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ABSTRACT

This thesis is an edition of Floamanna Saga based on a 

selected number of its many manuscripts. The Introduction 

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 4.45 b, 4-to (M); AM 516, 4to (K) ; AM 517, Zito 

(A); Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No . 60 (S)  IB 4.5, 4to (B); 

AM 165 in, fol. (J); AM 515, 4to (P). While this last, manu­ 

script is being discussed, the fact that part of it is a(n) 

(inferior) copy of lost leaves of AM 4.4.5 b, 4-to is stressed 

and an attempt to assess its value in this respect is made. 

The relationship between the texts of the seven selected 

manuscripts is then investigated. It is first demonstrated 

that while M and parts of 5 represent a longer redaction of 

the saga (M-version), the other manuscripts (and the remain­ 

ing parts of -2) (called the X-group) represent a shorter 

one (X-version). The manuscripts which represent the X- 

version are then discussed. It is argued that K, A and S 

(l~-group) represent a far better text of the saga than B 

J and the majority of 3? (Z-group). Further, it is shown 

that, contrary to the belief of various previous editors, 

L'he latest common scLirce for K, A and most of the variants 

added by Ami ̂ aghusson in K (called AM) is a different and 

older manuscript (called *Y) than the latest common source 

for A and AM (called *%). The scribe of *2 is, on the basis 

of Stefan Karlsson's investigations, identified as Magnus 

^orhallsson 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 is then giA^en detailed attention: it is suggest­ 

ed that,wherever the two texts diverge, it is, in the vast 
majority ol.' cases, the M-version which agrees most closely



with, the saga as it was in its original form. Two older 
theories on the nature of the original text of the saga, 
that put forward by Dp. P. Nijhoff and that in Origines 
Islan'dicae , are discussed and dismissed. Previous edit­ 
ions and translations of Floananna Saga 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 first 
deals with the relationship between ^'loamanna Saga and 
Landnamabok. An attempt is made to show that Floamanna 

and the IciuksbLok-redaction of L.andnamabok have as
their latest common source a manuscript of the Sturlubok- 
redaction which was not identical with Sturla PorSarsoii' s 
original. The text of chapters 1-10 and 18 of ^1 6am anna : 
Saga is compared with the parts of Lancinamabok 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 worked into the framework 
it provides. It is also shown how borrowings from Landyj ama- 
bok are probably to be found in chapters of Floamanna. Saga 
other than chapters 1-1 0 and IS. Some older theories on the 
relationship between the saga and Landnamabok are reviewed. 
The secondjsection of Chapter II is devoted to borrowed and 
stereotyped elements in the body of the saga and a large 
number of sources and parallels (a number of which have 
gone unnoticed by previous investigators) are pointed to. 
Egils Saga is mentioned as the source for a number of borr­ 
owings as are also various f ornaldarsogur   Further, various 
borrowings from hagiographic sources are mentioned, or 
sources which themselves show strong hagiographic influences 
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 the historical elements in JD_niin2.-lLll 

r e. / Saga \i-s\ minimal and that it draws 0:1 oral tradtions to no 
' appreciable extent. The second section consider- the art-
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istry of the saga and its place in 0]]d Icelandic lit­ 

erature; an attempt is made to account for the curious 

blend of religious and profane elements to te found in 

the saga. In Section 0, it is firstly argued that Fi6a- 

manna Saga was written in ?loi 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 Gaulvercabser in Fi6i 

for Haukr Erlendsson (died 1334), 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-gpoup. 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
\bv' 

in normalized form. They are foil owe dxrhe 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 or importance are dis­ 

cussed in the following Notes: 1/6; 12/4-6; 13/19; 13/22-3; 

26/23-5, 27/3-4; 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 the

first of these, a section of 5 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 lawfully discussed: it is 

argued that the verse itself is a rowing chant. Finally, 

in Appendix III, on the basis of a reading in Flo, an 

emendation to HarbarSslj68, verse 60 is suggested.



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 methodological 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 been 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: Of. Vatns, 80: Hann h.j6 a fot Hromundi ok veitti 

honum sva mikit sar, at hann var alia ssvi si5an 0rkumla5r 

ok var kalladr Hromundr halti.

Pages *3°9 ff. and *37° ff.: The fact that various of the 

main characters who take part in ^orgils's expedition to 

Greenland (e.g. £6rey, StarkaSr) are probably the invent­ 

ion of the Flo- author (cf . Note to 29/19-23) might be in­ 

voked to support the argument that the expedition itself 

never took place.

Page *465 : The following has been omitted from the list 

of Bibliographical abbreviations*. Darstellung - R. Heller, 

Die literarische Par stel. lung der Frau in den Islandersagas, 

1958.
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INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER I: THE TEXTUAL BACKGROUND

Section A: Manuscripts of Floamanna

The following manuscripts contain complete texts or parts 

of texts of Flo:

In the Arna-Magnsean Institute, Copenhagen (references 

in the first set of brackets are to Katalog) :

AM 140 3 fol. (i, 100) (in ASgeir Jonsson's hand)

AM 163 d, fol. (i, 12?) (second half of 17th century)

AM 164 c, fol. (i, 133) (17th century)
 

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

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

AM 398, fol. (i, 308) (last part of 18th century) 

AM 426, fol. (i, 317-8) (last part of 17th century) 

AM 445 b, 4to (i, 640-1) (see below) 

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

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

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

AM 932, 4to (ii, 268) (written 1821) 

AM 937, 4to (ii, 269) (written 1685; according to

Finnur J6nsson (Flo, 1932, v), this is 

a direct copy of AM 515, 4to)

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

Rask 30 (ii, 519) (written about 1800) 

Rask 37 (ii, 524-5) (written 1812-3 by 

Sigur5sson)



In the National Library of Iceland, Reykjavik (-unless 

otherwise stated, references in the first set of brackets 

are to Pall Olason, Skra um handritasofn Landsbokasafns- 

ins, 1918-37) :

Lbs. 445, fol. (iii, 2?0) (written about 1780)

Lbs. 133, 4-to (i, 155) (18th century)

Lbs. 143, 4-to (i, 157-8) (written 1823)

Lbs. 357, 4to (i, 219) (ca. 1800-13)

Lbs. 360, 4to (i, 220) (l8th and 19th centuries)
*

Lbs. 460, 4to (i, 246) (ca. 1830-50)

Lbs. 673, 4to (i, 305) (ca. 1847-8)

Lbs. 718, 4to (i, 328-9) (written ca. 1810)

Lbs. 724, 4to (i, 330-2) (ca. 1710-30)

Lbs. 1339, 4to (i, 5°l-2) (ca. 1790)

Lbs. 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)

Lbs. 1972, 4to (i, 625) (written ca. 1820-30)

Lbs. 2119, 4to (iii, 275-6) (l8th and 19th centuries)

Lbs. 2318, 4to (iii, 3°l) ( beginning of 19th century)

Lbs. 2473, 4-to (iii, 323)( written about 1800 and later)

Lbs. 2474, 4to (iii, 323-4-) (ca.1720)

Lbs. 3019, 4-to (see Eazms Blondal, Handritasafn Lands-

	bokasafns. II aukabindi, 1959, 28) 

	(first part of 19th century) 

Lbs. 3128, 4to (see Larus Blondal, op. cit., 46-7)
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(part only; 19th and 20th centuries 

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

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

JS 639, 4to (ii, 6.i|-5) (I7th-I9th 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)
m

IB 295, 4to (ii, 797) (written ca. 1720)

IB 411, 4to (ii, 824) (written ca. 1825-30 by Sira

Porgeir GuSmundsson; a copy of AM 517?

4to with variants from AM 516, 4to) 

IB 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, 2lO-l) (written 1815-20)

In the Royal Library, Stockholm (references in the 

first set of brackets are to V. Gb'del, Katalog ofver 

Kongl. Bibliotekets fornislandska 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 <J6n Vigfusson before 16/6/168^)
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In the Royal Library, Copenhagen (references are to 

K Kalund, Katalog- over de oldnorsk-islandske Hand- 

skrifter i Pet store kongelige Bibliotek, 1900):

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

century)

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

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) 

Kail 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. Add. 4861 fol. (l8th century)

Brit. Muso Add. 11,111 fol. (18th century)

Brit. Mus. Add. 11,123 fol.

Brit. Mus. Add. 11,141 fol. (part only; 18th century)

Brit. Mus. Add. 24,972 fol.
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In Trinity College, Dublin:

MS L. 2. 22 (see 0. Skulerud, Catalogue of'Norse

Manuscripts in Edinburgh, Dublin and 

Manchester, 1918, 39) (folio; l?th 

century)

  In The Houghton Library, Library of Harvard Uni­ 

versity, Cambridge, Massachusetts (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 Flo used for the present edition
isevenj 

The following]of the manuscripts mentioned in Section

A have been used in the preparation of this edition 

of Flo:

AM 4-4-5 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 Me_labok-version of Landnamabok (see page *i^0 below). 

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

fragments of Flo 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 saga).

Folio 4 begins with the words bar (h.ja) konur ii. (77/1; 

cf. 38/17) and ends ^orgils morg afreks- (85/22; ci. 

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 Harm 

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 Eyrbygg.la -Saga. AM 445 b, 4to was written by 

three scribes,- the first of whom is responsible for the 

fragments of Ijandnainab5k. Vatnsdasla Saga and Floamanna 

Saga (i.e. ff.l-5i"b5) as well as part of Eyrbygg.ia Saga 

 (ff.5val4-7rblO). 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 Fi6 i s 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 'Up Fioamanna saugu 1 are found in Ami Magnus son's 

hand. Folios 1-4 all, for a time, belonged to Additimenta-
i

20 fol.: this was still the case in 1843 (see Islendinga Sc'-^ 

1843, xxvii) although by I860 they belonged to ATI 445 b, 4to. 

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

ments of Landnamabok is to be found in Ldn, 235--/i2 p.nd of



Vatns in Vatnsdaelasaga , ed. Finnur Jonsson, 1935 » 113-9* 

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

(from Polio l) in Islendinga Sb'gur, 1843 (Facsimile 2).

Recently a British scholar, Mr. John McKinnell has made 

a special study of AM 445 "b, 4to and two other manuscripts 

in the Arna-Magnsean 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 enough to make available to t:_e present editor 

in advance. In his article, Mr. Me KinneU argues that AM 

445 b, 4to, AM 564 a, 4to (which was once thought to be part 

of Yatnshyrna ; see Section D below) and AM 445 c, I, 4to 

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

the works in AM 445 "b, 4to, contained Bardar Saga Snsef ellass, 

Saga hre5u s three 'dream-fcasttir ' , Gisla Saga..

