” “vatnefno” “fua” “vattar” | illegible | “cuan fang”
Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “uata” “uatnefno” “fva”,“[ua” | “vatar” | “uater” lacuna
R - AM 468 4to | c. 1300-1325 | “uata” “vatnefnu” “fua” “vattar” | “uater” | “kuanfang”
K - AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “uata” “uat nefnu” | “fva”,“lua” | “vatar” | “uater” | “kuanfang”
S- GKS 2868 4to | c. 1350-1400 | “uatta” | “uatta nefno” “lua” “uattar” | “uater” | “kuanfang”
a—-—AM 162 B a | c. 1400-1500 | “uott0” “uott000” “fuo” “uottar” | “uoter” | “kuanfang”
O — AM 466 4to c. 1460 “uotta” | “uot|nefna” “fuo” “uottar” | “uoter” illegible

5.5 The fricativization t > d in word-final position

The fricativization of the dental stop t into the dental fricative 0 in word final position in AM
162 B a fol. appears as follows:

“bangat” pangat (1v3)

“farit” farit pret. ptc. (1r24)

“baugdit” brugdit (1r25)

“annat” annat (1v7, 2r2)

“tammucit” jafnmikit (2r2)

“feit” féit (23, 219)

“farit” farit pret. ptc. (219)

“fordit” sordit (2r22)

“hingat” hingat (2v5)

“at” at (1v2, 1v8, 1v10, 1v10, 1v16, 1v17, 1v17, 1v23, 1v24, 1v24, 2r7, 218, 2rl1,
2r12, 2r14, 2r22, 2r24, 2v4, 2v13, 2v15, 2v25)

“bat” pat (2v11)

“boi at” pvi at (1v21, 217, 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); uot|nefna: O(3v19]20). fuo: a(1rl3); fua: R(5v15); [va: Gr(6r12); [*: B(1r25), [va: K(7r13); s*
S(5r13); s O(3v20). [uo: a (1v23, 2v5, 2v13); sua: R(6r9, 6129, 6v6), Gr(6v10, lacuna); [ua: B([1v3a;
1v8b, illegiable), K(7v12); s S(5v2, omitted, 5v26), s°: O(3v37, 4rl4, 4rl18). uotta: a(lvl12); uata:
R(6r3), K(7v5); vata: Gr(6v2), B(1r22b); uatta: S(5r29); uotta: O(3v32). uottar: a(1v23); vattar: R(6r10);
vatar: Gr(6vll), K(7v12); wvattar: P(1lv4a); uattar: S(5v3); uottar: O(3v38). uoter: a(2rl6); uater:
R(6r20), Gr(6v24) K(7v24); illegible: B; uater: S(5v12); uoter: O(4r8). kuanfang: a(2v24/25 ); kuanfang:
R(6v13); lacuna: Gr; cuan fang: f(1v34b); kuanfang: K(8r21), S(5v33); illegiable: O. uoradi: o(1rl8);
varadi: R(5v19); vara0: Gr(6rl7); vari: f(1r33a); vatadr: K(7r17); uaradi: S(5r17); uozadi: O(3v23). hv°t
ueiggia: a(2r2/3); hv'tv®gia: R(6r12); hv'tvegia: Gr(6v13); hv'tatveggio: B(1v8a); hv'tvecia: K(7v14);
hu'tueggia: S(5v4); hv°tvegia: O(4rl).
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mean that either the fricativization of t into 8 did not take place, or that the scribe is archaising
his language, possibly basing it on the exemplar. The fricativization of ¢ in unstressed word-
final position appears in the 13% century (Bjorn K. Poérdlfsson 1925, XXVII, XXXII; Haraldur
Bernhardsson 2013, 414; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 19). However, occasional spellings with “t”
persist as late as the 16% century (Bandle 1956, 170; Haraldur Bernhardsson 2013, 414). The
use of “t” in 41 forms (21 — “at”, 3 — “pvi at”, 1-“pat”, 15-other words with “t” in unstressed
word-final position) in the short fragment a, suggests that perhaps the scribe uses archaic
orthography by copying the exemplar very consistently.

AM 350 fol, Skardsbok Jonsbokar - dated not earlier than 1363 - preserved the forms
with “t” on the side with “8” (Jéon Helgason 1926, s. 46, 70), while the orthography of
Helgastadabok, Perg. 4to nr. 16, dated not earlier than second half of 14" century, contains
forms with “d” along with older “t” (Stefin Karlsson 1982, 72,75). The orthography of the
scribe of the a 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 Njdls saga, because the dominating form in this text is “t”
in the word final position. There are though two exceptions though: Reykjabok, AM 468 4to,
from around 1300-1325 preserved forms with “d” or “d” in the word final position in the past
participle “farid” R(6r16), “farid” R(5v23); on the other hand, Oddabdk, 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 14" century book writing."

P farit: a(1r24); farid: R(5v23); farit: Gr(6122); farit: B(1r7b), K(7r21); far': S(5r20); farit: O(3v26).
bzugdit: a(1r25); bzugdit: R(5v24), Gr(6r23), B(1r8b), K(7r22); b00gdit: S(5r21); bzugdit: O(3v26).
pangat: a(1v3); omitted: R, Gr, B, S, O; illegible: K. annat: a(1v7, 2r2); annat: R(5v28, 6r11), f(1r15b),
K(7r26, 7v14), S(5126, 5v4), O(4rl); an': Gr (6r28,6v12); an': O(3v29). iamnuct: a(2r2); 1afnmik:

51



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

“pe” g
“ek” ek (1rl4, 1r25, 1v21, 1v22, 1v22, 1v24, ?(ig” sik (2v13)
2r2, 2121, 2122, 2123, 2v8)
“pik” pik(2r23) “miog” mjok (1v8)
“miok” mjok (1v4, 2r16, 2r20)

The orthography of the fragment shows signs of the fricativization of k into g in word final
position. The younger forms “(ig” and “miog” appear along with older “miok” and “pik”,
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 13" century, but the older form with “k” is preserved in the orthography
of some manuscripts as late as the 16™ century (Alexander Jéhannesson 1923-24, 150; Bandle
1956, 147; Stefan Karlsson 2004, 19; Harladur Bernhardsson 2013, 5).

Other manuscripts that preserved corresponding to a text, tend to preserve “k” in
first person personal pronoun “ek”, only Oddabok, AM 466 4to, from around 1460, presents

LR}

the new spelling with “eg”. However, in the second and third person of the personal

pronouns, manuscripts differ.

R(6r11); 1afnmikat: Gr(6v12); illegible: B; 1amikit: K(7v14); iam mik: S(5v4); iafnm'it: O(4rl). feit: a(2r3,
2r9); feit: R(6r12); feet: Gr(6v13,6v17); illegible: B; feit: K(7v18); 00|it: S(5v7|8); fed: O(4r4). farit:
a(2r9); farid: R(6rl6); farit: Gr(6v17); fant: B(1v7a), K(7v19); far it: O(4r4). o201t: R(6r20); ozdner:
a(2r16); uo20it: Gr (6v23); illegible: B; o201t: K(7v24), o2dit: S(5v12); o2dit: O(4r8). [o2dit: a(2r22);
(0208it: R(6r24), illegiable: Gr; illegible: B; fo201t: K(8r2); kuafat: S(5v16); fo2dit: O(4r11). hingat: a(2v5);
hing': R(6r); lacuna: Gr; hing0: B(1v7b); hingat: K(8r6), S(5v21); hing': O(4r14). lif: a(2r9), R(6rl5),
Gr(6v17), S(5v7), O(4r4); illegible: B; hifit: K(7v18).
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The forms with the letter “c” used for k are preserved in AM 162 B f fol., from
around 1300, and Grdskinna, GKS 2870 4to, dated to circa the same time, representing the
oldest language of examined Njdls saga manuscripts. AM 468 4to, Reykjabdk, dated to around
1300-1325 preserved only spellings with “k” exclusively in this part of the Njdls saga, what
suggests an older provenance of Reykjabék than the manuscripts where “g” makes its
appearance: AM 162 B a fol, Kdlfalzekjarbék, AM 133 fol., from around 1350, and
Skafinskinna, GKS 2868 4to, dated to 1350-1400. The youngest language is represented in
Oddabok, 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."

16. Fricativization of k in manuscripts containing corresponding text

mss. date ONP nom. 1p. acc. 2p. acc. 3p. mjok

pers. pron.: | pers. pers.

ek pron.: pik | pron.: sik
B-AM 162 B B c. 1300 “ec” “pc” “fic” “mioc”
Gr- GKS 2870 4to | c. 1300 “ec”, “ek” “pic” lacuna “mioc”,“mioc”
R — AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 | “ek” “pik” “fic” “miok”
K - AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “ek” “p1k” “fig” “midk”,“mi6dg”
S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 | “ek” “p1g” “lig” “miok”,“miog”
a—AM 162 B a c. 1400-1500 | “ek” “pik” “lig” “miok”,“miog”
O — AM 466 4to c. 1460 “eg” abbreviated | illegible “miok”,“miog”

ek a(1rl4, 1r25, 1v21, 1v22, 1v22, 1v24, 212, 2r21, 2122, 2123, 2v8), R(5v17, 5v23, 618, 619, 619,
6r10, 6r11, 6123, 6125, 6125, 6rl), Gr(6r22, 6v9, 6v10, 6v10, 6v29), K(7r14, 7r21, 7v11, 7v12, 7v12,
7v13, 8rl, 8r2 8r2, 8r9), S(5r14, 5r21,5v1,,5v2,5v3,5v5,5v16, 5v17, 5v23); ec: Gr(6rl4, 6v11, 6vI12,
6v28, 6v29),8(1r28a,1v34a, 1v3a, 1v3a, 1vb5a); eg: O(3v21, 3v26, 3v36, 3v37, 3v37, 3v38, 4r10, 4rll,
4r11, 4r16). miok: a(lv4, 2r16, 2r20); miok: R(5v26, 5v29, 61r23), S(5v14), O(3v28), mioc: Gr(6126,
6v27), B(1r12b, 1r17b); mioc: Gr(6r29); midk: K(7r24, 7v1); miog: S(5r24, 5r27); m°k: O(4r9); miog;:
a(1v8), O(3v30); midg: K(7v26). pik o(2r23); R (6r25), K(8r2) pic Gr: (6v29), pic: B(1v35), pig:
S(5v17), p*: O(4rll). Lg a(2v13), S(5v27); ik : R(6v6), K(8r13) lacuna: Gr; fic: B(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 Form with Ambivalent Inverted spellings
epenthetic u epenthetic u examples
(use of 2)
“kemr” kemr (1r14) “faguat” fagrt “hennd2” hendr “faudz” fodur (1v2), dat. sg.
(2v12)
(1r15, 1v13)
“|0]i02” ridr (1r16) “mund2inn” “nauckrum” ngkkurum (2r24) ,
mundrinn (2r1) neut. dat. pl. — inv. spel. or a
syncopated stem
“unnr” Unnr (1v2) “faudzeyfkr”
sudreyskr (2v15)
“allr” allr (2r1) “nefnd2” nefndr
(2v18)
“freeknaztr” freeknastr “b2ad2” bradr (2v23)
(2r10)
“bioltolfr” Pjostolfr
(2r15)
“[00]ngr gull”
fingrgull (2v6)
“lterkr” 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 “2” 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 “faguzt” (2v12) and the reversed spelling of the masc. dat. sing.
“faud2” fodur (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”, “2”. stands for “ur”, as it does for example in Gudbrandsbiblia
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(Bandle 1956, 156-157). Than in the forms: “hennd2” (1rl5, 1v13), “0i02” (1rl6),
“mund2inn” (2rl), “faudzeylkr” (2v15), “nefnd2” (2v18), “bzad2” (2v23), the “2” could
represent the endings with epenthetic u.

