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ABSTRACT

This thesis is an edition of Fldamanna Saga based on a

selected number of its many manuscripts. The Introductiorn
consists of three chapters: Chapter I deals with the text-
ual history of the saga. First, the 67 extant manuscripts
known to the present editor are listed. Special attention
is then given to those used for this edition, which are as
follows: AM 445 b, 4to (IM); AM 516, 4to (K); AM 517, 4to
(4); Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 60 (S8); IB 45, ato (B);
AM 165 m, fol. (J); AM 515, 4to (P). While this last manu-
script is being discussed, the fact that part of it is aln)
(infarior) copy of lost leaves of AM 445 b, 4to is stresced
and an attenpt to assesz its wvalue in this respect is made.
The relationship betwsen the texts of the seven selected
manuscripts is then investigated. 1t is first demonstrated
that while M and parts of P represent a longer redaction of
the saga (M-version), the other m2nuscripts (and the remain-
ing parts of P) (called the X-group) represent a shorter
one (X-version). The manuscripts which represent the X-
version are then discussed. 1%t is argued that K, A and S
(Y-group) reprecent a far bethter text of the saga than B

J and the majority of P (Z-group). Further, it is shown
that, contrary to the belief of various previous editors,
cthe latest common scurce for X, A and most of the variants
added by Arni MagnGsson in K (called AM) is a different and
older manuscript (called *Y) than the latest common source
for A and AM (called *y). The scribe of *y is, on the basis
of Stefln Karlsson's investigations, identified as Magnls
Porhallsson and the manuscript itself is identified as one
of those given by Peder Resen to the University of Copen-
hagen at the end of the seventeenth century. The relation-
ship between the longer (M-) and the shorter (X-) versions
of the saga 1s then given detailed attencion: it is suggest-
2d that,wherever the two texts diverge, it is, in the vast
majority of cases, the M-version which agrees most closely
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with the saga as it was in its original form. Two older

theories on the nature of the original text cof the saga,
that put forward by Dr. P. Nijhoff and that in Origines

Islsndicae, are discussed and dismissed. Previous edit-

iorns and translations of Fldamanna Szga are enumerated and
the method by which the text of the present edition is
arrived at is explained. '

Chapter II is divided into two sections. The firs+t
deals with the relationship between Floamanna Saga and
Landnémabdk. An attempt is made to show that Fldeamanna
Saga and the Hauksbdk-redaction of Landnfmabdk have as
their latest common source a manuscript of the Sturlubdk-
redaction which was not idensical with Sturla Pbérdarson's
original. The text of chapters 1-10 ani 18 of Fldamanna
Saga is compared with the parts of Landnfmabdk from which

it borrows and various observations made on the way the

author of the saga has adapted this particular source and

on the borrowed elements he has wcrked into the framework
it provides. It is also shown how torrowings from Landnéma-

bdk are probably to be found in chapters of Fléamanna Sagza

other than chapters 1-10 and 18. ©Some older theories on the

relationship between the saga and Landnamabdk are revieswed.

The secondsection of Chapter II is devoted to borrowed and
stercotyped elsments in the body of the saga and a large
nunber of sources and parallels (a number of which hszve
gone unnoticed by previous investigators) are pointed to.
Egils Saga is mentioned as the scurce for a number of borr-

owings as are also various fornaldarscgur. Further, various

borrowings from hagiographic scurces are mentioned, or
scurces which thersslves show strong hagiographic influencecs
The Section is prefaced by various terminological and meth-
odological considerations.

Chapter III falls into three sections. In the first of
these it is argued that ths historical elements in FldHarminy-
Saga B-slninimal snd that it drews o2 oral tradtiors to no
appreciable extent. The cecond section consider: the art-
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istry of the saga and its place in 01d Icelandic 1i%-
erature; an attempt is made to account for the curious

blend of réligious and profane elements to te found in

the saga. In Seetion C, it is firstly arzgued that Flba-

Ta.
——

manna Saga was written in F146i by a cleric, almost cert-

ainly between 1290 and 1385 and less certainly between
1290 and 1330. Finally, the more specific suggestion is=
made that the saga was written at Gaulveriabsr in F16i
for Haukr Erlendsson (died 133%4), or was merely written
for Haukr Erlendsson.

The Main Text of the saga is given on pages 1-61.

This is an attempt to reconstruct the text of *Y (see
above), a text which closely resembled the latest common
source for the X-group. The Main Text is followed by the
part of P which is mainly a copy of lost parts of M (pages
63-75). Finally the preserved fragments of M are to be
found on pages 77-85 and 87-9. All the texts are given

in normalized form. They are followe&aghe Textual Notes,
which, in the case of the Main Text, give selected variants
from other manuscripts.

After the Textual Notes comes the Commentary on the text
('Notes'), which is intended to be as comprehensive as poss-
ible. Points of particular interest cor imnortance are dis-
cussed in the following Notes: 1/6; 12/4-635 13/19; 13/22-3;
26/23-5, 27/3-1; 32/4-5; 40/6; 40/15-8; 47/6; 61/6-9; 61/8-9
64/12-3; 70/5; 79/16-7; 79/18-9.

The thesis is concluded with three Appendices. In ths
first of these, a section of P is edited which has relev-
ance to the question of the point at which the scribe of
that manuscript started copying lost parts of *M (see pages
*38 ff.). In Appendix II, the rune-inscribed oar mentioned
in the M-version at 77/20-78/3 larel fully discussed: it is
argued that the verse itself is a rowing chant. Finally,
in Appendix III, on the basis of a reading in F146, an

emendation to Harbardsljdd, verse 60 is suggested.
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ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS

Page *230: In the general remarks at the beginning of
Section B of Chapter II, it is suggested that the term
motif should be used only in a methcdological context.
Due to oversight, however, elsewhere throughout this
thesis, the word 'motif' is used in a broader sense,
often where the term borrowed element (see page *214)

should have bsen employed. This confusion is regretted
and it is by no means implied that the distinction made

between the two concepts borrowed element/motif is not
a useful one.

Page *270: Cf. Vatns, 80: Hann hid & £f6t Hrbémundi ok veitti
honum sva mikit sir. at hann var alla =vi sidan grkumladr
ok var kalladr Hrdmundr halti.

Pages *309 ff. and *370 ff.: The fact that various of the
main characters who take part in Porgils's expedition to

Greenland (e.g. Pbrey, Starkadr) are probably the invent-
jon of the Fld-author (cf. Note to 29/19-23) might be in-
voked to support the argument that the expedition itself

never took place.

Page *u455: The following has been omitted from the list
of Bibliographical abbreviations: Darstellung - R. Heller,

Die literarische Darstellung der Frau in den Islandersagas,

1958.
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INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER I: THE TEXTUAL BACKGROUND

Section A: Manuscripts of Fldamanna Saga

The following manuscripts contain complete texts or parts

of texts of F1b:

In the Arna-Magnzan Institute, Copenhagen (references

in the first set of brackets are to Katalog):

AM
AM
AM
AM

=

>
=

R 2 EE

[1]
140, fol. (i, 100) (in Asgeir Joénsson's hand)

163 4, fol. (i, 127) (second half of 17th century)

164 ¢, fol. (i, 133) (17th century)

165 m, fol. (i, 138-9) (see below)

395, fol. (i, 304-6) (18th century)

%298, fol. (i, 308) (last part of 18th century)

425, fol. (i, 317-8) (last part of 17th century)

u4u5 b, 4to (i, 640-1) (see below)

515, #4to (i, 671-2) (see below)

516, 4to (i, 672) (see below)

517, 4to (i, 672) (see below)

9%2, 4to (ii, 268) (written 1821)

9%7, 4to (ii, 269) (written 1685; according to
Finnur Jénsson (F18, 1932, v), this is

a direct copy of AM 515, 4to)

AM 938, 4to (ii, 269) (beginning of the 19th century)

Rask %0 (ii, 519) (written about 1800)

Rask %7 (ii, 524-5) (written 1812-3 by Olafur

Sigurésson)
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In the National Library of Iceland, Reykjavik (unless
otheriise stated, references in the first set of brackets

are to P41l Olason, Skrid um handritasdfn Landsbdkasafns-

~ -

ins, 1918-37): _
Ibs. 445, fol. (iii, 270) (written about 1780)
Ibs. 133, 4to (i, 155) (18th century)
Lbs. 143, 4to (i, 157-8) (written 1823)
Lbs. 357, 4to (i, 219) (ca. 1800-13)
Ibs. 360, 4to (i, 220) (18th and 19th centuries)
Lbs. 460, 4to (i, 246) (ca. 1830-50)
Lbs. 673, 4to (i, 305) (ca. 1847-8)
Ibs. 718, 4to (i, 328-9) (written ca. 1810)
Lbs. 724, 4to (i, 330-2) (ca. 1710-30)
Lbs. 1339, 4to (i, 501-2) (ca. 1790)
Ibs. 1402, 4to (i, 510) (ca. 1852)
Lbs. 1489, 4to (i, 535-6) (written 1810-4)
Lbs. 1573, 4to (i, 553-4) (beginning of 19th century)
Lbs. 1845, 4to (i, 607-8) (written 1787-1806)
Ibs. 1972, 4to (i, 625) (written ca. 1820-3%0)
Lbs. 2119, 4to (iii, 275-6) (18th and 19th centuries)
Ibs. 2318, 4to (iii, 391) ( beginning of 19th century)
Lbs. 2473, 4to (iii, 323X written about 1800 and later)
Lbs. 2474, 4to (iii, 323-4) (ca.1720)

Lbs. 3019, 4to (see Léirms Blondal, Handritasafn lands-

bdkasafns. II aukabindi, 1959, 28)

(first part of 19th century)
Ibs. 3128, 4to (see LArus Bldndal, op. cit., 46-7)
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(part only; 19th and 20th centuriec.

Lbs. 147, 8vo (ii, 34-5) (written 1812)

Lbs. 1849, 8vo (ii, 363-4) (written 1810)

JS 639, 4to (ii, 613-5) (17th-19th centuries)

JS 291, 8vo (ii, 674) (about 1810; in Dr. Hallgrimu.
Scheving's hand)

IB 45, 4to (ii, 743) (see below)

IB 76, 4to (ii, 751) (written between 1797-1802) -

IB 250, 4to (ii, 788) (written between 1834-8)

1B 295; 4to (ii, 797) (written ca. 1720)

IB 411, 4to (ii, 824) (written ca. 1825-30 by Sira
Porgeir Gudmundsson; a copy of AM 517,
4to with variants from AM 516, 4to0)

1B 425, 4to (ii, 826) (written ca. 1780)

IB 472, 4to (ii, 835) (written 1784-7)

IB 740, 8vo (iii, 163) (part only; written ca.
1810-30)

IBR 6, 4to (iii, 210-1) (written 1815-20)

In the Royal Library, Stockholm (references in the

first set of brackets are to V. Godel, Katalog ofver

Kongl. Bibliotekets fornislindska och fornnorska

handskrifter, 1897-1900):

Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 60 (172-5) (see
below)
Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 61 (175-6) (written

by Jbn Vigfisson before 16/6/1687.



3

*15

In the Royal Library, Copenhagen (references are to

.K.Kélund, Katalog over de oldnorsk-islandske Hand-

skrifter i Det store kongelige Bibliotek, 1900):

Ny kgl. sml. 1743, 4to (218) (second half of 18th

century)

Ny kgl. sml. 1744, 4to (218) (18th century)

Ny kgl. sml. 1838, 4to (241-2) (part(s) only; second

half of 18th century; written
by P.F.Suhm)

Thott 976, fol. (315-6) (end of 17th century)

Thott 984 I-III, fol. (317-9) (18th century)

Thott 1768, 4to (343-4) (Asgeir Jonsson's hand; end

of 17th century)

Kall 620, 4to (386-7) (part with Latin translation;

second half of 18th century)

Add. 31, 4to (438) (written 1750)

In the British Museum, London (Information on these

manuscripts is that given in the unpublished catalogue

of Icelandic manuscripts in the British Museum: H.Ward

and C.Wright, Catalogue of Icelandic MSS., ii, s.v.

Floamanna Saga.) :

Brit. Mus.
Brit. Muso
Brite. Mus.
Brit. Mus.

Brit. Mus.

Add.
Add.
Add.
Agad.
Ada.

4861 fol. (18th century)

11,111 fol. (18th century)

11,123 fol.

11,141 fol. (part only; 18th century)
24,972 fol.
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In Trinity College, Dublin:
MS L. 2. 22 (see O. Skulerud, Catalogue of Norse

Manuscripts in Edinburgh, Dublin and

Manchester, 1918, 39) (folio; 17th

century)

In The Houghton Library, Library of Harvard Uni-
versity, Cambridge, lMassachusetts (Notice of the
existence of this manuscript is given by Dr. W.

H. Bond, Curator of MSS. at Houghton Library, in
a private communication to Mr. P.G. Foote dated

16/8/1958.):

[2]
MS Iceland 36

Section B: Manuscripts of Fld used for the present edition
seven|
The followinéﬂof the manuscripts mentioned in Section

A have been used in the preparation of this edition
of Flb:

AM 445 b, 4to. This is, in fact, a small folio
vellum measuring 28 x 23.8 cm. On each of its 22 pages
there are two columns of writing. It contains only

fragments of any given work. Folios 1 and 2, in addi-

tion to some genealogies, hold the surviving parts of

the Melabdk-version of Landnfmabdk (see page *150 below).

Folio 3 carries part of a text of Vatnsdzla Saga. The

fragments of F14 take up all of Folio 4 (recto and verso,

44 lines per column) and the first column (also 44 lines)
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and 5 lines of Folio 5 ( to the conclusion of the =zga).

- Folio 4 begins with the words par (hji) konur ii. §77/1;

cf. 38/17) and ends Porgils moérg afreks- (85/22; ctf.

44/17). In the manuscript in its original form, present
Folio 5 did not follow directly after Folio 4. After the
lacuna between them, Folio 5 begins with the words Hann

kvez ix. (87/1; cf. 59/6-7); the remaining part of Folio 5
and the remaining six leaves of the manuscript carry parts of

a text of Eyrbygegja -Saga. AM 445 b, 4to was written by

three scribes, the first of whom is responsible for the

fragments of Landnimabdk, Vatnsdela Saga and Fldamanns

Saga (i.e. ff.1-5rb5) as well as part of Eyrbyggia Saga

-(ff.Sva14—7rblO). This first scribe has copied particular-
ly carelessly, omitting words and corrupting names (cf.
e.g. Gerdir, 55). Many of the manuscript's leaves are
damaged by wear and sometimes by holes and tears at the
edges and are often, in their present state, extremely

difficult to read. As far as the text of F1§ is concerned,

while Folio 5 is fully intact, Folio 4 not only has torn
edges but also two holes and small sections of its text
are thus lost. At the bottom of Folio 4r and 5r, the
words 'Ur FlOamanna saugu' are found in Arni Magnfsson's
hand. Ffolios 1-4 all, for a time, belonged to Additimentea.

20 fol.: this was still the case in 1843 (see Islendj’_nqa S

1843, xxvii) although by 1860 they belonged to AM 445 b, 4to.

(see Fornsogur, xxiii). A diplomatic edition of the frag-

ments of Landnémabdk is to be found in Ldn, 235-47 nnd of

R}

JOSu |
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Vatns in Vatnsdzlasaga, ed. Finnur Jdénsson, 1935, 113-S.

There is a’facsimile sample of the first scribe's hand

(from Folio 1) in Islendinga S8gur, 1843 (Facsimile 2).

Recently a British scholar, Mr. John lMeKinnell has made
a special study of AM 445 b, 4to and two other manuscripts
in the Arna-Magnzan Collection which has produced interest-
ing results. These have been published in an article entitled
'The Reconstruction of Pseudo-Vatnshyrna' in the latest vol-
ume of Bibl, pages 304-37, the proofs of which Mr. McKinnell
was generous eﬁough to make available to tl.e present editor
in advance. In his article, Mr. McKinnell argues that AM
4n5 b, 4to, AM 564 a, 4to (which was once thought to be part

of Vatnshyrna ; see Section D below) and AM 445 c, I, 4%o

are all fragments of a single codex which, in addition to

the works in AM 445 b, 4to, contained Bardar Saga Sn=felléss,

Pbérdar Saga hredu, three 'dream-bettir', Gisla Saga, Viga-

Glims Saga, Hardar Saga and possibly also certain other mater-

ial. This he does largely on the basis of resemblance hetween
\the orthography of the different fragments, corresponience bz-—
“%ween the binding holes on various of the leaves and near

agreement between the heights and widths of the columns on
the individual pages. lMr. McKinnell's arguments seem con-
vincing and, if correct, throw new light on the date and
provenance -of this copy of F106: among the hands of 'Pceudo-
Vatnshyrna', as Mr. McKinnell calls the reconstructed manu.--
script, is probably that of the priest Héskuldr Hakonarson
(heard of in Pingeyjarsysla and SkagafjarSarsysla) and poss-

ibly that of the priest Po6rdr Pbérdarson (heard of in HOna-
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vatnssysla, Skagafjardarsysla and Eyjafjardarsfslal. Both
men were living at the end of the fourteenth century cor the
beginning of the fifteenth and 'Pseudo-Vatnshyrna' may be
dated to between about 1380 and 1430. DMr. McKinnell's con-
clusions will be of interest in connection with details
elsewhere in this investigation (see e.g. Note to Introduction
45). Otherwise, however, we need concern ourselves only with
what is now AM 445 b, 4to; this will be designated 445 b, and
in its original form, *445 b; the text of Fl8 in it will be
called M, and in its original form, *I.

The history of *445 b in later centuries may be discussed.

As noted, the first two of the eleven preserved leaves of

this manuscript contain a text of Landndmabdk. It was the
important contribution of the Icelandic historian Jon Jdhan-
nesson (Geréir, 19-36), if not to be the first to suggest,

to demonstrate beyond doubt that not only these two leaves, .
but also a number of others from the same manuscript which are
now lost,.were used by the minister Poérdur Jénsson (ca.

1609-70) when he made his eclectic redaction of Landnima-

bbk which is preserved in AM 106 fol. and AM 112 fol., i.e.
LanP3b (see page *154 below). Indeed, Pbérdur seems to have

known Landnamabdk in Al 445 b, 4to in a form which, while it

was not complete, was considerably fuller than it is now.
Jén Jdéhannesson (Gerdir, 29 footnote 1) also drew attention

to Pérdur's reference to 'Landnédma min' in LdnPdb (148, line

22) as demonstrating that Pérdur not only made use of this

manuscript of Landnamabdk but also owned it. Already on the
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basis of this evidence, then, we might expect to find at least
some of the other 9 extant leaves of this msnuscript in Pord-
ur's hands at some time or another. Of the other leaves of
445 b, we unfortunately kriow nothing of the way Folios 3, 4,
5, 7, 8 and 11 found their way to Copenhagen. Folios 6, 9
and 10, on the other hand, all carry notes by Arni Mag-
nusson telling from whom or where he acquired them (see
Katalog, i, 641): the note on Folio 6 reads: 'Petta blad

ur Eyrbyggia Sogu sendi mér Monsr. Ormur Dadason, 1724.

En hann hafdi pad fengid & Skardi, sama ar, 1724, 8. mal';
that on Folio 9 is: 'Fengid anno 1715 fra Ormi Dadasyni 1
Flatey'; and that on Folio 10: 'Fengid anno 1716 fra Monsr.
Ormi Dadasyni'. As Jbén Jbhannesson points out (loc. cit.),
the Skard referred to here was the home of Porsteinn riki
Pordarson, son of Pordur Jonsson, who lived there from 1682
until his death in i?OO. Ormur Dadason (1684-1744) was
Porsteinn Pérdarson's son—in—law.[BJJén Jdhannesson 1s perhaps
going too far or putting it too bluntly when he asserts that
'Porsteinn riki & Skardi... hefur 4ttt 445', although it does
seem likely that he inherited at least Folio 6 from his father.
But from Arni's notes, and from our knowledge that Pordur
Joénsson owned Folios 1 and 2 of AM 445 b, 4to and other

leaves, now lost, of that same manuscript containing a text

of Landnémabdk, it would be reasonable to conclude the

following: That while, as stated, Pordur Jénsson may not have
known *445 b in its complete form, and while he may no% even

have owned or had access to all the leaves of it which are
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now preserved, he could well have owned, in addition to
Folios 6, 9 and 10, the two preserved folios (4 and 5) which
contain parts of the text of F16. Further, he could well
have owned leaves of *445 b now lost which also contained
parts of the text of Flb. These conclusions will be of
importance in the discussion of AM 515, 4to below;

Finally, it will be convenient at this point to mention
various conclusions arrived at in this chapter about the fext
of F16 represented by M. It will be shown below that the
M-version of the saga differs quite considerably, and
then by virtue of being lengthier, from the version
(called the X-version) repreéented by the next five manu-
scripts to be mentioned in this list (i.e. AM 516, 4to,

517 4to and 165 m, fol.; Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 60;
IB 45, 4to; AM 515, 4to presents a special case). Further,
in Section E of this chapter, it will be argued that in the
majority of cases where one of the two versions can be shown
to be more:original than the other, it is the text of the
M-version which must be closest to what the author of the
saga wrote. M, then, is of particular value in the study of

the text of Flb.

AM 516, 4to. This is a paper manuscript the main
text of which was written by Ketill Jérundarson (1603-70).
It contains only Flé. In his margin, Ketill has occasion-
ally written alternative readings to those in the main text.

The part of this manuscript written by betill will be refer::d
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to as K.

Ketill's grandson, Arni Magn(sson, has made certain alter-
ations in and additions to K. These are written varicusly in
the margin, between the iines or actually on tcp of words
or letters written by Ketill s0 as to obscure them. Arni
also underlines or crosses out words or lettérs written by
the original scribe. In the majority of cases where he makes
changes, Arni seems concerned with changing K's spelling, -
presumably to agree with that of his own exemplar:for example
at 17/4, he alters big to bik by surerimposing a k over Ket-

ill's g; at 14/9, he underlines K's beisl and writes beils

K's ljetst and

in the margin; and at 51/24, he underlines
writes letz above it. In other cases, however, Arni's
additions represent semantic variants to what Ketill wrote:ie.
at 15/1, Arni underlines K's rammr and writes sterkr

above the line; at 32/5, he crosses out K's adra and writes
eina above it; at 38/10, he adds bat all above the line be-
fore K's mixit. In about half a dozen cases, Arani encloses
his variant readings to K's in square brackets. Further, he
seems to have underlined the majority of Ketill's marginal
variants mentioned above. Arni's variants in this manuscript
are referred to as All. A photographed sample of Ketill's

hand from other manuscripts is to be found in Hsndritasplall

(plate opposite page 96; from AM 462, 4%0) and, with alt-
erations by Arni Magnisson, in H. Bekker-Nielsen snd O.

Widding, Arne Magnusson, 1963 (opposite page 3%3; from AM
453, U4t0).
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AM 517, 4to (called A) is also a paper manuscript
and is written by Asgeir Jdénsson (ca. 1657-1707). It con-
tains only Flé. Asgeir was in Copenhagen in the years 1686-8
and also during the winter of 1697-8 and is likely to have
written this manuscript during one of these two stays there
(see A. Loth in Bibl, xx, 207 ff.). A is not written in
Asgeir's normal handwriting; it is in what Agnete Loth (loc.
cit.) calls his "mere 'membranagtige' frakturskrift" which
he seems particularly to have used when transcribing med-
ieval vellums and which could well belong to his earlier
years as a copyist (1686-8?); for a sample from All 77 a,
fol., see fig. 2 in Miss Lo1%h's article. Asgeir clearly
ﬁakes some attempt to reproduce the spelling of his exemplar
in A: among a large number of features unknown in normal

seventeenth century handwriting but found in this manuscript,

is the use of b medially and of a for 'a' (cf. pages *82 f.
below). Another feature of this manuscript is the way its
scribe leaves the initial letter at the beginning of every

chapter blak (e.g. _aralldr (Haraldr), 1/1; _iornolfr

(Bidrnbdlfr), 2/7; _m (Um), 4/14 and so on). Arni Magn@sson

has added a few variants in A.

Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 60 contains twenty
items of which Fl14 appears as the ninth (ff.8%-120r). With
the exception of the last, all items are written in ths hand

of Jén Eggertsson (ca. 1647-89). There can be little doubt

that Jon wrote this manuscript during his sojourn in Copen-
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hegen in the years 1683-9 and aes may well have done so while
he was in prison there from early 1684 to early 1687. A

full accourit of this paper manuscript and its scribe is to

be found in Bjarni Einarsson's Introduction to his lMunnmela-

sogur_17. aldar (1955). At the beginning of his copy of F14

in this manuscript, Jén has written in the margin: 'skrifad
eptir mjog gamalli membrana'. The copy of Fld in this manu-

script will be referred to as S.