Glums Saga, Har5ar_Saga and possibly also certain other mater­

ial. This he does largely on the basis of resemblance tjetween 
Ithe orthography of the different fragments, corresporrJence ba 

the binding holes on various of the leaves and near

agreement between the heights and widths of the columns on 

the individual pages. Mr. McKinnell 's arguments seem con­ 

vincing and, if correct, throw new light on the date and 

provenance - of this copy of Flo: among the hands of 'Pseudo- 

Vatnshyrna' , as Mr. McKinnell calls the reconstructed manu­ 

script, is probably that of the priest Hoskuldr Hakonaroon 

(heard of in Pingeyjarsysla and Skagaf jar6ars5Tsla) and poss­ 

ibly that of the priest P6r5r PorSarson (heard of in Huna-
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vatnssysla, Skagaf .jarSarsysla and Eyjaf jarSarsysla) . Both 

men were living at the end of the fourteenth century or the 

"beginning of the fifteenth and 'Pseudo-Vatnshyrna 1 may be 

dated to between about 1380 and 1430. Mr. 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 Flo in it will be 

called M, and in its original form, *M.

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 Landnamabok. It was the 

important contribution of the Icelandic historian Jon Johan- 

nesson (Gerdir, 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 £6r3ur Jonsson (ca. 

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

bok which is preserved in AM 106 fol. and AM H2 fol., i.e. 

(see page *154 below). Indeed, £6r5ur seems to have

known Landnamab5k in AM 445 t^ 4to in a form which, while it 

was not complete, was considerably fuller than it is now. 

Jon Johannes son (GerSir, 29 footnote l) also drew attention 

to Pordur's reference to 'Landnama min' in Ldn^db (148, line

22) as demonstrating that £6r5ur not only made use of this 

manuscript of Landnamabok 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 manuscript in £>6ro- 

ur's hands at some time or another. Of the other leaves of 

445 "b, we unfortunately kn'ow nothing of the way Folios 3, 4, 

5, 7j 8 and 11 found their way to Copenhagen. Folios 6, 9 

and 10, on the other hand, all carry notes by Ami ̂ ag- 

nusson telling from whom or where he acquired them (see 

Katalog, i, 641): the note on Folio 6 reads: '^etta blaS
/ 

ur Eyrbygg.la Sb'gu sendi mer Monsr. Ormur Dac5ason, 1724. 

En harm hafSi £aS fengiS a SkarSi, sama ar, 1724, 8. mai' ; 

that on Folio 9 is- 'FengiS anno 1715 fra Ormi 

Flatey'; and that on Folio 10: 'Fengi3 anno 1716 fra 

Ormi DaSasyni 1 . AS J6n Johannesson points out (loc. cit.), 

the SkarS referred to .here was the home of -^orsteinn riki 

^orSarson, son of ^orSur Jonsson, who lived there from 1682

until his death in 1700. Ormur Da3ason (1684-1744) was
[31 

Eorsteinn ^orSarson's son-in-law. Jon Johannesson is perhaps

going too far or putting it too bluntly when he asserts that 

'^orsteinn riki a SkarSi... hefur att 445', although it does 

seem likely that he inherited at least Folio 6 from his father 

But from Ami's notes, and from our knowledge that £6r5ur

Jonsson owned Folios 1 and 2 of AM 445 t^ zj-to and other
\ 

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

of Landnamabok, it would be reasonable to conclude the 

following: That while, as stated, £6r5ur Jonsson may not have 

known *445 b in its complete form, and while he may not 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 Flo. Further, he could well 

have owned leaves of *44-5 t> now lost which also contained 

parts of the text of Flo. These conclusions will be of 

importance in the discussion of AM 515 > 4-to below.

Finally, it will be convenient at this point to mention 

various conclusions arrived at in this chapter about the tex 

of Flo represented by M. It will be shown below that the 

M-version of the saga differs quite considerably, and 

often by virtue of being lengthier, from the version 

(called the X-version) represented by the next five manu­ 

scripts to be mentioned in this list (i.e. AM 516, 4-to, 

517 4to and 165 m, fol.; Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 60; 

IB 45, 4-to; 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 o M, then, is of particular value in the study of 

the text of Flo.

AM 516, 4-to. This is a paper manuscript the main 

text of which was written by Ketill Jorundarson (1603-70). 

It contains only Flo. In his margin, Ketill has occasion­ 

ally written alternative readings to those in the main text. 

The part of this manuscript written by ^etill will be refer-

t
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to as K.

Ketill's grandson, Arni Magnusson, has made certain alter­ 

ations' in and additions to K. These are written variously in 

the margin, between the lines or actually on tcp of words 

or letters written by Ketill so as to obscure them. Arni 

also underlines or crosses out words or letters 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 I?/4-, he alters big to bik by superimposing a k over Ket- 

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

in the margin; and at 51/24, he underlines K's l.ietst and 

writes letz above it. In other cases, however, Ami's 

additions represent semantic variants to what Ketill wrote-e.g 

at 15/1? Arni underlines K's rammr and writes sterkr 

above the line; at 32/5, he crosses out K's a5ra and writes 

eina above it; at 38/10, he adds bat all above the line be­ 

fore K's mikit. In about half a dozen cases, Arni 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. Ami's variants in this manuscript 

are referred to as AM. A photographed sample of Ketill's 

hand from other manuscripts is to be found in Handri t asp .'all 

(plate opposite page 96; from AM zi£2, 4to) and, with alt­ 

erations by Arni Magnusson, in H. Bekker-Nielsen and 0.

Widding, Arne Magnu3son, 1963 (opposite page 33; from A 

453, 4to).
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AM 517, 4-to (called A) is also a paper manuscript 

and is written by Asgeir Jonsson (ca. 1657-17°7)« "It con­ 

tains only Flo* 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 handv/riting; it is in what Agnete Loth (loc. 

cit.) calls his "'mere 'membranagtige 1 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 AM 77 a,
*

fol., see fig. 2 in Miss Loth's article. Asgeir clearly 

makes 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 ]D medially and of aa for 'a 1 (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 bl^ik (e.g. aralldr (Haraldr), 1/1; iornolfr 

(Bjornolfr), 2/7; _jn (Um), 4/14- and so on). Arni Magnusson 

has added a few variants in A.

Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. No. 60 contains twenty 

items of which Flo appears as the ninth (ff.83-120r). With 

the exception of the last, all items are written in the hand 

of Jon Eggertsson (ca. 164-7-89)   There can be little doubt 

that Jon wrote this manuscript during his sojourn in Copen-
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hagen in the years 1683-9 and he may well have done so while 

he was in prison there from early 1684 to early 168?   A 

full account of this paper manuscript and its scribe is to 

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

spgur 17" jldar (1955). At the beginning of his copy of Flo 

in this manuscript, J6n has written in the margin: ' skrif a5 

eptir mjog gamalli membrana'. The copy of Flo 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- 

arbok -version of Landnamabok. The greater part of it was

written in the years 1683 and 1684 and the copy of Flo it[4]   

contains was finished on 29/4/1684. There is nothing to

support Finnur Jonsson's statement (Flo, 1932, iv) that is 

was written in Copenhagen. A description of it will be fourid 

kb ̂ xvii-xviii. The copy of Flo 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 Flo 

(ff.5-29), this paper manuscript contains copies of various 

frasttir and also of Kjalnesinga saga. All but the first and 

last folios are written in the hand of Jon Gissurareon" undir 

Nupi (ca. 1590-1648). In the margin of the copy of Flo, 

variants have been added in a hand from the latter half of 

eighteenth century. A photographed sample of Jon Gissur-
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arson's hand (from AH 34-0, 4-to) is to be found in Handrita- 

sp.iall (plate opposite page 80). The copy of Flo in this 

manuscript will be referred to as J.

AH 515, 4-to (referred to as P in this edition) is a 

paper manuscript containing only Flo.  On a slip of paper 

attached to this manuscript, Arni Magnusson has written: 

'tlr bok fra SkarSi a SkarSsstrond, sein fyrrum hefur veri.5 

eign Sira PorSar Jonssonar i Hitardal'. This note, and no 

doubt other factors, led GuSbrandur Vigfusson to suggest 

(Fornsogur  xxiv) that this manuscript was actually written
i

by Sira PorSur (whom we have already mentioned in connection 

with 4-4-5 b). GuSbrandur's tentative suggestion on this point 

was stated as a certainty by various later scholars, for 

examplej Kalund (Katalog, i, 6?l), Finnur Jonsson (Flo, 1932, 

iv) and J6n Johannesson (G-er5ir, 29)   In an article in Bib 1, 

volume xxix (page 161) however, Miss Agnete Loth of Copen­ 

hagen asserts that the manuscript in question was written by 

another man, Einar Eyjolfsson, who was a somewhat younger 

contemporary of PorSur. Miss Loth does this only in passing 

and does not give her reasons for the ascription. She has, 

however, been kind enough to maike her arguments and her 

conclusions on this point known to £L.e present editor and 

in what immediately follows, these are being reproduced and 

built upon.

As mentioned, Arni Magnusson refers to P as part of a~ 

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

which, as it is now, contains HavarSar Saga, Hggnsa-Poris 

Saga, Pordar Saga hre5u ? BarSar Saga Sngsfellsass and Vig- 

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

manuscript shows, however, that it originally also contained, 

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

folios 68 and 69 in AM 486, there is a slip (Slip e), again 

written by Arni Magnusson, which reads: 'Her inn a -milli la 

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

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 manuscript.

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 manuscript. 

Arni has first written: 'Sa sein jpetta hefur ritaS, hefur 

cetlax5 a 5 imitera Sira Poroar hond, kannske Porsteinn P6r5- 

arson hefur skrifaS JpaS i ungdaemi sinu. ' ('The person who 

wrote this has tried to imitate Sira P6r5ur's hand, perhaps 

Porsteinn PorSarson [PorSur's son; see page *18 above] in 

his-youhg days. 1 ) Later, however, Arni has crossed out the 

second part of this note from 'Kannske 1 to 'sinu' and has 

written: 'Nota: Pa5 er hond Einars Eyjolfssonar £a er hann

var i Hitardal. Certumo * (Note: It is the hand of Einar
C5] 

Eyjolfsson when he was. at Hitardalur. Certum.').