In the examples from other manuscripts, containing text which corresponds to the a
text, the epenthetic “u” is not in evidence. We can state that in AM 162 B § fol, dated to
around 1300, “2” stands for r, so the change had not taken place at the time of writing of f3,
but in other manuscripts, the use of “2” is not clear: no pattern was discovered by comparing
forms from corresponding to a texts."

A similar problem to the one discussed above in the form masc. dat. sing. “faud2”
fodur (1v4) is a spelling of the form neut. dat. pl “nauckrum” ngkkurum (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 (2002¢, 500), the monosyllabic stem form nokkr-, which
becomes dominant in the course of the 16" century, originated in the change that started

earlier. The earliest examples from medieval charters are dat. sing. masc. “nauckrum” from DI

5 kemr: a(1r14), Gr(6r13), B(1r28a), K(7r14), S(5r14), O(3v21); kemr: R(5v16). henndz: a(1rl5);
hendz: R(5v17), Gr(6r15), B(1r29a), K(7r15), S(5r15), O(3v22). 0id2: a(1r16); rd2: R(5v18), B(1r29a),
K(7r15); re10: GR(6r15), S(5r15), Ridr: O(3v22). unnr: a(1lv2), S(5r22); ynr: R(5v25), K(7r23); unr:
Gr(6r24), B(1r10b); unnz: O(3v27). faudz: a(1v2); fadur: R(5v25); fedz: Gr(61r25); fopoz: p(1rl0b); fardz:
K(7r23), foour: S(5r22), fedz: S(3v27). hennd2: a(1v13); hendz: R(6r3), Gr(6v2), O(3v32); henor:
B(1r23b); hendz: K(7v5); hendr: S(5r30). mundainn : o(2rl): mundain: R(6rll); mundzin: Gr(6v12);
mondrin: B(1vba); mundain: K(7r13); 000 |rinn: S(5v3|4); mundain: O(3v38). allr: a(2rl), R(6r1l),
B(1lvba), K(7r13), O(3v38) omitted: Gr, S. freeknaztr a(2r10); freknaztr: R (6r16); freeknazftr: Gr(6v18);
unclear: B; freknaflt: K(7v19); freknaztr: S(5v20); freknazt’: O(4r4). pioftolfr: a(2r15); pioftolfr:
R(6r19), Gr(6v22), B(1v24a), S(5v11); proftollfr: K(7v23), O(4r7). nauckrum: o(2r24); nakurum:
R(6r26); nockozom: Gr(6v31); noccorum: B(1v2b); nékorum: K(8r3); nokkozum: S(5v18); nockuzum:
O(4r12). 00ngr gull: a(2v6); fingr gull: R(6129), K(8r7); lacuna: Gr; fing0 gull: B(1v8b); fingz gull:
S(5v21), O(4r14). faudz eylkr: a(2v15); (udzeylkr: R(6v7); lacuna: Gr; fudzeyfcr: B(1v21b); [udz eylk’:
K(8r14); [ydz eylkr S(5v27); fudz eylkr: O(4r19). fterkr: a(2v15), O(4r19); (tyrkr: R(6v7, 6v12); lacuna:
Gr; ftyrcr: B(1v22b); [(tyrkr: K(8r14); omitted: S. nefndz: a(2v18): nefndz: R(6v9), K(8r16), S(5v29),
O(4r21); lacuna: Gr; nef000: B(1v25b). bz2adz: a(2v23); bradz: R(6v12); lacuna: Gr; illegible: B, O; bzadz:
K(8r19); brad: S(5v32).
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III No. 34 written in Skalholt in 1449. The other one is the acc. plur. masc. form “nockrra”
from DI V No. 67, written c. 1433-1478. However, Stefan 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 “2” in this position. So it should be expanded as “ur”, because the scribal practice in these
documents suggests as much (Hreinn Benediktsson 2002¢, 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” ngkkurum (2r24). Bjorn K. bérélfsson (1925,
49-50) suggested that this change in the declension of ngkkur had already started in the
second half of the 14™ century, and had become the common form after the year 1400. Stefan
Karlsson (2004, 29), Haraldur Bernhardsson (2013, 315) and Bernhard Luxner (2011, 75)
point to the 15" century as the period when the new stem becomes dominant. New stem
forms appear in the younger texts, for example in Gudbrandsbiblia from 1584 (Bandle 1956,
368-369), but not in older texts, such as Mdodruvallabék, 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: “nakurum” R(6r26),
“nockozom” Gr(6v31), “noccorum” PB(1v2b), “ndékorum” K(8r3), “nokkozum” S(5v18),
“nockuzum” O(4r12).

The insertion of u began in the last quarter of the 13" century and the first half of
the 14™ century, when r appears between true consonants, for example, words like fegrd
became fegurd. In the second half of the 14™ century, the epenthetic u can be found before r
in word final position preceded by hard stops such as p, f, k: for example, in words such as
hestr became hestur. The u-insertion becomes predominant in the 15" and 16" centuries (Ari
Pall Kristinsson 1992, 16; Haraldur Bernhardsson 2013, 185-187, 415). Thereby the
environment that favoured the u-epenthesis in words like “freeknaztr”, “fterkr”, or
“faudzeylkr”, 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 ¢ could be recognized, appear as
follows:

“feit” féid (112, 1v22)

“ber” per (1r6, abb: 1v22, 1v23,2 2r21)
“felau |k” féspk (1v12|13)

“fer” ser (2r10, 2v24)

“leku” leku (2r18)

“lek” Iék (2r19)

“feck” fekk (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 13" century, becomes more common in the second half of
the 14™ century, and becomes prominent in the course of the 15" century. Initially,
diphthongization is manifested in spellings “ie”/”ie” for the long e (Konrad Gislason
1846, 39-40; Bjorn K. bordlfsson 1925, XIII-XIV; Jéhannes Joéhannsson 1924, 11;
Bandle 1956, 45-46; Haraldur Bernhardsson 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 “va” into “vo”, as discussed earlier. However, in a, there is
an interesting example of the abbreviated form “fia’h eimtuni” 2r4/5. It can be

(TP} €6_9

expanded as “fiarheimtunni” with the superscript “2” standing for “r”, or as
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“flfaurheimtunni”. Thus the expansion is “ur” which presumably could reflect the
diphthongised long a > au.

The other medieval manuscripts containing text which corresponds to a text
do not show signs of the diphthongization in the examined fragments. Only Oddabék,
AM 466 4to, dated to around 1460, contains the consistent spelling “pier” O(3v17,
3v37, 3v38, 4r10, 4r11) what suggests that the change already took place at the time of

writing of this manuscript.'’

5.9 Consonant epenthesis

In the manuscript, there is only one example of the written out word where the epenthetic ¢
could be recognized:

“kalldyzum” karldyrum (1r12)
There are also forms containing nn, such as:

“einn” einn (1r25)
“einn hvern” einnhvern (1v11)
“fueinnenn” sveinninn (2v5)

In the fragment there is no signs of spellings with “dl” for /I, rl, or “dn” for nn, rn, or “rn” for
nn. However, the spelling “kalldyrum” indicates that rl and Il were already pronounced in the
same way, presumably as tI. But it also could be an effect of the assimilation r/ with I, which is

known to be a form of a scribal practice from around 1320, when form “kallmenn” appears in

DI II 382.

1 feit: a(1r2, 1v22); fe (it: R(5v8|9), K(7r5), Gr(6r3); fe fitt: B(1r12a), O(3v15); S(5r7); feit: B(1v2a),
K(7v14); feet: Gr(6v17); fed: O(4r4). per: a(1r6), B(1rl6a);; per: a(2v22,1v23,2r21), R(5v11, 619, 6r10,
61r25), Gr(6r8, 6v10, 6v11), B(1rl8a, lv5a), S(5r10, 5v3, 5v16), K(7r9, 7v12, 7v13, 7v15, 8rl); puer:
O(3v17, 3v37, 3v38, 4rl0, 4rll). fefau|k: a(lv12]13); fe fak: R(6r3), Gr (6v2), K(7v5); fe foc:
B(1r22b); fe fok: S(5r29), O(3v32). fer: a(2r10, 2v24), K(7v19, 7v25, 8r21), O(4r9); ser: R(6r16, 6v13),
B(1v17a, 1v34b), S(5v8, 5v33), O(4r4, 4r24). leku: o(2rl8), O(4r9); leku: R(6r22); leko: B(1v27a),
Gr(6v25), S(5v13); leiku: K(7v25). lek: a(2r19), B(1v29a), Gr (6v26), S(5v14), K(7v26), O(4r9); lek:
R(6r22). feck: a(2v9), P(1v12b), O(4rl16); fek: R(6v2); fekk: S(5v23). het: a(2v14), S(5v27), K(8r14);
omitted: R, illegible: §; het: O(4r19).
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Presumably in the course of the 14" century the long consonant /I and the cluster rl
became to be pronounced as ¢/, 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 Jéhannesson
(1923-24, 132) this language change had to take place in the 13" century, however, he does
not provide any evidence for that. He suggested that the evidence for ¢/ and fn in
pronunciation can be registered from the first part of the 14™ century, but Bjoérn K. Pérélfsson
(1925, XXXII) disagreed; emphasising that in from the 14™ up to the 16™ centuries short / and
n can create the rhymes with long Il and nn, for example, til:vill, flein:einn. However, the first
examples of orthographic representations of this change appeared in the early 14™ century in
“Olleifr” for Oddleifr in Hauksbék dated to c. 1302-1310 and “Orny” for Oddny in a charter
from 1332. Later, forms as “kadl” for karl or “fadla” for falla become common (Bandle
1973,45; Stefan Karlsson 1978, 98; Haraldur Bernhardsson 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."’
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”: “0”. There is only instance which is
unclear, due to the condition of the parchment - the example “sipan” (1rl) - which seems to
include “p” 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).