IB 45, 4to is a paper manuscript written in several
hands. It contains a number of sagas, as well as the Skards-

Adrbdk-version of Landnidmabdk. The greabter part of it was

written in the years 1683 and 1684 and the copy of Flé it
contains was finished on 29/4/168i¥ﬂ There is nothing to
support Finnur Jénsson's statement (F16, 1932, iv) that is
was written in Copenhagen. A description of it will be found

in LdnSkb, xvii-xviii. The copy of F1ld in this manuscript

will be referred to as B.

AM 165 m, fol. (earlier in Additimenta &4, fol.) was
originally part of a larger codex. In addition to F10
(ff.5—29), this paper manuscript contains copies of various

bzttir and also of Kjalnesinga Saga. All but the first and

last folios are written in the hand of Jon Gissurarson' undir
Hapi (ca. 1590-1648). In the margin of the copy of K190,
vuriants have been added in a hand from the latter half of

cighteenth century. A photographed sample of Jén Gissur-
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erson's hand (from AM 340, 4to) is to be found in Handrita-

spjall (plate opposite page 80). The copy of F16 in this

manuscript will be referred to as J.

AM 515, #4to (referred to as P in this edition) is a
paper manuscript containing only Flb.  On a slip of paper
attached to this manuscript, Arni MagntGsson has written:

'Or bdk fra Skardi & Skardsstrond, sem fyrrum hefur verid -
eign Sira Pbrdar Jénssonar i Hitardal'. This note, and no

doubt other factors, led Gudbrandur Vigfusson to suggest

(Fornsogur, xxiv) that this manuscript was actually written
by Sira Pérdur (whom we have already mentioned in connection
with 445 b). Gudbrandur's tentative suggestion on this point
was stated as a certainty by various later scholars, for
example, Kalund (Katalog, i, 671), Finnur Jénsson (Fld, 1932,
iv) and Jén Jbhannesson (Gerdir, 29). In an article in Bibl,
volume xxix (page 161), however, Miss Agnete Loth of Copen-
hagen asserts that the manuscript in question was written by
another man, Einar Eyjélfsson, who was a somewhat younger
contemporary of Poérdur. Miss Loth does this only in passing
and does not give her reasons for the ascription. ©She has,
however, been kind enough to mastke her arguments and her
conclusions on this point known to tkhe present editor and
in what immediately follows, these are being reprcduced and
built upon.

As mentioned, Arni Magn(sson refers to P as part of a

larger manuscript. or book. IlMiss Loth produces good reas-
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ons to show that what is referred to here is All 486, 4to,

which, as it is now, contains HAvardar Saga, Hensa=Poris

Saga, Pordar Saga hredu, Birdar Saga Snzfellsiss and Vig-

lundar Saga. A list of contents at the beginning of this

mang%ript shows, however, that it originally also contained,

among other things, a copy of Flbamanna Saga. And between

folios 68 and 69 in AM 486; there is a slip (Slip e), again
written by Arni Magnisson, which reads: 'Hér inn & milli 14

Floamanna Saga.' Miss Loth points out that the hands of

P and AM 486 are similar enough to be those of the same man
and in all probability is right in assuming that P was orig-
inally part of the larger ménuscript.

| The question of the scribe of AM 486, 4to, and thus of
P, is answered by a further note, again by Arni, this time
written on the reverse side of Slip h in this manuscripte.
frni has first written: 'S& sem betta hefur ritad, hefur
ellad ad imitera Sira Pdrdar hond, kannske Porsteinn Poro-
arson hefur skrifad bad i ungdemi sinu.' ('The person who
wrote this has tried to imitate Sira Pérdur's hand, perhaps
Porsteinn Poérdarson [Pérdur's son; see page *18 above] in
hi#youﬁg dayss') Later, however, Arni has crossed out the
second part of this note from 'Kannske' to 'sinu' and has
written: 'Nbéta: Pad er hond Einars Eyjélfssonar b4 er hann
var 1 Hitardal. Certum.' (Note: It is the hand of Einar
Eyj6lfsson when he was at Hitardalur. Certum.';?]

How Arni arrived at the conclusion that Einar Eyjélfs-

son wrote All 486, 4to is unknown. He was however a corr-
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espondent of thes man in question (see J6n Helgason in lanu-

'scripta Islandica, iv, 1957, xi ff. and the references cited

therc) and we have no reason to doubt his statement on this
matter, particularly when expressed with such certainty.
Einar Eyjblfsson lived from about 1641 to 1695, for the last

. L4 u .
part of his life was a stslumadt and died at Tradarholt

in F16i (see fviskrér, i, 347 f.). While we know that he

was at school at SkAlholt, there is no record, other than
f1ni's, of his having stayed at Hitardalur. But that he
did co does not seem at all unlikely. Pbérdur Jbénsson,

who was rector at Hitardalur from 1634 until his death in
1670, that is, during the wﬁole of Einar's youth, is known

™

to have tubored various young men. Einar's father, Eyjolfur

o

I

Jénsson, had himself been rector at Hitardalur from 1623
to 1630 and from 1632 to 1672 was rector at Lundur in
Tmrdareykjadalur which can be little more than thirty miles
fromn Hitardalur. Einar could thus easily have been one
of Pbrdur's pupils and if the latter had taught Einar

to write, this would explain the likeness between the two
men's handwriting implied by Arni's original remark on
Slip h of AM 486, 4to. 1t would therefore seem most
rearonable to date this manuscript of F16 to between
about 1650 and 1660, that is, Einar's:'late childhoode It
rust at all events have been written before 1670 because
ve know Pdr-dur Jdnsson was an owner of the manuscript
(se> Arni's slip in P) and he died in that year. P and

AM 486 4%to were prcbably inherited from Pérdur by his son.
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Porsteinn, who, as already noted, lived at Skard & Skards-
strond (cf. Arni's slip in P) from 1682 until his death in
1700, Arni MagnQisson visited Skard in 1703 (see Katalog, i,
29) and may well have acquired P and AM 486, 4to while he
was there. -
As was Dt made clear by Gudbrandur Vigflsson in his

edition of F10 in Fornsogur, one feature of P's text gives it

particular importance in the study of the text of the saga.

The remaining part of this section may be devoted to a dis-

[6]

cussion 'of this feature. It has already been noted that the
redaction of the saga represented by Il differs significantly

from the X-version (represented by K, AM, A, S, B and J).

[7]
From the beginning of the saga to the end of chapter 17, and

from a point in chapter 25 to the end of the saga, P's text

by and large resembles that of the X-version, agreeing most

[8]

closely, as will be shown below,%with Je 1t is true that in

the early chapters where, as will be shown in Chapter II, the

original of the saga borrowed from Landnimabdk, tvHE¥s onal

agreements between P and Landnf&mabdk over against the X-vers-

ion, e.g. fell Hakon jarl, P and LdnStb, 224/13% ] fekk Hikon

Jjarl sigr, Xversion, 2/1; Hrdlmarr, P and LdnStb, 131/18 ]

Hrémundr, X-version, 2/12. These must be due to direct refer-

ence to Landnfmabdk by Einar (cf. F16, 1932, v). Further,
there are other quite substantially different readings in P

from those of the X-version: at 6/14~5, Einar omits Setstokkar-

nire..ofram fri Stokkseyri and instead of bar sem braut slin

Hallsteins at 6/20 has ok braut Hallsteinn par skipit
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.2 e 02 -
en setstokkar hans kbému & Stallfidru ok vAru hatoir forin

dyribranda & Stokkseyri; at 19/13, J has ok burpti alls

&
vid, while P has ok burptu beir allra handa vid greppu bhé.

But these divergences from J in the early chapters of B,
and one or two others like them elsewhere, are small com-
pared with the ones we find from the beginning of chapter °
18 to about the middle of chapter 25. In this part of P
there are a large number of very marked differences fron
the text of J, here the text of P is considerably fuller
thanr that of J. Further, a cursory comparison betweeﬁ
Folio 4 of 445 b and the corresponding passage in P will
.reveal, if by no means aiword for word agreement, a strong
likeness between the two texts. From these, and probably
also other facts, Gudbrandur Vigfisson drew the conclusion
that in the parts of P under discussion (chapters

18-25), the scribe of P was in fact basing his text on
Folio 4 of 445 b and parts of the same manuscript, since
lost, which immediately preceded Folio 4. The essence of

Gudbrandur s conclusion in Fornsogur has not been disputed

by later editors and there are indeed good reasons for
accepting it. .These are worth stating briefly here, how-
ever, firstly because of the special importance of the con-
clusion and secondly, one of them, ‘because of the new 1£ght
thrown on the identity of the scribe of £ by Agnete Loth.
They are as follows:

(1) That the scribe of P was copying from Folio 4 of

445 b can be seen from the very marked difference betwe:n
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the extent to which P diverges from J before the word zf-

—

reksverk (cf. 44/17), the word in the middle of which

Folio 4 of 445 b ends (cf. 85/22), and the extent to which

it diverges from J after this point. Thus in the passage

in P corresponding to 30 lines in F14, 1932 immediately preced-
ing this word, the following are only a §§ection of a number
of substantial differences which are to be found between the

two texts:

P has med pviliku bragdi sem Porgils stladi (cf. 84/18)

while J has med minna bokka veitt en Porgils hugdi (ef. 43/20).

P has med mikla kosti ok sdgdu fatt frd ferdum sinum
(cf. 84/19-20) while J omits (ef. 43/21).

P has ok s& ek aldri slikan fyrr, svid er hann mikill

(cf. 85/3-4) while J omits (cf. 44/1).
P has af miklu afli ok reidi (c¢f. 85/9-10) while J

omits (ef. 44/6).

P has Porgils hefdi haft til hessa verks illan &trGnad

(cf. 85/16) while J has Eirikr hefdi haft fornan &trinad 4

d¥rinu (cf. 44/11).
By contrast, in the passage in P corresponding to 30 lines

in F156, 1932,after the word afreksverk, P agrees practically

word for word with J, the only deviations, apart from slight
differences of word-order, being fyrir in P where J has 1
(ef. 45/7, the second 1) and hafna in P, where J has synjsa
(ecf. 45/12). This evidence suggests that the exemplar Einar
used for P other than his X-group exemplar came to an end

at what seems to be practically the same point as Folio 4
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of 445 b and thus, in all likelihood, was identical with
- Folio 4.

(ii)'AS'already noted,‘E begins to diverge substantially
from J from chapter 18. Folio 4 of 445 b does not start
until the beginning of chépter 24. We have already shown
it to be likely that from the beginning of chapter 24 to
the middle of chapter 25, tﬁe scribe of P was using Folio
4 of 445 b. 1t is unwarrantably complicated to assume that
betwWween chapter 18 and 24, he was using an exemplar other
than now lost leaves which immediately preceded Folio 4
in *445 b. Further, as will be shown in Section E of this
Chapter, a certain continuity of plot, not to be found in
the X-version can be demonstrated in the text of 2 before
the beginning of chapter 24 and the text of M after itElO]

(iii) But the whole matter is clinched by what we have
learnt since Gudbrandur Vigflhsson's day concerning the
whereabouts of parts of *4n5 b in the seventeenth century
(see pages *17-8). Jbén Jbhannesson's researches have,
as noted, shown that Pérdur Jénsson not only had access to,
but probably also owned, at least ff. 1-2 of 445 b and also,
in all prcbability, other leaves of *445 b which now survive
or are lost. These other leaves could well have included
leaves of *M which now survive or are lost. At first sight,
the realisation that P was not, as Gudbrandur Vigfisson
"and later editors assumed, written in Pérdur Jbénsson's

hand might seem to weaken the case which is being made here.

But Arni Magnusson's express statements that AM 486, 4to
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(and thus, we may assume, P) was written at Hitardalur and
that P was the prope}ty of Pbérdur Jonsson are almost as
reassuring. When Einar wrote P, Pérdur Jénsson must have
been his host at Hitardalﬁr and it therefore seems quite
likely that he had access to fragments of *M, lost and sur-
viving. Assuming at any rate that he did, these fragments

will be referred to as MP. And to suggest that he used a

n

manuscript which was similar to MP but was not identical
with it and which was also at Hitardalur would seem to be
unduly complicatede.

P, then, is of particular value in that a section of it
represents a copy of Xm=k parts of *M now lost. dIts value
in this respect is, however, linited by two areas of uncert-
ainty. Giving the name PM to that part of P where its scribe
is mainly following MP, we cannot be certain (A) (where MP
is lost) of the faithfulness of PM as a copy of its exemplar
or (B) of its extent. Both of these problems require further
discussion.

(A) The faithfulness of PM as a copy of MP

On this question 1t is illuminating to compare Einar's
copy of & surviving part of M (Folio #4) with its orig-
inal and thus to get some idea of the type of changes he
was liable to make when copying lost parts of MP. Einar's
copy will be referred to as PM4, its exemplar as Folio 4.
Divergences from Folio 4 by Einar in PM4 may be divided into
two groups: (I) those which agree more or less with the man-

uscripts of the X-group (of which J is taken as a repres-
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entative) and (II) those which do not agree with any of

the other manuscripts used for this edition and which it

is reasonable to suppose are independent changes made by

Einar.

Examples of both these types will be given and discuss-

ed:

Type (I): (1) kbémuz, Folio # (77/11) ] komaz, J (cf.

(2)

(3)

()

38/24) and PM4

Asgrimr, Folio &4 (79/2) ] + E11ida-Grims-

son, J (cf. 39/21) and DPM4

'Vera mé, sagdi Porgils, 'at hon gefi ef

hon metti.', Folio &4 (80/10-1) ] Porgils

melti: 'Par mun af it hardasta kostun okkr-

um, er af varu birurnar.', J (cf. 40/17-8);

'"Vera mi bat,' segir Porgils., 'at hon gefi

ef hon metti ok mun af it hardasta kostum

okkrum, er af varu bdrurnar.', DMy

Koma nti sidan vidr ey eina ok varu bar iii.

netr 40r en beir si t3jald af lérepti ok

kenndu bar lintijsld Pdreviar ok fundu par

Pbrarin brytia sjukan. Peir spvria hver:in

faraldi hann hafdi bangat komit. Hann sag-

0i kostabod beira Snzkolls vidr sik, ef

hann vildi eigi fara, at beir mundi drepa

hann ok beir hefdi verit skammt fri Sel-

eyvijum um vetrinne. Peir spurdu hann naree.

Kvez hann naudigr 511% gert hafa XXNor ROXX
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- 'ok hafa beir fé allt en Snzkollr lagdi

jarni & Pbreviu.' Porgils segir: 'Eigi

veit ek hvers b ert af verdr en eigi skal-

tu hér vera.' Ok &40r beir fari & burt, bé

deyr- hann ok Jjarda beir hann bar, Folio 4

(82/6-16) ] At brim ndttum 1idnum. sid beir

tjald af lérepti. Peir kenndu at bat var

tjald Pbreyiar. Peir 18gdu bar at ok fundu

Pbérarin., brytia Porgils, ok spyrja med hver-

ju faraldi hann var bar kominn. Hann sagdi

b4 kostabod Snxkolls vid sik. ef hann vildi

eigi fara, a4t beir mundi & drepa hann: - Snse-

kollr stakk midvu jédrni & Pbreviu.' Porgils

svarar: 'Eigi veit ek hvers bl ert af verdr

en Osannlig bykki mér bin sben ok skaltu

ekki lengr lifa.' Sidan drépu beir hann ok

grofu bar ok tdoku med sér bat sem par var,

Jd (cf. 41/22-42/%3); Koma nt sidan vidr ey

eina ok varu bar iii. netr 40r en beir sié

tjald af 1érepti ok kenndu bar tjald Pdrey-

dar ok fundu bar Pdrarin brvtja. Peir spyr-

ja hverju faraldi hann hafi bangat komit.

Hann segir kostabod beira Snzkolls vid sik,

ef hann vildi eigi fara, at beir mundi drepa

hann ok beir hefdu verit skammt fra Seleyjum

um vetrinne. Peir spurdu hann marecs. Hann

kvez naudugr allt gert hafa; - 'beir hrifa
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£fé& allt en Snzkollr lagdi med midbvu jhrni

Poreviu.' Porgils segir: 'Eigi veit ek

hvers ba ert af verdr. Osannlig byvkki mér

sden bin ok skaltu ekki lener 1ifa.' Sidan

drépu beir hann ok grdfu bar en tbku med

sér bat sem var, PM4

(5) Hann kvad ekki bannig lita mjdlk fbdur sins,

Folio &4 (82/24) ] Sagdi hann midlk £é&3ur sins

eigi svéd 1ita, J (ef. 42/10); Hann kvad ekki

svd lita mjdlk £83ur sins, B4

(6) '...mettir bO mik { frid biegia aptr 1 byecd-

ina.', Folio 4 (83/7-8) 1 '...b& mettir bl mik

{ £f1id kaupa vid bysgegdarmenn., bvl at ek er I

6fridi vid ph.', I (cf. 42/17-8); '... maebt-

ir pa mik 1 frid bigegia aptr I byeeldinni, bvi

at ek er 1 6fridi vid bygegdarmenn.', EM4

(7) Farid, Folio 4 (83/16) ] Fari bit, J (cf.

n2/24) and PMu
ctfe.

(8) ferr begar, Folio 4 (83/23) 1 fbér, d (43/3);

£or begar, My

(9) Pat vard bar, Folio # (84/22) ] Pat _bar til,
T.
Jd (84/22) and PM4

(10) kvad vid, Folio &4 (85/7) ] kvad vid hétt, -

J (cf. 44/4) and PM4

(11) Porgils tekr, Folio 4 (85/11) ] hann tekr

J (cf. 44/7) and PM4

It is clear from this set of examples that while Einar was
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was copying Folio 4, he was also constantly referrimg back

to his X-group exemplar. Example (4) shows that he was
capable ‘of adopting essentially different versions of the
story from this exemplar.. (2) and (10) show that he was
prepared to introduce words from it to make his own text
more readable or comprehensible. In example (6), he unnec-
essarily borrows the causal clause from his X-group exem-
plar, despite the fact that in P4, as in Folio 4 (82/25), .
Hr61fr has alreddy told Porgils that he was in outlawry. Ex-
amples (5) and (9) make it clear that Einar sometimes took
from his X-group manuscript variants of quite inconsiderable
d;fference in meaning from those in Folio 4. Such instances
make it more credible that agreements between the X-group

and PM4 on small points, as in examples (1), (7), (8) and
(11) are more than mere coincidences. In example (3) he

has merely combined the reading of Folio 4 with that of

his #-group exemplar.

Type (II): (1) konur, Folio & (77/1) ] trdllkonur, BM4

(2) ararstiaf, Folio 4 (77/20-1) 1 Ararstofn,

PM4

(3) til Islands, Folio 4 (79/4-5) 1 = PM4

(4) G&dan (spelt: Goodan), Folio 4 (80/7-8) 1]
Soddan, BM4

(5) Per hurfu, Folio 4 (80/14) ] Par hlaupa,
BM4

(6) brekadir, Folio &4 (80/27) 1 bpjakadir, PM4

(7) farit hafa bar, Folio & (82/26-7) 1 farit
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bar_til figka, BPM4

(8) £il kaupa, Folio 4 (84/27) ] til fundar, P4

(9) svipti, Folio 4 (85/6) ] kippti, PM4

Examples (2), (6) and (9) make it clear that Einar was
not greétly concerned with accurately reproducing Folio

4 provided that similar meaning was produced. (1) and

(7) show that he was quite capable of introducing his own
words and phrases into the text ii he thouglt they improv-
ed the sense. ZExamples (5) and (6) give some idea of his
careless approach to his exemplar and example (3) shows
that he was liable to omit parts of its text. P's reading
in example (4) is perhaps dﬁe to Einar's misreading of
Folio 4.

There is no reason for supposing that Einar's attitude
to the lost part of MP which he copied was essentially
different to his approach to Folio 4. Not only must the
part of PM based on lost parts of NP occasionally omit
M-readings but it must, in many cases, contain X-group
readings (more specifically Z- or z-group readings; see
Section C of this chapter) in prefé%ﬁce to M-readings now
lost. In addition, it almost certainly contains words,
phrases and perhaps even sentences which are nothing but
the innovations, conscious or unconscious, of its seven-
teenth century scribe. These facts have not been suffic-
iently stressed by previous editors but should be constant-
ly borne in mind when PM is used as a representative of the

M-versions it can, in quality, only be regarded as o very



inferior cubstitute for the parts of MP on which it is based.

(E).The extent of DI
This .problem will most conveniently be dealt with under
two headings:
(I) PM's 1imit towards the end of the saga

In the Fornsogur-edition, the text of the shorter version

(X-version) corresponding to Folio 4 of 445 b takes up 134
[11]

lines. If we divide this figure into 328 which is the number

of lines in the same version in the same edition between the

pdnt corresponding to the end of Folio 4 (Fornsdgur, 149/14)

and the point corresponding to the beginning of Folio 5

(Fornsﬁgur, 159/16), we should arrive roughly at the number
(were to_be found'
of leaves that™ in *445 b between present Folio 4 and
present Folio 5. The figure produced is 2 30/67, which is
closer to 2 than to 3. The dangers of this sort of calcul-
ation are obvious and need not be specified here. But in the
absence of any evidence to the contrary, we must assume that
there were two leaves in *M between present Folio 4 and TFolio
5. And if we do not assume there were two, then we must
assume there were three (see Bibl, xxx, 332; cf. Orig, ii,
631 and 634).

From what has been said on pages *27-9, it will be clear
that there was a lacuna of at least one leaf in MP after
preg%t Folio 4. That this lacuna covered all two or three
now l1ost leaves between Folios4 and 5 can be concluded with

reasonable safety from a study of the corresponding passage

in P. " As has been mentioned above, readings from the [.-
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version frequently distinguish themselves from those of the
X-version, often by virtue of their being fuller and demon-
strably more original than those of the X-version. But the
present editor has been aﬁle to find no such readings in
the passage in question in P (corresponding to the passage
from about the beginning of chapter 27 to 59/6 in this ed-
ition) and can only conclude that all the leaves of *M
between Folio 4 and 5 of 445 b (not merely that following .
Folio 4) were missing in MP. We may mention in this con-
text the problem of P and Folio 5 of 445 b. We find that
Einar has not copied M at the end of the saga but continues
to‘follow his X-group exemplar and includes in his manuscript
the genealogy down to J6n HAkonarson at the end of the saga.
Finnur Jbnsson's expfg%ion of this fact in F16, 1932 (iv),
was that the scribe of P did not know Folio 5: that is, that
like the two (or three) leaves which immediately preceded it,
Folio 5 was not part of MP. Gudbrandur Vigfisson, on the
other hand, while he admitted this explanation as a possib-
ility, thinks it more likely that the scribe of P had Folio
5 but did not use it, 'weil gerade der Schluss der Saga wegen
Mangels Jenes Geschlech$Zegisters [to :J6on Hakonarson] hier
[in M] kUrzer ist, als in der Vatnshornsbdk, ihm aber ankam,
die Saga in mdglichst ausfihrlicher Gestalt zu besitzen'

EFDrnsggnr,xxiv). Preference must be given to Gudbrandur's

explanation as the most likely and attention dtawn to a fact
which possibly supports it. At the end of P, after the words
Hékonar, fodur Jéns (cf. 61/23), Einar has added Ck 1lvkr_ so
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savegu bessare and these words almost agree with those on

‘which M ends: ok 1¥kr par sdeu bessi. It could well be that

Einar kmew Folio 5 but did not go over to it at 59/6 for

the reason Gudbrandur suggests (and, indeed, because in the

passage corresponding to 87/1 to 89/5, the X-version is only
[12]

marginslly shorter than the M-version). Having written

£6dur Jbéus (61/23) however, Einar may have turned from his

X-group exemplar (which was not the 'Vatnshornsbék'; see
Sections C and D) to take a final look at folio 5 and added
this final sentence from its version of the saga.