How Arni arrived at the conclusion that Einar Eyjolfs- 

son wrote Ml 486, 4to is unknown. He was however a corr-



espondent of the man in question (see Jon Helgason in Hanu- 

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

there) and we have no reason to doubt his statement on this 

matter, particularly when expressed with such certainty. 

Einar Eyjolfsson lived from about 1641 to 1695? for the last 

part of his life was a syslumaor and died at TpaSarholt 

in Fl6i (see &viskrar, i, 347 f«). While we know that he 

was at school at Skalholt, there is no record, other than 

Ami's, of his having stayed at Hitardalur. But that he
*

did so does not seem at all unlikely. PorSur Jonsson, 

who was rector at Hitardalur from 1634 until his death in
«

16.70, that is, during the whole of Einar's youth, is known 

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

Jcnisson, had himself been rector at Hitardalur from 1623 

to 1630 and from 1632 to 1672 was rector at Lundur in 

Lm.\oareykjadalur which can be little more than thirty miles 

frojfi. Hitardalur. Einar could thus easily have been one 

of PorSur's pupils and if the latter had taught Einar 

to v;rite, this would explain the likeness between the two 

men's handwriting implied by Ami's original remark on 

Slip h of AN U86, 4to. It would therefore seem most 

reasonable to date this manuscript of Flo to between 

about 16^0 and 1660, that is, Einar's-late childhood* It 

must at all events have been written before 1670 because 

w.j Know Poi-Sur Jonsson was an owner of the manuscript 

G.ee Arni's slip in P) and he died in that year. P and 

AM 436 4to were probably inherited from PorSur by his son.



*26

Porsteinn, who, as already noted, lived at SkarS a Skar5s- 

strond (cf.. Ami's slip in P) from 1682 until his death in 

1700. Arni Magnusson visited SkarS in 1703 (see Katalog, i, 

29) and may well have acquired P and AH 486, 4to while he 

was there.

AS was fiet made clear by GuSbrandur Vigfusson in his 

edition of Flo 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 J5 differs significantly

from the X-version (represented by K, AM, A, S, B and J).
[71 

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 J. It is true that in

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

original of the saga borrowed from Landnamabok^ tifiSfcS^ a"ru a\/ 

agreements between P and Landnamabok over against the X-vers­ 

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

,1arl sigr, Xversion, 2/1; Erndmarr, P and Ldn.Stb, 131/18 ] 

Hromundr, X-version, 2/12. T^ese must be due to direct refer­ 

ence to Landnamabok by Einar (cf. ^3.6^ 1932, v). Further, 

there are other quite substantially different readings in P 

from those of the X-version • at 6/14-5» Einar omits Sptstokkar- 

nir..ofram fra Stokkseyri and instead of bar sem braut__ ?] ::'.p 

Hallsteins at 6/20 has ok braut Hallsteinn bar skipit
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en setstokkar nans komu a Stallf.ioru ok varu harOir fv^ir 

dyribranda a Stokkseyri; at 19/13, i lias ok frurpti alls 

vijS, while 5 nas ok frurptu peir allra handa vi5 . greppu ba. 

But these divergences from J in the early chapters of P, 

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   ^n this part of P 

there are a large number of very marked differences from 

the text of J, here the text of Pis considerably fuller 

than- that of J. Further, a cursory comparison between 

Folio 4 of 445 b and the corresponding passage in P will
 

reveal, if by no means a word for word agreement, a strong 

likeness between the two texts. From these, and probably 

also other facts, GuSbrandur Vigfusson 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
[9D. 

lost, which immediately preceded Folio 4. '^he essence of

GuSbrandur s conclusion in ffornsognir 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 light 

thrown on the identity of the scribe of £ by Agnete Loth. 

They are as follows:

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

445 b can be seen from the very marked difference between
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the extent to which P diverges from J before the word af- 

reksverk (-pf. 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 & corresponding to 3^ lines in Flo, 1932 immediately -preced-

^ ing this word, the following are only a slection of a number

of substantial differences which are to be found between the 

two texts:

P has me5 kviliku bragdi sem Porgils setlaSi (cf. 84/18) 

while J has me5 minna frokka veitt en Porgils hu^5i (cf. 43/20),

P has med mikla kosti ok sogdu fatt fra ferdum sinum 

(cf. 84/19-20) while J omits'(cf. 43/21).

P has ok sa ek aldri slikan fyrr, sva er hann mikill 

(cf. 85/3-4) while J omits (cf. 44/l).

P has af miklu afli ok reidi (cf. 85/9-10) while J 

omits (cf. 44/6).

P has Porgils hefSi haft til "bessa verks illan atrunaS 

(cf. 85/16) while J has Eirikr hefSi haft fornan atrunaS a 

dirinu (cf. 44/11). 

By contrast, in the passage in P corresponding to J>0 lines
j

in Flo, 1952,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 i 

(cf. 45/7, the second i) and hafna in P, where J has syn.la 

(cf. 45/12). This evidence suggests that the exemplar Ei?iar 

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, P begins to diverge substantially 

from J from chapter 18. Folio 4 of 445 b does not start 

until the beginning of chapter 24. We have already shown 

it to be likely that from the beginning of chapter 24 to 

the middle of chapter 25, the scribe of P was using Folio 

4 of 445 b. It is unwarrantably complicated to assume that 

between 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 ^ e demonstrated in the text of 5 before
[10] 

the beginning of chapter 24 and the text of M after it.

(iii) But the whole matter is clinched by what we have 

learnt since G-uSbrandur Vigfusson's day concerning the 

whereabouts of parts of *445 b in the seventeenth century 

(see pages *l?-8). Jon Johannesson's researches have, 

as noted, shown that PorSur Jonsson not only had access to, 

but probably also owned, at least ff. 1-2 of 445 b and also, 

in all probability, 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 GuSbrandur Vigfusson 

'and later editors assumed, written in 3?6r5ur Jonsson 1 s 

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

But Ami Magnusson's express statements that AM 486, 4to



(and thus, we may assume, P) was written at Hitardalur and 

that P was the property of PorSur Jonsson are almost as 

reassuring. When Einar wrote P, PorSur Jonsson must have 

been his host at Hitardalur 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 

manuscript which was similar to MP but was not identical 

with it and which was also at Hitardalur would seem to be 

unduly complicated.

P, then, is of particular value in that a section of it 

represents a copy of JM*!*. parts of *M now lost, ^ts value 

in this respect is, however, limited 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 it is illuminating to compare Einar's 

copy of cc 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): (l) komuz. Folio 4 (77/ll) ] komaz, J (cf.

38/24) and PM4

(2) Asgrimr. Folio 4 (79/2) ] + Elliaa-Grims- 

son» J (cf. 39/21) and PM4

(3) * vera ma, ' sag5i Porgils, 'at hon geefi ef 

hon msetti. ' « Folio 4 (80/lO-l) ] Porgils 

mselti:_'Par inun af it harSasta kostun okkr- 

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

'Vera ma TJat, 1 segir Porgils ? 'at hon gsefi 

ef hon maetti ok mun af it harSasta kostuin 

okkrum, er af varu barurnar.', PM4

(4) Kpma nu siSan vidr ey eina ok varu frar iii. 

n^tr a5r en ]3eir sa t,1ald af lerepti ok 

kenndu ]3ar lintn'ald Poreyn'ar ok fundu par 

Porarin brytna s.lukan. Peir suyr.la hvernu 

faraldi hann hafSi bangat komit. Hann sas:- 

5i kostaboS jjeira Sn^kolls vi5r sik, ef 

hann vildi eigi fara, at ]3eir mundi drepa 

hann ok freir hefSi verit skammt fra Sel- 

ey,1um um vetrinn. Peir spur5u hann n^irr^   

Kvez hann nauSigr a llt rert hafa
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- 'ok hafa freir fe allt en Snsskollr lagSi 

,1arni a Poreyju. ' Porgils segir: '.Eigi 

veit ek hvers.bu ert af verdr en eigi skal-

 frii her vera. ' Ok a5r freir f ari a burl;, ba 

deyr harm ok ,1ar5a beir harm bar, Folio 4 

(82/6-16) ] At brim nottum lionum, sn'a beir 

t.lald af lerepti* Peir kenndu at bat var 

t.lald Poreyn'ar. Peir l5g;5u fcar at ok fundu 

Porarin, brytna Porg:ils, ok spyrna me5 hver 

tju faraldi hann var frar kominn. Hann sap;5i 

ba kostabod Sngekolls vi5 sik ? ef hann vildi 

eigi fara, at beir mundi a drepa harm; - 

kollr stakk m.l6vu n'arni a P6reyriu» '

svarar: 'Ejgj veit ek hvers bu ert af verSr 

en osannlig; bykki mer bin s^p;n ok skaltu 

ekki leng:r lif a. ' Sj3an drapu beir hann ok 

grofu bar ok toku me 5 ser ]pat sem ]3ar var, 

J (of. 41/22-42/3); Koma nu siSan vi5r ey 

eina ok varu bar iii. n^tr 45r en beir s,1a 

tnald af lerepti ok kenndu bar tn'ald Porey- 

.iar ok fundu bar Porarin brytria. Peir spyr­ 

na hvern'u faraldi hann hafi' ban^at komit. 

Hann se^ir kostaboS be.ira Sngekolls vi5 sik,'* 

ef hann vildi eigi fara, at beir mundi drepa 

hann ok beir hef3u verit skammt fra Seley t1um 

urn vetrinn* Peir spurSu hann marprs* Harm 

kvez nau5u.g;r allt gert hafa; - 'beir hrifa
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fe allt en Snsskollr lagdi me5 mn'ovu narni

P6rey,1u. ' Porgils segir: 'Eigi veit ek 

hvers bu ert af ver5r. Osannlig bykki mer 

sogn bin ok skaltu ekki lengr lif a» ' Sjdan 

dra-pu beir hann ok grofu bar en toku me 3 

ser bat sem var, PM4

Hann kva3 ekki bannjg lita mn'olk fo3ur sins, 

Folio 4 (82/24) ] Sag3i hann mjolk foSur sins 

eigi sva lita, J (cf. 42/10); Hann kva3 ekki 

sva lita mjolk f55ur sins, PM4

(6) ' . . .msettir bu mik i fri5 TjigRna aptr i byggd- 

ina. ', Folio'4 (83/7-8) ] ' . ..ba masttir bu mik 

i frid kaupa vi5 byggdarmenn, bvi at ek er i 

6fri3i vi5 ba. ' , J (cf. 42/17-8); ' . . . mggtt- 

ir bn mik i frid big^ria aptr i by^^Sinni, bvi

at ek er i 6fri3i vi3 ' ,

(7) Fari5, Folio 4 (83/16) ] Fari bit, J (cf .