7 kalldyzum: a(1r12); karlldyrum: R(5v5); kalldyrom: B(1r24a); karldyrom: Gr(6rll); karl dyrum:
K(7r12); karlldyrom: S(5r12); kalldyrum: O(3v20). einn: o(1r25), B: (1r8b); omitted: R, Gr, K, O, S.
einn hvern” o(1v11), S(5r29), O(3v32); Emhvern: R(5v2); Ein huern: f(1r21b), Gr(6v1l); Ein huern:
K(7v4). [ueinnenn” a(2v5); fuemninv R (5v28,5v29); (uemnn: P(1v10b), lacuane: Gr; [ueinin: K(8r7,
818); [ueinnin: O(4rl4, 4r15); (uemnmnn: S(5v21, 5v22).
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According to Stefan Karlsson (2002, 835), “p” 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 “d” in the 13™ century, becoming dominant in mid-14" century.
He states that under the Norwegian influence, after the year 1400, the letter “d” 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 d when straight “d” is used for the stop, but in the
13™ century, this distinction was abolished and the rounded “d” became dominant. On the
other hand, as Hreinn Benediktsson suggests, after the consonants / and n, the distinction was
preserved, and until the 14% century, for example, in the preterit forms valdi, vandi and the
substantives valdi, vandi. There are only sporadic examples of “ld” and “nd” in the 13"
century for earlier denotation “Ip/18” or “np/nd”. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1965, 74).

The fragment a 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 “0” and stop “d”, as shown in the

Table 18.

18. Representation of the etymological d and d
etymological d etymological d etymological 10 etymological Id
“lagdi” sagdi (1vl) | “dag” dag (1v11) “taldi” taldi (1v13) | “giallda”  gjalda
“fidan” sidan (1v3) | "laxar  dal(”  Laxardals (1v14)
“fiozdu” fjordu | (1r12)
(1r1)

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
Bernhardsson 2013, 410).

The other manuscripts that preserved the corresponding to a text show that the oldest
orthography is preserved in AM 162 B B fol., where “p” in mid-word position appears in all
examined examples, as shown in Table 19. All manuscripts, other than Grdskinna and
Oddabok, represent a strong orthographic tradition to spell sidan with “p”, not only when the

word is abbreviated but also in written-out forms. In other words than sidan Skafinskinna and
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the fragment o preserved the spellings with “d”, when Kaélfalekjarbok preserved “0”, in
Reykjabék both forms appear. The youngest orthography is represented in Oddabdk, that uses

exclusively “d”."

19. Dental fricatives in mid-word position

mss. date ONP | sidan sagoi taldi fodur fiorou fjoroum
B-AM 162B B c. 1300 “f1ipan” abbr. “tal |p1” | “fopo2” | “fiozpo” | omitted
Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “s1@an” abbr. talde “fed2” “f16280” | “fib2dom”
R — AM 468 4to | c. 1300-1325 | “si8an”, “[iban” | abbr. “tald1” “fodur” | “fio2du” | “fio2dum”
K — AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “sipan” “lagd1” | illegabile | “fa02” “fio20u” | “fi620um”
S- GKS 2868 4to | c. 1350-1400 | “fipan” “lagdi” | “tald1” “fodur” | “fiozdu” | “fozdum”
a—-AM 162 B a | c. 1400-1500 | "(idan”, “Oipan” | "fagdi” | “taldi” “faud2” | “ficedu” | “fiozdum”
O — AM 466 4to c. 1460 “fidann” “leger” | “taldd1” | “fed2” “fiozdu” | “fozdum”

6.2 The middle voice

The middle voice in the fragment is denoted as follows:

“beriazt” berjask (2r4, 2r11, 2r24),
“retz” rézk (2r5)
“berzt” bersk(2r8)
“fan0zt'"” 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 Bernhardsson (2013, 410), the middle voice is especially useful

for dating manuscripts from the late period c. 1375/1400. According to Kjartan G. Ottdsson

¥ fipan a(1rl), R(6v2); sidan: R(5v8), Gr(612); sipan: B(1r10a); sipan: K(7r4), S(516); idann: O(3v15).
fagoi: a(lvl), S(5r21); [.: R(5v24), B(1r8b), Gr(6r23); fagdi: K(7r22); leger: O(3v27). [idan: a(lv3);
(i8an: R(5v25), Gr(6r25); f(ipan: B(1rllb); fipan: S(5r23); 00pan: K(7r23); (idann: O(3v28). dag:
a(lvll), R(6r2), K(7v4), S(5r29); d: B(1r21b), Gr(6vl), O(3v32). laxar Oall: a(1rl2); laxar dall:
R(5v15), B(1r25a), Gr(6r12), K(7r12|13), S(5r13); lagO dale: O(3v20). “aloi: o(1lv13); taldi: R(6r3),
S(5r30); tal|p1: B(1r23|24b); talde: Gr(6v3), illegabile: K; talddi: O(3v33). faudz: a(1v2); fadur:
R(5v25); fedz: Gr(6r25); fopoz: B(1rl0b); fardz: K(7r23), fodur: S(5r22), fedz: O(3v27) . fioz0u: a(1rl);
fi028u R(5v8), K(7r4); fi6200: Gr(6r3); fiozpo: B (1rllb); ficedu: S(5r6), O(3v1l5). fio2dum: a(lr2);
fi020um R (5v9), f16200m: Gr(6r4); omitted: B; fi620um: K(7r5); fozdum: S(5r7), O (3v15]16).

' “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 14™ century (Kjartan G.
Ottdsson 1992, 112). The mediopassive ending “zt“ appears for the first time in the second half
of 14™ century, in a letter from 1363, in the forms “kaulluduzt” and “profuadizt” (Stefin
Karlsson 1960,181 after Kjartan G. Ottdsson 1992, 121-122). The “zt” ending was an usual
notation for a few Icelandic scribes: Kréksfjardarbék (3) - AM 122 a fol dated to 1350-1370;
AM 194 8vo (2) dated to 1387, Porskfirdinga saga preserved in AM 561 4to, dated to 1390-
1410; it is represented in around half of Orvar-Odds saga in AM 344 a 4to, dated to 1350-
1400; and is rather common in the AM 194 8vo (1). However, some other 14" 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 15™ century. Forms with “zt” were dominant around 1450 until around 1525,
and slowly disappeared after 1575 (Kjartan G. Ottésson 1992, 123-124).

The other manuscripts that preserved the corresponding text, represented in the Table
20, suggest that the youngest orthography appears in o and AM 466 4to, Oddabék, dated to
around 1460, with the spellings with “zt”, with the exception in Oddabdk of “fanz” and of

39

“retz” in a. The oldest orthography appears in GKS 2870 4to, Grdskinna, dated to around

1300 and in AM 468 4to, Reykjabok, dated to around 1300-1325, where the “[t” 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 § fol. due to the condition of the fragment.*

20. Mediopassive in manuscripts the contain corresponding text

mss. date ONP | perjask rézk bezt fanzt

2 beriazt: a(2r4, 2rll, 2r24); beriaz R(6r12, 6r17, 6r25), Gr(6v14, 6v19, 6v30), S(5v5, 5v9, 5v17),
K(7v15,7v20); beriaz: K(8r3); berazt: O(4r2, 4r5, 4r1l). retz: a(2r5); redz: R(6rl13); rez: Gr(6v15),
K(7v16), S(5v6); Reezt: O(4r2). berzt: a(2r8); berlt: R(6r15); berlt: Gr(6v17); berz: K(7v18), S(5v7);
berzt: O(4r4). fanOzt: a(2v25); fandz: R(6v14), lacuna: B, Gr; fanz: K(8r21); fanzt: S(3v33); fanz:
O(4r25).
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p-AM162B c. 1300 illegible illegible | illegible | lacuna
Gr- GKS 2870 4to c. 1300 “beriaz” “rez” “berlt” lacuna
R — AM 468 4to c. 1300-1325 | “beriaz” “redz” “ber(t” “fandz”
K — AM 133 fol. c. 1350 “beriaz” “rez” “berz” “fanz”
S- GKS 2868 4to c. 1350-1400 “beriaz”’ “rez” “berz” “fanzt”
a—-AM 162 B a c. 1400-1500 | “beriazt” | “retz” “berzt” “fan0zt”
O — AM 466 4to c. 1460 “beriazt” | “Reezt” “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” rddagerd (1r24)
“giordu” gordu (1vl)
“grord1” gordi (2v5)
“giorfer” gorvir (2r17)
“geck” gekk (1r25)

“kemr” kemr (1r14)
“gengu” gengu (1v11)

Of the seven instances of words where the palatalized ¢ appears, four of them reflect the
palatalization orthographically. The scribe denotes palatalization before 6 - the final sound of
the merger of ¢ and o - “giorfer” gorvir (2r17), but he does not do so before e. This practice
appears in the 14" century when palatalization is denoted orthographically before the vowels 2
and 6 (from 0) and occasionally e. In the 15™ century the palatalization appears more often
and increasingly before e (Stefan Karlsson 2004, 45; Haraldur Bernhardsson 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, Reykjabdk, dated to around 1300-1325: gioz|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 gora.*'

1 gio2d a(1r24); gerd: R(5v23), Gr(6120), B(1r8b), K(7r21); gio2du a(lvl); gerdu: R(5v24), K(7r22);
gerdo: Gr(6r24), S(5r22); omitted: B; gerdu: O(3v27). gio2d1 a(2v5); gerdi R(6r29), K(8t7); lacuna: Gr;
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7. Abbreviations by the superscript letters.