For the purposes of this edition, PM is regarded as
stopping at a point corresponding to 44/17 and 85/22.

| (II) PM's 1imit towards the beginning of the

saga

Establishing the point at which PM begins is more diffi-

cult thian estgblicshing the point at which it ends.
matter

We may begin by dealing with a poir®t on which certain
previous editors have disagreed: what is the minimum number
of lost leaves of *M immediabely preceding present Folio 4

to which the scribe of P can have had access? In his edition

of 1860 (Fornsdgur, xxiv), Gudbrandur Vigfisson assumed that

le had two lost leaves and this view is repeated in Orig (ii,
6%0). Finnur Jénsson (F14, 1932, iv), on the other hand,

believed that he had only one and his statement on this pcecint
seems to have influenced at least one later schoiar (see 'Tgi'',
434)., There are very good reasons for rejecting the second

of these cpinionse. It will be argued below (pages *94 ff.)
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that in the passage corresponding to Fornsogur, 169/11-7

(this edition, 64/7-1%), P contains readings which must
be more original than the corresponding readings of the
X-group of manuscripts. Their appearance in P can only
be explained by assuming that they came from MP. In the

edition of the M-version text in Fornsdgur (see pages 169-

77), these readings appear at a distance of over 255 lines
from the point corresponding to that at which Einar started
copying Folio 4. On the other hand, Folio 4 itself only
takes up about 198 lines in the same edition. From these
figures, we caﬁ be practically certain that the passage cor-

responding to Fornsogur, 169/11-7 cannot have been on the

leaf of *!M immediately preceding Folio 4. Finnur Jbéunsson
attempted to defend his view by supposing that the writing
on a single lost leaf could have been somewhat denser than
"that on Folio 4: 'Tilsyneladende har der da staet noget mere:
p; det tabte end det bevarede blad, men det er vist kun til-
syneladende. Skriften kan have varet noget teettere pé det
tabte blad.' A single leaf which covered the passage from

Fornsdgur, 169/11-7 (readings in question) to 177/6 (where

Folio 4 begins) would have had to contain approximately 30
per cent more writing than Folio 4. That it did this is
highly unlikely. The leaves of ! are fairly regular in the

amount they contain: in Fornsogur, folic 3 of 445 b (Vatns- -

dela Saga) takes up aproximately 193 lines compared with

the approximate 198 lines, which, as noted, Folio 4 takes

up; in Ldn, folio 2 recto of the sane manuécript takes up
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about 89 lines, folio 2 verso about 87 lines. It is true

that on folio 5 verso (Eyrbyggja Saga), part of the text

is written in the margin (see Katalog, i, 640); but that
the writing in the margins of any given leaf should amount

to 30 per cent of the nérmally placed writing is again
unlikely. In view of these facts, we may confidently dis-
miss Finnur's statement on this point and assume that Einar
had at least two now lost 1eavés of *M which immediately -
preceded Folio 4. These two lost leaves may be referred

to as Folio *2 and Folio *3.

Having established the presence of Folio *2 of *M in

I'P, we may now go on to attempt to establish at what point
this leaf began. As noted already, the part of the shorter
version (X-version) which corresponds to Folio 4 of 445 b

takes up 134 lines in the Fornsdgur-edition. If, on the

basis of this figure, we assume that Folio *2 and Folio *3
together Qontained material corresponding to about 268 lines
=134 lines x 2) in the same printed text, then Folio *2

can be reckoned as having started at a point corresponding

to Fornsdgur, 137/15, that is, 268 lines before the point

which corresponds to the beginning of Folio 4. It would
thus have begun approximately with the words corresponding

to Prandr kvaz bat biggia mundu (this edition, 27/2-3).

Now the dangers of this type of calculation have already
been stressed and should be stressed again. They can only
produce very uncertain results. On the other hand, it

should again be pointed out that in the absence of any
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evidence to the contrary, we have no alternative but to
accept the results they give us.

Assuming, then that Folio *2 began at a point correspond-

ing to Fornsdgur, 137/15 (this edition, 27/2-3), and also,

temporarily, that Folio *2 was the first leaf of MP, we may
attempt to calculate the point at which PM began. Now there
is no reason for HEREXEEXXXY supposing that the beginning of
P! necessarily corresponded to the beginning of Folio *2 .
(that is, that the beginning of P!M necessarily correspond-

ed to the beginning of MP). One can think of a number of
reasons why Einar may have copied his X-group exemplar
beyond the beginning of Folio *2. He may not have become
aware of or remembered the availability of MP until he had
copied past the point corresponding to its beginning. Altern-
atively, he may not have noticed immediately that its text
differed from that of his X-group exemplar; indeed, in its
very beginning, it may not have differed very much from his
normal exemplar. Another possibility is that he waited until
the end of a chapter (chapter 17, his chapter 15), section,
or episode before going over to IP. Finally, it is conceiv-
able that the first column on the recto side of Folio *2

may have been illegible. We have here, then,a number of
possible factors which must be reckoned with. Evenso, when
we find that certain previous editors of the saga (Gud-

brandur Vigfisson in Fornsogur and Orig; Finnur Jonsson in

F16, 1932; Pérhallur Vilmundarson) do not begin their texts

of PM until a point corresponding to Fornsdeur, 139/8, that
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is about 53 lines =fter Fors orur,~;/7/l>, we are certainly
- justified in wondering whether the part of P's text corresp-
onding to these lines may not contain readings copied from
Folio *2. The paccage fron P in queStion and the few lines
immediately prececuing it are edited in unnormalized form in
Appendix I of this thesis (abbreviated: App).

As will be gatinered from what has already been said (see
e+g. pages *36-7,, there is normally no very great difficulty
in telling, fron the éxtent to which P differs from dJ, wheth-
er P's scribe was using 12 or not. Thus in App/1-24, where,
apart from Einar's repstitions (see App/5 and 10), P agrees
practically word Icor word with J, we have no reason to believe
'that he was usingz 1iPs I's chapter 16 (this edition, chapter
18, 27/16 - 29/12) presents special problems in this con-

text however: App/25-81 corresponds to a part of the saga

where its author ras made direct borrowings (which often

amount to word {or word copying) from a version of Landnéma—
biﬁ a“L“;z%ST;~ o, or identical with, Sturla Pdrdarson's
redaction (see Scciuion A of Chapter II). Now we do indeed
find that in thc passage in question, P differs quite con-
siderably from J and thus (e may assume) from its X~group
exemplar. This it often does by virtue of - -agreeing with
LdnX more closely than J. Thus in the first few lines of
chapter 18, where J has britni, P adds tvennum above the line
before this (ef. 27/16); there is a note in the margin tell-
ing from what part of Norway Ol4fr came (see App/Note 3; cf.

'LdnX, 226/3), vhich infor:i~tion is not found in any of the
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X-group of manuscripts; at App/29, the nickname drifa is
added after Porler (efe. LdnX, 226/7). And when we read on
in the chapter, we find further differences from J and very
substantial ones: at App/59-60, we find a verse which X&DEx
Helgi trausti is purported to have declaimed to his mother
after killing Porgrimr; this was to be found in LdnX, 226/14-6;
further, a passage telling of Helgi trausti's descendants and
quoting a verse one of them is purported to have declaimed is
found in App/76-81 (cf. LdnX, 226/2%-7). Neither of these
two items was to be found in P's X-group exemplar or indeed
in any of the X-group of manuscripts (cf. this edition 28/25
and 29/12).

‘At first sight, these considerable differences between J
and P and particularly the fact that P agrees more closely
than J (and, in a number of cases, the whole of the X-group)
with a source the original saga is known to have drawn on,
might suggest that Einar was here using a different and bett-
er text of F16 than his X-group exemplar and this most reason-
ably MP. There is however, reason to question that this was

(in the early chapters
in fact the case. As has been mentioned above (page *26)

Einar himself has made occasional changes in the part of the

saga which borrows from LandnamabOk and this he must have

done on the basis of direct reference to a copy of that work.
We can then by no means be certain that much of the material
we find in this chapter over and above J comes from MP rather

than directly from a copy of Landn&mabdk which Einar was

using. And there is indeed certain evidence that Einar was



making direct use of at least one version of Landnimabbk
in this particular passage: at App/78, he adds dwrs
in brackets after dyrs in exactly the same way as Pérdur

Jénsson does in the redaction of Landnimabdk he compiled

(LdnSkb, 179/31; cf. LdnPdb, 22/28); Einar must here have

been using the redaction %f %andnémabék made by his host at
, 15
Hitardalur (see page *151 ). And MP, which Einar must, at

any rate, have had at hand, was part of a manuscript which

also contained a nearly complete text of Landnlmabdk (see

*17 above); he may have referred to the relevant

page
section in this when writing App/25-81. Finally, when Pbérd-
ur Jénsson had compiled LdnPdb, he had had access to, if

nét owned, a copy of the Skardsarbdk redaction of Landnéma-

bdk (known as *ylg see LdnSkb, xxviii ff.); this may still

have been at Hitardalur when Einar was there and he could
have made use of it for the passage in question.

When Einar wrote App/25-81 then, we can be certain4that
he was x&%ﬁ%%%xgxzm‘at least two sources: his X-group exem-
plar (to which, no doubt, he referred throughout the pass-
age) and LdnPdb; further, we must at least reckon with the
possibility that he referred to LdnMlb and/or the *yl copy

of Skardsarbdk. With this number of possible sources for

A

the passage in question, it is, of course, not easy to prove
the use of yet another, MP, the text of which is lost, but
which must have had much in common with the other two, three
or four. Evenlso, despite these difficulties, there are

certain readings in the passage in P in question which seeu



more likely to have come from !P than elsewhere and we may

go on to discuss these individually:

(i) At App/67, P has Teits Ketilbjarnarsonar, while the

manuscripts of the X-group all have ITeits Kolbjarnarsonar

(see Textual Note to 29/3-4) and LdnSkb (179/5) and LdnPdb

(22/22) both have ( at finna) Teit Gizurarson (Gizursson).

If LdnM1b had the passage in question and in it the read-

ing Teit(s) Ketilbjarnarsonlar) , it is strange that this is

not reflected in LdnP8b, for, as far as we know, Kefilbjarn—
arson was the correct patronymic for the man referred to.

Einar may, of course, by himself (possibly from F14, 13/4-5)
have concluded that both his.X-group exemplar's Kolbjarnar-

son and LdnP3db's and LdnSkb's Gizurarson were factually wrong

and substituted the reading he has. If he did this, however,
we must be surprised by his care, and also wonder why he has
not given the alternative readings of his usual sources in
the margin. On the other hand, it is suggested in Note to
29/3-4, for other reasons than the presence of the reading

Ketilbjarnarsonar in P,that Kolbjarnarsonar in the X-group

goes back to Ketilbjarnarscnar in the original of F1o.

If this were the case, Ketilbjarnarsonar would probably have

been the reading of *M (which was closer to the original of
the saga than *X was; see Section E) and Einar could well
have taken the reading from there. |

(ii) We may consider Helgi trausti's verse at App/59-62.
The LdnStb-text of this is quoted on pages *193-4 and it is

elucidated in Appendix I.
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Finnur Jénsson (F1d, 1932, v) confidently states that thsz
'scribe of P introduced this verse into his text of F16 from

Landnimabdk (cf. Fornsdgur, xxiii footnote 2). If he is right

on this point, we are Jjustified in thinking that Einar did

this from one of the three redactions of Landnimabok men-

tioned above, LdnPSb or LdnMib or LdnSkb (*yi). It seems
less likely that he had access to and used yet another vers-
ion or manuscript of this work. (And in this connecpion, we
remember that his host at Hitardalur, when he had written

LdnP3b, had had no other eopieszof Landndmabdk than LdnMlb

and LdnSkb; see Gerdir, 12L)
In LdnPdb (22), the first strophe of Helgi's verse is:

Vareg bar fell til fyllar fram svektu vira“ drotter brutin

\ 28 ), .
em unar itar tungur haatt sungu; in LdnSkby it reads: Var

ec bar er fell til fyllar framsotti vinr drottar errubeinn

enn unnar itrtungr hatt sungu. 1t is a rough and ready rule

that when LdnPdb differs from LdnSkb, the reading of the
former may be said to come from LdnMlb. By this principle,

we may assume that the words brutin em unar itar tungur in

LdnPdb come from lost parts of LdnMlb. If this is the case,
then the third and fourth lines of the verse, as they appear

in the main text of App (line 66: Orrabeihn...sprungu) can

come neither from the Melabldk- or the Skardsirbdk-redactions

of Landnamabdk and thus, on the assumption made above as to

the redactions of this work available to Einar, would seem
most likely to have come from lP.

Objections might however be made to this conclusion. *yl
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the manuscript of the Skardsérbok-redaction which Pordur
Jonsson used, and which Einar is most likely to have had
access to, is no longer extant. It was not a very faithful
copy of the original of LdnSkb (see LdnSkb, xxix ff.) and
it is possible that the readings in the third and fourth
lines of the strophe in LdnPdb do not come from LdnMlb, but
are scribal corruptions which came into existence between

the original of the Skardsirbdk-redaction and *yl; if this

were the case, it is possible that the third and fourth lines

of the verse in P come from the Melabdk-version of Landnima-

bdk. On the other hand, it seems unlikely that *y* should
have had such a very different text from the original of

Skardsérbdk as that found in LdnPdb. Further, we also note

that,in the margin of P at the point where Helgi's verse
appears , Einar adds a variant form of its third and
fourth lines from another source (see Notes to App/8 and 9).
On the whole, it seems most likely that this was the read-
ing of *yl. But whether it was or not, we have altogether
in LdnPdb and LdnSkb and P four different readings for the
third and fourth lines of Helgi's verse. LdnP3b's reading
must be either that of LdnMib or *yt. N¢ither of the read-
ings in App agrees with that of LdnP0b and one of them must
therefore have come from a source other than LdnMlb and *yl

and, assuming that Binar knew only three redactions of Land-

némabdk, from a source other than Landnfmabbdk. As neither

reading would seem to make sense?e%Ehfg 1ikeély to be Einar's

own attempt to emend the verse. The simplest explanation s
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that one of P's readings here (more probably that of its
main text) came[{iﬁm MP where Helgi's verse was to be found
in its entirety.

We may consider in more general terms the possibility
of Helgi's verse having been in *M. In Section A of Chap-
ter II, it will be shown, on the basis of a study of ﬁhe

X~version, how the author of the saga, when he borrowed from

Landndmabdk, mainly concerned himself with filling out and

expanding the excerpts from it which he incorporated into

his sagaj; there is very little evidence of his having short-
ened them. Now it is true that the story of Porgrimr, Ashildr:
and Helgi in which Helgi trausti's verse appears is of little

relevance to the rest of Flbamanna Saga. But having committed

himnself, as he did, to the digression, the author of the saga
(we have reason to believe) would have wanted to make his
story as full as possible. He is not therefore likely to
have omitted Helgi's verse from it. And the fact that the
verse does not appear in the X-version is hardly of much
significance; in the M-version, 77/23-78/3, we find a verse
which is absent in the X-version but which must have been

in the original of the saga. Further, we have at least
reason to doubt that Einar Eyjblfsson introduced the verse
into P without any leagd from a text of F16. Nowhere in the

early chapters of the saga (chaptersl-10) does he make such

lengthy interpolations directly from a text of landnimabdk.
Lustly, as noted, neither version of the first half strophe

e ! .
of Linar s verse in P makes sense. One wonders therefore
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what Einar's motive was in introducing a verse into his

copy of F16 which he could not understand and which he found
in neither. of his exemplars for the saga.

(iii) The same general remarks about the possibility of
Helgi trausti's verse having been in MP apply also to the
passage App/76(Son)-81, although it must be admitted that
this is a much greater digression from the main narrative
of the saga than Helgi trausti's verse. Evedso, although,

referred to) '
as noted, Einar clearly “LdanPob for this passage, there

are certain readings in it which diverge not only from that

redaction of Landné&mablk but also from LdnSkb: at hblmi &

Albingi, App/79 1 1 Oxarid & Albingi, LdnPdb , 22/29; i Oxar-

Arhélmi & Albingi, LdnSkb, ch. 375/27; Dfri, App/79 1 Helgi,

LanPdb, 22/30 and LdnSkb, ch. 375/28. Of course, App's
readingshere could have been taken from LdnMlb, although
we have no more evidence that this was the case than that
thev came from MP. And the first word of Helgi djr's verse
should also be noted: App has Wand, while all extant manu-

scripts of Landndmabdk, including those of LdnSkb, have Band,

App's reading is obviously corrupt. 1t could again be argued
that this reading came from LdnMib. But if this was so, and
if Einar was introducing the verse and the passage in which

it was contained from Bandnamabok merely to fill out the copy

of the saga he was making, then it is peculiar that he should
choose to cite the verse in a forw ghat was corrupt rather
than, for example, in LdnPOb's correct form. On the other

hi:id, if he was faithfully reproducing the verse as it was
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in MP, then the form Wand is more understandable.

Of the three arguments put forward here, most weight
should probably be given to that in (ii) and least to that
in (i). All three are somewhat tenuous. Taken together,
however, they are not to be ignored and do suggest that at
least some readings in the passage App/25-81 were taken by
the scribe of P from a source which was not any of the three

versions of Landnimabdk we think it probable or possible he

knew nor was the manuscript of Fldamanna Saga we have referr-

ed to as his X-group exemplar. This source is most likely

to have been a passage of the lM-redaction of Flbamanna_gaga

which on the calculation made above (pages *40—1), he is
'likely to have known from Folio *Z2.

It has, up to now, been assumed that Folio *2 was the
first leaf of *M to which Einar had access (i.e. the first
leaf of MP). One now wonders if there cannot have been at
H{tardalur when Einar wrote P, the leaf or leaves of *I
which immediately preceded Folio *2 (perhaps even going
right back to the beginning of the saga) and whether
Einar cannot have made use of this or these leaves in writ-
ing the corresponding part of P. As for the passage corr-
esponding to 44/17-59/6 (see pages %6-7), any conclusion on
a point like this can only depend on a study of the rel-
evant parts of P. A scrutiny of the first 17 chapters of
P has therefore been undertaken by the present editor but
has produced negative fesults. As already noted (pasge *26),

‘there are certain differences between the text of P and the
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other X-group manuscripts in the early chapters of the sagsa.
But it seems unlikely that any of these are due to borrow-

ing from lost parts of *M. The few instances of agree-

ment between P and Landnfmabdk over against the X-version

must, we may confirm (cf. pages *3%-4), be due to direct

borrowing by Einar from Landnimabdk. In the comparison

between Folio 4 and BPM4 carried out on pages *34-5, it has
been shown how Einar was quite capable of making independ-
ent changes in the text of the saga; on the basis of the
observations made there, such readings in P as those at
6/14-5, 20 and 19/13% could easily be expla%ﬁg% as Einar's
own (cf. F16, 1932, textual note to 6/26-7). But what is
decisive in this context is that, in the section of P con-
cerned (i.e. 1/1-27/15), we fail to find any of the same
sort of very substantial differences from the X-version
which we find in chapters 18-23% of the same manuscript,
nothing which can be clearly shown (as parts of PM based

on Folioé *2 and *3 can; see pages *94fthelow) to be more
original to the text of F10 than the corresponding X-vers-
ion reading. 1t is true that the M-version may not have
differed from the X-version in the parts of the saga under
discussion as much as it does in the parts which correspond
to Folios *2, *3 and 4 (see pages *12§€%glow); but if Einar
was in fact using *! beforé the beginning of Folio *2, one -
would expect to find some definite, if small, piece of proof
for this in his text. This the present editor has been

unable to do , however, and must regard the simplest explan-



*5o
ation as being that Folio *2 was the first leaf of *M
to which Einar had access.

MP then, as far as we can discover, began with Folio *2.
If this leaf began at the @oint suggested above (i.e. about
27/2), one can, as noted, think of several reasons why Einar
may not have started using it until a .point corresponding
to the beginning of chapter 18 or even later. Alternatively,
it is by no means impossible that Folio *2 actually began

with the words 014fr tvennumbrini hét madr (27/16), Foll-

owing Folio *2 from the beginning of chapter 18, Einar, to
start with, may have been less concerned with any variants
to_his X-group exemplar it had to offer; there is, at any
rate, no substantial difference from J in App/25-58 which

could not be explained by reference to Landn&mabdk. Helgi's

verse, however, if it was in Folio *2, could have shown him
that the version of the saga in MP not only differed from

his X-group exemplar on details but could also be lengthier
than it. After having noted it and included it in his text,
Einar would have been on the look out for other readings and
passages in MP which had no equivalent in his X-group exemplar.
And he would have found such a passage a few lines later in
MP if the arguments on pages *49-50 about App/76-81 hold good.
From then on, particularly after findin yet a third passage
not in the shorter version at the place corresponding to
63/10-2, he would have become more and more dependent on MP
as he progressed, and less and less on his X-group exemplar.

That, however, he could revert to his X-group exemplar at
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any time is suggested by the comparison of Folio 4 and the
corresponding part of PM carried out above (pages *31-L4).

What immediately precedes is a specul=tive interpretation
of a more concrete conclusion arrived at in this section, i.e.
that Einar started using MP before a point corresponding to
29/18 in this edition. This conclusion, however, is unfort-
unately of no real value in establishing a text of PM beginn-
ing earlier than that offered by previous editors; there are
(as mentioned) five possible sources for App/25-81 and any
attempt to distinguish further readings which might definitely
be said to come from MP is unlikely to be fruitful. For thesej
reasons, for the purposes of this edition, PM will be regard-

ed as beginning in chapter 18 with the words Pdrey hét kona

(29/18); as noted above, it is soon after this point that P
has a substantial section of text, 63/10-2, which is not found
in the X-version; this passage cannot come from any redaction

of Landnfmabdk and, it has been argued (see 'TgF', 434, 436-7),

is unlikely to have come from *M. On the other hand, the
evidence given by P's readings at App/59-62, 67, 76-81 is not
to be ignored, particularly when, as far as we can calculate,
Folio *2 should have gone back well beyond the point where
they appear. We may note one detail here: The first word of
Helgi trausti's verse in App, V&, is not found in any manu-

script of Landndmabdk; it is a meaningful variant of Land-

ndmabdk's Var; it could well have come from MP and thither

from the original of the sagaj see further on this point the

discussion of the verse in App. But perhaps the most useful
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-~

result to come out of this investigation is the realisstion

that Helgi trausti's and Helgi
texts, could well have been in
were, then we must also accept

borrowings from Landnimabdk we

had them in a fuller form than
conclusion will be of interest

The composition of P may be

dyr's verses, whatever their
*M. If we accept thét theyv
that *M not only had the
find in the X-version,- but
we find them there. This
elsewhere in this thesis.

represented diagrammatically

thus:
*F

*X
(more specif-
ically, *z)

*M
(Folios *2, *3
and 4)
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Section C: The relationship between‘the manuscripts used for
this edition.
1.
K (with AM), A, S, B, J and P (excluding PM) (referred
to as the X-group) form a separate group over against the
M-version (M and PM) (X-group readings given before brack-

et):

hestabings, %1/15 ] + austr 1 herad, 65/10 (PI)

1x. hundrada mdérent vi. &lna aura, annat en stadfestur,

annat en stadfestur, 33/15-6 ] 1x. hundrada iii. &lna aura,

annat _en stadfestu, 67/20-1 (PM)

um betta er ok veit nii 4t betta er einn uxi ok var betta

b4 kA1fr. er hann gaf honum. NG vaknar Porgils ok mtlar ni

at kasta utanbords uxanum, %5/7-9 ] hann muni bar eiga ok

n man hann at hann gaf fyrir 10ngu POr k41lf einn. Por-

gils segir betta Pbreviu ok var betta bid gamall uxi ok kvad

aldri bat skyvldu innanbords er hans kanna veri 4 ok segir

hann bvl bar hverfa mundu um skipit. Hon kvad bat vel fund-

it, 70/2-6 (PM)

Seleyra, 38/24 ] Seleyia, M, 77/11
dragaz.', 40/3 ] + Ina iii. nbtt dreymdi Porgils enn at

hann bbéttiz vera heima I Tradarholti - 'ok kerti v. varu &

kné mér,' sagdi hann, 'ok fOlski & inu mesta. Ok enn dreym-

di mik at kona k=mi at mér ok kvad mik kominn i tin sitt -

"ok bvkki mér illa er bér hafid etit egg Porfinns," - ok

hon segir mér at sveinar hennar hefdi tekit skip vArt.' Por-

ieifr segir: 'Par munu vér I burtu komaz.', M, 79/14-21
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Porsteini, 43/13 ] Porfinni, M, 84/9

|
'Ekki hafa menn bat mjidk plagat hér til at gabba mik...,

59/22-% .] Ekki hafa menn bat gert at fera spott at mér...,
M, 87/16-7

Hjalla til heimbods, 61/3-4 ] til bhs & Hjalla, My &8/26

Fri honum er kominn mikill =ttbogi. Bdrn peira Porgils

ok Helgu vAru bau Grimr ¢18mmudr. Illhugi ok Pérdr. Porléikr

byskup var Pbrhalls son. M&3ir hans var Eyvdr. Mbdir Ev—

varar var Jérunn., ddttir Porgils Orrabeinsstifips ok Helgu.