42/24) and PM4
[cfsJ

(8) ferr begar. Folio 4 (83/23) ] for. J <?43/5);

for begar, PM4

(9) Pat var3 bar. Folio 4 (84/22) ] Pat bar til, 

*84/22) and PM4

(10) kvaa vi5. Folio 4 (85/7) ] kva3 vi3 hatt, - 

J (cf . 44/4) and PM4

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

J ( Cf . 44/7) and PM4 

is clear from this set of examples that while Einar was

•"• <-A. \J V ^

J C84/



was copying Folio 4, lie was also constantly ref erriig 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 (lO) 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 PM4, as in Folio 4 (82/25), - 

Hrolfr has already 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 

difference 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 (l), (?), (8) and 

(ll) are more than mere coincidences, In example (3) he 

has merely combined the reading of Folio 4 with that of 

his X-group exemplar.

Type (II): (l) kpnur, Folio 4 (77/l) ] trollkonur, ^4

(2) ararstuf. Folio 4 (77/20-1) ] ararstofn, 

PM4

(3) til Islands. Folio 4 (79/4-5) ] -r PM4

(4) Go5an (spelt: Goodan), Folio 4 (80/7-8) ]»
Spddan, PM4

(5) Peer hurfu. Folio 4 (80/14) ] Par hlaupa, 

PM4

(6) t)reka5ir. Folio 4 (80/27) ] t).naka5ir % PM4

(7) farit hafa bar. Folio 4 (82/26-7) ] farit



]oar til fiska, PM4-

(8) til kaupa. Folio 4- (84/2?) ] til fundar, PM4

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

Examples (2), (6) and (9) make it clear that Einar was 

not greatly concerned with accurately reproducing Folio 

4- provided that similar meaning was produced. (l) and 

(7) show that he was quite capable of introducing his own 

words and phrases into the text if he though; they improv­ 

ed the sense. Examples (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 due to Einar's misreading of 

Folio 4-e

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 MP 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 prefe^ice 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-version$ it can, in quality, only be regarded as a very
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inferior substitute for the parts of MP on which it is based.

(B) The extent of PM

This .problem will most conveniently be dealt with under 

two headings:

(I) PM's limit towards the end of the saga 

In the Forns_ogur- edit ion, the text of the shorter version

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

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

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

point corresponding to the end of Folio 4 (Fornsoprur, 149/14) 

and the point corresponding to the beginning of Folio 5

(Fprnsb'gur, 159/16), we should arrive roughly at the number
(were_-±D b£_f ouncL' 

of leaves that } in *445 b between present Folio 4 and

present Folio 5» ^he figure produced is 2 3^/6?» which is 

closer to 2 than to 3« ^he 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 Folio 

5« -And if we do not assume there were two, then we must 

assume there were three (see Bibl, xxx, 332; cf. Or1g, 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 

presnt Folio 4. That this lacuna covered all two or three . 

now lost leaves between Folios 4 and 5 can be concluded with 

reasonable safety from a study of the corresponding passage 

in £  ' As has been mentioned above, readings from the K-
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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 able to find no such readings in 

the passage in question in P (corresponding to the passage 

from about the beginning of chapter 2? to 59/6 in this ed­ 

ition) and can only conclude that all the leaves of *N 

between Folio 4 and 5 of 4-4-5 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 ^6n Hakonarson at the end of the saga.
lS£l

Finnur Jonsson's expiation of this fact in Flo, 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. GuSbrandur Vigfusson, 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
1s/ 

Mangels jenes Geschlechtregisters £to -J6n Kakonarson] hier

[in M] kiirzer ist, als in der Vatnshornsbok, ihm aber ankam, 

die Saga in moglichst ausfuhrlicher Gestalt zu besitzen 1

,xxiv) . Preference must be given to GucVbrandur ' s

explanation as the most likely and attention dtawn to a fact 

which possibly supports it. At the end of P, after the words 

Hakonar, fo5ur Jons (cf. 61/23), Einar has added Ck lykr so



_savgu bessare and these words almost agree with those on 

which M ends: ok lykr bar sogu fcessi. It could well be that 

Einar kn'ew 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] 

marginally shorter than the M-version) . Having written

fodur Jons (61/23) however, Einar may have turned from his 

X-group exemplar (which was not the '^atnshornsbok 1 ; see 

Sections C and D) to take a final look at -^olio 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 44/1? and 85/22.

(II) Hi's limit towards the beginning of the

saga 

Establishing the point at which PN begins is more diffi­

cult than establishing the point at which it ends.
matter 

We may begin by dealing with a p^odKSt on which certain

previous editors have disagreed : what is the minimum number 

of lost leaves of *M immediately preceding present Folio 4 

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

of I860 (Fprnsbgur, xxiv) , GucSbrandur Vigfusson assumed that 

lie had two lost leaves and this view is repeated in Prig (ii, 

630). Firmur Jonsson (Flo, 1932, iv) ,, on the other hand,   

believed that he had only one and his statament on this point 

seeuB to have influenced at least one later scholar (see ' TgF ' 

434). There are very good reasons for rejecting the second 

of these opinions. It will be argued below (pages * 94 ff .
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that in the passage corresponding to Fornsb'gur, 169/11-7 

(this edition, 64/7-13), £ 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 Fornsogur (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 can be practically certain that the passage cor­ 

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

leaf of *M immediately preceding Folio 4. Finnur J6.nsson 

attempted to defend his view by supposing that the writing 

on a single lost leaf could have been somewhat denser than
_^ O

'that on Folio 4: 'Tilsyneladende har der da staet noget mere*
o

pa det tabte end det bevarede blad, men det er vist kun til-
e

syneladende. Skriften kan have vseret noget teettere pa det 

tabte blad.' A single leaf which covered the passage from 

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

Folio 4' begins) would have had to contain approximately 3^ 

per cent more writing than Folio 4. That it did this is 

highly unlikely. The leaves of M are fairly regular in the 

amount they contain: in Fprnsbgur, folio 3 of 445 b (Vatns- ' 

dgela Sa^a) 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 same manuscript takes up
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about 89 lines, folio 2 verso about 87 lines. It is true 

that on folio 5 verso (Eyrbyggna 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 normally 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 leaves 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 

MP, 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 Fprnsogur-edition. If, on the 

basis of this figure, we assume that Folio *2 and Folio *3 * 

together contained material corresponding to about 268 lines 

0=134 lines x 2) in the same printed text, then Folio *2 

can be reckoned as having started at a point corresponding 

to Fprnsogur, 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 frigg.ia mundu (this edition, 27/2-3)   

Now the dangers of this type of calculation have already 

be.en 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



evidence to the contrary, we have no alternative but to 

accept the results they give us.

Agsuming; then; that Folio *2 began at a point correspond­ 

ing to Fprnsbgur, 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 HsssssaKtiy supposing that the beginning of 

PM necessarily corresponded to the beginning of Folio *2 

(that is, that the beginning of PM 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 MP. 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 (G\i3- 

brandur Vigfusson in Fprnsbgur and Prig: Finnur Jonsnon in 

Flo, 1932; Porhallur Vilmundarson) do not begin their texts 

of PM until a point corresponding to Fprnsbgrar, 139/8, that



is about 55 lines after Forr.-.-'Ofrur, 137/15? 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 passage from P in question and the few lines 

immediately preceding it are edited in unnormalized form in 

Appendix I of this thesis (abbreviated: App).

As will be gathered from what has already been said (see 

e.g. pages *36-7), there is normally no very great difficulty 

in telling, fron the extent to which P differs from J, wheth­ 

er P's scribe WHS using HP or not. Thus in App/1-24, where, 

apart from Einar's repetitions (see App/5 and 10), P agrees 

practically word for word with J, v.-e have no reason to believe

-that he was using HP. P'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 has made direct borrowings (which often 

amount to word for word copying) from a version of Landnama- 

b6lq/#lrTG slm-JrS;~f- bo. or identical with, Sturla P6r6arson's 

redaction (see Section A of Chapter II)o Now we do indeed 

find that in tho passage in question, P differs quite con-
s. ^

siderably from J and thus (we may assume) from its X~group 

exemplar. This it often does by virtue cf-agreeing with 

LdnX more closely than J. Thus in the first few lines of - 

chapter 18, where J has brjini, P adds tvennum above the line 

before this (cf. 27/16); there is a note in the margin tell­ 

ing from what part of Norway Olafr came (see App/Note 3; cf. 

'LdnX, 226/3), v.'hich infor;.:r.tlon is not found in any of the



X-group of manuscripts; at App/29, the nickname drif a is 

added after P.orSer (cf. 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 &§£K£ 

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, 226/23-7-). ^either 'of these 

two items was to be found in P's ^-SroiJ-P 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 eases, 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 ^16 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 * 2 6 )

Einar himself has made occasional changes in the part of the 

saga which borrows from Landnainabok and this he must have 

done on the basis of direct reference to a copy of that work. 

^e can then by no means be certain that much of the material 

wo find in this chapter over and above J comes from NP rather 

than directly from a copy of Landnamabok which Einar was 

using. And there is indeed certain evidence that Einar was



making direct use of at least one version of Landjiamabok 

in this particular passage: at App/78, he adds dwrs 

in brackets after dyrs in exactly the same way as PorSur 

Jonsson does in the redaction of Landnamabok he compiled 

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

been using the redaction of Landnamabok made by his host at[131———————— 

Hitardalur (see page *i51 )• 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 Landnamabok (see 

page *]_7 above); he may have referred to the relevant 

section in this when writing App/25-81. Finally, when P6r3- 

ur Jonsson had compiled LdnPdb, he had had access to, if 

not owned, a copy of the Skardsarbok redaction of Landnama­ 

bok (known as *y ; 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 certain that 

he was zsS§4B&igx±H'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 LdnMib and/or the *y copy

of Skardsarbok. With this number of possible sources for 
%

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. Evenjso, despite these difficulties, there are 

certain readings in the passage in P in question which seem



more likely to have come from MP than elsewhere and we may 

go on to discuss these individually :

(i) At App/67, 5 has Teits KetiTb.jarnarsonar. while the 

manuscripts of the X- group all have Teits Kolb.jarnar sonar 

(see Textual Note to 29/3-4) and LdnSkb (l?9/5) and

(22/22) both have ( at finna) Teit Gizur arson (Gjzursson). 

-£f LdnMlb had the passage in question and in it the read­ 

ing Teit(s) Ketilb.iarnarson(ar) , it is strange that this is 

not reflected in Ldn^Sb , for, as far as we know, Ketilbjarn- 

arson was the correct patronymic for the man referred to. 