Fragment a 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 | 1 2 |d|c|n|o|t]e|alu
44 | 36 21 |8 |8 |8 |7 |2]2 |2]1

ar |i0,il,ig |ur,r|ed | ik |an |or|it|re|a |u

€_9

The most frequent superscript letters in the fragment are “r”, “1” and “2”. The
superscript “i” is often used to abbreviate words such as: “fyrir” (1r21), “eigi” (2v22), “uid”
(1vl) 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), “linar” (1v13), and
“sumar” (1v7), while the superscript “2” is more ambiguous. The superscript “2” stands for
“ur” in the gen. sg. and dat. sig. of fem. noun déttir “dottur” (1v13, 1v20), but for “r” in the
forms “hunndrada” (1v14) and “[protin” (2v3). In all other instances abbreviation by a

9

superscript “2” appear in the word final position of words that fragment a did not preserved in

their written-out forms. In the edition of the fragment a the superscript “2” in the word final

gerir: B(1v8b); omitted: S; gerdi O(4r14). geck: a(1r25), Gr(6r23); gak: R(5v24); gecc: PB(1r8b); gek:
K(7r22); gekk: S(5r21); abbr: O(3v26). kemr: a(1rl4), Gr(6rl3), B(1r28a), K(7r14), S(5r14), O(3v21);
kemr: R(5v16). gengu: a(lvll), O(3v32); gengu: R(6r2), K(7v4); gengo: Gr(6v2); gengo: P(1lr21b);
gingo: S(5r29). giorfer: a(2rl7); gioz|vir: R(6r20]21); gerfir: Gr(6v24); omitted: B; gervir K(7v24);
geruir S(5v12), gerfer O(4r8).
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position was expanded with “ur”, as in the forms “ueltur” (1rl, 1r3, 1v3, 2r14, 2v10) or
“ftilltur” (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

cc:

as “it” since no example of the fricativization of t into d 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 “ueizlu (uei|nar”(2r18]19) and it was expanded

3

as “u”. Superscript “a” is used twice: once for an abbreviation of “manna” (2r10) and the
other time in the word “fkapi” (2v23), where it was expanded just as “a”. An uncertain form
of “fiarh | eimtuni” (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, Skuli Thorlacius stated that, according to Jén Johnsonius, all fragments
of AM 162 B fol. are dated to the 14™ century, based on the orthography and script (Nials
saga 1809, XXIII).

However, another date is given in Kalund’s Katalog, where AM 162 B «a fol. is
dated to the 15" century (Katalog 1889, 117-118). The same dating can be found in the
edition of Njdls saga by Finnur Jénsson (1902, XLI), and the edition by Einar Ol. Sveinsson
(1954, CLI), as well as in his book on the manuscript tradition of Njdls saga (Einar Ol.
Sveinsson 1953, 11). In the Ordbog over det norrone prosasprog (1989, 434) the given date is c.
1400-1500.

An earlier dating was given by Jén Dorkelsson (1889, 773), in his article Om
handskrifterne af Njala, where he suggested a date around 1320 for the fragment a. In the

article, references to Jon Sigurdsson’s dating can be found: Jon Sigurdsson wanted to believe
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that this fragment was from the 13" century (Jén Sigurdsson AM 394 fol 177r after Jén
borkelsson 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 14" 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 (Stefan
Karlsson 1963a, 6; 1963b, 10; Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson 2004, 66-67; 2008, 91). Cursive
appears in manuscript books dated to the end of 14™ century, for example in AM 194 8vo
dated to 1387 or the Flateyjarbok GKS 1005 fol. dated to 1387-1394 (Gudvardur Mar
Gunnlaugsson 2007, 66-69). Thanks to a consultation with Gudvardur Mar Gunnlaugsson, it
is possible to point out that the particular script type found in a seems to have more in
common with 15" century cursive then with that of the 14™ century. An interesting feature of
a 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 14™ 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 a fol.

Date

Dental fricatives in

non-final position

“b” used once in the
internal position;

66 instances of “d” but
none of “d”; the letter “8”

is not used at all.

The letter “0” gradually falls out of
use in the course of the 14™ century
and is very rarely seen after 1400.
The absence of “8” could thus point
to the 3rd quarter of the 14"
century, but more likely to the 4™

quarter or later.

Orthographic form
of the middle voice

ending

Predominantly “zt”, once

@, 9

z” in “retz”.

The spelling “zt” appear sporadically
in the first half of the 14™ century,
but gains ground in the second half
and becomes the predominant
spelling in the first quarter of the
15™ century. This spelling thus
points to the late 14™ century or

later.

Merger & 4+ 6 > @

[TPSR L)

&” used exclusively to
represent vowel resulting

from the merger.

Shortly after the merger various
symbols were used to denote the
resulting vowel, but later “a” starts
to dominate. It becomes the
predominant form by 1400. This
spelling thus points to the late 14™

century or later.

before ng/nk

Derounding of y Not in evidence. X

into i

The In evidence. The orthographic representation of
diphthongization the diphthongization before gi is
before gi dated to the period after 1300.

The Only one form without The prevalence of diphthongal
diphthongization signs of diphthongization. | spellings suggests a date in the late

14™ century or later.

Orthographic
change “vo” for

L)

va

“va” used once, but “vo”

used 11 times.

The high incidence of orthographic
“vo” suggests a date in the 14™

century or later.
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The fricativization

of word-final ¢

Not in evidence.

This is a very archaic feature that
could be consistent with early 14"
century orthography, but it appears
alongside with the innovative

features mentioned above.

The fricativization

of word-final k

9

g” used 2 times —
change already took place
(16 with “k”).

This pattern could be consistent

with 14™ century orthography.

Diphthongization

of é

Not in evidence.

This could be consistent with 14™"

century orthography.

Vowel epenthesis

Only one example:
“faguzt”. Reversed
spelling: “faud2”, scribe

[Tl

uses “2” interchangeably
with “r”. Superscript “2”
used in abbreviated forms

“vestur” and “stilltur”.

The u-insertion began in the last
quarter of the 13" century when r
appears between true consonants. In
the second half of the 14™ 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 a suggests
a date in the second half of the 14™

and k

representation of
palatalization before ¢
from earlier o, but no

evidence before e.

century.
Consonant Reversed spelling The long consonants [l and nn, when
epenthesis “kalldyrum”. following a long vowel or a
diphthong, and rl and rn fell
together in the pronunciation as ¢l
and tn in the course of 14" century.
Palatalization of g Orthographical In the 14™ century, palatalization is

denoted orthographically before the
vowels @ and 6 (from o) and
occasionally e. In the 15" 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 a: AM 350 fol., Skardsbok Jonsbokar, dated to 1363, and GKS 1005

fol., Flateyjarbok, dated to 1387-1394. The orthography of Skardsbék was described by Jon

Helgason (1926), and the orthography of Flateyjarbék was analysed by Kolbriin Haraldsdottir

(2004). In Table 23 below, the particular changes that are described in both publications were

compared with AM 162 a 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 « fol., AM 350 fol, GKS 1005 fol.,
(1400-1500) (1363) (1387-1394)

Merger & + 6 > @ + + +
Derounding of y into i - + +
The diphthongization before -gi + + +
The diphthongization before ng/nk | + - +
Orthographic change “vo” for | + - +
g

The fricativization of word-final ¢ - + +
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 a bears a
closer resemblance to the orthography of GKS 1005, Flateyjarbék, dated to 1387-1394, than to
that of Skardsbok. The changes that are registered in the orthography of o and Flateyjarbok but

el

not in Skardsbok, are: the diphthongization before ng/nk, the orthographic change of “va

¢

into “vo”, and the fricativization of word-final k. However, a has several features which are
not seen in either of the other manuscripts: more archaic orthography in the case of the
diphthongization of ¢, the fricativization of word-final ¢, 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 o 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 a frequently parallels that of
GKS 2868, Skafinskinna, dated to around 1350-1400 and AM 466 4to, Oddabok, dated to
around 1460, sometimes showing more similarities to the younger one. This suggests that o
may be placed between the two in a relative chronological order.

The extensive use of Cursiva Antiquior in manuscript books dated to the 15™ century

9

and the fact that the scribe of a uses “zt” and “z” to denote the middle voice, as well as the

3% 669 G699

usage of “2” 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 Flateyjarbok (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 14™ century and the first decades of the 15" century (1490-
1540).

9. The transmission of the text

Brennu-Njals 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 Njdls saga”. In this chapter an attempt to revise the position of fragment a 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 Njdls saga

The first scholar who classified the medieval manuscripts of Njdls 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 a, in his
analysis. From the perspective of this research it is noteworthy that Hanns Schnorr von
Carolsfeld puts AM 466 to, Oddabdk in the same branch as AM 486 4to, Reykjabok, and AM
133 fol., Kalfalzekjarbok. However Oddabok is closer to the archetype than the other two,
which were derived from a common ancestor — “¢”. GKS 2868, Skafinskinna and GKS 2870
4to, Grdskinna are place in the other branch which was derived from a common ancestor -

“659
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Img. 8. Stemma by Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld.

i
K4
’
rd
o ’
(MM ol 3
: 7 Uz
AM 466 4to,
0Oddabok
AM 486 4to,  GKS 2868 4to, GKS 2870 4to,
Reykjabok Skafinskinna Graskinna
AM 133 fol.,
Kalfaleekjarbok

The analysis of manuscripts of Njdls saga by Jon Porkelsson results in another stemma
that is presented below (Img. 9). In Jén DPorkelsson’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, Jon borkelsson did smake some important
observations about these:

Af det foran fremsatte om de mindre fragmenter kan man ogsd udfinde deres plads i
schemaet; de hore alle udelukkende til FB-klassen [Reykjabok—Kadlfalzkjarbék group|, og
de fleste ligge henholdsvis imellem D [AM 309 4to., Bexjarbok|, B [Kdlfalzekjarbok] og F
[Reykjabok] ( Jon Porkelsson 1889, 783).

Referring to a, he states:

Ca [AM 162 B « fol.] synes at std B [Kdlfalzekjarbok] nermest, men I [Grdskinna] fjernest
af de membraner, som kan sammenlignes med det; medens det har 83 leesemadder felles
med B, har det kun 41 leseméder felles med I, samt med félgende handskrifter omtrent
folgende antal: med F [Reykjabok] 80, med E [Oddabok] 70, med CB [AM 162 B B fol.]
68, med G [Skafinskinna] 59 (Jon Porkelsson 1889, 777).
When referring to the fragment B of AM 162 B fol. he emphasised that this fragment is closely

related to Reykjabdk and Kalfalekjarbdk, as well as to the fragment a of AM 162 B fol. (Jén

borkelsson 1889, 778).
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Img. 9. Stemma by Jon Porkelsson.
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AM133fol,  AM 486 4to, GKS 2868 4to, Graskinna
Kalfalzkjarbok Reykjabok Skafinskinna

The stemmas by Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld and Jén borkelsson were revisited by
Einar Ol 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
Ol. 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 Ol. Sveinsson

Archetype
*X *V
*Y .7

Einar Ol Sveinsson confirmed what Jén Porkelsson wrote about fragments a and B,
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 « and B text (Einar Ol. Sveinsson
1953, 87). The stemma of class X is presented below in Image 11.