Oddr hét son beira: hana var fadir Gizurar., £bdur Grims,

£33ur Guélauqar, mbddur Jdrundar byskups. Sonr Grims gl=zmmad-

ar Porgilssonar var Ingjaldr, fadir Grims, fadir Einars, fal-

ir Hallkdtlu., mbddur Steinunnar., mddur Herdisar, mbdur Biarn-

ar, £88ur Gizurar galla, fé3ur Hikonar, £&dur Jbéns, 61/14-

23 ] Er ok margt stdrmenni fri honum komit ok vida dreifazt

hér um land virt, M, 89/12-3

The relationship between the text of the X-group and the
M-version will be dealt with in Section E of this chapter.
It will be argued there that *X, t%§¥§§§gan source for
K (with AM), A, S, B, J and P (excluding PM), cannot be
derived from *M, nor can *M go back to *X. Both *X and *M
must be derived independently from a common lost source
which is called *F

2o
K (with AM), A and S (referred to as the Y-group) dis-
tinguish themselves as a separate group from B, J and P

(excluding PM), called the Z—group(l-group readings given
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before the square bracket):

ix., 15/8 1 x., Z-group

margt, 15/10 1 allt (alltjafant, P), Z-group

ok uggir mik at eigi megi fagnadardl heita, bvi at vér

o
hafim (héfum, KX, §§}ieitat hans marga daga, 19/27-20/1 ] en

mik ugeir bd at fazgnadardl heita megi-ok munum vér eigi burfa

marga daga _hans at leita, Z-group

vid_sjé, 36/19 ] sijéd vid, B and J
hidlmlaukar, 40/6 ] laukar, B and J
b4 (1), 41/4 ] + B and J

Toku, 57/4 1 ok tb%, Z-group

beir, 57/22 1 + fedgar, Z-group

vanvirdu enga, 59/12 ] enga vanvirdu, Z-group

The latest common source for the manuscripts of the Y-
group will be called *Y, the latest common source for the
manuscripts of the Z-group will be called *Z. In order
to demonstrate that *Y and *Z are two different manuscripts
going back to *X, it would be necessary to point to (a)
readings contained in the Y-group which are found in M or
LdnStb (which, as will be shown in Section A of Chapter II,
closely resembles a source for the original of the saga),
but which are not to be found in the Z-group and (b) read-
ings contained in the Z-group which are also found in M and
LdnStb, but which are not to be found in the Y-group. Despite
the fact that parts of the saga where M or LdnStb exists for
comparison are limited to chapters 1-10, 18-25 and 33-4, it

has been possible to find readings which fall into both Cat-
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egory (a) and Category (b). (In this context, it would, of
course, be unsafe to use PM as a representative of the li-
version, since, as had been shown, while copying MP, Einar
frequently took readings from his X-group exemplar which was
more closely related to *Z than to *Y.):

Category (a) (Y-group readings given before bracket):

(a) Harald konung, 1/23 and LdnStb, 224/11 ] konunginn,

Z-group
(b) undan ok, 6/8 and LdnStb, 224/16 ] + Z-group

(¢) hiflmlavkar,40/6; hélmlaukar, M, 79/24 ] laukar, B, J

(a) likastr, 41/15 and M, 81/20 ] 1ikast, B, J

(e) Pbreyjar, 41/23 and M, 82/7 ] + Peir 16gdu bar at,

B, J

(£) er (var, ) honum m;jblk gefin, 42/9 and M, 82/23 ]

gefinn mjolk at drekka, B, J

(g) hdggr, 60/6 and M, 88/2 1 hibd, Z-group

:

(h) bera, 60/27 and M, 88/23 ] + en, Z-group
(1) hé&lfniradr, 61/5 and M, 88/27 ] hartnzr niredr, Z-

group
Category (b) (¥-group readings'given after bracket):
(a) at, Z-group and LdnStb, 224/18 ] eptir, 6/12
(b) ok, B, d and M, 78/6 1 + 39/5
(¢) hon, B, & and M, 79/11 ] + 39/27
(d) nt Gt, B (4t, Jd) ] 4t_skjdétt, 40/20

(e) kvaz, B, J; kvez, M, 81/14 ] + pbd, 41/10

— — i —

(f) leyfa, B, J and M, 81/14 ] lofa, #1/11

(g) Pérarin, B, J and M, 82/8 ] + 41/23



(h) falla, Z-group and 1, 87/2 1 detta, 59/8

(i) var, Z-group and M, 87/26 ] + 60/5

(3) vid, Z-group and M, 88/2 ] 1wed, 60/15

(k) Porgils, Z-group and M, 88/26 ]+ bbndi, 61/4

The readings of Category (a) are decisive and represent

only nine examples of a considerably larger number of similar
instances. *Y must be independent of the latest common e
source
pkse for the Z-group. Readings of the type in Category (b),”on
the other hand, are rare -~ this list probably contains the tot-
al number - and are much less convincing than those in Category
(a); one is inclined to dismiss (a), (b), (e), (e>, (i), (3)
and (k) as, by themselves, worthless in this context. If we

may generalize on the evidence both groups have to offer (and

we have no resson not to do so), then we may conclude that the

manuscripts of the Y-group represent a text of the saga_much

loser to *X, and thus to *F, than those of the Z-group do.

We are not, on the other hand, in a position to rejed the evid-
ence of Category (b) as a whole and examples (d), (f) and (h)

of that group are quite convincinge. It would therefores be go-
ing against the weight of available evidence to regard *Z mere-

ly as a corrupt copy, direct[or]indirect, of the latest common
16
exemplar for X (AM), A and S and we must, if a little hesitant-

A

ly, regard the following stemma as representing the relation-

ship between the manuscripts*involved:
B
*xy _—’_/—\ *M

*X///»\\\fz (a more corrupt

copy of *X than
¥
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Of the manuscripts of the Z-group, J and P form a sepgrate
group (called the z-group) distinct from B. Since there is
no reason to doubt that most of ths text of F1d in B was
written in 168% or 1684, and since we’know that the scribe
of J died in 1648 (on both these points see page *22), it is
impossible that J or P or a possible common source for them
(called *z) is derived directly or indirectly from B. That
B cannot be derived from the latest common gsource for the
z-group 1is shown by the following agreements between the Y-
group and B over against the z-group:

(a) hann var, Y-group, 20/25 and B ] + z-group

 (b) sh_einn, Y-group, 22/15; s4 _einn madr, B ] s& madr,

z-group
(¢) vard, Y-group, 24/2% and B ] var, z-group
(d) ok, Y-group, 25/9 and B ] + er, z-group
(e) hdfdingi beira hingat, Y-group, 45/24 and B ] hingat

hdfrdingi beira, z-group

(f) Stakanhdfdi, Y-groups 47/6 and B ] Nakanhdf&i, J;

Nakanhdfdi, P

(g) var, Y-group, 53/24 and B ] er, z-group
(h) hijd mér er (ef, B) hann vill, Y-group, 58/10 and B ]

er hann vill hj& wér, z-group

(i) Peir riduz & mbdti., Porgils, ok ridu hart. Ox er beir

riduz & vixl, Y-group, 59/17-8; Peir ridu ni hart

hvirr mbt 6drum. Ok er beir riduz at & vixl, B ]

————

Peir ridu nQ hart hvirr mét 63rum ok & vixl, z-group
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of these examples, (b), (f) and (i) are particularly decisive.
We can safely say that the latest common gource for the z-
group and B are both independent copies, direct or indirect,
of the manuscript *Z. g
4

Within the z-group, J cannot be a copy, direct or indirect,
of P since it does not contain those parts of M which Einar
copied into his manuscript. Further, there are a number of
agreements betwsen J and the other manuscripts of the X-group
over against P; these not only help to demonstrate J's inde-
pendence of P but also suggest that Einar made as unreliable a
copy of his X-group exemplar -as he did of MP (cf. pages *34-6).
Thirdly, of course, the scribe of P was still a child when the
scribe of J died (see pages *22 and *25). To show abso{:btely
convincingly that P is not a copy of J, direct or indirect, is
less easy. The following few agreementsbetween P and the other
manuscripts of the X-groups over against J suggest however that
Einar's manuscript is in fact independent of J and this prop-
osition is accepted for the purposes of this edition:

i_véum, Y-group, 8/10, B and B ] + J

nt, Y-group, 15/15, B and B ] + J

fyrir ofan, Y-group, 23/10, B and P ] yfir, J

varr vid, Y-group, 51/7-8, B and P ] varr, J

mundi gijalda, Y-group, 52/ 26; skyldi gjalda, P ] gvldi, J

Z-group stemma:

*X
BY— T Ty
Y L,

B Q’/;\\E (excluding:
BY)
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A study of the relationship of the texts of the Y-group
(K, £M, A and S) to one another has produced results which
require special attention. In their editions of the saga,

Gudbrandur Vigfisson (Fornsdgur, xxii; Orig, ii, 631) and

Finnur Joénsson (F14, 1932, ii f.) supposed that K and A are
both direct copiles of a single exemplar now lost. They also
assumed that the alterations and additions made in K by Arni
MagnGsson (LM) are, in ths majority of cases, made from this
same lost manuscript and therefore have the authority of K's
immediate exemplar. The present investigations have shown
that in all probability neither of these assumptions is cor-
reét. Gudbrandur and Finnur were of course right in assum-
ing All's and A%&ndependence of Kj that these texts, together
with S, form a group (called the y-group) separate from and
independent of K is confirmed by a number of instances of
agreement between the manuscripts of the y-group and the 2-
group over against K, e.g.:

kbmu, y-group, 3/9, and *2 ] fbéru, K

pbessi ord, y-group, 9/16, and *Z ] betta, K

eru, y-group, 35/15, and B and J ] vlru, K
taka, y-group, 44/24 and %2 ] + begar, K
ferir, y-group, 45/18, and *Z ] ferdi, K

velktuz, y-group, 49/12, and *Z ] velkjaz, K

ridr, y-group, 53/26, and*Z ] for, K

=

spurdi, y-group, 54/7-8, and *Z ] spyrr,
Helga svrrar, y-group, 55/12, and *Z ] + K
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What these two scholars, and others with them, have not
recognized, and what requires special emphasis here, is that
K contains a number of readings which agree with the Z-group
over against the y-group and are therefore to be regarded
as more original than the éorresponding readings in AM, A and
and S. ©Such readings suggest that K is derived - directly or
indirectly - from a manuscript (we shall call it *Y) which is
older than the latest common ekemplar for the y-group (called
*y) and that *y is derived from *Y. The following nine ex-
amples are representative of the type of opposition in quest-
ion:

vérn, K, 9/4, and Z-group ] varnir, y-group

Konungi, K, 17/14-5, and Z-group ] Konungr, y-group

Surt-, K, 22/1, 22/14, 22/17, 22/26, 23/12, 23/15, and

Z-group ] Svart-, y-group

hidlt pess, K, 23/4; bess hjdlt, Z-group ] hidlt sverds .

bess, AM; hidlt bess sverds, A and S

bhit, X, 32/25, and B, J ] verit, y-group
at, K, 45/1,and Z-group ] + beir, y-group

illmenni bessi, K, 46/13, and Z-group ] illmennin, A and S

férum, K, 56/11, and Z-group ] ferdum, y-group

hvikadi, K, 58/18, and Z-group ] hinkadi, y-group

Let us assume temporarily, as Gudbrandur and Finnur did,
that K on the one hand and the texts of the y-group on the
other go back to the same latest common source . If this -
were the case, then agreements between K and the Z-group

over against the y-group could be accounted for by two posc-
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ible explanations:

(€) By assuming independent deviations from their
exemplars by Ketill and the scribe of *Z. Thus, if *X and
the latest common original for K, AM, A and S had the otherwise
unrecorded verb hinkadi at 58/18, it is not impossible that
the rareness of the word and minim confusion could have caused,
two scribes inde%%%%ly to change this to hvikadi. While this
explanation might account for certain individual agreements
between X and the Z—grou;;vg% certainly could not be invoked
to account for the group as a whole.

(B) It will be seen from the Textual Notes that
Ketill, the scribe of K, sometimes adds alternative readings
or additions to his main text in the margin of his manuscript.
Now & large number of these marginal variants have proved to
have been taken from some manuscript more closely allisd to
the Z-group than to the Y-group (see Textual Notes to 32/13,.
53/10 and 56/13% for instangg§1 those which do go back to the
Z-group manuscript may be designated as KZ and the manuscript
on which théy are based as ZK. Recognizing Ketill's access
to ZK, it could be argued that he not only derived certain of
his marginalia from this manuscript but that he also adopted
certain variants from it into his main text. There arg)how—
ever, two considerations which speak against such a theory:

a. It is quite clear from the colour of the

ink in which KZ are written that they were added after the

main text of the saga had been written out. If it is argued

that Ketill's main text also contains variants from <K, then
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it would be necessary to assume that Ketill first copied ou?b
K occasionally substituting his normal exemplar's readings
with readings from ZK, then, at a later stage, went over K
adding variants from ZK in his margin. Such a method of
procedure seems unlikely.

be It is difficult to understand why Ketill
should reject certain readings of his normal exemplar in favour
of those of KZ. For example, there seems no good reason why
he should take blit from KZ at 32/25 in preference to his
normal exemplar's verit, nor at 56/11 prefer KZ's fbrum to
his normal exemplar's ferdum.

In view of these facts, there would seem to be no altern-
ative to assuming that K is independent of the latest common
exemplar for the y-groupe. And we may in this connection draw
attention to one particular reading whose appearance in K can
hardly be explained in any other way than by assuming that
this manuscript is independent of *y. At 12/15, K reads

Austmannsskelfis, while Arni Magn@isson has superimposed an

a over the second s of X's word to make Austmannaskelfis, which
is also the reading of A and S E'é original reading on fhs
other hand, is also shared by the manuscripts of the Z-group.
Assuming once again that K, M, A and S are all derived from
the‘same youngest common exemplar, it would be necessary to
account for agreement between K and the Z-group by one of

the two explanations mentioned above. At first sight, Explan-

ation (@0 might appear feasible here as confusion between a

and 82 is not altogether unlikely. There is however good
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reason for believing that the appea;ance of this reading in
'K and the Z-group is more than mere coincidence. It has
already been mentioned that F16 derives certain material from

Sturla Pbérdarson's redaction of Landndmabdk and below (page

*158) it will be shown how, in one case, certain manuscripts
of F16 accurately reflect a textual peculiarity which is also
to be found in LdnStb, and indirect copy of Sturla's original.

When,thereforg,we find at the place exactly corresponding to

P15, 12/15, LdnStb, 225/34, also reads Austmannsskelfis, we
must tend to reject the possibility that the reading has

arisen in three sepgrate but corresponding places by coinc-
idence; we must rather assuhe that it was also to be found )
in the intermediary manuscripts between LinStb, *Z and EFng
Nor does it seem possible to invoke Explanation (ﬁ) to aécount
for agreements between K and the Z-group on this point. The

context of the reading as it appears in F1l4 is as follows:

Hann fekk Pbérunnar, déttur Asgeirs Austmannaskelfis: var henn

. ; . ? . .
af bvi svid kalladr at hann drap skipshdfn I Grimsirési fyrir

bat_er hann var 40r rentr af beim. With such an explanation

of thé nickname immediately following, there is no reason
whatsoever why Ketill should prefer a less understandable

-manns—- in another manuscript - a skipshbfn is more than. one

man - to a perfectly comprehensible -manna- in his normal
exemplar. Asgeir is known from no other source than Ldn

and F16 and it is difficuit to see why Ketill should wish to
alter his nickname at éll. The reverse alteration of -manns-

to -manna- in view of the following explanation would te far
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more understandable and indeed this change seems to have
been made not only in the latest common exemplar for the

y~-group but also in the Hauksbok-redaction of Landnimabdk

(see LdnHkb, 117/15).
On the basis of the arguments produced here, we must
assume the following relationship between the manuscripts

of the y-group:

vy
\*X
K 'am, 4, 8!
Ge

We conclude this section with a discussion of the relation-
ship of the texts of the y-group to one another. AM's inde-
pendence of A and S is suggested by the following facts:

(i) At 10/16, Arni adds above K's frelsisgijdfina the words

Membr: 1ifeidfina sed prave (see Textual Note ad loc). Since

it is most reasonable to assume that by Membr: (=membrana,
'vellum') frni is referring to his normal exemplar for
AlM, then this can hardly be A or S which are both paper manu-
scr&pts. (i1) It is clear that Arni Magnisson's orthograph-
ical 'corrections' in K (see page *EO%gre an attempt to re-
produce the spelling of his exemplar. While the majority of
these agrec with the SPelling of the corresponding word in

‘ﬁ (see page *74 below), some clearly represent a more arch-



*e8

aic spelling than that of A or S: 5/3 (inn): enn, AM ] hif,

‘A hinn, S; 5/5 (£1§r): flyR, AM ] flyr, A and 3; 8/15

(Ozurar): o%fury, AM ] auzjur?, A a%fsurar, S; 15/17 (drd)

4 ©

d , AM ] dro, Aj; dro, S. Arni must have been using an oldsr

manuscript than both A angsS.

Further confirmation of AM's independence of A and S will
be provided in the next Section.

A few other remarks should be made on Arni's alterations
in K. Firstly to stress a fact which will become obvious
after a reading of the Textual Notes (but which seems to have
eluded certain previous editors of the saga) that Arni does
not always make an alteration in K when there was a reading
'iﬁ *y other than the one to be found in K there are a number
of readings in A and S which agree with the manuscripts of
the Z-group over against K but where in X any 'correction'
by Arni Magn(isson is absent:

5/14 nibsn, A, S and Z ] njibsnir, K

14/14 bidr, A, 8 and Z ] bad, K
19/% Koma, A, S and Z ] + beir, K
22/27 I_ﬂ_ég_b_éa A, S and Z m; E

]
30/18 +1dindin, A, S and Z ] £idindi, K

43/4  kominn, A, S, B and J ] koma, K
45/11 en, A, S and Z ] ok, K
55/2  .pbtti, A, S and Z ] syndiz, K
59/7  segiz, A, § and Z 1 kvag, K
Secondly, there are a number of alterations by Arni in K

which on the basis of readings in other manuscripts are dif:i-



icult to explain as coming from his normal exemplar for

M (see e.g. Textual Notes to.20/3, 37/9, 38/10, 38/11,

[20]
38/12, u1/24 (2) and 51/27). One wonders what authority

frni has for his readings here. Thirdly, there are those

of AM's readings (see page *20 above) which are enclosed in

square brackets; these are [reral, 1/14; [d®z], 15/5; [allir],
A [21]
41/193 [reikud], 46/25; KLzllt:, 55/7. Finnur Jbnsson's

remarks on the first of these readings (F16, 1932, iii) sug-
gest that he considered that Arni used square bHrackets.whenn
he wished to suggest an emendation to K and *y, rather than
that he intended the reading inside the square brackets to
be taken as that of *zfg%ﬁﬁg%éy have been right on this point.
But it is also interesting to note that in three of the five
instances of this type of readinéigahat Arni has inside square
brackets agrees orthographically with A's reading: at 1/14,

A has rera with a small initial p; at 41/19, A has allir while
its usual spelling for allir is gllz or allir; and at 55/17,
Asgeir writes ﬁig;;;;. Certain marginalia in A written Dby
firni MagaGsson show that he had read this manuscript (see
Textual Notes to 10/16 and 10/20) and he may even have had

it before him when he wrote AM in A. There could then be

some connection between A and the bracketed readings in AM.

On the other hand, Arni's d°z [d%z] alongside K's jokz at

15/5 poses a problem: the reading in brackets 1is neither
found in A which has i’z nor, in contrast to drdz which
has the evidence of the manuscript tradition behind it,

(23]

seems to make sensee.
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A's independence of S is demonstrated by the following
agreements between K and A over against S:
28/2  hugnar, K and A ] hagar, S

34/1 Draummadrinn, X and A ] Draumrinn, S

39/12 Porleifr, K and’A ] + S

40/% ok mun bat bd vel dragaz, K and A ] =+ 8

42/1  gbgn, K and A ] saga, S

u4/1 'Hér er Uti, fadir, K and A ] 'Fadir, hér er Gti, S

44/7  tekr, K and A ] t6k, S

48/%  Berr, K and A ] burt, S

57/15 r&ada sjdlfr, K and A ] sjdlfr ré&da, S

Instances of this type are very numerous and stress S's
inferiority as a text of the saga as well as its scribe's
carelessness. Jfurthermore, a number of cases where S agrees
with the Z-group (see e.g. Textual Notes to 7/19, 8/6 and
8/25) show that he occasionally included readings from a
manuscript other than hisrormal exemplar. On the other hand,
there are.certain readings in S which agree with X over
against A and, although relatively few in number, are enough
to establish S's independence of A. A complete list of sig-
nificant examples 1s given here:

1/14 Rer@sonar, K; Rersonar, S ] rera sonar, A

2/18 sliks, K and S ] liks, A
3/1 saman, K and S ] samt, A

4/6 gerla kunna betta, K and S ] petta gerla kunna, A

5/2 Par var, K and S ] ok var bar, A

5/22 i, Kand S 14, 4
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5/26  burtu, K and 8 ] + A

6/20 mbnnum, K and S ] + A

6/24 hann, Kand S ] =+ A

8/22-3 engan erfingja eptir, K and S ] enga erfingja, A

25/21 var um, K; var, S ] + A
[24
56/16 er, K and S ] =

=

K's dand S's reading at 8/22-3 seems particularly decisive in
this context.

Jon's own statement that he copied F1é in S from 'a
very o0ld vellum' (see page *22) needs discussion here. If
it is true, then S's independence of A would, of course, be
confirmed beyond doubt. Unfortunately, however, it is not
always possible to rely on statements of this kind by this
man. On and off during the last years of his life, Jbn was
professionally engaged in collecting and copylng manuscripts
for sale to the Swedish Antikvitetskollegiet and would prob-
ably have been only too ready to enhance the value of his
wares by adding notes of this kind to[z%% copies he made,
irrespective of whether they were true. low Bjarni Einarsson

(Munnmzlasogur 17. aldar, 1955, 1xii f.) has described this

manuscript of Jon's with which we are dealing, and which, of
course, was written to be sold to the Swedes, as 'hrein verz-
lunarvara handa Gtlendingum'. And Jbénas Kristjénsson (Svarf-

delasaga, 1966, xxxi f.) and Stefén Karlsson (Bibl, xxx, 282-3)

: Un S)
have touched on similar notes to thoseYwhich are to be found
in Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 67, a manuscript also writt-
en by Jén: In a table of contents on the first page of No. 67,
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Jon states that its first four items - Stiérnu-0diz Draumr,

‘Bergb@a Pattr, Kumlbla Pattr and Draumr Porsteins Sidu-

[26]
Hallssonar were all copied 'epter mi%g gamlri membrana';

next to the heading of Stjdrru-0dda Draumr in the same manu-

script, Jén writes 'Sﬁgigﬁpor epter midg gamlri membrana

Kidbenhafn Anno 1687'y and next to the heading of each of the
three following items he has 'skrifad eptir somu membraurla'.[27:|
Jénas and Stefén draw attention to similar notes to these in
copies by Arni Magnisson of the same items in AM 555 h, 4to
and AM 564 c, 4to (e.g. 555 h: '%%iifadr epter midg gamallri
Membrana: Kidbenhafn: Anno 1686') and it is their conclusion,
probably correct, that Jon was here in fact copying not from
an old vellum but from a trénscript from it by Arni Magnlsson
and that the notes he writes are merely in imitation of Arni's.
These facts obviously have relevance to the question of the
exemplar for S, particularly as the manuscript which contain-
ed the direct exemplars for the items in AM 555 h, 4to and

AM 564 ¢, 4to in all likelihood also contained *y, the la%est
common source for AM and A (see Section D). S might then be

a copy of a tranmnscript (now lost) by Arni of a vellum manu-
script containing F16. But we can by no means be certain on
this point: even though J4n may well have written S while in
prison.(see page *22), he could still have had access to old
vellums and his marginal note in S, while perhaps in imitat-
ion of notes by Arni, gouid be valid. And even though he

might not have used the manuscript in which *y was probably

included (see next section) for the four items at the beyin:.-



*73

ing of Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 67 mentioned above,
this does not necessarily mean that he did not use it for his
copy of F16 in S. But whether we assume that Jén was using a
vellum or a now lost copy of that vellum by Arni Magn@sson,
the agreements between K and S over against A adduced above
make either alternative more attractive than assuming that
Jon's exemplar was A or a manuscript derived from it. We may,

then, posit the following stemma for the manuscripts of the

Y-group:
///:T\\\
M oA S
7

On the basis of the conclusions arrived at in this section.
and Section B, we may represent the relationship between M,

K, AM, A, 8, B, J, P and PM by the following stemma:

—7 =l =% =% =

//\ /\

K(AM) & J  P(pM)
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Section D: The identity of *y and its scribe
The discussion will now be devoted to the question of the
identity. of the latest common source for the manuscripts of
the y-group, i.e. *y. First, the following points require
notice:

(i) Aﬂ, A 3an2d 5 all share a number of readings not
found in X and/or the manuscripts of the Z-group. Further,
there is close agreement between most of the orthogrephical
changes made by Arni Magnisson in K and the corresponding

spelling in A. The following are a few examples:

at 6/22, both AM and A have ofusa (auftsa);

"om/g, """ ghy (gerr);
"oqu/9, " " """ beils (beizl);
" 25/6, " oo r9i (erindi);
"osg/u ot om o a1y” (glvbru);
" ou1/13, " " """ gk (skalt);
"ono/1y, "o vean (van);
"o5o/12, " " """ afaull (AF611);
" 59/3, " nowonmon o e3ma (Eyna).