Einar may, of course, by himself (possibly from Flo, 13/4—5) 

have concluded that both his .X-group exemplar's Kolb.larnar- 

son and LdnPQb ' 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 

Ketilb.iarnar sonar in 5, that Kpib .i arnar s onar in the X-group 

goes back to Ketilb.iarnar sonar in the original of Flo. 

If this were the case, Ketilb.iarnar sonar 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 Ldn§tb-text of this 'is quoted on pages *193-4 and it is 

elucidated in Appendix I.



Finnur Jonsson (Flo, 1932, v) confidently states that thc- 

• scribe of 5 introduced this verse into his text of Flo from 

Landnamabok (cf. Fornsb'gur . xxiii footnote 2). If he is right 

on this point, we are justified in thinking that Eiiiar did 

this from one of the three redactions of Landnamabok men­ 

tioned above, LdnPSb or LdnMlb or LdnSkb (*y1 ). It seems 

less likely that he had access to and used yet another vers­ 

ion or manuscript of this work. (And in this connection, we 

remember that his host at Hitardalur, when he had written 

« had had no other copies^ of Landnamabok than

and LdnSkb : see Ger5ir, 12L)

In LdnPSb (22), the first strophe of He lgi's verse is:

Vareg bar fell til fyllar fram svektu vinar dr otter ID rut in
fl78l/ ~ 

em unar itar tungur haatt sungu; in LdnSkbs it reads: Var

ec "bar er fell til fyllar framsotti vinr drottar errubeirm 

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

that when LdnPSb differs from LdnSkb , the reading of the 

former may be said to come from LdnMlb . By this principle, 

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

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 60: Orrabeinn. • . sprungu) can 

come neither from the Me lab 6k- or the SkarSsarbok-redactions 

of Landnamabok 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 Mp«

Objections might however be made to this conclusion. *yl



the manuscript of the SkarSsarbok-redaction which P6r5ur 

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 Skardsarbok-redaction and *y ; if this 

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

of the verse in P come from the Melabok-version of Landnama- 

bok. On the other hand, it seems unlikely that *y should 

have had such a very different text from the original of 

SkarSsarbok as that found in LdnPSb • 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 *y . But whether it was or not, we have altogether 

in LdnPSb and LdnSkb and P four different readings for the 

third and fourth lines of Helgi's verse. LdnP5b's reading 

must be either that of LdnMlb or *y1 . Neither of the read­ 

ings in App agrees with that of LdnPQb and one of them must 

therefore have come from a source other than LdnMlb and *y 

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

namabok, from a source other than Landnamabok. As neither 

reading would seem to make sense^eii li likely to be Einar's 

own attempt to emend the verse. The simplest explanation is
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that one of P's readings here (more probably that of its

'main text) came from MP where Helgi's verse was to .be found
[14] —

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 the
V *

^-version, how the author of the saga, when he borrowed from 

Landnamabok, mainly concerned himself with filling out and 

expanding the excerpts from it which he incorporated into 

his saga; 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 Floamanna Saga. But having committed 

himself, 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 Eyjolfsson introduced the verse 

into P without any lead from a text of, Flo. Nowhere in the' 

early chapters of the saga (chapters 1-10) does he make such 

lengthy interpolations directly from a text of -^aiidnaniabok. 

Lastly, as noted, neither version of the first half strophe 

of Dinar'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 Flo 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. Even/so, although,
preferred toj ' 

as noted, Einar clearly ~^~ L'dnPo'b for this passage, there

are certain readings in it which diverge not only from that 

redaction of Landnamabok but also from LdnSkb : at holmi a

i. App/79 ] i 5xara a Alfrjngi, LdnPSb , 22/29; i foxar-

arholmi a Alfringj, LdnSkb , ch. 375/2?; Dyri, App/79 ] Helgi, 

LckiP6b, 22/30 and LdnSkb , ch. 375/28. Of course, App's 

reading here could have been taken from LdnMlb , although 

we have no more evidence that this was the case than that 

they came from MP. And the first word of Helgi dyr's verse 

should also be noted: App has Vand, while all extant manu­ 

scripts of Landnamabok, including those of LdnSkb « have Band. 

App's reading is obviously corrupt. It could again be argued 

that this reading came from LdnMlb. But if this was so, and 

if Einar was introducing the verse and the passage in which 

it was contained from £Jandnamabok 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 form that was corrupt rather 

than, for example, in LdnPSb ' s correct form. On the other 

h.'.iid, if he was faithfully reproducing the verse as it was



, 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 Landnamab6k we think it probable or possible he 

knew nor was the manuscript of ffloamanna Saga we have referr­ 

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

to have been a passage of the M-redaction of Floamanna §aga 

which on the calculation made above (pages *40-l), he is 

"likely to have known from Folio *2.

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 

Hitardalur when Einar wrote 5, "the leaf or leaves of *M 

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 56-7), 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 results. AS already noted (page *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 saga. 

But it seejns unlikely that any of these are due to borrow­ 

ing from lost parts of *M. Tne few instances of agree­ 

ment between P and Landnamabok over against the X-version 

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

borrowing "by Einar from Landnamabok. In the comparison 

between Folio 4 and PM4- 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 5 as those at 

6/14—5, 20 and 19/13 could easily be explained as Einar's 

own (cf. Flo, 1932, textual note to 6/26-7). But what is 

decisive in this context is thai^ in the section of 5 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 Folios *2 and *3 can; see pages *94.ffUelow) to be more 

original to the text of Flo than the corresponding X-vers­ 

ion reading* ^t 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 *i24TBelow); but if Einar 

was in fact using *M before 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-



ation as "being that Folio *2 was the first leaf of *N 

to which Einar had access.

MPjthen, as far as we can discover, began with Folio *2. 

If this leaf began at the point 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 Olafr tvenhumbruni het ma5r (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 Landnamabok. 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 * 4-9-50 about App/76-81 hold good.
4

From then on, particularly after findinr 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



any time is suggested "by the comparison of Folio 4- and the 

corresponding part of PM carried out above (pages *31-4-).

V/hat immediately precedes is a speculative 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 these
•

reasons, for the purposes of this edition, PM will be regard­ 

ed as beginning in chapter 18 with the words Porey net 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 Landnamabok and, it has been argued (see 'TgF 1 , 4-34-, 4-36-7), 

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, Va, is not found in any manu­ 

script of Landnamabok; it is a meaningful variant of Land­ 

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

from the original of the saga§ see further on this point the 

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



result to come out of this investigation is the realisation 

'that Helgi trausti's and Helgi dyr's verses, whatever their 

texts, could well have been in *M. If we accept that they 

were, then we must also accept that *M not only had the 

"borrowings from Landnamabok we find in the X-version,- Dirk 

had them in a fuller form than we find them there 0 This 

conclusion will be of interest elsewhere in this thesis. 

The composition of P may be represented diagrammatically

thus:

(more specif- 
ically, *z.)

(Folios 
and

P
(l/l to 
about 
28/25)

PM
(about 
28/25 
to

P
(44/17 

to
61/23)
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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) :

hestagings, 31/15 ] + austr i hera3, 65/10 (PM)

lx. hundraSa morent vi. alna aura, annat en stadfestur, 

annat en stadfestur, 33/15-6 ] lx. hundraSa iii. alna aura, 

annat en staSfestu. 67/20-1 (PM)

um fcetta er ok veit nu at fcetta er einn uxi ok var betta 

t>a kalfr, er hann gaf honum* Nu vaknar Porg;ils ok %tlar nu 

at kasta utanborSs uxanum, 35/7-9 ] hann muni bar eiga ok 

nu man hann at hann ga f fyrir lonpru P5r kalf einn. Por- 

gils segir "betta Poreynu ok vpr fretta ba gamall uxi ok kvad 

aldri bat skyldu innanborSs er hans kanna veeri a ok segir 

hann bvi bar hverfa mundu um ski-pit* Hon kva3 bat vel fund- 

it, 70/2-6 (PM)

Seleyra, 38/2^- ] Seley.i'a. M, 77/11

dragaz.', 40/3 ] + Ina iii. nott dreymdi Porgils enn at 

hann bottiz vera heima i TraSarholti - 'ok kerti v. varu a 

kne mer, 1 sag5i hann, 'ok folski a inu mesta. Ok enn dreym- 

di mik at kona kasmi at mer ok kva5 mik kominn i tun sitt - 

"ok frykki mer ilia er "ber hafi5 etit egg Porfinns," - ok 

hon segir mer at sveinar hennar hefSi tekit skip vart.J^ Por- 

leifr segir: 'Par munu ver i burtu komaz«'. M, 79/14-21



Porsteini, 43/13 ] Porf inni . M, 84/9
i 

'Ekki hafa menn bat m,1ok -plag'at her til at gabba mik. . . ,

59/22-3 •] Ekki hafa menn bat gert at fsera spott at mer..., 

M, 87/16-7

H.lalla til heimboSs. 61/3-4 ] til bus a Hjalla, Wj 68/26 

Fra honum er kominn mikill settbogi. Born freira Porgils 

ok Helgu varu ban Grimr ffl&Tmnudr, Illhugi ok Por5r. Porlakr 

byskup var Porhalls son. M63ir hans var Eyv5r« M65ir Ey- 

varar var Jorunru dottir Porgils ^rrabeinsstnups ok 

Oddr het son beira; hann yar faSir Gizurar, foour G-rims, 

foSur GnSlaugar , moSiir Jorundar byskups. Sonr -rms

ar Porgilssonar var Ing.ialdr^ faSir Grims, fa3ir Einars, fao 

ir Hallkotru, m63ur Stein-unnar^ moSur Herdisar, modur B.n'arn- 

ar> foSiir G-jzurar galla« foSur Hakonar ? foSur Jons, 61/14- 

23 ] Er ok margt stormenni fra honum komit ok vida dreifzt 

her urn land vart, M, 89/12-3

The relationship between the text of the X-S1' 0 "11? and the

M-version will be dealt with in Section E of this chapter
(JLate_sjL/ 

It will be argued there that *X, theTcomrion source

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

2.