Img. 11. Stemma by Einar Ol. Sveinsson, the X-class.

2) The X-class.
*X

*x;, RZR4LO3K2

*X *X5

v & &€ 82 Svl Gal R1 R3 K1 O1 Bb1 Bb3

Einar Ol. Sveinsson emphasises that o and p do belong to class X, but to some other
textual branch than x; — the branch that Reykjabék (R1), Kalfalzkjarbok (K1) and Oddabck
(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 Ol.

Sveinsson 1953, 88). He sums up his observations:

In chs. 1-19 the three manuscripts R [Reyjabok], K [Kdlfalzkjarbok] and O [Oddabdk]
represent x;. The two fragments f and a belong to some other textual line within the X-
class, and Pjll is closely akin with R (Einar Ol. Sveinsson 1953, 139).

While discussing the position of AM 162 B B fol. Einar Ol. Sveinsson noticed some

similarities between B and Z class of manuscripts, such as Grdskinna and Skafinskinna.
He states:

I should like to call attention to [...] the relation of B (and o) to RK [...]. B 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 Ol. Sveinsson 1953, 119).

It is worth noting that unlike previous scholars Einar Ol. 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 X,
without any intermediate manuscript, but that O3, together with R2, R4, and K2 are direct

descendants of X. Both Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld and Jén Porkelsson placed entire text of
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Oddabdk in a separate branch (Einar Ol. Sveinsson 1953, 86, 117, 119, 171; Njala 1954, CLII-
CLIII).

Building on Einar Ol. 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

TE3E

included in Einar OIl. Sveinsson’s stemma. He introduced a nod that is a common

[IE 3L

ancestor of the fragments alpha and beta and suggested that is related to the fragments eta
and iota, being delivered straight from x;. 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 a 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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9.2 A new stemma

All researchers mentioned above determined that fragment o of AM 162 B fol. shares a close
relationship with AM 468 4to, Reykjabok and AM 133 fol., Kdlfalzkjarbok. This places it in
the Einar Ol. Sveinsson’s X-class of Njdls saga manuscripts. Einar Ol. Sveinsson’s (1951,
1953, 1954) analysis of the textual variation seems to be based mainly on the chapters not
preserved in fragment a. His observations about the fragment o seem to be based largely on
Jon borkelsson’s conclusions about the agreement between the different manuscripts. The
limited discussion on AM 162 B o fol in earlier scholarship calls for a more detailed
examination of the textual variation between o and the other Njdls saga manuscripts
containing corresponding text.

The aim of this subchapter is to revise the classification of the fragment o in the
stemma using and computer-assisted methods. A new stemma of chapter 8 of Njdls 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 Arnamagnaan 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 Njdls 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 Njdls saga was dictated by contents of the fragment a 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 7% - 8" in Konrad Gislason 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 a 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 Reykjabok AM 468 4to complete
K Kalfalzekjarbok AM 133 fol. complete
§ AM 162B B fol. lacuna from 9"
S Skafinskinna GKS 2868 4to  complete
O Oddabok AM 466 4to complete
Gr Graskinna GKS 2870 4to  lacuna from 8>

Additionally, following the suggestion of Svanhildur Oskarsdéttir, two post-medieval paper
manuscripts were used in this research in order to establish a relation between o 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 (Jon Porkelsson 1889, Mar Jonsson 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, Fagureyjarbok (Jon Porkelsson 1889,
737) and the letter “G” was assigned to AM 136 fol. which Arni Magniisson received from

Sveinn Torfason from Gaulverjaber, and which, for the sake of convenience, will be referred
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to here as Gaulverjabajarbék (Jon Dorkelson 1889, 721-722). Text corresponding to a is
preserved in both manuscripts:

25. Manuscripts from a Gullskinna branch used for a textual comparison

abbr. name shelf mark text
G Gaulverjabzjarb6k AM 136 fol. complete
F Fagureyjarbok 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 a (discussed in chapter 11).

At first, a text which corresponds to each line of o was transcribed, starting with the
line 1vl of a, that is, in chapter 7 of Njdls 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 -], as can be seen in Table 26 below. In column “H”,
manuscripts a, R, K, O, Gr, and F share the same reading, but in column “J” manuscripts R,
K, O, G, and F oppose a, which shares a reading only with .

26. Spread-sheet, columns H-K

mss. H I J K

AM 162 B a fol er kona hans var { brautu | ok var hann stilltr vel | hann var | heima 61l pau misseri
AM 162 B a fol 1 1 1 1

AM 468 4to -Reykjabdk er kona hans var i brautu | ok er po vel stilltr ok var heima 611 pau misseri
AM 468 4to -Reykjabdk 1 2 2 2

AM 133 fol - Kalfalekjarbok er kona hans var { brautu | ok er po vel stilltr ok var heima 611 pau misseri
AM 133 fol - Kalfalekjarbok 1 2 2 2

AM 466 4to - Oddabok er kona hans var { brautu | ok var po mjég stilltr | ok var heima 61l pau misseri
AM 466 4to - Oddabdk 1 4 2 2
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Gl. kgl. saml. 2870 - Graskinna er kona hans var { brautu | ok var po vel stilltr | var heima 61l pau misseri
Gl. kgl. saml. 2870 - Graskinna 1 5 3 1
Gl.kgl.sml 2868 4to - Skafinskinna | er ga hans var { brautu ok var po vel stilltr | var hann | heima 61l pau misseri
Gl.kgl.sml 2868 4to - Skafinskinna | 2 5 4 3
AM 162 B beta fol. er hin var i brautu ok var po vel stilltr hann var | heima 61l pau misseri
AM 162 B beta fol. 3 5 1 1
AM 136 fol. - Gaulverjabajarbok | er kona hans var burt en var po vel stilltr ok var heima 611 pau misseri
AM 136 fol. - Gaulverjabaejarbok | 4 5 2 2
AM 469 4to - Fagureyjarbok er kona hans var 1 brautu | ok er po vel stilltr ok var heima 611 pau misseri
AM 469 4to - Fagureyjarbok 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 Ol. Sveinsson’s stemma. The transcription into the spreadsheet covered
corresponding to a 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, o, ) 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 Ol. Sveinsson

AM 466 4to,

Oddabok
GKS 2870 4to,

Graskinna

AM 133 fol.,
Kalfalekjarbok

GKS 2868 4to;
Skafinskinna

AM 468 4to,
Reykjabok

AM 162 B beta fol.
cta fo AM 162 B alfa fol.

It is clear in Image 13 that Reykjabok, Kalfalzekjarbok and Oddabék appear close to each
other on one branch, suggesting that there are close similarities among them. Grdskinna and
Skafinskinna share a common ancestor, which creates the another branch. Also, both
fragments from AM 162 B fol. share a common ancestor and o and  create the third
independent group of manuscripts. The results achieved with the software correspond well
with the Einar Ol. Sveinsson’s stemma, where early parts of Njdls saga, as preserved in
Reykjabok (R1), Kalfalekjarbék (K1), and Oddabék (O1) all belong together to the X; class
(Img. 10), and Grdskinna (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 a and
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 Ol.
Sveinsson’s stemma and the position of o was confirmed, the readings from Gullskinna-
branch: AM 469 4to, Fagureyjarbok and AM 136 fol., Gaulverjabzjarbok 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

AM 466 4to,
AM 133 fol,  Oddabek AM 469 4to,
Kalfalekjarbok Fagureyjarbdk

GKS 2870 4to,

Graskinna AM 136 fol.,

Gaulverjabajarbok

GEKS 2868 4to,
Skafinskinna

AM 162 B beta fol.
AM 162 B alfa fol.

In this stemma Fagureyjarbék and Gaulverjabzjarbok 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 a fol. in the stemma: it still shows the
closest similarity with the AM 162 B f 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 Njdls saga. The
variants were recorded independently from the apparatus in the edition by Konrad Gislason
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 Jon
Dorkelsson (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 o and
Kalfalzekjarbok and Oddabok. Also, Reykjabék and Gaulverjabzjarbok show siginificant
agreement with a. Fragment o agrees 24 times with fragment B of AM 162 B fol. and 22 times
with Fagureyjarbok, but only 13 times with Skafinskinna and 11 times with Grdskinna. It is
worth mentioning that 25 of the common readings between a and Gaulverjabzjarbok are also
common readings with Reykjabok. That means that a joins G only once against R, specifically,
in the reading: “ok gistu at lundi” a, B, and G; “Hoskuldr ok Hruatr gistu at lundi” R, K, F,
Gr, S, and O. All common readings for a and Fagureyjarbok are also common readings with R,

which means that a never joins F against Reykjabdk.

27. Textual agreement between alpha and other manuscripts containing corresponding text.

mss. agreement with
AM 162 B a fol.

K: Kalfalekjarbok, AM 133 fol. 28

O: Oddabdk — AM 466 4to 28

R: Reykjabdk, AM 468 4to 26

G: Gaulverjabaejarbok, AM 136 fol. 26

B: AM 162B B fol. 24

F: Fagureyjarbok, AM 469 4to 22

S: Skafinskinna, GKS 2868 4to 13

Gr: Graskinna - GKS 2870 11

From the perspective of the research on the transmission of the text preserved in the fragment
a, it is significant, that o has many unique readings and that it stands alone 32 times, against
all the other manuscripts, as for example:

e “er Hrati vel farit” a; “er honum vel farit” R, K, O, F, G; “ok er honum farit
vel”: S, Gr; illegible B.

® “pviat hann er” a; “hann er” R, K, O, 8, F, G; “er” S, Gr.

o “villdi” o; “mundi” R, K, O, F, G, S, Gr, illegible B.

® “ok uoru menn” a; “ok hofdu menn” R, O, F, Gr, S; “mikit og hofdu menn”

K; “og verdu menn” G; omitted f.
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e  “[veinar tveir” a; “en [veinar tveir” R, K, F, G, Gr, S; “tveir [veinar” O;
illegible B.
e “giorvir elldar” a; “giorvir malelldar” R, B; “giorvir langelldar”: K, O, Gr, S;
“giorvir malelldar” F; “malelldar giorvir” G.
® “rida menn nu heim af pingi” a; “ok sidan rida menn heim a pingi” R; “sidan
rida menn heim af pingi” Gr, G; “ok sidan ridu menn heim af pingi” B; “ok
(idan rida menn heim af pingi” K; “ok [idan ridu menn af pingi” O, F.
The traditional apparatus clearly shows that text preserved in fragment a is much different
than the text preserved in Reykjabok, Kadlfalzekjarbok, Oddabok, Gaulverjabzjarbok and
Fagureyjarbok. At the same time, it shares more readings with this group of manuscripts than
with Grdskinna and Skafinskinna.