(ii) AM's immediate exemplar is known to have been
a vellum and A's exemplar, which was clearly of some age,
was almost certainly one also (see page *21). From what
has‘been said above (pages *71-3), it seems likely that
S is either a direct copy of a vellum, or a copy of a copy
by Arni Magnisson of a vellum.

(iii) Arni Magn@isson and Jon Eggertsson did most of

their work as copyists in Copenhagen at the end of the seven-
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Teenth century and the beginning of the eighteenth. As-
geir Jonsson copied manuscripts there from 1686 to 1688
and again during the winter of 1697-8.

Taking these facts togéther, there can be little doubt
that the direct exemplar for AM and A was,in fact, a single
manuscript (we shall call it *y), which was a vellum, and
which was to be found in dﬁ%nhagen around the year 1700,

S is either a copy of this vellum or at only one remove
from it.

The only surviving vellum (fragment) which contains F16
is M, buty from what has been said in the two previous sect-
ions, it 1s clear that *y cannot have been identical with
*M. Apart from *M, we hear of only one other vellum manu-
script which contained F1l46 and we must now give our attention

to this.
| In the year 1675, Professor Peder Hansen Resen (1625-88)
presented his library to the University of Copenhagen. The
removal of the library (which was not completed until 1686)
was the occasion for the compilation of a catalogue of it

entitled Petri Johannis Resenii Biblictheca Regim Academie

Hafniensi donata. Although the title-page of this catalogue

bears the date 1685, at least parts of it were not printed
before 1686 and its Appendix not before 1687 (see S. Birket
Smith, Om Kjebenhavns Universitetsbiblicthek for 1728, 1882,

45-51 especially 46 footnote 2). In it, details are given
of several maanuscripts which contained F146 but only one of

them appears to have been a vellum. In the sppendix (Pag.
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369-70, Capsa X. Ord. I fol., nr. 5), details are given of
a manuscript -described as 'Codex Islandicus membraneus M.
SS."', which, if we accept the order of items given in the
catalogue as those of the manuscript, contained F1§ as its
first item ('Historiam Incolarum Australis Islandie dictam

Floamanna Saga'), followed by Laxdela Saga, Hensa-Péris

Saga, Vatnsdzla Saga, Eyrbyggja Saga, Kjalnesinga Saga and

Krdoka-Refs Saga in that order. A later decription of the

same manuscript by Arni Magnisson to be found in AM 226 a,

svo (see Arne Magnussons i AM. 435 a=-b, 4to indeholdte Hand-

skrifﬁfortegnelser, ed. K. Kélund, 1909, 117; cf. Bibl, xxx,
271) states that the same manuscript, at its end, also contain-

ed Stidrnu-0dda Draumr, Bergbta PAttr and 2 Draumvitranir.

‘It is interesting to note K. Kalund's supposition (Katalog

over de oldnorsk-islandske Handskrifter i Det store kongelige

Bibliotek, 1900, xvi) that because this manuscript appears
in the Aprendix to the Resenian catalogue, it must have been
acquired after the year 1675. We must assume that the vellunm,
which we shall refer to as *R, perished in the Copenhagen
fire of 1728.

The researches of Gudbraniur Vigfhsson have given us
further information about *3?3%% a slip of paper attached

to folio 2 recto of the vellum manuscript AM 128, fol., which

contains inter alia Vatnsdzla Saga, Arni Magnisson has written

the following: 'Watnsdela Sagann virdest mier vera eins og ber
allmennelegu, id est, tekenn ur Vatnshornsbokenne, sem nu a

heima in Bibliotheca Reseniana Hafniz, enn er hier alleitt-
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lega rangt skrifud' (quoted from Katalog, i, 92). Further,
in Aﬁ 267, 8vo, in another note, Arni writes: 'Eyrbyggiur
flestar a Jslandi hygg eg sieu eptir Vatzhornsbok er nu
stendr in bibliotheca Resen' (quoted from Bibl, xxx, 280).
From these two statements, we may conclude that in Resen's
library there was a single manuscript which contained both

Vatnsdela Saga and Eyrbyggia Saga and which was called Vatns-

hornsbdk. The only manuscript listed in the Resenian catal-

ogue which contains both these sagas, indeed the only one

which contains Eyrbygeija Saga, is *R. Assuming the catalogue

is complete (which we have no reason not to do), then we may

identify the Vatnshornsbdk with *R.

In his compendium of Icelandic history, Crymogea, pub-

lished in Hamburg in 1609, the Icelandic scholar and human-

ist Arngrimur Jonsson on four occasions makes mention of a
[30]

maniascript he calls Vatnshyrna. From his references, it is

clear that Vatnshyrna must have contained Kjalnesinga Saga,

Pbrdar Saga hredu and Birdar Saga Snzfellsiss. To make an

identification between Arngrimur's Vatnshyrna and Arni Mag-

nisson's Vatnshornsbdk and thus between Vatnshyrna and *R

would, at first sight , seem obvious. If we do this , howev-
er, we also have to assume that between the time Arngrimur

used the manuscript and the time it entered Resen's library,

a part of it containing Pbrdar Saga and Bardar Saga - *R

contained neither of these - had become sepgrated from the

[51]

manuscript we know from the Resenian catalogue. Gudbrandur

Vigfhscon thought the second part of the manuscript describ-
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ed in the Resenian catalogue was AM 564 a, 4to, which

‘contained inter alia fragments of both Pbérdar Saga and

Birdar Saga. Stefén Karlsson (Bibl, xxx, 279-87) has, how-

ever, produced ponvincing evidence to show that this cannot
have been the case. But even though we must now look else-
where for a lost part (or parts) of the manuscript we know
from the Resenian catalogue, there still seems to be good
reasons for identifying *R in its original form with Arn-

grimur's Vatnshyrna

Gudbrandur Vigfisson believed that Vatnshyrna was writsen

for Joén Hakonarson of Vididalstunga (Hinavatnssysla) who
lived from 1350 (see Flb, iv, 352) to an unknown date between
1398 and 1416. This Guébraﬁdur did because manuscripts of

Flbamanna_Saga which he believed to be copied from *R (i.e.

K, A and P) .and the fragment of Pbrdar Saga in AM 564 a, u4to,

which he thought was part of Vatnshyrna, finish with genealog-

ies down to Jbn, and in Pbérdar Saga's case, also down to Jdén's

wilfe Ingileif. It would not be at all difficult to accept
that Gudbrandur was right on this point: It is beyond doubt
that Flatevjarbdk was written for Jbén; it contains a coll-

[32]

ection of Kings' Sagas; that Jbon should also commission the

writing of a codex which, like Vatnshyrna, contained a number

of important Icelanders' Sagas does not seem at all unlikely.
Further, assuming that *R was written for and owned by Joén,
Sigurdur Nordal (Flb, i, xii-xiii), for instancg%Bias been
able to coaveniently eiplain how in the centuries after Jon's

death, ths codex could have found its way from Vididalstunga
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to (Stdéra-)Vatnshorn in Haukadalur (Dalas$sla), the farm
from which it is usually assumed it took its name, and thence
to Holar at which place it is most natural to assume that
Arngrimur Jbénsson used it. Evenko, since it has now been
shown that AM 564 a, 4to, with its genealogy down to Jdbn
and Ingileif was never part of *R, the need exists for

stronger evidence for ‘a connection between Vatnshyrna and

[ 4

JOon.
In fact, Stefdn Karlsson goes a long way to producing such
evidence in the same article as he shows that AM 564 a, 4to

can never have been part of Vatnshyrna (see Bibl, xxx, 287-

300). His arguments and methods may be summarized thus:
While *R itself is lost, there are three manuscripts or
parts of manuscripts in the Arnamagnzan Collection written
by Arni Magnisson which we have quiﬁﬁyﬁftisfactory grounds
for regarding as direct copies of *R. Two of these manu-
scripts have been mentioned already: AM 555 h, 4to and

AM 564 ¢, 4to (designated respectively H and C). The third

text Stefén uses is parts of AM 448, 4to (E) which contains

Eyrbveeia Saga: for the greater part, this manuscript is

written by Asgeir Jbénsson; pp. 33-44 (EI) of it are, however,
written by Arni, as are the versegin the saga from p. 44 to
the end (EII). In the three texts, Arni has attempted to

a greater or lesse extent to reproduce the orthography of
his original and while, of course, we cannot expect that

he has done this perfectly, we can certainly get from H, C

and E ¢ good idea of *R's spelling. Now if *R was ccrmizrioned
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by Jon Hikonarsson, there is a reasonable chance that it
was written by one or both of the two scribes who wrote

Fleteyjarbék for him, Jén Pdérdarson and MagnGs Pdrhallsson.

Stefin has therefore undertaken a comparison of the ortho-
graphy of H, C and E as representing *R on the one hand and

Flateyjarbdk on the other. His conclusion is that the part

of *R from which H, C and E are copied was indeed written by
Magnhs Pbrhallsson 'probably...within the period 1391-5'.
(J6n Pbérdarson is excluded; Bibl, xxx, 296 footnote 65.)
While, then, a connection between *R and Jén Hikonarson is not
proven, the fact that part of it was written by his sometime
scribe makes it seem very likely.

We may now return to *y and consider the following facts:

(i) *R was in Copenhagen at a time when all the scribes
of the y-group could have used it.

(ii) We might suspect that the 'gomul membrana' referr-
ed to by Jbén in S is identical with that which Arni and Jbén
refer to in H, C and Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 67 (see
page *71-2 above) and which must be identical with *R (see
Note to Introduction 34 ).

(1iii) At least part of *R was written by Jén Hakonar-
son's sometime scribe, MagntGs Porhallsson; *y concludes with
a genealogy from the hsro of the saga down to Jbén Hakonarson.
Taken together, these facts would seem to make the identif-

ication of *y with the first item of *R a near certainty.

On the other hand, thzy do not necessarily prove that the

TN o
-

scribe of *y was identical with the scribe ol ]:l, an ;
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we must attempt to discover whether‘Magnﬁs Poérhallsson
wrote *y by more direct means.

It is unfortunate for the present editor that Stefén
Karlsson, in his article just mentioned, does not take
AM into account alongside H, C and E when he attempts to
visualize the spelling of *R (cf. Bibl, xxx, 291 footnote 52).
That he does not do this is quite understandable: AM is not

of course,!
L] - [} , ,J -
a continuous text - Arni's changes in K @refonly occasionalj

he often represents the readings of *y merely by crossing

out or adding to words or letters written by Ketill (see’page
*20). On the other hand, it is certainly possible to get
some idea of the spelling of *y not only from A but also
from A, which, as suggestedfabove (page*Ql),reflects the
spelling of its exemplar at least to some extent (cf. Bibl,
xxx, 287-8), To this end, the present editor has carried out
a brief investigation of the orthography of Arni's torrect-
iong' in K and of Asgeir's manuscript A. It should be stress-
ed that this investigation has been by no means exhaustivee.
As will appear obvious, it leans heavily on the groundwork
provided by Stefén's article. But despite its limited nature,
the results it produces are certainly sufficient to suggest

a good deal in common to the spelling of the exemplar of AM
and A, to that of the exemplar of H, C and E and to those

parts of Flateyjarbdk which were written by MagnGs Porhalls-

son (columns 1-10, 535(last line)-754, 847-905).
First, a list may be given, without examples, of about

thirty traits of spelling which Stefén (Bibl, xxx, 291-G)
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A

finds in common to the direct exemplar of H, C and F and

"to the relevant parts of Flateyjarbdk (see above) and which,

from AM-and A, *y can be seen to have had also. This does

not pretend to be complete:

&' is represented by m and a; preterite plural of 'koma'

is spelt kvomu; 'e' is written e before gij; both e and ei

are found for 'e' before ng; '

e' is written ¢ and ee; as end-

ings, both-i and-e and -ir and-er appear; the ending '-lig(-)'
is spelt with i; past participle of 'verda' is written vord-

inn, wvordit; the pronoun 'nokkurr' has u in the seccond syll-

able; 'fyrir', 'yfir' and the preterite of 'skulu' is spelt

with a y, while parts of 'bykkja' are spelt with an i; for ‘o

‘0, b and au are found; 'gjor'/'ger'- appears very frequently

in abbreviated form (cf. page ¥74); the first element of the

diphthongs 'ei' and '

ey' is written e3; both £ and fv (fu)

are found medially between vowels; both G and é are found

for 'gg'; usually hl- and hr- appear initially, but evenso

a2 number of forms without h- are found, particularly in the
words 'hlutr' and 'hross'; for 'k', g is found at the beginn-
ing of a word when abbreviated 'va', 'vi' and 'vé' follow;

g is found for 'ok' (conjunction) in a large number of cases;

for 'nn', both A and n are found; R and R are found for 'rr';

the occasional use of double 'r' for single 'r' (cf. e.g.

AM's flyR mentioned on page *68); 'rl' is rendered by rl

and rll; both fyst(-) and fyrst(-), nest(-) and nerst(-)
appear; -iss occasionally appears for '-is'; for 't' in final

position, d is written when the preceding root syllable end:s
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in t; the superlative ending is splgt zst ; the middle voice
ending is spelt z, z above the line or zst; ¢ above the line
1s uced for 'ik' in m® ('mik'); the abbreviation T is used
for 'ja', 'ra', 'ra', 'va' and 'vid'; @) is used for 'ur';
'beim' is represented by b with a stroke through the lower
leg.[55]

Second, in his article, Stefén gives special attention to
five features of MagnGs Pbdrhallsson's spelling in Flatey-
Jdarbdk which he also detects in the exemplar for H, C and E
and which, taken together, he thinks are probably to be re-
garded as idiosyncratic to the one scribe's spelling. All
but one of these features appears to have been found also

in *y and special attention may therefore be given to them

here (Stefén's remarks on Flateyjarbdk (F) and H, C and E

given before the bracket):

(1) 'b er jafnan notad fyrir '8' { ordunum 'hofdingi',
't10indi', 'sidan' og 'medan' bar sem 'in' og 'an' er bund-
id med bvi ad draga bverstrik gegnum hilegginni b-inu, t.d.
hofbingia H2r og v, tipindi H2v, Clr, tibinda E33, siban
H2r, Cir, E34, meban Clr, B4l.' ] In F18, A has horhai, 47/4
and gofbgia, 21/8; tipda, 29/14 and tipdum, 47/9; §i§, 23/15
(x ?) and 29/2; mep, 29/14.

(2) 'Tvistrikad k er notad fyrir 'konungs' (sem einnig
er bundid tg), tvistrikad h fyrir 'hans' (einnig;tg) 0g
tvistrikad b fyrir 'bess'(-) (og oftast 'bessu'- { bessum).
Pessir tvistrikudu stafir standa ugglaust fyrir einstrik-

ada limingarstafi k + Jﬁ h + Jrog b+ J: sem notadir eru
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med sama hetti 1 F.' ] Fi16: A has: E, 1/10 and‘kg, 6/10
(konungs); h, 21/24, 23/15, 27/26 and hs, 32/26 (hens):
By 3/20, 179/1, 55/5 (pess).

(3) 'Notud er nymyndin burt fyrir 'brott| eins og titt
er 1 F.' ] F16: AM has a number of examples of burt, e.g.
at 49/11.

(4) 'n yfir 1inu er ekki adeins notad fyrir 'an', heldur

o : : : n n ... n
einnig fyrir 'in' og 'inn', skog HZr, draum~ H4r, bveing” .,

H7r og v, hofud”™ H?7v, harmbrung”™ (fem.) C2r, hoG" (part.

fem.) E36, bryning” E39. DPessi notkun & n yfir linu vird-

ist mjog f&tid 1 F, en um hana hafa bd fundizt nokkur demi,
meg” F1, hoG" (part. masc.) F899, knelid® F903, vog" F903.' ]
Elét Although a number of spellings have been found in A
which suggest the use of n above the line for -azn in *y.

(e.g g¥11d™, 4/25-6, ut®, 16/1, and ynd™, 23/12), an exhaust-
ive search has revealed no examples either in AM or A of the
use of n above the line for —igig).

(5) 'Fyrir 'erendi' er skrifad erndi ('er'-band fyrir r)
H6v, og & sama hatt er ordid skrifad i F6 and 671 og vidar.' ]
F14: At 25/6, 45/14 and 60/22 both AM and A have e’ndi.

(1) and (2) represent ways of spelling which were anti-
quated by the time Magnis wes writing, (3) and (4) ways of
spélling which were advanced for the end of the fourteenth
century. That four of these five features would appear to
have been in *y would seem to put beycnd doubt that it was
written by Magnls Pbrhallsson. And the absence of n above

the line for 'inn' and 'in' in copies of *y would not reallw
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detract from the grounds for this conclusion: as Steféan
notes, the feature in question only appears in those parts

of Flateyjarbdk which Magnlis wrote after the main body of

the work was complete, i.e. after 1387. Indeed the very
non-appearance of this feabture in *y might be shown to have
particular significance in establishing the time at which

[26]

Magnlis started to write Vatnshyrna.

There would seem to be little doubt then, not only that
*vy was an item in *R (probably the first), but that it was
also written by Magnis Pbrhallsson. Now it is not absoi:pt—
ely necessary to assume that MagnOs wrote the manuscript for
Jén Hékonarson; he might have written it for another patron
or even have been working for himselfFBZgut such propositions

are less attractive for three reasons already inferred: for

Magnls's writing Vatnshyrna for Jbén, there is the parallel

of his writing Flateyjarbbk for the same man; in Vatnshyrna,

first place seems to have been given to a saga, F156, from

whose hero Jbén was descended; if Jbén owned Vatnshyrna, we

could explain how it found its way to a farm Vatnshorn from
which it could have taken its name {see pages */8-9 above).
And at least this last fact speaks against the suggestion
that the manuscript was written for Jbén but as a gift for
another man (cf. Bibl, xxx, 300). On the other hand, if we
do accept that the manuscript was written for Jén, then we
must also assume that it was written in circumstances which,
at first sight, may seem a little peculiar: as shown above

(page *56), *X was the first manuscript to end with a gen-
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3
ealogy down to Joén Hékonarson; on the other hand, a glaace
at the stemma on page *7% will show that *y was two removes
from *X .-(see however rage *59); one might think it more natur
al that *y should be the first manuscript in the tradition
with a genealogy down to Jbén. But in fact the two removes
between *X and a *y written for J4n could be explained in a
' : ﬁﬂﬁﬂy .

number of ways. *X might, for example,’ have been written as

early as the 1350's at the instigation of Jbén's grandfather,
Gizurr galli (died 1370), or father, Hikon (died 1381); and
with the special interest the saga would have held for Joén,
1t would not be surprising if he had acquired his own COpY

L\%r after)
of it (*Y?) before Vatnshyrna was written in about) the fort-

ieth year of his life. And here we should note that certain
conclusions reached by John McKinnell, Stefén Karlsson and
Sigurdur Nordal, taken together, suggest the existence of a

copy of Pbrdar Saga hredu which was older than that in Vatns-

hyrna but which, like that in Al 564 a, 4to, ended with a
genealogy down to Jén and his wife (see Bibl, xxx, 300),
There is then, no reason why a *Y, and perfectly credibly

an *X also, should not have been written for Jén or his fam-
ily even though *y was also written for Jén. It is even
possible that  both *Y and *X were actually available to
Magnls when he wrote *y. And with as little difference be-
tween these two manuscripts as the conclusions on page *59
suggest, there is little or no reason why he should have
preferred *X to *Y as his exemplar. Indeed, if, as is posgs<

ible, Magnis had written *Y himself (but not *X), he would
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naturally have preferred to copy from it rather than from

[28]
DY

Section E: The relationship between the !M-version and the
X-version of F1d

A comparison of the texts of the M-version (as represent-
ed by M and BM) and the X-version has been carried out above
(pages *55-6) and has shown considerable differences between.
the two redactions. As will be clear from a reading of the
two texts, these differences are ones of length - the saga
in *M was appreciably longer than it was in *X - and also
of style, tone and, to a certain extent, content and plot.
The question of how these differences arose and which of the
two redactions is closer to the latest common source for *M
and *X (which we shall call *F) has so far been put aside,
but now requires attention. First, however, it will be appr-
opriate to review briefly the conclusions of previous schol-
ars on this matter as the failure of some of them them-
selves to do this has led to an unnecessarily disjointed and

protracted discussion. We may begin by considering Finnur

MagntGsson's views put forward in Gronlands historiske Mindes-
merker.

When he edited F16 in Ghll, volume ii, in 1838, Finnur
Magniusson knew Folio 5 of M but not Folio 4, possibly because
the latter, as part of Additimenta 20,wouldhave been separ-
ated from Folio 5. For this reason, Finnur had not fully
recognized (as Gudbrandur Vigfusson had by 1860) that parts
of P were copied from parts of M (see however Note to Intro-
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duction 9); indeed, he resarded Folio 5 and P (his F) as
representing two different redactions of the saga. On pages
20-1 of GhM, ii, he classifies the redactions represented
by the ﬁanhscripts he uses 'efter deres formodede Alder

og anden Beskaffenhed'. As the oldest redaction he ranks
that represented by Folio -5: 'Det viser sig...at vere den
virkelig (os bekjendte) =ldste Text, iser derved, at ingen
af Thorgils Orrabeinfostres Afkom deri nmvnes ved Navn.'
Next oldest Finnur classifies the version represented by
his manuscript K which will be ignored for the moment but
dealt with below (page *127). Third in the list comes P

'som er vidtloftigere end de ovrige [Hand-

(Finnur's F)
skrifter], iser i Beskrivelsen over Thorgils's Gronlands-
Reise, som muelig altsaa, forsaavidt, er udsprunget af andre
Kilder...Slegbtregistrene kunne her vare tilfoiede af en

' As representing a fourth and latest

langt yngre Afskriver.
redaction, Finnur groups those manuscripts which we would
identify with the X-group. Throughout his edition, Finnur
translates and comments upon variants from P (his F) and,
at the end of the saga, uses Folio 5 as his main text.
Unfortunsately, Finnur does not give all his reasons for .
this classification and the ones he does give are not entire-
ly decisive: while at least part of the genealogy down to
Jén Hakonarson in the X-manuscripts is, of course, the add-
ition of a later redactor of ths saga, it might also be poss-
ible to interpret the absence of the greater part of it in
M in a different way (see pages®#2? f). Indeed one suspects
that the main reason for making the redaction represented by
Folio 5 the oldest is the fact that the manuscript itself is
the oldest. But his remarks on P (his F) are interesting
because they suggest that its extra length may be taken as
a sign of age. And whatever the reasons for them, Finnur's
main conclusions (apart from his view of his K) are broadly
acceptable. It is, at any rate, unfortunate that later edit-
ors did not paid a little more attention to them.
When Gudbrandur Vigfhsson edited the saga in 1860, he not
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only knew ¥olio # of M but had also realized what relation-
ship existed between P and M. And as Gudbrandur did not
concern himself with Finnur Magnisson's K, there were for
him bnlj two major redactions of the saga, the M-version
and the redaction represeﬁted by AM 516, 4to (X) and AM
517, 4to (A). The second of these we may for practical purp-
oses equate with Finnur Magn@isson's fourth redaction. But
whereas Finnur considered his fourth redaction furthest from
the original of the saga, Gudbrandur suggested that K and A
were closer to it than the M-version. His statement on this
point was as follows: ‘
'Ob die kurzere oder die langere Flboamannasaga die dltere

sei?

- obwohl die Entscheidung daruber durch das geringe
Fragment, das wir noch von der letztern ubrig haben, er-
schwert wird, scheint es doch das Ridtigere in der kurz-
eren die ursprungliche, in der lingeren eine Ausfuhrung
und Vermehrung jener zu erblicken. Wenigstens in den bei
weitem meisten Islendingangur, wo eine kurzere und eine
langere desselben Inhaltes vorliegen, wie z. B. Gisla saga
Sirssonar, Hallfredar saga, Viga-Glimssaga und verschiednen
andren, hat sich immer die kurzere als die ursprungliche
ergeben, ganz entsprechend dem Zeitgeiste, der je spater

um so mehr sich vonfiurve und binfachheit der klassischen
Saga entfernte. Namentlich gilt diess von den vorklassisch-
en Saga's, deren mehrere am Schluss des 13. Jahrhund. und
Anfang des 14. umgeschrieben und erweitert wurden.

'Die kurzere Flbamannasaga ist durchaus treffender im
Ausdruck und besser stilistirt als die langere, deren Ende
eine gewisse Geschwatzigkeit zeigt, die den eigentlichen
Saéaton ganz verdirbt; man vergleiche z. B. nur die Char-
akteristik des Porgils am Schlusse der beiden Saga's. In
der langeren Saga sind zum Theil einige nicht uninteress-
ante Zuge, die sich aber doch als verdachtig oder ganz
falsch erweisen, wie z. B. dass die Manner sich an der Ost-
kuste Gronlands von Eichh6rnchg; und andern kleinen Thier-
en [was flr welchen?] ernihren.’ Auch die Geschichte von dem
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Ruder, daSPﬂfg fand und das mit Runen beschrieben war, ist
. bedenklich.
langere Saga vielleicht noch vom Ende des 13. Jahrhund.

el alledem scheint es doch, also wenn die

sei; man hat die Leiden und Gefahren des Porgils in Gron-
land noch interessanter und zugleich vollstandiger, aus-
fuhrlicher machen wollen, einige dieser Zusatze mogen ja

auch auf miindlicher Uberlieferung beruhen' (Fornsogur,xxvii f.