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 (Y-group readings
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before the square bracket): 

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

margt, 15/10 ] allt (alltjafnt, P) , Z-group

ok uggir mik at eigi megi fagnadarol heita, jjvi at verf
hafim (hSfum, K, S^Qeitat hams marga da^a, 19/27-20/1 ] en 

mik uggir foo at f agnaSarol heita megi-ok munum ver eigi frurfa 

marga daga tians at leita , Z-gr oup

vi5 s.1 a, 36/19 ] s,1a vi5 ? B and J

hnalmlaukar, 40/6 ] laukar, B and J

ii (1), 4lA ] -r B and J

Toku, 57/4 ] ok tok. Z-group 

ir, 57/22 ] + fe5gar, Z-group

vanvirSu enga, 59/12 ] enga vanvirSu, ^-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 *Zi. 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), 

butv 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-



egory (a) and Category (b). (In this context, it would, of 

course, be, unsafe to use PM as a representative of the N- 

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

(c) h,1almlaukar,40/6: halmlaukar, M, 79/24 ] laukar, B, J

Cd) likastr, 41/15 and M,- 81/20 ] likast, B, J

(e) P6rey,1ar, 41/23 and M, 82/7 ] + Peir logSu jpar at,

honum m.l6lk g;efin, 42/9 and M, 82/23 ] 

gefinn m.lolk at drekka , B , J 

(g) hoggr, 60/6 and M, 88/2 ] h^o, Z-group 

(h) bera, 60/27 and M, 88/23 ] + en, Z-group 

(i) halfnirr^r, 61/5 and M, 88/27 ] hartn^r nirgg^r, Z-

group 

Category (b) (Y-group readings given after bracket):

(a) at, Z-group and LdnStb, 224/18 ] eptir, 6/12

(b) ok, B, J and M, 78/6 ] + 39/5

(c) hon, B, J and M, 79/11 ] + 39/27

(d) nu_ut, B (ut, J) ] ut sk.lott. 40/20

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

(f ) leyfa, B, J and M, 81/14 ] lofa. 41/11 

(g) Porarin, B, J and M, 82/8 ] ~ 41/23



Ch) falla, Z-group and M 87/2 ] detta, 59/8 

var, Z-group and M, 87/26 ] -r 60/5 

vi5, Z-group and M, 88/2 J :ne5, 60/15 

k) Porgils, Z-group and M, 88/26 ] + bondi, 61A

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&sesK-
source
jd^&K 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), (c), (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 reason not to do so), then we may conclude that the 

manuscripts of the Y-group represent a text of the saga much 

closer to *X, and thus to *F, than those of the Z-grour> do. 

We are not, on the other hand, in a position to rejecb the evid­ 

ence of Category (b) as a whole and examples (d), (f) and (h) 

of that group are quite convincing. It would therefore 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 K (AM), A and S and we must, if a little hesitant­ 

ly, regard the following stemma as representing the relation­ 

ship between the manuscripts involved:

*Z (a more corrupt 
copy of *X than
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3-

Of the manuscripts of the Z-group, J and P form a separate 

group (called the .z-group) distinct from B. Since there is 

no reason to doubt that most of the text of Flo in B was 

written in 1683 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 .source for the 

.z-group is shown by the following agreements between the Y- 

group and B over against the z.-group:

(a) harm var, I-group, 20/25 and B ] -r .z-group

(b) sa._einn, I-group, 22/15; sa einn ma5r, B ] s_a ma5r , 

z.- group

(c) var_8- I-group, 24/23 and B ] var, z_-group

(d) ok, I-group, 25/9 and B ] + e_r, z.-group

(e) hofdingi freira hingat, I-group, 45/24 and B ] Mngat 

i freira , z.- gr oup

StakanhSfSi, I-group, 47/6 and B ] NakanhSf^j. J.

P

(g) Z§-H9 I-grouP? 53/24 and B ] e_r, _z- group

(h) h.la mer er (ef , B) hann vill.? I-group, 58/10 and B ]

• er hann vill h.la mer, z.- group (

( i ) Peir riSuz a moti, Porg;ils, ok ri5u _har t . __ Ok er ]peir 

riSuz a vixl , I-group, 59/17-S; Peir ri5u nu hart 

hvarr mot o5rum. Ok er beir riduz at a vixl, B ] 

Peir ridu nu hart^hvarr jn6t__Q5rum_ok a 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 source for the z- 

group and 3 are both independent copies, direct or indirect, 

of the manuscript *^.

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 between J and the other manuscripts of the X-group 

over against P; these not only help to demonstrate jl'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 absol utely 

convincingly that P is not a copy of J, direct or indirect^ is 

less easy. The following few agreements between 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 veum, X~grouP? 8/10, B and P ] 4- J 

nu, X-group, 15/15, B and P ] •=• J 

fyrir ofan, X-g^oup, 23/10, B and P ] yfir, J 

varr vio\ X~SrouP» 51/7-8, B and P ] varr, J 

mundi g,la Ida, X-gro^P? 52/ 26; skyldi g.ialda. P ] gyldi, J 

Z-group stemma:

*z

/ \P (excluding
PM)
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5-

A study of the relationship of the texts of the Y-group 

^-M, A and S) to one another has produced results which 

require special attention. In their editions of the saga, 

GuSbrandur Vigfussori (gornsogur, xxii; Prig, ii, 631) and 

Finnur Jonsson (Flo, 1932, ii f.) supposed that K and A are 

both direct copies of a single exemplar now lost. They also 

assumed that the alterations and additions made in K by Arni 

Magnusson (AM) are, in the 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 

rect. GuSbrandur and Finnur were of course right in assum­ 

ing AM's- and A s/Lndependence 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
f

agreement between the manuscripts of the y;-group an(i ^ne ?L-

group over against K, e.g.:

komu, 2;-grouP? 3/9» and *Z ] foru, K

jjessi or5, Z~grouP? 9/16, and *Z ] fretta, K

eru, 2~SrouP9 35/15? and B arid J ] varu, K

taka, y-group, 44/24 and *L ] + ^egar, K
»

fgerir, j-group, 45/18, and *Z ] faerSi, K 

velktuz, s^S^o^P? 49/12, and *Z ] yelk.laz, K 

ri9r, y-grcup, 53/26, and*Z ] for, K

rSi, i-group, 54/7-8, and *Z ] .s^yrr, K

> 55/12, and *Z ] -f 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-grpup and are therefore to be regarded 

as more original than the corresponding 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 exemplar for the 2- group (called 

*j) and that *£ is derived from *Y. The following nine ex­ 

amples are representative of the type of opposition in quest­ 

ion:

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

fti , 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 ] Syart- . y.-group

h,1olt fce ss, K, 23/4; fress h,i'olt, Z-group ] hjolt sverds .

fress, AM; h.lolt ,t>ess sver3s, A and S

buit, K, 32/25, and B, J ] verit, ^-

at, K, 45/1, and ^-group ] + t>eir, £-

illmenni t)essi, K, 46/13, and Z-group ] iil^®S2:iS» A and S

forum, K, 56/11, and Z-group ] f^r5um, 2~grouP

hvikadi, K, 58/18, and Z-group ] hinkaSi^ y;~grouP 

Let us assume temporarily, as G-uSbrandur and Finnur did, 

that K on the one hand and the texts of the 2-grouP on ^ne 

other go back to the same latest common source • If this ' 

were the case, then agreements between K and the ^-group 

over against the y_-group could be accounted for by two pose-



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 hinkaSi at 58/18, it is not impossible that 

the rareness of the word and minim confusion could have caused, 

two scribes indepSruly to change this to hvikadi. While this

explanation might account for certain individual agreements
[17] 

between K and the .Z-group, it certainly could not be invoked

to account for the group as a whole.

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 a'large number of these marginal variants have proved to 

have been taken from some manuscript more closely allied to

the Z-group than to the Y~group (see Textual Notes to 32/13,•
[18] 

53/10 and 56/13 for instance); those which do go back, to the

Z-group manuscript may be designated as KZ and the manuscript 

on which they 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 are 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 

nain text of the saga had been written out. If it is argaed 

that Ketill's main text also contains variants from .^K, then



it would be necessary to assume that Ketill first copied out 

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.

b. 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 buit from KZ at 32/25 in preference to his 

normal exemplar's verit. nor at 56/11 prefer KZ's forum 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 2-group. 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, 1 reads 

Austmannsskelfis, while Arni Magnusson has superimposed an 

a over the second s of K's word to make Austmannaskelfis, which 

is also the reading of A and S. K's original reading on the 

other hand, is also shared by the manuscripts of the Z-group. 

Assuming once again that K, AM, 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 (°Q might appear feasible here as confusion betv/een a 

and s. is not altogether unlikely. There is however good



reason for believing that the appearance of this reading in 

K and the Z-group is more than mere coincidence. It has 

already -been mentioned that Flo derives certain material from 

Sturla £6r6arson's redaction of Landnamabok and below (page

* 158) it will be shown how, in one case, certain manuscripts 

of Flo accurately reflect a textual peculiarity which is also 

to be found in LdnStb, and indirect copy of Sturla's original. 

When,therefore we find at the place exactly corresponding to 

Flo, 12/15, LdnStb , 225/34-, also reads Au s t maim sskelfis, we 

must tend to reject the possibility that the reading has 

arisen in three separate but corresponding places by coinc­ 

idence; we must rather assume that it was also to be found
[19] 

'in the intermediary manuscripts between LdnStb, *.Z and K.

Nor does it seem possible to invoke Explanation ((5) to account 

for agreements between K and the .Z-group on this point. The 

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

Hann fekk Eorunnar, dottur Asgeirs Austmannaskelfis; var hf-,'.nn 

af frvi sva kalladr at harm drap skipshofn i Grimsarosi fyrir 

t»at er hann var a5r rasn.tr af ]3eim. With such an explanation 

of. the nickname immediately following, there is no reason 

whatsoever why Ketill should prefer a less understandable

-manns- in another manuscript - a skipshofn is more than one 

man - to a perfectly comprehensible -manna- in his normal - 

exemplar. Asgeir is known from no other source than Ldn 

and Flo and it is difficult to see why Ketill should wish to 

alter his nickname at all. The reverse alteration of -manns- 

to -manna- in view of the following explanation would be 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 

Z-group -but also in the Hauksbok-redaction of Landnamabok 

(see LdnHkb, 117/15)•

On the basis of the arguments produced here, we must 

assume the following relationship between the manuscripts 

of'the £-group:

*Y

K 'AM, A, s !
6.