The relationship of fragment a with fragment B needs more attention, since both
Alaric Hall’s stemma (Img. 12), and the Pars’ stemmas (Img. 13 and 14) suggest that the
fragments o and P are the descendants of a common ancestor. The textual variation shows that
the reading of fragment o agrees with the reading of the fragment B 24 times. This
calculations includes six examples where these two stand against all the other manuscripts and
seven examples where readings of o and f 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 Ol. Sveinsson’s observations it is possible to establish the
significant probability of fragment a’s position in the stemma. It seems to be clear that the
texts of Njdls saga’s chapter 8 which are preserved in Reykjabok, Kdlfalekjarbok, Oddabik,
Gaulverjabzjarbék and Fagureyjarbék belong to one group, which Einar Ol. Sveinsson called x,
and that they share a common ancestor with the fragments o and . So all together, these
manuscripts belong to the X-class of manuscripts of Njdls saga. On the other side Gdskinna
and Skafinskinna stand together and correspond with Einar Ol. 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 x; 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 Havnie in 1809,
Copenhagen in 1875 and Reykjavik in 1954.

The oldest edition that gives variant reading of « is the translation of Njals saga into
Latin, by Jon Jonssonius 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 Bajarbék. In this edition the shelf mark of Reykjabok is
also incorrect: instead of 468, it is referred to as 298. The fragment a 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, Kalund 1889,
s. 121; Jon Helgason 1962, XVII).

The monumental critical edition of Njals saga entitled Njdla udgivet efter gamle
handskrifter 1 by Konrad Gislason and Eirikur Jénsson gives almost exhaustive list of textual
variants of & among the other manuscripts (Njala 1875).

To a significantly smaller extent the readings from the fragment o were used in the
edition entitled Brennu-Njdls Saga in Islenzk fornit series, volume XIII. The edition by Einar
Ol. Sveinsson gives variants from « in particular only twice. The first one is as a variant of
“langeldar K, O, Z; maleldar R, B; eldar: a” (p.29) and the second references to the omission
“ok pvi — kollud R, K, O; sl. a, B, S.”(p.29). Elsewhere, Einar Ol. Sveinsson references the
group of manuscripts generally, using his X, Y, and Z divisions (Brennu-Nijals 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 o 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 a, 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).

2uum </ W
2570 = w nan s

2571 = <choice> th

2572 <me:facs>al<lb "o />ping</me:facs> - s

ﬂ.’ o

2573 <me:dipl>al<lb o="9"/>ping</me:dipl>
meiciptoa />ping</me:dip Img. 16 Beglnnlng of line 1v9 in a
2574 <me:norm>al<lb "g"/>ping</me:norm>
2574 </choice> manuscript
2576 </w>
2577 <me :punct>
2578+ <choice>
2679 <me:facs></me:faca> -
2580 <me:dipl></me:dipl> ’ ’
2531 <me:norm>, </me:norm> f a }
25282 </choice> blllg p llr 1 -l
2583 </me:punct> . . . .
e - v ans Img. 17. Beginning of line 1v9 in a
2885 <choice> transcription on a facsimile level
2586 <me:facs>&slong;purédrot;i</me:facs>
2587 <me:dipl>&slong;purdi</me:dipl>
2588 <me:norm>spurdi</me:norm>
2589 </choice>
2580 </ w » »
25m < <w e nars ping {purdi hann
2582 = <choice>
2593 < :f rh<am>ibar;</am></ -f > . . . .
e racsRTan saTT/mestass Img. 18. Beginning of line 1v9 in a
2584 <me:diplrh<ex>ann</ex></me:dipl>
2585 <me:norm>hann</ms:norm> transcription on a diplomatic level
2596 </choice>
2587 </

Img. 15. Beginning of line 1v9 in XML-file

alping, spurdi hann

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

il

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 “a”,
“&” are represented as ligatures. Due to the cursive script type, other joined letters were

33

divided into separate characters: as for example, the ligature of long “[” and “t” is not
reproduced as the ligature “ft” rather as the separate characters “{t”. 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
A S :
F * | &finsclose;
e M 7
[T

D m &drot; 6
) i

&jnodot; | J

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 “[” was

reproduced in unchanged form. Others were standardized, for example “&finsclose;” was
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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
Islenzk fornit series. All abbreviations are expanded without marking them in any way, The
punctuation was supplied following the edition by Einar Ol. 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
Konrad Gislason and Eirikur Jénsson as well as the edition by Einar Ol. 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 o of AM 162 B fol. has never been attempted
before. This short fragment, which preserved text of Njdls 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 “va” into “vo”. The orthography of the fragment lets us to date it to the period from the
last quarter of the 14™ century.

The palaeographic analysis- which revealed the use of rounded “r” not only following
“d” and “0”, 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 14™ century and the first half of the 15" 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 a, such as discussed in chapter 5 form “reykja”, could be foundation for a further
research.

The transcription of the text preserved in the fragment a 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 a perhaps originally belonged to was
estimated, based on the transcription of a and the edition of the text of Reykjabok (2003), The
hypothetical manuscript (Xa) would count around 194,9 leaves, in 24 gatherings, and the
fragment o 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 a would have followed
that of Reykjabdk. As it is shown in chapter 9, the text of a does not belong to the same
branch of the manuscripts as Reykjabok, but creates, together with {3, 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 Njdls saga (Xa), that a originally belonged to, would have

to count around 190 leaves.
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The text of the saga preserved in o 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 Njdls 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 Ol Sveinsson, namely that a close
relationship between fragment a and B of AM 162 B fol.. The research also confirms the
complicated position of Oddabok in stemmas as presented by Hans Schnorr von Carolsfeld and
Jon borkelsson. For further research, an examination of the relationship between postmedieval
manuscripts that preserved corresponding to a text is needed in order to find out wheather
there are some manuscripts that could be descendants of a which would contribute to the

existing research on the transmission of Njdls saga.
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Appendix A. Transcription of the text of AM 162 B a fol.

A.1 Facsimile level

1r

1 (e bez[0] 1f [000] h pa j pio2du uelt z (igm
u[000] [00] [00] [0] [00] k plyzia alle Beic uelcan

b [00 00 0] b[00 0] proz2du uele € ta | bure leigi

4 1]000...000] pa [00] m r1da ¢ ping( € all' éu
[000...000] [000] [000] «cla [kzu rifa ur reykiu
[00] 000 000 000 000 M per faurunauca pina

7 [000...000] ¢ huilu pinar
[000...000] pa (ke nepna uocc

[000...000] feigia (kilic ti i lag

10 [0000...000] ac Alpingif mali

[000...000] laugu (lika uocza [keu hapa py?

kalldyzu (18 110 pu @ b200z z 11 lax dall heidr

13 2 (uo ¢ hollca uo20u heid z rid p ¢ mi pin mu
le1[0]at ¢ hruza piard en & pu ker ¢ mii mu ek
[0] [00] malinu (Kzu alldzeigi 18 koa hm | hende

16 [00] [0]102 nu het ap pingi = u & hei koin = pagn
[000] h[0] Ho 2[00] wel mal: Kt [0] & & & blid Pra §
[000...000] en & Gad1 zok hu foze

19 [00] lagd[00] [000...000] [O]ele 1 pio2du € bad hi
[000...000] pingi bio hu po [ina

a b2[000] [00] poz [000] aull[0] [000] hi u p [agz = reid a



1v

22

[0000] [00000] [000000000] le1t[000] henar € pundu
ha [000] [000] zok [000] [000] [000000] fini e [purdi ha hal
u hu hepodi m[0] pariz rada gio20 hi hugl hepi

ek ap [00]ugdic fagi hu hu geck ein dag il

10

16

19

laugberk!  fagdi (kilic i .r. prea gio2du m

ac nyum zidindu ufir oz heél m paud: fint

z ko alldeeigi uele pangac (18

RUTR kom heéi € baa miok j bzu

¢ kona hf 4 j bruzzu £ u h (tillt uel hin

u heéta aull pau mifi € red it aungli man um
(icz mal anaz [um ep? reid .k. ¢ ping[ z .h" b2od
hi M iim € piolmcu miog. Efi & h ¢ komif a al
bing (purdi h ac .M. gigia (1 @ pingi hm u [a
gz ac h 4 par @clugu p m az pr mundu za

la U mal (in en p u ecki efn hin dag & m geg

u ¢ laugberg( nepndi .m. [ uocza z leylei pelau
k @ hendz .k. U pe mal doze [1n e taldi niutigi
hundada ley(zi h pa ¢ giallda = uz gizlu z lec
uirda .jjj. mka uclegd h leylei jpio2dug( dom
pn (e (aukin atti j ac koma ac laugu lyle1 h
lauglyling az hey2anda hliodi ac laugbgi en &

h hapdi peea mele [uadi .. meir héiz pu p

zca mal eda (@K i plar @ girnd kappi & £

hey? doct pifiar enl m goduilia € Sing fkap

enda mu ek her laca {uo2 ymori koa pz pu
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2r

22

hep & peic ) hendi1p P € ek g m. Mali ek
{uo B ac pr [e aller hey2andi uoze ¢ hia éu

at laugbergi az ek (koza P’ M. @ holm I

10

13

16

19

a pinginu z (K U ligla mundzin allr =

par legg ek U anac pe 1amnut ¢ ¢ f(a hic
uelggia pelc € ap audy ber en ep pu

willt & berfazt it m pa (Ktu ap allri giah
etmcui pa pagnadi .m. = rezz U i uini f1

na U holmgaunguna hm (tadi jo2undz godi
¢ parpcu ac éa rad U of[ u peza mal pepu
mace b uica ep pu bezzt u .&. ac pu munt
baedi laca lip & peic & .. uel pic. pc ki &

mill ap (falpu fer € m preeknazer pa kuad ‘m.

b upp az h willdf ¢ beriazz 4 .&. nu 4d op nic

at laugbergi € ohliod mic z hapdi .M. ina me

(tu (uiuirding rida m nu her ap pingi pr bb
. & ridu uelz ¢ reyki dall z gilzu az lundi

par bio piofzolpr fon biarn gullbera regn ha

poi Giic miz U dagin € G m 0201 uot miok tu

pa giozp elld (ac piolcdlp | millu pra beed
(uéiar zueir leku a golpinu b Gu ueizlu (&1
n p tu uerzlu fuin piolzolpl meer ein lek hia
Pm pr tu malger miok  oufcrer anar mh

ek [K P’ tia z [cepna P ap kounni ¢ pina
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2v

22

b ¢ at b pa ecki [020ic anar (Gadi ek (K P’ .&
tia rek ek pik ap allri pihéicui ep pu po?