This was Gudbramlir's opinion in 1860. It appears to be
based on a rather desultory and superficial comparison of
the two versions and partly on the rather doubtful general-
isations of the first paragraph about style. It is, how-
ever, cautiously expressed and before he died in 1889, Gud-
brandur seems to have come round to a very different view.

In Origines Islandicae published after his death (1905),

the version of the saga represented by K and A is seen as a
con51derably altered form of an older saga which dealt almost
‘exclusively with Porgils's llfe, further, the parts of the

saga based on Landnédmabdk and many of the conventional motifs

in the account of Porgils's first journey abroad are regard-
ed as later additions. An attempt to refute this part of
Gudbrandur's argumnent (i.e. his view of what form the orig-
inal of the saga and the M-version took) will be made later
in this section. What interests here are the remarks made on
the activities of the 'paraphrast' of the 'Waterhorn-book'
whom we may, for p%%iﬁlcal purposes identify with the scribe
or redactor of *X:

'It [i.e. the M-text] is also a far bzstter text. The par-
aphrast [of the 'Waterhorn-book] has not only abridged, leav-
ing out many lines and sliding over obscure phrases, but he
has tried to level the style to the ordinary fluent classic
level, only, however, succeeding in part, so full of idio-
syncra sy was the original he had before him. He has also
gone so far as to try and alter the personality of Thorgisl;
for he tries to turn the gaunt, rough, quick-tempered, giant-
like man, whose unpromising exterior veiled his steadfast,
patient mind and warm heart, into a cut-and-thrust hero of
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the accepted type. To take a good instance, p. 656 [this
edition, pages 41-2, 82]: one can see from the li-text, though
the passage is corrupt, that Thorgisl spared the steward whom
he suspected of complicity in his wife's murder - just as
afterwards he sold the thralls, but slew them not - but this
will not do for the paraphrast, who makes him take vengeance
upon the man in the cruel bloodthirsty 13th-century fashion'
(Orig, ii, 630).

This statement is of particular interest and some of the
ideas expressed will be used or developed in what follows.
Indeed, much of the introduction to the saga in Orig - péges
629-31 are referred to - is noteworthy for its views on the
nature of the lM-redaction, which, although often erroneous,
are certainly thought-provoking (see pages *115-7 ). It is
at any rate regrettable that when Finnur Jbnsson edited the
saga in 1932, he not only ignored the opinions expressed in
Orig on the relationship between the two versions, but urged
those of Fornsogur considerably less tentatively than Gud-

brandur had done:

'Nar man sammenligner begge bearbejdelser, viser det sig
straks, at den vidtleftigere ikke indeholder nog%p, som ikke
findes 1 den kortere - med én enkelt undtagelse. Der til-
f5jes taler og replikker og rzsonnementer, som en bearbejder
let kunde lave for ligesom at gore det hele mere fyldigt og
afrundet. IMen flere af disse tilfojelser er lidet vegtige,
og nogle er tilmed ret enfoldige. G. Vigfisson har sigtet
hertil, nar han siger, at den lz=ngere saga 'eine gewisse ge-
schwatzigkeit zeigt, die den eigentlichen sagaton ganz ver-
dirbt'. Dette er rigtigt nok, men er tillige et kriterium
for, at den langere fremstilling er sekunder. Forholdet er
noget lignende ﬁﬁ%ﬂ?ed dé to former av Bandamannasaga'(ilé,
19%2, vii-viii).

From what we know of Finnur's more general views of the
sagas, 1t 1s not difficult to follow his train of thought
here: The sagas, Iinnur believed, are essentially oral com-
positions written down. As such, they have their idiosyn-
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al
cratic style, taut, econom;a; laconic. When in the sagas
this style is absent, we may suspect the tampering of later
'literary' redac5ors. The longer version of Fl4 lacks the
proper 'saga style' and therefore must be secondary. But
here, of course, Finnur's basic premise may be disputed.
Nowadays the sagas are regarded as having largely literary
origins. As such they have from the beginning a literary
style. The style of medieval prose tends towards prolixity,
repetitiveness, superfluousnesse. When we find these features
we may be closer to the original than when we find their
opposites. A concise style may well be due to a later red-‘
actor. And one might do well to apply this crude touchstone
to the two redactions of Flb.

' The most recent discussion of the question is by Bjorn
Sigfusson in an article entitled 'Tver gerdir Fldamanna-
sagu' in Saga, 1958, 429-51. Like Finnur Jénsson, Bjorn
seems to be unaware of Gudbrandur Vigfisson's change of
opinion on this matter as recorded in Orig, but eveqso reach-
es conclusions which in a number of ways resemble those of
Gudbrandur. This he does after an examination of the two
texts unprecedented in its detail. Bjorn argues that the
plot of the saga in its shorter redaction contains a number
of illogicalities, inconsistencies and obscurities and that
where the M-version is preserved for comparison, its narr-
ative can be shown to be more comprehensible on a number
of points of difference. Further, in a number of cases where
the ll-version has extra material, this can be shown %o be
essential to a proper understanding of the story. As many
of Bjorn's arguments are used or referred to in this thesis,
thére is no need to rehearse them here. His conclusion, how-
ever, is that the X-version (or Vatnshyrnutexti',as he calls
it) 'ber bess merki, ad hann hl¥tur ad vera eitthvad styttur
{ hondum eftirritara og bad af r&dnum hug.' Moreover, various
of Bjorn's remarks imply that he discerrs a difference in tone
between the two redactions and regards that of the M-version

as original to the saga. Finally in his article, BjSrn au-
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swers Gudbrandur's generalizations in Fornsogur on longer

and shorter versions of Icelandic sagas and Finnur Jdénsson's
remarks on Bandamanna Saga (see above). He is able, on the

bads of such recent studies as H. Magerey's Studiar i Banda-

manna saga (1957) and his own article to assert that while

'nokkrar [sogur] voru lengdar eins og Gislasaga og Ljdsvetn-
ingasega,' 'fleiri [voru] styttar ad oréalagi eins og Egla,
Bandamannasaga, Eirikssaga, Flbamannasaga, Glima.' Even
leaving F146 out of account, cases of shortening would seem

to be in the majority. wWe are justified in aﬁgifaching the
two redactions of Fléall h this fact in mind.

The present editor's own investigations hé%g$%%é)him to
similar conclusions to those arrived at by Bjorn Sigfisson.
The results which have been.reached will be presented in the
following manner: In (a), a number of specific instances will
be discussed where the M-version can be shown reasonably con-
vincingly to be more original than the X-version and the lat-
ter to have been shortened or altered in some other way. Some
of the arguments here have been used before by Gudbrandur Vig-
fisson and Bjorn Sigfisson, others are new. %ﬁ_%b), *X's
independence of *M will, however, be affirmed} 5In a third
section, (c), on the basis of (a) and (b) and other arguments,
more general conclusions will be drawn on the nature of *F,
the latest common source for *M and *X and some remarks will
be made on the activities of the redactor of *X. At the same

the question of)
time, by way of a digression,lthe relationship of *F to the

original of the saga will be given some attention.
(a)
In the following instances, a comparison of the two vers-

ions of the saga, suggests the M-versiors superiority to the



X~version:

1) The account in chapter 19 of Kolr's visit to Tradar-
holt to 'solicit Porgils's protection against Asgrimr after
his killing of Sdrli is rather different in the two versions:

M-version (PM), 64/1-17: Kolr kemr i Tradarholt. Pat

var_sid um kveld. Menn sdtu vfir bordum en Pdrey hasfrevia

bar mat i1 stofu. P4 var barit &4 dyrr ok gekk hon til hurd-

ar ok heilsar vel Kol, f6stbrddur sinum. ok b¥dr honum bar at

vera. Hann vill eigi bar svi vera at eigi viti hon ti0indi

er 1 hans ferdum vAru ok segir henni sidan vigit. Hon last-

ar 11ttt ok kvez vid skulu leita at veita honum &sjd - 'en

bd er ndkkut vanstillt til vid Porgils en srit er traust ef

hann vill veita bér ok mun ek fyleja bér 1 skot er hér er unm

sk&dlann ok hevrdu badan & vidrzdur okkar Poregils.' Hann ger-

ir sva ok eptir bat ferr hon i1 stofunde...En er bau kbébmu 1

rekkiudee..

X-version, 30/15-26: Kolr kemr i1 Tradarholt. Pat

var s10 um kveld. Menn varu at mat. Pbrey gekk fram ok til

dyra ok baud fbstra sinum bar at vers. Hann sagdi henni

t18indin. 'P4 skalt bat,' segir Pdrey, 'vita vid Porgils

hvart hann vill ndkkut traust veita bér edr ekki., ok 1l&ttu

h1i6tt um bik.' Hon leiddi hann 1 skot eitty sidan gekk hon

til stofu...En er bau kbmu 1 rekkju um kveldit...

In the M-version, Pbérey makes it clear to Kolr that her
husband might prove difficult to win over (indeed he might
react against him) but that he will be of great help if he does

agree to support him. ©So that Kolr can discover what Porgils's
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reaction will be without actually meeting him, Pdrev hides
him in a gkot (see Note to 30/20) which runs behind her and
Porgils's bed; from here, he can hear her petition to Por-
gils and leave unobserved in the event of a hostile reply.
She then postpones mentioning Kolr's presence and business
until she and Porgils go to bed. The story in the X-version,
although it has a number of the same features, is distorted.
Instead of telling her foster-brother to eavesdrop, Pbrew
tells him to ask Porgils for help himself, but in spite of
the advice, she shows him into the skot The real point of
this last action is lost on the reader. It is clear that the
ll-version is the more original here and as will be shown in
Chapter II (pages *284-8 the story as told in it constitutes
a well-defined motif. Cf. 'TgF', 438 f. |

2) In corresponding places, the M-version (PM) reads:

- ' e sOk ottt hefir bér ordit til f£ibr 1 framedneunni: kl=d

Ir-Jdo
i

rautt _hefir bh fengit.' (64/12-3), while the X-version has:'.

.enda hefir bi fengit raudan lit.' (30/22-3). Both Gudbrand-

ur Vigflsson (Orig, ii, 632 footnote) and Pérhallur Vilmund-
arson thinks that the M-version is corrupt. As is argued in
Note to 64/12-3 however, it seems more probable that the auth-
or of the saga was here introducing some whimsical or teasi:i:
expression for %o blush', which was either a known idiom or
one of his own coinage. This has either been rejected or
more probably misunderstood by the X-redactor. The poss-
ibility that it is an addition by a later redactor can be nuch

more credibly dismisscd. Here we seem to have u good exazrile
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of what Gudbrandur Vigfusson calls 'sliding over obscure
phrases' by the redactor of the shorter version (see page
*90). |

3) In the M-version of the saga, but not in the X-version,
there are certain phrases which suggest a local knowledge of
the part of Iceland where the events of the saga take place:

hann &tti bG austr hjd Kalfaholti (BM, 64/22-3); austr i

herad (BM, 65/10); fyrir nedan gringard (87/19-20). Since,.

for other reasons, it seéms likely that the original of the
saga was written in F16i (see Chapter III, Section C), it
seems reasonable to assume that these phrases belonged to
iﬁ and that they were omitted by the X-redactor who lived in
another part of the country and to whom they were of no int-
erest, meaningless or irrelevant. The alternative explan-
ation, that they were introduced into the text of the saga
by a later redactor, seems far less likely.

4) At 31/11-4 and 65/2-9, the texts of the X- and M-vers-

ions are respectively as follows: Porgils ridr sem 43r um

heradit ok Kolr med honum: s=zkja mannamdt ok verdr nG Obokki

mikill manna & milli. HOt8ingium bykkir mein & bessu ok

leita um_settir. Porgils bydr ekki settir,/ Porgils ridr

allt at einu um heradit ok Kolr med honum. Sxkja mannamdt

ok geriz af bpvi Obokki millim heraéshaféingja. Herads-

mdénnum bykkir mein at ok leita um s®ttir en Porgils bidr

engar bztr fyrir Kol. Heradsmenn leggia ni fund til ok

leggja allir £&é til vid Asgrim ok bzta vig Sdrla; gefa ok

fé til o¥knu honum ok var bhetta gert An rids Porgils. Stina
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Kols var ferd annat sumar & binei ok er bd fitt um med beim

‘héfdingium (PM). In both versions we are told how an attempt

is made to bring about a reconciliation between Porgils and

Asgrimr, in the X-version by hdfdingjar, in PM by heradsmenn.

After saying that Porgils b¥dr ekki smttir, the X-version

leaves the matter there. In P! on the other hand, two furth-
er statements are made which are surely of relevance to the

following narrative. First, we are told how the heradsmenn

all contribute money to compensate for Sérli and, as a result,
the sentence of outlawry on Kolr is 1lifted: nowhere later in
the saga does Kolr appear as an outlaw. Second, at the end
of the passage, specific mention is made of coolness between
Pofgils and Asgrimr, even after Sdrli's slaying has been paid
for: this provides a relevant lead-up to the next episode
which tells of Asgrimr's conspiracy to kill Porgils. The
extra material in the l-version here must surely have been
in *F. Cf. 'TgPF', 440-1 and 445-6. )
5) On page *312 beloy, it is shown how the M-version (Eﬁ)

contains a sentence, Porgils hafdi allskonar fé ef hann vildi

bar stadfestaz (67/14-5), which is found only in the M-version,

n
but which has such similar wording to sé%ences in Eir and Gr
that it must be a borrowing. ©Since it is probable that the
lother materiall :
original version of the saga borrowed¥from at least one of:
these two sources (see pages *509f§q the sentence in quest-
ion is far more likely to have been borrowed into the orig-
inal of the saga than added by a later redactor. Further

mention of livestock on Porgils's Ureenland expedition in
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both versions (35/24, 70/26-7) would seem to confirm this

conclusione.

6) At 35/17—24, the X-version reads thus: Porgils gisti

at Pbrodds at Hialla. Med honum var 1 ferd Pérny, ddttir

e

hanse Par t0k hon so0tt ok beid Porgils bar iii. nztr. Sacdi

hann at bat stedi ekki fyrir ferd hans, bbétt hon veri sijdk

«.+Lét hann hana eptir...Porgilsi kvaz ni fyrir bykkia at

fara en 1éz eigi nenna aptr at setjaz. On the other hand,

the text of the M-version (BM) at the corresponding place is
b

as follows: orgils gisti ok bau & Hialla § O0i1fusi. Par var

ok 1 ferd med honum Pbérn¥., dd6ttir hans. ok @=tladi hann at hon

skyldi fara. Par t0k hon sbtt ok beid Porgils iii. nstr ok

kvad bat eigi mundu standa fyrir ferd sinni...Porgils segir

Pbroddi at hann kvez mundu midk trevstaz ummelum Eiriks rauda.

Pbroddr segir: "Opt verdr vant til manna at =tla ok eici at

sidr at madr legei mikinn kost til.' Porgilsi kvez nu fyrir

bvkkia mikit at fara en kvez nu eigi nenna aptr at hverfa

(67/22-68/4). The word nf in the last sentence of both quot-
ations clearly implies that something has Just happened to
make Porgils regret his projected journey to Greenland. But
this can hardly be his daughter's sickness, as the X-version
would seem to suggest, for he has already said, even in the

X-version, that bat st=di ekki fyrir ferd hans. Porgils's

misgivings are clearly rather due to the dark warning of Eir-
ikr's poor hospitality that he gets from Pbroddr in the M-vers-

ion and which subsequently proves to be justified (see e.g.

X-version, 43/19-20). The passage Porgils segir Poroddi...
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e..mikinn kost til.' must surely have been in *F.

7) At 72/22-6 and 37/3-4, the texts of the two versions
are as follows:

M-version (PM): Peir Porgils hdfdu skip & stokka

sett ok mjidk gert at &3ru ok hdfdu hvaArirtvecciu at skip-

binadi verite.

NG 110r af vetrinn ok mAttu beir bd eigi & brott komaz

fvrir isume. Peir f4 sér vistir um sumarite

X-version: NG 110r & vetrinn ok méttu beir eigi

burt leita fyrir isum ok feneu sér vistir um sumarite.

It is clear that the absconding slaves in chapter 23
could only escape by means of a ship or boat (note the men-
tion of the chest they take with them at 37/26 and 73/27);
and that they actually did this is stated in the M-version,
74/18-20: Pat er sagt at beir Snzkollr ok adrir brelar hdfdu

skipit 1 brotli tekit (note the use of the definite article

in gkipit). Mention of shipbuilding somewhere in the narr-
ative previous to the thralls'escape would therefore seem to
be essential. Reference to the oncoming winter in the X-vers-

jon (NG 11dr 4 vetrinn) is without mention of an intervening

summer and the M-version's 1idr af vetrinn seems to fit the

context rather better: when the X-redactor remarks that the
party could not get away in the winter because of ice, he
seems to be stating the obvious; it is rather summer ice
that must be implied as preventing them from leaving (cfo
the X-version itself at 37/5 and M-version, 73/1-2). Cf.

'TgF', 439.
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8) In the M-version, 74/10-1, we are told that when
" Porgils and his men return from their expedition onto the

glacier  and find Pbrey murdered, they also discover that a

bed-hanging (hvilutjald; see Note to 74/10) is missing.
This detail is not found in the X-version. In the next
chapter, however, both versions tell how Pecrgils's party
comes across the bailiff Pdrarinn by first catching sight of

a tent of linen: si beir tjald af 1lérepti. Peir kenndu at

bat var tjald Pbreyiar, 41/22-3; beir si tjald af 1érepti

ok_kenndu bar 1intjald Pdreyiar, 82/7. If the X-version

only of the saga survived, one would normally understand its

words tjald Poreyjar as Pdrey's tent'. It seems however,
"clear from the M-text that the author of the saga intended

to suggest that the hvilutijald of the previous chapter has

been converted into a tent and that the words lintijald Pbr-

eviar are rather to be understood as 'Pbrey's bed-hanging').
(As the sick wife of the leader of the expedition, Pbrey
would be the most likely person to have a bed-curtain; see
Note to 74/10.) What appears to have happened here is that
the X-redactor has omitted the hvilutjald in chapter 23

along with a number of apparently meaningles tails, not

de
46]
« The reverse

O My

realizing that i1t reappeared in the narrativ
explanation, that a redactor added the detail of the stolen
bed-hanging to explain the tent, is far less likely.

9) At 39/22, *X had hdtt (see Textual Note ad loc), while
at the corresponding élace in M (79/3), the reading is hdénk.
This latter reading was clearly that of the original of the
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original of the saga (see Note to 39/20-2 and pages *328-9
‘below). If we assume that *M is derived from *X, we have
also to -assume that, unlike the scribes of a large number
of manuscripts of the X-group (cf. F16, 1932, iii), the
scribe of *M (or a preédecessor in the same manuscript tradi-
tion) has altered his exemplar's hdtt to hdnk. This is not
entirely impossible but is a less attractive alternative to
assuning that *M was independent of *X.

10) The death of the bailiff Pérarinn is reported rather

differently in the two versions:

M-version, 82/8-16: ...fundu bar Pbrarin brytia

sijtkan. . Peir spyria hverju: faraldi hann hafdi banegat komit.

‘Hann sag0iee«Porzils segirtl'Eigi veit ek hvers bl ert af

verdr en eigi skaltu hér vera.' Ok 43r beir fari & burt.

b& deyvr hann ok jarda beir hann bar.

X-version, 41/23-42/%: Fundu_bar brytia Porgils ok

spyria med hverju faraldi hann hafdi bar komit. Hann sagdi

esPOrgils svarar: 'Eigi veit ek hvers bl ert af verdr en

b6sannlig byvkki mér bin sden ok skaltu ekki 1ifa lengi.' Par

var hann drepinn ok gro6fu hann bar.

According to the M-version, Porgils and his men find

Pborarinn sick and as far as can be understood from the words

'...en eigi skaltu hér vera', Porgils intends to take him

with them. Before they leave, however, Pdrarinn dies, pre-
sumably of his sickness. In the X-version, no mention is
made of Pbrarinn being i1l and we are told that Porgils and

hic men kill hime Gudbrandur Vigfisson's discussion of the
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passage has already been quoted on page *91 and there seems
little doubt that he and Bjorn Sigfisson ('TgF', 444) are
right in assuming that the M-version is the more original
here. It is diffieult to see why a later redactor should
wish to complicate the narrative by making Pdrarinn die of
an illness rather than be killed by Porgils; as Bjorn Sigfis-

son remarks: '..4eigi.sést|tilefni yngri ritara til pess

a0 losa vid bad drép, bvi ad nbg voru onnur drép eftir.'
Further, as noted in Orig (see page *91), Porgils dces not
even kill the thralls who are more closely connected with
his wife's murder but rather sells them into slavery (see
X-version, 48/1).

| 11) In the M-version, when Porsteinn meets Porgils in
Greenland, he tells him that his property shall be as much

at Porgils's disposal as his own: '...allt mitt skal yOr

dafnheimult sem mér', 84/4 (cf. Porsteinn's kaupskip at

42/22 and 83/13%). Later, at 84/27, when men come-to Bratta-
h1id to ﬁrade, they do business with Porsteinn as well as Por-
gilse This version of the narrative is far more reasonable
than thaﬁ of the shorter redaction. There Porsteinn's gen-
erous offer to the practically destitute Porgils is absent.
But evenso at 43/24-5, it is with Porgils alone that busin-
ess 1s done, although it is nowhere stated from where he got
goods to trade with. It is of course possible that the in-
consistencies of the shorter version originate from the auth-

or of the saga himself and that M's text is the result of

judicious improvement by a later redactor. But this seems
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rather unlikely and it is far more reasonable to assume
thoughtless shortening by the redactor of the X-version.

12) At 61/11-2, the X-version has Porgils...bdtti inn

mesti merkismadr, vinfastr ok vel stilltr..., while at

89/6-7, M has Porgils bbtti inn mesti merkismadr, vinfastr

ok_vinveittr... While *X's vel stilltr alliterates with

vinfastr as well as lM's wvinveittr, there is reason to be-

lieve that it is not the reading of *F. At various places.
throughout the saga, we are told how Porgils is in fact the

opposite of yel stilltr, that is, how hasty of temper he is.

At 39/9-11, his impetuousness nearly leads to the killing of
his little son and at 51/8-9, in a moment of anger, he threat-
ens to slay his trustéd companion, Kolr. Further, in a pass-
age in PM which, it has already been argued (pages *94-5),

was probably to be found in much the same form in *F, the
word wanstilltr is actually used of Porgils. It was poss-

ibly the repetition of the element vin- in *F's vinveittr

which offended the X-redactor; but the word he substitutes
is far less satisfactory from the point of view of meaning.
Cr. 'TgF', 443 r.

()

Evidence that *X cannot be derived from *M is much less

A}

obvious than evidence that *M cannot be derived from *X

lconsidered in its entire§%¥
but evensoyis unequivoeal. n the E—version, 55/13—4, but

not in BM, 67/18, we are ‘t0ld that the ship which Porgils

buys for his expedition to Greenland is docked in Leiruvagr.

This would explain why he passed through Hjalli on the way
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to its berth (33/17 and 67/22) and‘sailed ous from its
" berth to the open sea along a fjord (i.e. Kollafjdrdr; seec
34/15 and Note and 69/5); he would havs done neither of
these things, if, as one would otherwise assume from PM's
statement at 67/18, the ship was docked at Eyrar. - *X's

helgir at 41/2 alliterates with the nearby hjélpa, hreint,

etc., while PM's 39rdligir does not (see page *309 below).

- *X'sg hisdlmlaukar (40/6) is probably better than M's hélm-
laukar (79/24); see Note to 40/6. -At #40/17-8, the X-version

reads: 'Par mun af it hardasta af kostum okkrum, er af varu

barurnar'; this has much more meaning than M's 'Vera mi...

at_hon gefi ef hon metti' (see Note to 40/15-8). - *X's Por-

"steini at 4%3/1% seems more reasonable than M's Porfinni (ef.