We conclude this section with a discussion of the relation­ 

ship of the texts of the 21-group ^° 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 frelsisg.lof ina the words 

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

it is most reasonable to assume that by Membr: (=membrana, 

'vellum') j Arni is referring to his normal exemplar for

AM, then this can hardly be A or S which are both paper manu-
»

scripts. (ii) It is clear that Arni Magnusson's orthograph­ 

ical 'corrections' in K (see page *20)/are an attempt to re­ 

produce the spelling of his exemplar. While the majority of 

these agree with the spelling of the corresponding word in 

A (see page * 74 below), some clearly represent a more arch-
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aic spelling than that of A or S: 5/3 (inn): enn, AM ] MA,

A; kinn, S; 5/5 (fife) : flyj*, AM 1 flYT. A and S; 8/15 

(fozurar): ozjur , AM ] auzfur , A; aufsurar, S; 15/17 (dro) 

d , AM ] dro, A; dro, S. Arni must have been using an older 

manuscript than both A and§.

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 Ami'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 cartain previous editors of the saga) that Ami does 

not always make an alteration in K when there was a reading 

'in *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 K any 'correction 1 

by Ami Magnusson is absent:

5/14- njosn, A, S and Z ] n.losnir, K

14/14 biSr, A, S and Z ] baS, K

19/3 Koma, A, S and Z ] + ^eir, K

22/2? mer_^o, A, S and Z ] feo mer, K

30/18 tiSindin. A, S and Z ] tiSindi, K

43/4 kominn, A, S,. B and J ] koma, K

45/11 en, A, S and Z ] ok, K

55/2 .jaotti, A, S and Z ] syndiz, K

59/7 sesiz, A, S and Z ] kvaz, K

Secondly, there are a number of alterations by Arni in K 

which on the basis of readings in other manuscripts are diff-



*69

icult to explain as coining from his normal exemplar for 

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

38/12, 41/24 (2) and 51/27). One wonders what authority 

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

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

square brackets; these are [rera] , 1/14; [d& zj, 15/5; lallirj,
- r [21] 

41/19; [reikud], 46/25; v[v]Jt: , 55/7- Finnur Jonsson's

remarks on the first of these readings (Flo, 1932, iii) sug­

gest that he considered that Arni used square brackets .when n

he wished to suggest an emendation to K and *;£, rather than

that he intended the reading inside the square "brackets to
tjinnur/ 

be taken as that of *z- \5t~^-ay have been right on this point.

But it is also interesting to note that in three of the five
[22] 

instances of this type of reading, what Arni has inside square

brackets agrees orthographically with A's reading: at 1/14, 

A has rera with a small initial r; at 41/19, A has allir whi,le 

its usual spelling for allir is all*- or allir ; and at 55/17, 

Asgeir writes v Ttilli. Certain marginalia in A written by 

Arni Magnus son 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, Ami's d°z [dez] alongside K's .lokz at 

15/5 poses a problem^ the reading in brackets is neither 

found in A which has d z nor, in contrast to droz which

has the evidence of the manuscript tradition behind it,
[23] 

seems to make sense.
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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 DraummaSrinn, K_ and A ] Draumrinn, S

39/12 Porleifr. K and"A ] + S

40/3 ok mun bat bo vel dragaz, K and A ] -=- S

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

44/1 'H6r er uti, fa6ir,' K and A ] 'FaSir, her er uti, S

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

46/3 Berr, K and A ] burt, S

57/15 ra5a s,1alfr. K and A ] s.lalfr ra5a, 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. Furthermore, 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 his normal exemplar. On the other hand, 

there are certain readings in S which agree with K 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 is given here:

i/14- Rersjsonar, 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 ] Taetta gerla kunna, A

5/2 Par var, K and S ] ok var t>ar, A

5/22 i, K and S ] 4, A
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5/26 burtu, K and S ] - A

6/20 monnum, K and S ] -f A

6/24-' harm, K and S ] -r A

8/22-3 engan erfing.i'a eptir. K and S ] enga erfingrja, A

25/21 var urn, K; var, S ] + A
[24] 

36/16 er, K and S ] 4- A

K's, and S's reading at 8/22-3 seems particularly decisive in 

this context.

Jon's own statement that he copied Flo in S from f a 

very old vellum 1 (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,. J6n was 

professionally engaged in collecting and copying manuscripts 

for sale to the Sv;edish Antikvitetskollegiet and would prob­ 

ably have been only too ready to enhance the value of his 

wares by adding notes of this kind to the copies he made, 

irrespective of whether they were true. NDW B^arni Einarsson 

(Munnmaslasb'gur 17 • aldar, 1955 5 Ixii 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 utlendingum 1 . And Jonas Kristjansson (Svarf-

daelasaga, 1966, xxxi f.) and Stefan Karlsson (Bibl,xxx, 282-3)
US-ID have touched on similar notes to thoseYwnich are to be found

in Cod. Holm. Isl. papp. fol. NO. 67, a manuscript also writt­ 

en by J6n: In a table of contents on the first page of No. 67,



*72

Jon states that its first four items - St,1ornu-0dda Draumr,

Bergbua Pattr, Kumlbua Pattr and Draumr Porsteins Sj5u-
[26]

HalIssonar were all copied 'epter miog gamlri membrana 1 ; 

next to the heading of St,1 ornu-Qdda Draumr in the same manu­ 

script, Jon writes ' Skrif ajpor epter miog gamlri membrana
[26]

Kiobenhafn Anno 168?'4 and next to the heading of each of the 

three following items he has ' skrifa3 eptir sb'mu membrana 1 . 

Jonas and Stefan draw attention to similar notes to these in 

copies by Arni Magnusson of the same items in AM 555 h, 4to

and AM 564 c, 4to (e.g. 555 h: 'Skrifadr epter miog gamallri
[28] 

Membrana: Kiobenhafn: Anno 1686') and it is their conclusion,

probably correct, that Jon was here in fact copying not from 

an old vellum but from a transcript from it by Arni Magnusson 

and that the notes he writes are merely in imitation of Ami'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 c, 4to in all likelihood also contained *j, the latest 

common source for AM and A (see Section D). S might then be 

a copy of a transcript (now lost) by Arni of a vellum manu­ 

script containing Flo. But we can by no means be certain on
\

this point: even though Jon may well have written S while in 

prison..(see page *22), he could still have .had acce-ss to old 

vellums and his marginal note in S, while perhaps in imitat­ 

ion of notes by Arni, could 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
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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 -Flo in S. But whether we assume that Jon was using a 

vellum or a now lost copy of that vellum by Arni Magnusson, 

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 

2-group:

7-

On the basis of the conclusions arrived at in this section 

and Section B, we may represent the relationship between M, 

K 5 AM? A, S, B, J, P and PM by the following stemma:

M (M) 
(MP)

K(AM) A S J P(PM)
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Section D: The identity of *j and its scribe

The discussion will now be devoted to the question of the 

identity, of the latest common source for the manuscripts ofo u.

the 2/-group 5 i.e. *y> First, the following points require 

notice:

(i) AM, A and S all share a number of readings not 

found in K and/or the manuscripts of the Zi-group. Further, 

there is close agreement between most of the orthographical 

changes made by Arni Magnusson in K and the'corresponding 

spelling in A. The following are a few examples: 

ab 6/22, both AM and A have ofusa (aufusa);

" 14/8, " " " / " g£r (gerr);

11 14/9, " " " " " beils (beizl):

11 25/6, " " " " " e** ndi (erindi);

" 35/4, " " " " " alv* (alvoru);

" 41/13, " " " " " sfe (skalt);

" 47/14, " '" " " " vsan (van);

11 50/12, " " " " " aafaull (afoll);

" 59/3, " " " " " eroa (Ezna).

(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 *2l). 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 Magnusson of a vellum.

(iii) Arni Magnusson 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 together, 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 Qgenhagen 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 Flo 

is M, but^ from what has been said in the two previous sect­ 

ions, it is clear that *y. cannot have been identical with 

*M. Apart from *M, we hear of only one other vellum manu­ 

script which contained Flo 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 Bjbliotheca Regies Academies 

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 K.10benhavns Universitetsbibliothek for 1728, 1882, 

45-51 especially 46 footnote 2). In it, details are given 

of several manuscripts which contained Flo but only one of 

them appears to have been a vellum. In the appendix (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 Flo as its 

first item ('Historiam Incolarum Australis Islandias dictam 

Floamanna Saga 1 ), followed by Laxdesla Saga,

§:? Vatnsd39la Saga, Eyrbyggja Saga, Kjalnesinga Saga and 

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

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

8vo (see Arae Magnussons i AM. 4-35 a-b , 4-to indeholdte Hand- 

skriftfortegnelser, ed. K. Kalund, 19°9, 117; cf. Bjbl, xxx, 

27l) states that the same manuscript, at its end, also contain­ 

ed- St ,1 ornu-Odda Dr aumr , Bergbua Pattr and 2 Draumvitranir . 

'It is interesting to note K. Kalund 1 s supposition (Katalog 

over de oldnorsk-islandske Handskrifter i Det store kongelige 

Bj.bliotek, 1900, xvi) that because this manuscript appears 

in the Appendix to the Resenian catalogue, it must have been 

acquired after the year 1675- We must assume that the vellum, 

which we shall refer to as *R, perished in the Copenhagen 

fire of 1728.

The researches of Grud~braniur Vigfusson have given us
[291 

further information about *R. 'On a slip of paper attached

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

contains inter alia Vatnsdsela Saga, Arni Magnusson has written 

the following: 'Watnsdeela Sagann virdest mier vera eins og £s 

allmennelegu, id est, tekenn ur Vatnshornsbokenne , sem nii a 

hoima in Bibliotheca Reseniana Hafnise, enn er hier afleitt-
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lega rangt skrifud 1 (quoted from Katalog, i, 92). Further, 

in AM 267, 8vo, in another note, Arni writes: 'Eyrbyggiur 

fiestar a Jslandi hygg eg sieu eptir Vatzhornsbok er nu 

stendr in bibliotheca Resen 1 (quoted from Bjbl, xxx, 280). 

From these two statements, we may conclude that in Resen's 

library there was a single manuscript.which contained both 

Vatnsdsela Saga and Eyrbyggja Saga and which was called Vatns- 

hornsbok. The only manuscript listed in the Resenian cata!T 

ogue which contains both these sagas, indeed the only one 

which contains Eyrbyggja Saga., is *R» Assuming the catalogue 

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

identify the Vatnshornsbok with *R.