é ac berfaze 0 m peea mlu pr nauckru (inu

10

13

16

19

£ g[000...000] hI[000...000] m[0]k[O]ll ap héla mm ba ret
ddizz K. « laufe ([0000] m [proza pn fem .ni.

nepd[000] en [pozi ko j [00]1[000] £ [p[0000] B

K. m. u fueini’ ficu ua = &g [0]ck[0] [poze az ofl

k. m. gack hingar ¢ min (ueinen gio201 [uo

.R. 020 [00]ng2 gull ap h[0]nde [[00] € gap hm [000...000]
B 1 b2[00]z = leica a [000...000]

(18 [000...000] mli pin[00] [[0] ek [00] b[00O]

da. ap plu peck [000...000] h

etan uelz = & [000...000] md

U e paz ¢ m[000...000] hallg]00] uex [0]p [000...000]

£ & k[000...000] £ m[000] uexz1 € paguee [0]

ric £ (uo nirc az fin mace1 heylia fig M hin [000...000]
rlynd = peingflau € (kaphaurd piolzolp hez po[0]c[00]

har h 4 (aud2 eylkr az 2[00] h 4 (zkr m[000...000]

uel = [0]apdi mgan man dOzep = beect a[0]gu p[0]

b u mlc az h ueri hal[0000] eingi (kapb[000...000]

ad2 & nepnd2 pozualldz ki [000...000] of[000]2f & bio

a me[0]algelldz (z[000...000] & u [000...000]

acei ey[00] peer & biarn ey[00] he[000] peze[0] liggia uz [000]

eida p[0]rdi pad’ hapd[0] h [000]1 [00] (kreid ([00] & pu
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22 rpei pozualldz 1 m[000...000] zeil € nauk[000]
b2ad2 [0] (kpi p 1 [000] hue[000] ([0]n1 [00] pr ped[0] [000]
ludu [0] M fer hii po2[000...000] a lerza T kua

25 npang en p pan[00]c a az [00]2[0000]di pocer [00] ha

g1 pullkolza ofuip [000...000] b[00]ia hallgd" lang
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A.2 Diplomatic level

[| 1r || fem bez[O] fipan [000] hann fara j fiordu ueltur ok ligmu[000] [00] [00] [0] [00] hann

flytia allt feit ueltan pat [00] [00] [0] p[0O] [O] fiordum ueltur ok uera | burt leingi ([000...000]

ba [00] menn rida til pings ok aller eru [000...000] [000] [000] etla (kaltu rifa ur reykiu [00]

[000] [000] [000] [000] med per faurunauta pina [000...000] til huilu pinar [000...000] pa (kalt

nefna uott [000...000] feigia (kilit uid hann lag[000...000] at Alpingil mali [000...000] laugum
{lika uotta (kaltu hafa fyrer kalldyrum (idan rid pu a br[00]t ok r10 laxar dall heidi ok [(uo til
hollta uordu heidar ok rid par til min pin mun lei[O]at til hruta fiardar enn er pu kemr til min
mun ek [00] [00] malinu (kaltu alldreigi (idan koma honum j henndr [00] [O]idr nu heim af
pingi ok uar rutr heim komin ok fagnar [000] h[0] hun t[00] uel mali han( [0] uar uid hann
blid peira [[000...000] enn er uoradi tok hun fott [00] lagd[00] [000...000] [O]eltr j fiordu ok
bad henni [000...000] pingi bio hun ferd f(ina a br[000] [00] for [000] aull[0] [000] henni uar
tyrir (agt ok reid a [0000] [00000] [000000000] leit[000] hennar ok fundu hana [00] [000] tok

[000] [000] [000000] (inni ok {purdi hana huer( u hun hefdi med farit rada giord han( huergi

hefi ek af [00]ugdit fagdi hun hun geck einn dag til || 1v || laugberk( ok fagdi (kilit uid rut
petta giordu menn at nyum tidindum unnr for heim med faudr (inum ok kom alldreigi ueltur
pangat (idan

[8. kafli]

RUTR kom heim ok bra miok j brun er kona han( uar j bruttu ok uar hann [tilltur uel hann
uar heima aull pau mileri ok red uid aunguan mann um [itt mal annat (umar epter reid rutr til
ping( ok hgskuldr broder han{ med honum ok fiolmenntu miog. Enn er hann uar kominn a
alping [purdi hann at mordur gigia ueri @ pingi honum uar [agt at hann uar par etludu pat
menn at peir mundu tala um mal (in enn pat uar ecki einn huern dag er menn gengu til
laugbergl nefndi mordur [er uotta ok leylti felauk @ henndr ruti um fe mal dottur (innar ok
taldi niutigi hunndrada ley(ti hann pa til giallda ok ut greizlu ok let uirda .jjj. marka utlegd

hann ley(ti jfiordung( dom pann (em [aukinn atti | at koma at laugum ly(ti hann laugly(ing at
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heyranda hliodi at laugbergi enn er hann hafdi petta meelt [uaradi rutr meir heimter pu petta
mal eda (eker med fiar @ girnd kappier til heyrer dottur pinar enn med goduilia ok dreing (kap
ennda mun ek her lata {uor jmoti koma puiat pu hefer eigi feit j hendi per pat er ek fer med.
Meeli ek [uo fyrir at peir (e aller heyrandi uottar er hia eru at laugbergi at ek (kora per mordur
@ holm her || 2r || a pinginu ok (kal uid ligia mundrinn allr ok par legg ek uid annat fe
iammikit ok eigi [a huortueiggia feit er af audrum ber enn ef pu uillt eigi beriazt uid mik pa
(kaltu af allri firaheimtunni pa pagnadi mordur ok retz um uid uini (ina um holmgaunguna
honum (uaradi jorundr godi eigi parftu at eiga rad uid of[ um petta mal pvi at pu matt pat uita
ef pu berzt uid rut at pu munt beaedi lata lifit ok feit er ruti uel farit. pvi at hann er mikill af
(falfum (er ok manna freeknaztr pa kuad mordur pat upp at hann uilldi eigi beriazt uid rut nu
uard op mikit at laugbergi ok ohliod mikit ok hafdi mordur ina me [tu [ufuirding rida menn nu
heim af pingi peir bradr hoskuldr rutr ridu ueltur til reykiar dall ok giltu at lundi par bio
pioftolfr fon biarnar gullbera regn hafdi uerit mikit um daginn ok uoru menn ordner uoter
miok uoru pa giorfer elldar (at pioltolfr | millum peira breedra (ueinar tueir leku @ golfinu pat
uoru ueizlu (euinar pat uoru ueizlu fuinar pioltolfl meer ein lek hia peim peir uoru malger miok
ok ouitrer annar malti ek (kal per mordur uera ok [tefna per af konunni ok finna pat til at p(u]
faer ecki [ordit annar (uaradi ek (kal per rutr uera rek ek pik af allri fiarheimtunni ef pu porer
eigi at beriazt uid mik petta meltu peir nauckrum [innum || 2v || ok g[000...000]
h1[000...000] m[O0]k[O]ll af heima monnum pa reiddizt hoskuldr ok lault {[0000] m (prota pann
fem mordur nefnd[000] enn [protinn kom j [00]1[000] ok (p[0000] fyrir hoskuldr melti uid
(ueininn uertu uti ok drag [0]ck[0] [pott at ol rutr melti gack hingat til min (ueinnenn giordi
(uo rutr dro [00]ngr gull af h[O]nnde ([00] ok gaf honum [000...000] far j br[00]t ok leita a
[000...000] fidan [000...000] melt pin[00] ek [00] b[000] dan af be/lu feck [000...000] heiman
ueltur ok er [000...000] mardar

[9. kafli]

[N]JU e[r] pat til m[000...000] hallger[00] uex [O]p [000...000] ok er k[000...000] ok m[000]

uexti ok fagurt [O]rit ok [uo mikit at hun matti heylia (ig med hun [000...000] rlynd ok
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feinglaum ok (kaphaurd pioltolfr het fo[0]t[00] hennar hann uar (audreylkr at [00] hann uar

[terkr m[000...000] uel ok [0]afdi margann mann drepit ok beettan a[0]guan f[0] pat uar malt at

hann ueeri hal[0000] eingi (kapb[000...000] adr er nefndr porualldr hann [000...000] of[000]rL

hann bio @& me[0]alfelldz (t[000...000] hann uar [000...000] atti ey[00] peer er biarn ey[00]

he[000] p[0] liggia ut [000...000] eida f[0]rdi padan hafd[0] hann [000]1 [00] (kreid {[00] hann
purfti porualldr uar m[000...000] teil ok nauk[000] bradr [O] (kapi pat uar [000] hue[000] [[0]ni
[00] peir fed[0]ar [000...000]ludu [0] med fer huar por[000...000] a leita um kuanfang enn pat

fan[00]t a at [00]z[000]di potti [00] huergi fullkofta ofuifr [000...000] b[00]ia hallgerdar lang
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A.3 Normalized level

“[...] sem bez[t]. Sidan [mun] hann fara { fjordu vestr ok Sigmu[ndr]| [med honum, ok mun]
hann flytja allt féit vestan pat [er hann a] p[ar] [i] fjordum vestr ok vera 1 burt lengi sumars.
[En] pa er menn rida til pings ok allir eru [padan ridnir peir sem rida] etla, skaltu risa ur
rekkju [ok kvedja menn til ferdar] med pér. Forunauta pina [...] til hvilu pinnar [...] pa skalt
nefna vatt [...] segja skilit vid hann lag[...] at alpingis mali [...] logum. Slika vatta skaltu hafa
fyrir karldyrum. Sidan rid pu & br[au]t ok rid Laxardalsheidi ok sva til Holtavorduheidar, ok
rid par til min. bin mun leitat til Hruatafjardar, en er pu kemr til min mun ek [sja fyrir] malinu.
Skaltt aldregi sidan koma honum i hendr.”