43/17 and 84/15). - The reading of *X at 44/11-2, Sdgdu_sumir

menn at Eirikr hefdi haft 4 pvi fornan &dtrtnad is surely a

more original reading than M's Sdz3u sumir_menn Eiriki at
[47]
Porgils hefdi haft til bess verks illan Atrtnad (85/15-56).
(c)

Emphasis should first be given to the fact that the list

of cases mentioned in (b) where *X is probably or possibly
superior to *!M includes all the examples the present edit-
or has been able to find and one or two of these could eas-
ily have arisen as the result of the carelessness of the
scribe of *M (cf. page *15 above). On the other hand, the
1ist in (a) of cases where the M-version can be shown to

be the more original is by no means exhaistive or intended

to be. It would be possible to add a number of examples to
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to it, which, while perhaps not all as decisive as those
included, would certainly suggest the longer version's
superiority. A few examples may be given: Porgils (36/5)

is surely less original than Pdrarinn Jésteinsson (71/15-

6) (see Note to 36/5-6); the margar vikur of 81/2 are far

more likely to have been in *F than the margar vikr of the

X-version (see 41/2-% and Note); there seems to be little
doubt that Porgils had trouble with his lame leg in *F as
well as in the M-version, 88/16-7 (cf. 50/4); the deaths
of Porgils,y Pdroddr and Bjarni spaki were surely not as

close together in time as *X's bessu nzrri would suggest

(;ee 61/5-6 and Note). And further cases where *M would
appear to have been closer to *F than *X are discussed in
'"TgF' and in the Notes to the present edition. But enough
evidence has already been produced in (a) and (b) to form
the basis for broader conclusions on the relationship between
the two texts. The difference in number, extent and nature
between *X's readings mentioned in (b) and the readings of
the M-version which could be shown to be superior to those
of the X-version, is sufficiently great to make quite clear
that *M's text of the saga was much closer than X's to that
of *F; also, that the text of the saga in *X has undergone
a process of considerable adaptation and shortening which,
in a number of cases, has impaired the intelligibility of
its narrative and the cohesion of its plot. And one can go
further than this: It is theoretically less complicated to

assume merely that *X is a shortened and altered version of
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*¥ than to assume that, in addition to *X being short-
ened and altered, the M-version has been lengthened and/
or altered. Apart from the cases referred to in (b) and
a few others like them which are not recognizable, there is
no reason for assuming that, where the X-version differs
from the M-version, the latter is significantly different
from the version of the saga in *F. One might be tempted,
of course, to ascribe some of the infelicities of style
and composition we find in M ang P to a redactor rather
than to the author of the saga. But this would be placing
too much confidence in the abilities of saga-writers as
w;iters of prose; as suggested above (pages *91-2), a read-
ing which is aesthetically preferable is by no means nec-
essarily the more original. There is no reason why the
stylistic imperfections we find in the M-version should not
also have been in the saga in its first form. Indeed, it
may have been their very presence in *F - particularly the
repetitious and rambling style - which, at least to some
extent, encouraged the X-redactor to make the changes he
did. On the basis of these considerations, we may then,
at least methodologically, take the following approach to
thg two redactions of the saga. First, in the absence of
any indication to the contrary, M and, with the reservations
made above (pages *55-6), PM may be taken as reproducing
the text of *F. Second, where the M-version is not pre-
served for comparison, the X-version must always be viewed

with circumspection. It can only be regarded as an abridged,
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adapted and, to no small degree, cérrupt version of the
" text of F10 as it was in *E. Where we find signs of omiss-
ion, distortion or adaptation in *X we must at least suspect
changes by the_é—redactor. It seems that in at least two
places, 39/3-4 (cf. 77/20-78/%) and 40/3-4 (cf. 79/15-21),
whole episodes have been omitted from *X that were in *F and
this could well have been the case elsewhere. In view of all
these facts, it is particularly regrettable that *M has not
been preserved in its entirety. |

From now on, then, *M will be viewed as a copy of *F sub-
jected only to a few minor changes. We are now in a pos-
ition to make more general ‘observations on the differences
‘between *F and *X and also various conjectures about the
texts of *F in places where *M is lost. Before this is done
however, it will be convenient at this point to make a some-
what lengthy digression to mention and, it is hoped, convinc-
ingly dismiss two theories of previous critics which suggest
that the preserved texts we have of F16 go back scribally
to an original of the saga which differed substantially fronm
that of *F as we would visualize itf48¥e may begin with
Nijhoff's theory, published in 1937:

(1) P. Nijhoff's theory.
In his doctoral thesis, Beschouwing, Piet Onno Nigjhoff

postulates not only one, but two older redactions of Flba-
manna_Saga behind the version represented by the main text

of Finnur Jénsson's edition (F186, 1932), that is, the short-
er version. Neither of these older redactions is, however,
identical with or siuilar to the M-redaction and any idea

that the M-redaction in any significant way represents a
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more original version of the saga is dismissed early in
Nijhoff's book (page 3) for what, one can only feel, are
totally unstated reasons. The crucial evidence in Nijhoff's
main argument would seem to be a number of what he calls
'double passages' in chapter 4 of the saga (a part which
borrows from Landndmabdk) where the X-version seems to

repeat itself. He may be quoted here in full as the qual-
ity of argument employed is not untypical of Nijhoff's whole
thesis: 3
'Er doet zich in dit hoo&étuk [i.e. chapter 4] het
merﬁwaardlge feit voor, dat eenige passages hier twee keer
opgenomen zijn, n.l.: Fl. p. 6/24-25 [this ed., 6/12-3] is
hetzelfde als Fl. p. 6/27 [6/14-5]; Fl. p. 6/25-6 [6/13-4]

is hetzelfde als F1. p. 7/5-6 [6/19-20]; en F1. p. 7/4 [6/18]
is gelijk p. 2/10 [2/5]. L. 8t. [i.e. LdnStb] 224/17-20
geeft: Hasteinn skaut setstokkum fyrir bord 1 hafi at fornum

8i0. Peir kvomu & Stélfjoru fyrer Stokseyri. FEn Histeinn
kom I HAsteins sund fyrer Stokseyri ok braut bar. Wanneer

we dit vergelijken met onzen text, 21en 14e,, ~dat Fl1. p. 6/24~
25 [6/12-3]: peim sveif & land, bar semeETtlr Stokkseyri
hier te veel is, omdat Fl. p. 6/26-27 [6/14-5] nog ens zegt:
Setstokkarnir komu fyrir dyrr & Stllfjoru fram fri Stokks-

eyri. Het onlogische van L. [i.e. Ldn], die zegt: Hésteinn
«...braut bar is in onzen text p. 6/25 [6/13%] beter, waar

staat skipite...braut bar.

'Deze dubbele passage in onzen text kan ontstaan zijn,
doordat de schrijver een bron afschreef en daarna met L.
vergeleek, waarbij hij dan het woord St&lfjara moet hebben

gemist, waarna hij dit nog eens in een zin heeft ingevoegd,
F1. p. 6/26-7 [6/14-5]. Als we dit aannemen, zien we uit de
woordelijke overeenstemming met L., dat de bron, waaruit het
groctste deel is afgeschreven, een oudere Fldamanna-text ge-
weest moet zijn, waaruit L. ook materlga heeft gehaald. Dez-
en ouderen text noemen we dan, ter onderscheiding van Fl.

2, den lateren, Fl. 1’ (Eggghgggggg, 12-%; references to

F146, 1932; references in square brackets as for this ede.).
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After this, Nijhoff seems to taks the existence of 'Fl. 1'
for granted and the present editor has been able to find no
ocher argﬁment in his book to prove its existence stronger
than the one cited here. But the conclusion we have reach-
ed that *X is a badly abridged version of *F makes it quite
clear that it is impossible to subject its text to the same
sort of close reading as Nijhoff does. The imperfections
he notes in chapter 4 are far more likely to have arisen in
the process of shortening or, if not that, in the process of
borrowing from Landndmabdk alone (cf. 'TgF', 430). Later,
towards the end of his thesis (Beschouwing, 184 ff.), Nij-
hoff produces argumsnts too intricate and teruous to reprod-

uce here which, he thinks, suggests that 'Fl. 2' passed
through the hand of another redactor ('een Christelijk be-
werker'), who also left his mark on it. Otherwise, apart
from a special theory about the relationship between F14
and Landnfmabbk which will be discussed in Chapter II, the

rest of Nijhoff's thesis is, for the most part, taken up in
ascribing various parts of the saga as it is preserved to
'F1. 1' or to one or other of the two later redactions.

'F1. 1' is conceived as a work almost entirely based on oral
traditions which Nijhoff appears to think went back to the
Saga Age. (K. Liestel's theories on saga origins se~m to be
accepted with very little reservasion.) To 'Fl. 1' are app-
ortioned those sections of the preserved text which are reg-
arded as 'o0ld' or 'heathen' or 'historically credible'.

Even accepting Nijhoff's arguments so far (which it is extrem-
ely difficult to do), one cannot help feeling that marny of
the arguments used by Nijhoff in this context are arbitrary,
subjective or ill-founded. The story of Pbrey's dream at
27/6-12, for instance, is considered.to have appeared in
some form in 'Fl. 1', 'want er schijant nog een heidensche

opvatting naast de Christelijke te staan® (Beschouwing, 179);

cf. pages “307ffbelow. On page 60-1 of Beschouwing, the

fact that Porgils gave his son Porfinnr a Pérr-nsme is taken
as evidence to chow that the story of the hero's conversion
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iz unhistorical and therefore was not in 'F1l. 1'. 'Deze

' we are told when the

sobers berichtgeving van dit drama,
story of Porgils's shipwreck on the coast of Greenland is
discusséd, 'maakt sterk den indruk echt te zijn, en als

zoodanig in Fl. 1 te hebben gestaan' (Beschouwing, 69).

Such argunents are hardly very convincing. 'Fl. 1', then,
Nijhoff regards as almost entirely free of literary motifs,
and where we find these in the pressrved text of Flb, they
are largely to regarded as the later additions of the red-
actor of 'Fl. 2'. In singling out and ordering (according
to Kersbergen's classification in Motieven) many of the |

literary motifs of the saga, Nijhoff (Beschouwing, 112-68)

has probably made his most important contribution to the study
of the saga. On the other hand, his failure to recognize a
number of stories in F146 as literary borrowings has led him

to assign to 'Fl. 1' certain elements which, after a more
thorough investigation, he might have put in 'Fl. 2'. For

example, on page 78 of Beschouwing, he argues that the story
of Hr6lfr the Outlaw (this ed., page 42) was in 'Fl. 1'; but
it will be sugeested below that we have here a purely liter-
ary motif which was probably borrowed from Fereyinga Saga

(see pages *228F . below) . finally, it seems quite impossible
to accept Nijhoff's suggestion that the 'Christian element'
is a later addition to the body of the work. Indeed, if one
were to agree that an older saga lay behind the version we
can reconstruct from *X and *M, it would seem much more reas-
onable to suppose that this contained the 'Christian elements’
we find in the preserved texts rather than that they wsre
added by a redactor (cf. the discussion of Gudbrandur Vig-
fﬁéson's theory which follows immediately)e. In Section A

of Chapter III, the present editor will arrive at conclusions
which suggest that the element of historicity and oral trad-
ition in F1d6 is negligible and which therefore speak indir-
ectly against Nijhoff's main theory. In the present con-
text, however, there seems to be little reason for giving

more attention to a hypothesis which in itself is ill-foundead
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and which is based on a more general ¥}9¥ of saga origins
- which is nowadays not generally held.

(11) Gudbrandur Vigfasson's theory.

‘The views put forward in Orig about the superiorty

of the lM-redaction of F146, which have much to recommend them,
have already been menticned (see pages *90-1) but it has also
been noted that they come within the framework of an erron-
eous theory about the nature of the M-version and tahe version
represented by K and A (hereafter called the K, A-redaction).
We may now discuss this theory at greater length. Largely
because of differences of style between the M-version and
the K, A-redaction and because of differences in the style
and subject matter of the K, A-redaction before 29/18 and the
same redaction after 29/18, Gudbrandur comes to the conclus-
ion in Orig that the M-version, as we know it from M and

t

parts of P, represents not fragments of a 'Floamsnns Saga

079

‘that is, a saga of the style and scope of the K, A-reda

O

.,_.
U

n,

i'()

but rather of a much older 'Thorgisl's Saga' which dealt ex-
clusively with the hero. Parts of Gudbrandur's statement on
this subject may be quoted (with notes in square brackets by
the present editor): 'Further, on looking into Mela-book [i-.e-
445 b (? and the relevant parts of P)Jj, one is driven to con-
clude that it never had the early spurious matter which we
find in the Floamanna text [i.e. the K, A-redaction]. In

its place there probably stood a brief chapter containing
pedigree matter...and two or three anecdotes of Thorgisl's
early life, of which at least part are still preserved in

the Floamanna text. In the Mela-book, the part missing

[and here Gudbrandur is, rather confusingly, referring to

the lacuna between Folio 4 and Folio 5], which we have to -
supply from the W-text [i.e. the K, A;redaction], amounts

to ten pages in the 1860 edition [i.e. Fornsoocur, 149/14-

159/16]. Now as six pages of this edition equal one llela-
b00¥56iaf this is too much for one leaf and too little for
twoj but if from these ten pages we cubtract four pages which,
on internal evidence are plainly fictitious, there is just
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enough matter left to have fitted ths missing leaf' (Orin,
ii, 630 f.). ZLater (Orig, ii, 63%4), Gudbrandur returns to
the beginning of his 'Thorgisl's Saga': 'Now, we can cal-
culate fhat the text of that part of Thord's copy {i.e-.

P], which is now in Mela-book takes up about nine pages in
the 1860 edition, that is, an amount equal to one leaf and

a half of the vellum. We believe that the original Saga did
not take up much more of this leaf, hence the whole would
have filled four leaves and a half [i.e. Folio *2; Folio *3;
Folio #4; the single leaf Gudbrandur posits between Folio &4
and Folio 53 Folio 5].' Precisely what material in chapteré
10-7 Gudbrandur thought to have been absent in 'Thorgisl's
Saga', can be indirectly gathered from parts of the relevant
chapters selectéd for translation on pages 634~6 of Orig

and some rather sweeping remarks on page 629: thus the stories
of Porgils's boyhood seem to have been in Gudbrandur s *M,
"as do those of Audun's appearance to the hero in a dream (22/
23-23/6), the duel with 'Swart' for the hand of Gudrin (23/7-
17) and the jardShs-adventure in Ireland (ch. 16). On the
other hand, tales of 'the wicked queen Gundhild...wickings,
bearsarks and ghosts' and the kerganga-story (26/19-27/15)

are regarded as the additions of the K, A~-redactor. ©So were
the borrowings from Landn&mabdk in chapters 1-10 and 18.

And what passages in chapters 25-3%3% Gudbrandur imagined to
have been absent in *M can be seen from his omissions in his
edition of the relevant parts of K, A-redaction (Orig, ii,
660-9); the story of the outlaws (45/4-47/22), the stay in
Ireland (48/3-49/11) and the duels with the ruffians Rand-
vidr and Bjalri (49/17-50/7 and 55/17-56/9) seem to have had
no place in ‘'Thorgisl's Saga'. Gudbrandur regarded the saga
in the form it appeared in *! as haviﬁg been written at the
beginning of the thirteenth century.

A number of arguments may be deployed againzt this theory,
some of which may be listed as follows. (The saga visualized
by Gudbrandur in Orig and represented by 445 b and parts of
P is called 'Thorgisl's Saga'.):
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(argument produced

(1) The=¢asu »:Xdel on pages *45 ff. above suggests that
the scribe of P found on one of the lost sheets of *M, a
verse by Helgi trausti which had been borrowed from Lznd-
némabdk. If this was the case, then *M would also have had

the prose borrowings from Landnémabdk which we find at the

beginning of chapter 18 in the shorter version. And if 'Thor-
gisl's Saga' contained the story of Ashildr, Helgi and Por-
grimr borrowed from Landnimsbdk, then it could easily have
contained the other borrowings from that work which we find
in the X-version. _

(2) It will be suggested below (see pages *283 f) that,
when the author of the saga introduced the motif of 'The

Ambushed Lover' into a part of the saga which Gudbrandur

clearly thought of as part of 'Thorgisl's Saga' (i.e. chap-
ter 19; cf. Orig, ii, 637 f.), he was merely repeating a motif
which had already been introduced in chapter 18 and which in

fact comes from Landnimabdk. If the story of Helgi's ambush

of the lover Porgriq:r was a later addition by the redactor
of ths shorter version, then it 1s no small coincidence that
this part of Landndmabdk, which fits reasonably well into

the train of events of the saga, should carry exactly the

'

same motif as an early chapter of horgisl's Saga'.

(3) "Thorgisl's Saga' has ghost stories at Orig, ii,
646—7£?%&y should it not have had them in the part of it
corresponding to 18/2-19/227

(4) Rather the same may be said of the stories of duels:
in 'Thorgisl's Saga', Porgils fights against Svartr (Orig,
ii, 636) and Helgi (Qrig, ii, 670-1); why should he not have
duelled agains® the first Randvidr (cf. Orig, ii, 636 foot-
note), the second Randvidr (cf. 49/17-50/16) and Bjalfi (cf.
55/17-56/9) in the same saga?

(5) Gudbrandur wishes to wmit from the lost text of "M
a number of episodes which are found in the shorter version.

But in the part of the saga where both versions are preserved,

we find that the MN-version is not only fuller than the :hort-

‘1\ 3 vt = .- - : : .
er version but also has two episcolecs which are missing i



K and & (see page *107).

- (6) In Section A of Chapter II (see pages *196 ff.below)
it will be suggested that certain elements which are found I
the M-version as well as the shorter version, are taken
from a redaction of Landndmabdk which was made about 1280.

If this is right, then the version of the saga in *M can

‘hardly be as o0ld as @dbrandur suggests. Further, it seems

likely that the Jjardhus-episode, which, as noted, was to be

found in 'Thorgisl's Saga' is, at least partly, based on

Orvar-0dds Saga (see pages *276 ff. below); but Orvar-Odds
Saga can hardly have been written as early as the beginning
of the thirteenth century.

(7) As noted, Gudbrandur Vigfisson regards the fight with
Randvidr at 49/17-50/7 as 'a fictitious scene' which was not

to be found in 'Thorgisl's Saga'. ®r this reason, he leavef
it out of his text at Orig, ii, 661 and Porgils thus returns

. entirely dhaltr to Iceland (cf. 50/4). When, however, in th

M-version at 88/16-7, Porgils's lame leg lets him down, Gud-
brandur has bravely to suggest that, at 88/1, 'a clause is
probably lost ... telling how the Easterling [i.e.Helgi] cut,
at Thorgisl but only lamed his leg owing to the blunt axe
[cf.87/23-4]" (Orig, ii, 671 footnote). This is hardly
convincing.

Probably any one of these seven reasons by itself will no
be considered sufficient to entirely dispose of the theory
put forward in Orig. Tiken together, however, they are
decisive and are backed up by certain other facts which poin
the same waye. There is no reason for assuming that the M-
version did not contain largely the same material as the X
version including the borrowings from Landndmabdk and all

the stories told, not only in chapters 25-3%, but also in
chapters 10-7. Indeed when the editor of Urig set about cut:
ting back the episodes of chapters 10-7, he must have been
surprised at how many of them were presupposed by the narr-
ative of the M-version. Thus the sword Jardhissnautr (M-

version, 73/24, 85/8) takes for granted the jardhus-advent-
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ure in Ireland, while a son Porleifr for Porgils (M-version,
66/24-5 and elsewhere) takes for granted a mother, Gudrin,
who in turn is won by a duel against a berserk, Surtr.
Further, it will be shown below (pages *281-3 ) that friend-
ship with the lendr madr Porsteinn (cf. M-version, 83 £f.)
is only one of a series of elements which the author of the
saga has borrowed from Egils Saga and which include the help:
ing of the son of a widow called Gyda (F14, ch.13), a story
which Gudbrandur seems to consider was only found in short-
ened form in 'Thorgisl's Saga' (see Orig, ii, 635).

-But before entirely leaving the theory put forward by ,
Gudhrandur in Orig, more attention must be given to the ob-
servations on which it is based, as these will lead on to
further considerations about the possibility of an older
written saga behind the versions of F16 to be found in *X
*ﬂ-[52]It has been noted that it is largely differences in

* style and subject matter which led Gudbrandur to the con-

clusions which have Jjust been reviewed and argued against.
Now, no one who reads F16 in the two redactions in which it
exists can falil to be struck by certain stylistic differenc?,
and a certain heterogeneity of subject-matter within the sas
The first chapters clearly borrow from Landnamabdk and remin?
one very much of that work. (Quapters 10-7 are packed with a
series of highly stylized borrowings which are well-known in

other late 5%§ including the fornaldarsogur. One of these
Usee a8/5201), 0 o ,
storiesyis SO entionally formed that it is possible to

point to a parallel to practically every sentence it containsg
(see pages *255-8 below). On the other hand, the part of tW
saga from the beginning of Bapter 20 to the end of chapter 2«
not only distinguishes itself from the rest of the saga by
virtue of its very idiosyncratic tone and content,but, ss wil
be argued in Chapter I1I, is to be regarded as practically
unique in the fslerdingasdeur : in these chapters, Porgils
is changed from the ghost-layer, the Wking chief and the
berserk-beater of chapters 1%-9 into a pious, almost saint-

like man, who shows a tenderness and Christian charity which
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is rare among saga heroes. And in this part of the saga, we
note not only that conventional elements are used somewhat
more sparingly than before, but also that they are, for the
most part, of an entirely different type from those found in
chapters 10-9. In chapters 20-4, the sources and models se?
to be such works as the two sagas of O14fr Tryggvason by l
Oddr and Gunnlaugr from the end of the twelfth century, the
vite and the heilagra manna sogur and, in one case, the Bibl
itself (see pages *291-%09 below). While then, as has been

stressed, *M must have had very much the same scope as the

X—version, one wonders if, behind the latest common source
for them both, *F (written, as will be shown, after about
1280), there did not lie an older saga which the author of
the saga in *F drew on for the chapters in question and poss
ibly also at one or two other places in the saga. This older

saga would in no way havé resembled the 'Fl.1' visualized by
‘Nijhoff (that is, a work based mainly on oral tradition),but

rather a saga which, like Gudbrandur's 'Thorgisl's Smga', re
presented Porgils as a ' Ghristian champion' (see Origz; ii,
629) and which modelled him on the two Ol4fr's of the early
'014fs sogur' and on the holy men of the vite and the Bible.
One would date such a work to the end of the twelfth century
or the beginning of the thirteenth (c¢f. Gudbrandur's dating
of his 'Thorgisl's Saga'). This proposition has been serious
ly considered by the present editor. It has,however, been
dismissed for the following reasons. It seems that in chap-
ters 20-4, the elements in question which do appear, are toc
closely bound up with borrowings from literature from the
second half of the thirteenth century to have been independ-
ent of them and to have come from a saga of an earlier date.
Thus throughout chapters 20 to 24,we find,alongside borrow-
ings from 'religious' literature, elements taken from storig
about discoveries in uninhabited countries,various of which
are of later date rather than earlier(see pages*309 ff.belov.
To take a specific examplz: at 41/2-21 (X-version) and 81/1-
82/5 (ﬂ-version), we find an episode wnich seemz to rorm a
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unity from an aesthetic point of view (see page *382) and
also from the point of view of plot. The detail of the drink
of sea-water 'and urine goes indivisibly with the driving away
of the young razorbill. But it will be shown below in Chapter
II that, while the bird has hagiographic origins and Porgils,
in cursing it away, is probably being modelled on Saint Benedic
(see pages *304-5), the drink of sea-water and urine is, in °
all likelihood, an element taken from a work from the last
quarter of the thirteenth century (i.e. Sturlubdk; see page

*317). For this sort of reason, the present editor is not only
unwilling to take what at any rate would be a methodologically
risky step in polsiting the use, by the author of the redaction
of the saga represented by ¥, of an older 'religious' saga
about Porgils, but also feels convinced that the existence of
such a saga is quite undemonstrable. But in this context
another idea comes to mind which may be given the briefest
attention. Might the curious heterogeneity of style, tone

and subject-matter we find in F16 be explained by some theory
of plural authorship? Could a second author have taken over
the writing of the saga at the beginning of chapter 20 only to
hand it back to the first author at the end of chapter 247
Again, we should tend to give a negative answer. After all,

we do find in the midst of the early chapters of F16 (i.e. in
ch. 11) & description of Porgils which has certain features in
common with descripfions of Icelandic bishops in the biskuna
sogur (see pages *238-40).  And not long after bisecting a
berserk with a single stroke at 50/1, at 51/11-3, Porgils is
expressing a sentiment likc 'women are to be excused if they

love their nurselings more thanr other men.'

The above digression has been made here becaucze the con-
clusions drawn in it are relevant to our visw of the versiop
of ¥16 in *F on which atterntion is now partly focussed. They

suggest that the saga in *F does not, in fact, eo back
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to any older written work about Porgils which differed
significantly from it. (This does not mean to say, of
course, that *F and the original of the saga were one and the
same manuscript nor that *E corresponded word for word to
the original of the saga.) They further suggest that the
most profitable appmech to the saga - indeed the only app-
roach from a methododlogical point of view - is to regard it,
in its *E—version, as a single structure from the pen of a .
single author. This leaves us, of course, with the problems
Just discussed, the dissimilarity of style and tone wiglnfhe

subject mattern

saga and the heterogeneity %fYé&kiﬁ. But at least a partial
solution to the first of these problems is not difficult to
find. If significant differences were to be found in *F
between the style of one part of the saga and the next (and
here we must avoid drawing too hastj conclusions from a com-
parison of chapters 1-17 of the X-version and chapters 20-4
of the M-version), then these could well be governed by diff-

erences of subject matter and source: 1f an author bases his

narrative on Landndmabdk in the way the Flb-author has done,

they the style of that work will be difficult to c¢énceal. And
the Viking tale, the ghost story and the duel-episode (all
found in chapter 10-7) all have their idiosyncratic mode of
expression. The problem of the mixture of different types

(borrowed elements
of makxEx in £16 is, on the other hand, a more difficult one

which need.special attention. An attempt to give an explan-
ation will be made in Chapter III. On +the basis of the con-

clusions reached here, however, the version of the saga in



*F will, from nos on, be regarded as closely resemblirg
the first written saga in the manuscript t£adition with
which we are dealing (cf. however Note to Introduction &4=4).
We may return then, to consider *X and, and the basis of
*M and *X, *F. In (a), it has been shown how the changes
made by the X-redactor in the text of *F often marred the
cohesion and consistency of the plot of the saga and it is
possible to find other places where this has happened (see
page *105). On ths other hand, as suggested above, on read-
ing the two texts where the M-version is preserved, we find
that the style and narrative technique of *F often left much
to be desired and,in this respect, the X-redactor has not in-
frequently improved on his exemplar. In a number of the foll-
owing cases where we find gaucheries or irrelevaﬁcies in the
text of *M (and thus *E), the text of *X reads somewhat bett-
er: *F was repetitious: no less than three times (ﬂ;versiono
71/2-%; 71/17-9; 72/7-10), we are told how Porgils, 1

Grenlands &bygedum, instructs his men to be quiet in the

evening and conduct themselves wells at both 87/14-5 and

87/20-1, Porgils is bjhgr & baki when he encounters Helgi

austmadr. (The same %endency can be seen in *F's repet-

. . ‘ ) ? , ? . .
ition of motif (aptrgongug, holmgongur and assassination

attempts); in this respect, however, the X-redactor has been
less inclined to make alterations.) *F was also rambling: .
we find, for example, platitudes interjected, particularly
between the end of one episode and the beginning of the next:

for example, at 66/19, Porgils is, quite out of context. '~



*120

mesta mikilmenni., hardr madr ok frekinn and Pdérarinn at

70/17-8), somewhat repetitively (cf. 67/18), is knéstr madr

annarr_en Porgils. Hsnn var bi tvitugr at aldri. Further,

there are what seem to be complete irrelevancies in *F: the
two cauldrons mentioned at. 74/20 and 77/9-10 have not been
referred to before and seem to be without significance to

the plot; and the detail that it was sid dags when Porgils

and his men were wrecked in Greenland is of no relevanceo.
Inderd, some details of *E's narrative seem so redundant that
one even suspects some half-expressed idea behind them: what,
for example, is the significance of the scanty rations Por-
gils deals out to his men at 80/22 f. and of the following
dialogue? Or of Hrdlfr's statement (82/27-83/1) that 'leid

[er] ekki svéh [13ng] sem [torsdtt]'? In both these places,

there are omissions by the X-redactor. Certain dialogues in
*I' seem pointless in view of following events: in spite of .
Porgils's conversation with Péroddr at 68/1-5, the former
still leaves for Greenland; the deliberations about whether
to leave Pbrey alone with the thralls (73/14-21), although
perhaps intended to be proleptic, really seems a little
irrelevant in view of Pbrey's subsequent murder. As has
been noted, the X-redactor has omitted two complete episodes
which were in *F and by doing so has enhanced the readability
of the saga: at 78/27-80/11, four dreams are one too many; -
and the story of the finding of the rune-inscribed oar at
77/20~ 78/5 can only sé/ke the casual reader as quite super-

fluous. Finally, of course, there are a number of ways in
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which the X-redactor has made improvements in *F which have
not geen gone into here - shortening of dialogue was one of
them. Incidently, it is interesting to note that the defic-
iencies of style remarked on in *F are found mainly after
the beginning of chapter 20: PM in chapter 19 reads relativ-
ely smoothly (cf. page *118 above).

It has already been noted that both Gudbrandur Vigfhsson
and Bjorn Sigflisson discern a difference in tone between the
two redactions of F146 and consider that of the M-redaction
to be original to the saga. We may go into this in a little
more detaile. In the discussion of Gudbrandur Vigfisson's
theories on the original form of F1l6 reviewed above, we have
réferred to various elements in the saga which, it has and

will be suggested, are unusual in later Islendingasogur.

These are what, in the second chapter, will be referred to
under the hea%%%% 'Porgils's dealings with Pérr; the Trelig-
ious element': they are mainly the confrontations Porgils has
with the god in a series of dreams and various passages and
remarks which represent Porgils as a pious, even a saintly
man. 1t is probably an indication of how out of place in an

Islendingasaga these elements were felt to be that the X-

redactor has sought to de-emphasize or eliminate them in his
ve;siono Firstly, the characterization of Porgils: Gud-
brandur Vigfisson's remarks on the attempt by the redactor

of the shorter version to turn Porgils 'into a cut-and-thrust

hero of the accepted type' have already been cited; to ex-

emplify the tendsncy, Gudbrandur rightiy draws attention to
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the way Porgils kills the bryti Péfarinn in *X instead of
- sparing him as he does in *F (see pages *90-1; cf. *101-2).
Other signs of the same approach are less decisive but even
so are present: At the end of the saga, for instance, diff-
erences in the description of Porgils given in the two redact-
ions are interesting: in *X, somewhat as in *F, we are told
how Porgils had certain 'cut-and-thrust'-type qualities -

he was brautgddr, djarfr, stdbrridr - but not how he was gitt-

giarn ok svinnr en mddugr ok midk bungrakr vid bi er eigi

vildu sik vel siBae...tryegr ok trirskinn. Tudhreddr ok eddr

vinum sinum (cf. M-version, 89/10-2). The story of the hero

putting hot embers under his feet to watch over his small son

(ef. M-version, 74/17-8) - én exceptional story for an Islend-
cfe
ingasaga - is omitted in *X. And in *F (69/16-7; 72/8-11;

80/19-22), alliterative phrases of tendentious content were
used by or of Porgils, but were left out in *X. ©Secondly,
'Porgils's dealings with Pérr': Bjorn Sigfisson shows in
"TgF' (441-2, 445) how, to begin with, the redactor of the
shorter version has copied Porgils's rather lengthy dialogues
with Pbérr almost without abridgement, but has later shorten-
ed them quite substantially: examples are to be found at 3u/
oty (¢cf. 68/9-15) and 3%4/18-21 (cf. 69/6-12). And when Por-
gils finally does rid himself of the god's attentions, he

is considerably less theological (and shorter) about the
reasons for his deliverance in *X than he was in *E (compare

81/21-82/5 with 41/14-21). To sum up, a reading of the saga

in its X-version gives a considerably more 'secular' impress-
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ion (particularly chapters 20-4) than a reading of *F would
have done.

Two minor points may be made here in connection with the
X-redactor. The first is to note the way he has left out
certain references to characters in the saga as godar (see
Note to 13/19). Why he has done this is not altogether clear.
The second is to draw attention again to the omissions in the
X—version of topographical references which suggest a local
knowledge of F16i (see page *96 above). These omissions
would certainly seem to localize the X-redactor in a part of
Iceland other than the south-western lowlande There may, of
course, have been other such-local references not found in
*X in parts of *M which have not been preserved.

We conclude this Section by making certain calculations and
conjectures about the form *F had, and the changes the X-red-
actor made, ip parts of the saga where the text of *M is not
preservedJ[54J

In spife of certain suggestions made to the contrary, it

is clear that *F began with the borrowings from Landnfmabdk

we also find in *X. And as will be obvious from the compar-
ison made between LdnStb and the X-redaction in Section A of
the next Chapter, the author of the saga made it his business
to £ill out as much as possible the bare outline plots he

found in Landndmabdk with extra, often redundant material.

When, therefore, wz find in the X-version, omissions froa,

rather than expansions of, the relevant passages of lLandnéma-

bbdk, we must suspect shortening by the X-redactor: for example,
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there would, in all likelihood, ha&e been some mention of
" Heringr in the first paragraph of chapter 10 in *F. (see Ilote
to lB/lA); it has been urged above (pages *45—9)_that Helgi
trausti's verse at LdnX, 226/14-6 was in *M and would there-
fore have been in *F: a passage corresponding to App/76-81
may well have been in *F (see pages *49-50) - it would have
been no more irrelevant to the narrgtive of the saga than
the passages 7/16-26 and 8/1-8, which were also borrowed from
LdnX into *F; and the words ok riki (cf. LdnStb, 224/3) would
surely not have been omitted after nafn sitt in *F as they

[55]

were in *X (1/6). And another rather different point here:

the blemishes we find in *X's text in the passage 6/10-20 may
'weil, as Bjorn Sigfisson suégests('TgF', 4BO%Lége due to the
clumsiness of the X-redactor (cf. page *109)op ]

Some rather, more tentative remarks than the above may be
made on the form chapters 10-7 had in *F. It has been sugg-
ested already (*118) +that the style of these chapters in *F
may not have been very different from the style of the same
chapters in *X. There are also reasons for believing that
the X-redactor has not omitted much of the material he found
in *F in this part of the sagae. First, the chapters in
question read relatively smoothly - there are few of tﬁe ob-
scurities and %n%%nsistencies we find,in the X-version in °
chapters 19—24.5 Second, what we may conclude about the tastes

of the X-redactor (see *121 f.) suggests that it was precise-

ly stories of the type we find in thése chapters, where Porgils

can be said to appear as a 'cut-and-thrust'-type hero, that
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would have been to his liking. Third, to deal specifically
with two types of episode: even in the X-redaction in these
chapters,-there are two fights with revenants and three duels;
there are not likely to have begn further stories of these
particular types in *F.

We are on least certain ground when we attempt to visual-
ize the form *F had in the part of the saga corresponding
to the present lacuna in ! between Folio 4 and Folio 5 1f,
as we have argued above (page *36) is most probable, there
were only two leaves in *M between Folio 4 and Folio 5, then
shortening in this part of *X would appear to haveégfen less
drastic than in the part corresponding to Folio ME? Evenso,
there are signs of a certain amount of shortening and adapt-
ation to which attention may be drawn here: in Note to 47/10-
8, it is suggested that there is something missing in *X in
the story of gorgils overcoming the outlaws; indeed, this may
have been considerably different in *F than in *X. At about
u7/22, there may have been an episode where Porgils killed
some ‘'demones montani' (see pages *134-5 below). In chap-
ter 26 (49/7), we are told that Hugi jarl has Porgils's
ship repaired in Ireland although there has, in the X-version,
been no mention of damage done to it. The passage 52/24-6
would have read somewhat differently in *F than it does in
the X-group of manuscripts (see Note to 33/14). And at 53/18,
the omission of the statement that Porey was the sister of
Porvér (se» Note ad loc) is very likely to have been the

fault of the X-redactor.
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The attempts which have been made above to visualize the
form *F had in places where the M-version is now lost, have,
it must -be emphasized, been largély speculative. They have,
however, produced one intéreSting result: they suggest that
*F differed from *X most of all in those chapters of the saga
(20-4) which were covered by Folios *2, *3 and 4 of *M. If
this conclusion is right, then we have here something of a
happy coincidence. While it is a happy coincidence, howevep,
it is not an unduly remote one. Assuming, as is reasonable,
that apart from Folio 5, *M took up no more than 10 leaves
in *445 b, there is at least a one in eight chance tha# three

consecutive leaves of it should begin with Folio *2.

Section F: Previous editions, translations,etc. of F16; the
present edition
1.
The first edition of any part of F1é was that of Finn
Magnusen (Finnur Magn@isson) in the second volume of Gron-

lands_historiske Mindesmerker (pages 1-221) published in

18%8. This consists..of a text and parallel Danish trans-
lation from the beginning of chapter 9 to the end of the
saga. Finnur uses altogether fourteen manuscripts, all of
which it has not been possible to identify but which include
K, A, P and Folio 5 of AM 445 b, 4to. As has been mentioned
above (page *87 f.), Finnur realized that this last frag-

ment represented a version of the saga more original .than

that found in his other manuscripts and he makes it the basis
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for his text at the end of the sagé. On the other hand,
* as has also been mentioned, he seems not to have known of
the existence of Folio 4 of AM 445 b, 4to, possibly because
this was still part of Additimenta 20 fol. The greater part
of this edition is based on a manuscript which has not been
identified but which can safely be said to derive from K (cf.

Fornsogur, xxviii). Below the main text of the saga, Finnur

gives an extensive, but not exhaustive, list of variants from
the other manuscripts used. Among these‘is one, designated
as K, which Finnur (GhM, ii, 19, 20) says is his own property
and which he claims represents a more original redaction of
the saga than that found in, for example AM 516, 4to (our K)
‘of’AM 517, 4to (cf. page *88). The present editor has been
able to identify this manuscript with reasonable certainty
with Brit. Mus. Add. 11,123 fol. (sée page *13) ghich was
purchased from Finnur Magnisson in July, 1837E590n the other
hand the reasons Finnur gives for the importance of this man-
uscript are not to be regarded as in any way decisive; nor
has the present editor been able to find any reading pecul-
iar to Finnur's K which, by virtue of closer agreement with
the M-version or with LdnStb, or for any other reason, can

be said with certainty to be superior to *X or *M. Further
sEhzrxand, it should always be remembered that Finnur had: a

tendency to exéiggerate the importance of manuscripts he in-

tended to sell (ef. Handritaspjall, 118). Finnur's edition

is accompanied by a lengthy introduction, which deals with

the saga as an historical source, and a detailed series of
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of general notes which have been helpful in the preparation
of the present Commentary. Despite various obvious defects
in tnis,edition, its author makes certain points in his
introduction to whiggO%ater scholars would have done well to
pay more attention.

The saga was first publighed in its entirety in Fornsoegur,
1860, While the tigle-page of this adition gives both 'Gud-
brandr' Vigfisson and Theodor Mobius as the editors, a note
at the end of the 'Vorrede' (page xxxi) states that, for
practical purposes, it is to be regarded as the work of the
Icelander. ©Some of the conclusions Gudbrandur arrived at in
his introduction have already been discussed and reasons have
béen given for rejecting some of them. His great contrib-
ution in this edition was to put beyond doubt that parts of
P are derived from lost parts of *M. The manuscripts used
for the main text of this edition were K, A and P, although
where they differ {(except in the case of PM) variants are not
given. The text of P thought to derive from lost parts of
*M and Folios 4 and 5 are conveniently printed as a contin-

ous text in an appendix ('Beilagen', Fornsogur, pages 168-

85) .

Before the turn of the century, the saga was published
twice in popular form in Iceland, once with Porleifur Jbénsson
as editor (1884) and once with Valdimar Asmundarson (1898).

Wcelandic
Another popular ledition was that of Benedikt Sveinsson

(1926). The texts of all three of these editions are bas-

ed on that of Fornsogur,
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Although Gudbrandur Vigfisson died in 1889, an edition of
F16 published just after the turn of the century is prob-
ably to 'be regarded mainly as his worke. This is the edition

in Origines Islandicae which appeared in 1905 under Gudbrand-

ur's name and that of F. York Powell, who died in 1904. It
is difficult to tell who is responsible for what in Orig.
O. Elton (Frederick York Powell, 1906, i, 101) writes of the

work: 'The labour was shared much as before [a reference to,

Corpus Poeticum Boreale, also published under the names of

these two mey; that is it is often indistingishable. The
textual part is substantially Vigfisson's, while the order-
ing, the English and many of the literary criticisms, portraits
and parallels are also Powell's.' Ags far as the edition of
E;é (wlume ii, pages 629-72) is concerned, the fellowing re-
marks (Orig, ii, 63%2) would certainly seem to suggest that
the Icelander was responsible for the introductory material
(that is, Orig, ii, 629-34) as well as the text: 'The saga
was...published...in 1860 by the editor in Forn-sogor, Leip-
zig, at a time when he held very different views as to the
historical criticism of the saga to those now set forth.'

'"The chronology of the Saga demands a later date than the

Ed%tor formerly believed when he wrote Tima-tal and edited
Forn-sogor.' At any rate, at the risk of doing a disservice

to Powell, the author of this edition of F1lo (if not the trans-
lation it includes) is referred to in this thesis as Gud-
brandur Vigfisson. The main ideas which underlie the method

meddang by which the text of this edition is arrived at have



*1350
already been mentioned. They are : (i) that the M-version is,
for the most part, superior to the version represented by K,
AM and A, and (1i) that the preserved l-version represents

not fragments of a Flbamanna Saga but of a 'Thorgisl's Saga'

which did not contain anything corresponding to the greater
part of chapter 1-17 of the shorter version. The form of
the edition is as follows: First, excerpts from chapter 1-17
of the shorter version which Gudbrandur considers could have
had correspondences in *M are given in translation only.

Secondly, the text of PM (from the words Pérey hét kona, etc.,

63/1) and,when it begins, of Folio 4 is edited; readings
from the shorter version are- occasionally introducgd and
several violent emendations are made. Third, the text of the
shorter version corresponding to the lacuna between Folio 4
and b is given; but because the edifor thought there was

only one leaf between these two leaves in *M, various omiss-<
ions are made. Finally, Folio 5 is edited. Nearly all the
Icelandic text is given a parallel English translation. While
& noted, many of the ideas expressed in the introduction are
interesting, the impression of the actual edition is thav 1t
is arbitrary and confused. It is certainly inferior to the
Fornsogur edition of 1860.

The edition of the saga normally regarded as the stand-
ard one is that of Finnur Jénsson which is volume LVI in the
'series published for the Samfund til Udgivelse af gammel
nordisk Litteratur. This wax came out in 1932. Finnur's

'Imfledning' can safely be said to have contributed iittle



t¢ s understanding of the textual problems of the szg2

(se: e.g. page *91) and the main advantage of this edition

is the variant apparatus it gives. This covers most of K's
readings, a number of P's, all of A's and all of Arni Magnis-
son's 'corréctions' in K (i.e. AM). The M-version's text

(PM and M) is printed not in continuous form but as variant
readings, a number of P's, all of A's and all of Arni Magnis-
son's 'corregtions' in X (i.e. AM). The M-version's text .
(Eﬂ and ﬂ) is printed not in continuous form but as variant
readings at the bottomof the page. There is a short comment-
ary (pages 72-14).

Since the last war, Fldamanna Saga has been published in

a popular edition by Gudni Jbénsson in volume XII of Islendinga

Sogur in Islendingasagnafitgéfan (1946-9; reprinted 1953 and

1970). Professor Pérhallw Vilmundarson of the University
of Iceland is preparing an edition of the saga for the Is-

lenzk fornrit-series but this has not yet been published.

A translation of Fldamanna Saga into Latin is found in

Ny kgl. sml 1241, fol. K. Kalund (Katalog over de old-

norsk-islandske Handskrifter i Det store kongelige Biblio-

tek, 1900, 143) dates this manuscript to the second half
of‘the eighteenth century. As already noted (page *13),
the part of the saga in Kall 620, 4to also has a Latin trans-
latione.

The first printed translation of the saga was that into
Danish by Borge Thorlacius under the title 'En nordisk Helt
fra det 10de Aarhundrede, Thorgils, kaldet Orrabeens-Stit —
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sons, Historie' in the seventh volume of -Det skandinaviske

- Litteraturselskabets Skrifter, 1808, pages 194-336. This

has an introduction by the translator and notes by his
father, SkGli Thorlacius. As already mentioned, the parts

of the saga edited in Gronlands historiske Mindesmerker (1838)

and Origines Islandicae (1905) have parallel translations in

Danish and English respectively. Two German translations of

the saga have appeared in the Thule-series in the volume

entitled Gronlander und Faringer Geschichten (volume xiii),
the first in 1912 by E. von Mendelsohn (69-124), the second
by F. Niedner in 1929 (86-138) (reprint 1965). A New Norweg—:
1an (nynorsk) translation of the saga by Albert Jolelk

'(Soga um Torgiils errabelnstwup eller Floamanna saga) app-

eared in Bergen in 1925 with an introductory note by Gunnar
Isachsen: 'Kor langt nord var Torgjils errabeinstjup?' The
most recent translation is that into Swedish by Ake Ohlmarks

in volume 5 of De islandska sagorna, 1962-5, pages 457-95.

In the preparation of the present edition, use has been made
of all these translations except von Mendelsohn's (translators
referred to merely by their surnames) .

Maurice Hewlett!s Thoregils of Treadholt (1917) is a novel

based on the parts of the saga in Origines Islandicae and in

S. Baring-Gould's Iceland: its Scenes and Sagas (1863), chap-

ter 12 ('Thorgils Nursling'),is an adaptation of chapters
20-4, 28 and 29 of the saga.
Lastly, mention should be made here of two Icelanders who,

prior to the first edition (1838) or translation (1808) of



*133
F16, drew on it for various of their works. Thus Por-
médur Torfason (Torfeus) (1636-1719) mentions Porgils's
adventures in Greenland in his Gronlandia Antigua (1706; chap-

ter 18) and the hero's first stay in Norway in his Historia

Rerum Norvegicarum (1711,.11, 275-8). Again, Arngrimur

Jénsson (1568-1648) uses the saga in his Crymogza (1609)
(see Opera, ii, 22-3, 89-90 and 129-30), in his Gronlandia

(see Opera, ii, 224-5) and in his Specimen Islandie Hist-

oricvm (1643; see Opera, iii, 336-7). 4And one point should
be made in connection with Arngrimur's use of Fl6. In his

edition of this man's works, Jakob Benediktsson (Opera, 94

and 334) states that the manuscript of F1b Arngrimur used

was that to be found in Vatnshyrna (i.e. *y; see Section D).

Now while there can be little doubt that Arngrimur had

access to Vatnshyrna when he wrote Crymogza (see page *77

above) and had presumably read the version of F14 to be found
in it, there 1s evidence to suggest that he also knew another
version of the saga which may, in certain respects, have been
closer to the original of the saga than *y. This evidence

is as follows: (i) In Crymogsa (cf. Opera, ii, 129), the pir-

ata Porgils duels against is called Surterus. On the other

hand, while it is true that *y called the vikingr ok ill-

gerdarmadr of chaptem 15 and 16 by the name Surtr the first

time it mentioned him (see Textual Noté to 21/22), elsewhere
it called him Svartr (see Textual Notes to 22/1, 14, 17, 26;
23/12, 15). If Arngrimur had known F14 only in its *y-version

S

he would probably, in his précis of the passage, have used
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the Latinized form of the name that appears there most,
that is, the Latinized form of Svartr (cf. Opera, iv, 310).
(ii) In Note to 47/6, it is arzued that the ship which was

called Stakanhdfdi in the Y-group and B (see page *60 above)

? axse s . I .
was called Stakarhofdi in the orlg%;2nal version of the saga.

1t is interesting to note that in Gronlandia (Opera, ii, 245)

and Specimen (Opera, iii, 337) the ship in question is called

Stiakarhoffde and Stiakarhefde with ar in the second syllable.

(1ii) But perhaps most interesting from the point of view of

the textual history of F16 is the passage in Gronlandia (see

Opera, ii, 245) which comes after the description of Porg-
ils killing the bear which has Porfinnr in its grip (cf.
45/25-44/12). This reads as follows: 'Latronibus fr&terea
sive piratis triginta, gqvi toti Gronlandorum habitationi
formidabiles erant, deletis celebrior evasit, demones adhec
montanos, incolis non parum infestos, occidit, Ex qvibus
facinoribus non exiguum premium ab incolis collegiteee'
While we ére told at the end of chapter 25 and in chapter
26 how Porgils overcame thirty pirates, there is no mention

of his killing any demones montani (trd11? bergrisar?).

This last fact led Finnur MagnGsson to suggest (GhM, ii, 14)
that Arngrimur knew a version of the saga other than those
preserved ('et Exemplar, som har indeholdt mere end hvad vi
nu kjende') and point (ii) would seem to confirm his con-
clusion on this matter. On the other hand, there is no reas-
on to assume that Arngrimur's second manuscript (i.e. that

other than *x) was very different from *M or *F: even *Y
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and *X had the reading Surtr rather than Svartr (as in *y);

" & mistake Stakanhdfdi for a more original St(5)akerhdfdi

could easily have crept in between *E and *X; and it is by
no means impossible that the X-redactor omitted a trdll-
bashing episode which he found in his exemplar at about

[61]
u7/22.

2e

We may now discuss the present edition of Flbamanna Saga.

First, attention may be drawn to the following concliulions
reached in this chapter which either throw new light on the
textual history of the saga; or have been disputed in the
past, or have not been acted upon or sufficiently stressed
"by previous editors of the'sagai |

(a) That P (excluding PM), and with it B and J <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>