[Hon] ridr nt heim af pingi, ok v[ar] Hratr heim kominn ok fagnar [vel] [henni]. Hon
[tok] vel mali hans [ok] var vid hann blid. Peira s[amfar][...]. En er varadi, tok hon sétt [ok]
lag[oisk] [...] [v]estr 1 fjordu ok bad henni [...] pingi, bjé hon ferd sina a br[aut] [ok] f6r [med]
ollu [sem] henni var fyrir sagt ok reid 4 [ping sidan]. [Herdsmenn] lei[tudu] hennar ok fundu
hana [eigi]. [Mordr] ték [vel vid doéttur] sinni ok spurdi hana, hversu hon hefdi med farit
radagord hans. "Hvergi hefi ek af brugdit," [sagdi] hon. Hon gekk einn dag til logbergs ok
sagdi skilit vid Hrat. Petta gordu menn at nyjum tidendum. Unnr f6r heim med fodur sinum
ok kom aldregi vestr pangat sidan.
[8. kafli]
Hratr kom heim ok bra mjok { bran, er kona hans var { brottu, ok var hann stilltr vel. Hann
var heima ¢ll pau misseri ok réd vid engvan mann um sitt mal. Annat sumar eptir reid Hratr
til pings ok Hoskuldr, brédir hans, med honum ok fjplmenntu mjok. En er hann var kominn a
alping, spurdi hann at Mordr gigja veri a pingi. Honum var sagt, at hann var par. ZAtludu pat
menn, at peir mundu tala um mal sin, en pat var ekki.

Einn hvern dag, er menn gengu til logbergs, nefndi Mordr sér vatta ok lysti fésok a
hendr Hrati um fémadl déttur sinnar ok taldi niu tigi hundrada: lysti hann pa til gjalda ok
utgreizlu ok lét virda priggja marka ttlegd. Hann lysti { fjérdungsdém pann, sem sokin atti { at

koma at logum. Lysti hann loglysing at heyranda hlj6di at logbergi. En er hann hafdi petta
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meelt, svaradi Hratr: "Meir heimtir pu petta mal eda scekir med fjar agirnd [ok] kappi er til
heyrir déttur pinnar en med gddvilja ok drengskap, enda mun ek hér lata svor i méti koma,
pvi at bu hefir eigi féit i hendi pér, pat er ek fer med. Meeli ek sva fyrir, at peir sé allir heyrandi
vattar, er hja eru at logbergi, at ek skora pér, Mordr, a hélm hér a pinginu, ok skal vid liggja
mundrinn allr, ok par legg ek vid annat fé jafnmikit, ok eigi sa hvartveggija féit, er af odrum
berr, en ef pa villt eigi berjask vid mik, pa skaltu af allri fjarheimtunni." bPa pagnadi Mordr ok
rézk um vid vini sina um hélmgonguna. Honum svaradi Jorundr godi: "Eigi parftu at eiga rad
vid oss um petta mal, pvi at bt matt pat vita, ef pi bersk vid Hrat, at pu munt beedi lata lifit
ok féit; er Hruti vel farit; pvi at hann er mikill af sjalfum sér ok manna freeknastr." ba kvad
Mordr pat upp, at hann vildi eigi berjask vid Hrat. Na vard 6p mikit at logbergi ok 6hlj6d
mikit ok hafdi Mordr ina mestu svivirding.

Rida menn nd heim af pingi. beir breedr Hoskuldr [ok] Hratr ridu vestr til Reykjardals
ok gistu at Lundi. bar bjé DPjostolfr, son Bjarnar gullbera. Regn hafdi verit mikit um daginn,
ok varu menn orQnir vatir mjok; varu pa gorvir eldar. Sat Pjostolfr 1 millum peira breedra.
Sveinar tveir 1éku a goélfinu; pat varu veizlusveinar; pat varu veizlusveinar Djostolfs. Mer ein
1ék hja peim. Peir varu malgir mjok ok 4vitrir. Annar meelti: "Ek skal pér Moror vera ok stefna
pér af konunni ok finna pat til at pa fair ekki sordit." Annar svaradi: "Ek skal pér Hratr vera.
Rek ek pik af allri fjarheimtunni, ef pu porir eigi at berjask vid mik." DPetta meeltu peir
nokkurum sinnum ok gJ...] hl[...] mikill af heimamonnum. ba reiddi[sk] Heskuldr ok laust
s[veininn] m[ed] sprota, pann sem Mordr nefn[disk] en sprotinn kom 1 [andlitit] ok sp[rakk]
[fyrir]. Hoskuldr meelti vid sveininn: "Verta ati ok [drag] [ekki] spott at oss." Hrutr meelti:
"Gakk hingat til min." Sveinninn gerdi sva. Hrutr dré fingr gull af hendi s[ér] ok gaf honum
[ok meelti]: "Far i braut ok leita a [...] sidan." [Sveinninn fér i braut ok meelti]: "Pin[um)]
[drengskap skal] ek [vid bregda e] sidan." Af pessu fekk [Hrutr gott ord]. [Sidan féru peir|

heiman vestr ok er [nu lokit petti peirra] Mardar.
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[9. kafli]
[N]4 er pat til m[als] [at taka at] Hallgerdr vex [up]p [déttir Hoskulds], ok er k[venna] [fridust]
[syn]Jum ok mikil vexti, ok fagrt harit ok sva mikit, at hon matti h{ylja] sik med. Hon [var]
[o]rlynd ok fengsom ok skaphord. Djostolfr hét fostri hennar; hann var sudreyskr at [eett].
Hann var sterkr m[adr] [ok vigr] vel ok [h]afdi margan m[ann]| [d]repit ok beettan ongvan fé.
bat var melt, at hann veeri Hal[lgerdi] engi skap[bcetir].

[M]adr er nefndr Porvaldr; hann [var] [son] Os[vif]rs. Hann bjé 4 Medalfells st[rond].
Hann var [...] atti eyjar peer, er Bjarn eyjar heita; peer liggja ut [...] Breida firdi; padan hafoi
hann [mjol] [ok] skreid [sem] [hann] purfti. Porvaldr var m[adr| [knar] [ok| [kur]teiss, ok
nokkut bradr [i] skapi. Pat var [einu] hverju sinni, [at] peir fedgar [to]ludu [um] med sér, hvar
bor[valdr] [myndi] 4 leita um kvanfang, en pat fannsk a, at [Porvaldi] potti [sér] hvergi

fullkosta. Osvifr [melti]: "[Vill pd] b[id]ja Hallgerdar lang[brékar][...]?”
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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 Ol. Sveinsson’s and Konrad 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 “2” were expanded as “ur” on the diplomatic

level, but on the same level the character “2” 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.

“fiban” (1rl) “p” is unclear, but probably was used in the top line in purpose to add
decorations on the ascender, elswhere spelling “(ilan” appears. In a transciption on facs
and dipl levels “p” appears, on normalized “0”.

“hann” (1r1) an abbreviation bar on “h” is unclear, it is expanded as hann on dipl level.

“fara” (1rl) superscript “r” is unclear.

[¥¢2})

“1” (1rl) appears on facs and dipl level, but on norm it apears as “i” 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).

9 [T
1

“til” (1rl3) superscript 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) logbergs 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 “hun” it is contraction
with written out “h” and “n” with abbreviation bar above.

TPl

“etludu” (1v10) — scribal error “g” corrected into “0”.

“firah | eimtunni” (2r4|5) — superscript character that appears between “i” and “a” is
problematic. It shapes seems to be “[” superscript, overlapping accent mark of “i”. 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 fidrheimtunni. Especially because there is another
form “fiarheimtunni” (2r23) abbreviated with superscript “r”.

“pat varu veizlusveinar” (2r18-19) dittography, with scribal error in second appearance of
sveinar “(uinar”.

“b” (2r22) scribal error, supplied “u” on dipl and norm level

“e” (2v11) scribal error, supplied “r” on dipl and norm level

“heylia” (2v13) hylja, this reading is unclear since cluster “ey” does not look like usual.

“faudzeylkr” (2v15) — the curved bar above the “a” can mean that scribe indicated this way

error.

“lkapi” (2v23) superscript “a” seems to stand for single character, what is rather unusual.
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Appendix c. The alphabet of alpha

Phono- || Graph- || Graph -
grapheme|| type type Graph
variant
/a/ /a/ P
a ?a
/a/ /a/
@ =
/b/ /b/
b
/d/ /d/
d,
d,
/e/ /e/
e
/t/ /t/ oy
2R
; i
9 ‘1
f, b B¢
/g/ /g/
€1
&
/h/ /h/
h,
h,
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/i/ /i/
i1
iZ
/i/
i
B
B
/k/ /k/
k
/c/
c 3
/1/ /1/ - :?‘
- ¢
XL
/m/ /m/ -
/M/
M, AN
M, OK
&
/n/ /n/ % )
n ¥
?hx.’\‘
/o/ /o/ -
o o
/p/ /p/
P:
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”.,r..
[Bath

’
NI

L)

P2

Y1

Y2

/t/

/2/

/R/

/1/

/t/

/u/

/x/

/y/

/b/

e/

/t/

/s/

/t/

/u/

/x/

/y/

/b/

e/
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/z/

/z/
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Appendix D. Types of the abbreviations of alpha

D.1 Abbreviations with a lexical reference

Brevigraphs with lexical
Suspensions Contractions
reference
Example of Example of Example of
Expansion Expansion Expansion
abbreviation abbreviation abbreviation
k—) hann ﬁg’ han( ?— ok
1 bat ﬁ maltu
it
1€ (kal F.],' peir
% broedur : ,c“ uoru
9. | g
o eigi 11 uar
' o
F tyrir "ﬁ’:‘ med
Ty o~
. a ‘ vid ¥ mik
; , =]
<+ til st manna
- N
w menn i 1 (kaltu
o?) 4 Mordr
v
+
rﬁ-.‘ Rutr
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D.2 Abbreviations with a specific graphemic reference

Superscript signs

Superscript letters

Linear brevigraphs

Example of

Example of

Example of

o Expansion o Expansion o Expansion
abbreviation abbreviation abbreviation
g - . :
g:{ kom nnn "% dreing (kap m audrum
§
B% bredra &na huort
7 .
R P hoskuldur /tt’t:uu& tammuikit
L.
"‘\ .
ped er f‘ﬁ (1idan
v 1‘“’
Q. verit RF lufit
L
(%3, ) o unnr t;;g ) marka
=4
-~ m dottur
P
B‘Mﬁ»é hunndrada
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