In his compendium of Icelandic history, Crymogsea, pub­ 

lished in Hamburg in 1609, the Icelandic scholar and human­ 

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

manuscript he calls Vatnshyrna. From his references, it is

clear that Vatnshyrna must have contained Kjalnesinga Saga, 

Pordar Saga hreSu and Bardar Saga Snssfellsass. To make an 

identification between Arngrimur's Vatnshyrna and Arni Mag- 

nusson's Vatnshornsbok 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 PorSar Saga and BarSar Saga - *R

contained neither of these - had become separated from the
[31] 

manuscript we know from the Resenian catalogue. GuSbrandur

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

'contained inter alia fragments of both PorSar Saga and 

Bar5ar_Saga. Stefan Karlsson (Mbl, xxx, 279-8?) has, how­ 

ever, produced convincing 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

GuSbrandur Vigfusson believed that Vatnshyrna was written 

for Jon Hakonarson of ViSidalstunga (Hunavatnssysla) who 

lived from 135^ (see Fib, iv, 352) to an unknown date between 

1393 and 1416• This GuSbrandur did because manuscripts of 

Floamanna Saga ?which he believed to be copied from *R (i.e. 

K, A and P) ,and the fragment of PorSar Saga in AM 564- a, 4to, 

which he thought was part of Vatnshyrna, finish with genealog­ 

ies down to Jon, and in P6r5ar Saga's case, also down to Jon's 

wife Ingileif. It would not be at all difficult to accept 

that GuSbrandur was right on this point: It is beyond doubt

that Fiateynarbok was written for Jon; it contains a coll- ———— ———— [32]

ection of Kings' Sagas; that Jon 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 Jon,
[33] 

SigurSur Nordal (Fib, i, xii-xiii), for instance, has been

able to conveniently explain how in the centuries after Jon's 

death, the codex could have found its way from ViSidalstunga
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to (Stora-)Vatnsliorn in Haukadalur (Dalasysla), 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 Jonsson used it. Evenjso. since it has now been 

shown that AM 564 a, 4to, with its genealogy down to J6n 

and Ingileif was never part of *R, the need exists for 

stronger evidence for a connection "between Vatnshyrna and 

Jon.

In fact, Stefan 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 Bjbl, 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 Arnamagn^an Collection written

by Arni Magnus son which we have quite satisfactory grounds
[34]

for regarding as direct copies of *R. Two of these manu­ 

scripts have been mentioned already: AM 555 h, 4to and 

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

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

a: for the greater part, this manuscript is

written by Asgeir Jonsson; pp. 33-44 (El) of it are, however,

written by Arni, as are the verses in the saga from p. 44 to

the end (Ell). 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 got from H, C

and E a good idea of *R's spelling. Now if *R was cc-r.isr: oned
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by Jon Hakonarsson, there is a reasonable chance that it 

was written by one or both of the two scribes who wrote 

Flatey.iarbok for him, Jon £6r3arson and Magnus ^orhallsson. 

Stefan has therefore undertaken a comparison of the ortho­ 

graphy of H, C and E as representing *R on the one hand and 

Flateyjarbok on the other. His conclusion is that the part 

of *R from which H, G and E are copied was indeed written by 

Magnus ^orhallsson 'probably...within the period 1391-5'• 

(Jon £6r5arson is excluded; Bjbl, xxx, 296 footnote 65o) 

While,then,a connection between *R and Jon Hakonarson 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 ' gb'mul membrana 1 referr­ 

ed to by Jon in S is identical with that which Ami and Jon 

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. ).

(iii) At least part of *R was written by Jon Hakonar­ 

son' s sometime scribe, Magnus ^orhallsson; *y_ concludes with 
>

a genealogy from the hero of the saga down to Jon 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, thay do not necessarily prove that the
• {h"hp p^om-pl a-p_ f

scribe of y_ was identical with the scribe ol]^, C an
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we must attempt to discover whether Magnus ^orhallsson 

'wrote *;£ by more direct means.

It is' unfortunate for the present editor that Stefan 

Karlssoii, 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. Bjbl, xxx, 291 footnote 52).

That he does not do this is quite understandable: AM is not
npf course,) 

a continuous text - Ami's changes in K ar~ef only occasional;

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 AM but also 

from A, which, as suggested above (page*2l), reflects the 

spelling of its exemplar at least to some extent (cf. Bjbl, 

xxx, 287-8), To this end, the present editor has carried out 

a brief investigation of the orthography of Arni's borrect- 

!©&G' in K and of Asgeir's manuscript A. It should be stress­ 

ed that this investigation has been by no means exhaustive. 

As will appear obvious, it leans heavily on the groundwork 

provided by Stefan'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 Flateyjarbok which were written by Magnus ^orhalls- 

son (columns 1-10, 535(last line)-754, 847-905)•

S'irst, a list may be given, without examples, of about 

thirty traits of spelling which Stafan (Bjb.U xxx, 291-0)
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finds in common to the direct exemplar of H, C and E and 

to the relevant parts of Flatey,1arb6k (see above) and which, 

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

not pretend to be complete:

'a 1 is represented by SB. and a; preterite plural of 'koma' 

is spelt kvomu; 'e 1 is written e_ before gi: both e_ and ei 

are found for 'e' before ng; 'e' is written e. and e_e; as end­ 

ings, both-i and -e. t and -ir and-e_r appear; the ending *-lig(-)' 

is spelt with i; past participle of 'verSa' is written vord- 

jLnn, vordit; the pronoun 'nokkurr 1 has u in the second syll­ 

able; 'fyrir 1 , 'yfir' and the preterite of 'skulu' is spelt 

with a y_, while parts of ']pykkga' are spelt with an i.; for '6'. 

'(), o. and au are found; 'gjor'/'ger'- appears very frequently 

in abbreviated form (cf. page *?4-); the first element of the

diphthongs 'ei 1 and 'ey' is written e_; both f and fv (fu)
• 

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

for 'gg 1 ; usually hi- and hr- appear initially, but evenso 

a number of forms without h- are found, particularly in the 

words 'hlutr 1 and 'hross'; for 'k 1 , £ is found at the beginn­ 

ing of a word when abbreviated 'va 1 , 'va' and 've 1 follow; 

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

for 'nn' , both n and n are found; ft. and R. are found for 'rr 1 ; 

the occasional use of double 'r 1 for single 'r f (cf. e.g. * 

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

and rll; both fyst(-) and 'fyrst(-), naest(-) and neerst(-) 

appear; -iss occasionally appears for '--is'; for 't' in final 

position, d is written when the preceding root syllable end.3
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in t; the superlative ending is sp(lje|t zst ; the middle voice 

ending is spelt 55, z. above the line or zst; c above the line 

is used -for 'ik' in m C'mik'); the abbreviation TT is used 

for 'ja 1 , 'ra' , 'ra ! , 'va 1 and 'va' ; oD is used for 'ur 1 ;

'teim 1 is represented by ]) with a stroke through the lower
[35] 

leg.

Second, in his article, Stefan gives special attention to 

five features of Magnus ^orhallsson' s spelling in Flatey- 

jarbok 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 *2 and special attention may therefore be given to them 

here (Stefan 1 s remarks on Flatey.larbok (F) and H, C and E 

given before the bracket):

(1) ']D er jafnan notaS fyrir '5* i orSunum 'hofSingi 1 , 

tiSindi', 'siSan' og 'me San ̂ tar sem 'in 1 og 'an' er bund- 

me5 J>vi ad draga ']?verstrik gegnum haleggin/va ]>-inu, t.d. 

hofMngia H2r og v, ti]3indi H2v, Clr, tibinda £33, sifran 

H2r., C]r , £34, me ban Clr, E41. f ] In Flo, A. has hof^i, 4-7/4 

and hoffegia, 21/8; ti^da, 29/14 and tifedum, 47/9; si^, 23/15 

(x 2) and 29/2; met, 29/14.
V ~ I

(2) 'TvistrikaS k er notaS fyrir 'konungs 1 (sem einnig 

er bundiS Js_) , tvistrika5 h fyrir ? hans' (einnig "fes) og 

tvistrikaS ^ fyrir ']pess'(-) (og oftast 'J)essu'- i bessum) . 

Pessir tvistrikuSu stafir standa ugglaust fyrir einstrik- 

a5a limingarstafi k + f, h + f og ^ + f, sem notaSir cru

'
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me6 sama hsetti i F. ' ] Flo: A has: J, l/lO and is, 6/1 0

(konungs): 1, 21/24, 23/15, 27/26 and ts, 32/26 (bans);

, 3/20 , 17/1, 53/5

(3) 'Notu5 er nymyndin burt fyrir 'brottj eins og titt 

er £ F. ' ] Flo: AM has a number of examples of burt, e.g. 

at 49/11-

(4) 'n yfir linu er ekki aSeins notaS fyrir 'an 1 , heldur 

einnig fyrir 'in 1 og 'inn', skog11 H3r, draum31 H4r, bveing11 

H7r og v, hofudn H7v, harmfrrung31 (fern.) G2r, hoGn (part. 

fern.) E36, bryning * £39. Pessi notkun a n yfir linu virS- 

ist mjbg fatiS i F, en urn hana hafa Jpo fundizt nokkur dsemi, 

, hoGn (part, masc.) F899, knelidn ^903, yOgn F903.' ]

Flo: Although a number of spellings have been found in A 

which suggest the use of n above the line for -an in *^- 

(e.g gilldf, 4/25-6, utn « 16/1, and vndn , 23/12), an exhaust­ 

ive 'search has revealed no examples either in All or A of the 

use of n above the line for -in(n) .

(5) 'Fyrir ' erendi ' er skrifa5 erndi ('er'-band fyrir r) 

H6v, og a sama hatt er oroiS skrifaS i F6 and 671 og viSar, ' 

Flo: At 25/6, 45/14 and 60/22 both AM and A have e^ ndi >

(l) and (2) represent ways of spelling which were anti­

quated by the time Magnus WP.S writing, (3) and (4) ways of 
»

spelling which were advanced for the end of the fourteenth 

century. That four of these five features would appear to 

have been in *j would seem to put beyond doubt that it was 

written by Magnus Porhallsson. And the absence of n above 

the line for 'inn' and 'in' in copies of *y would not really
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detract from the grounds for this conclusion• as Stefan 

notes, the. feature in question only appears in those parts 

of Flateynarbok which Magnus wrote after the main body of 

the work was complete, i.e. after 138?• Indeed the very 

non-appearance of this feature in *y. might be shown to have

particular significance in establishing the time at which
[36] 

Magnus started to write Vatnshyrna.

There would seem to be little doubt then, not only that 

*v. was an item in *R (probably the first), but that it was 

also written by Magnus ^orhallsson. Now it is not absol ut- 

ely necessary to assume that Magnus wrote the manuscript for

J6n Hakonarson; he might have written it for another patron
[373 

or even have been working for himself. But such propositions

are less attractive for three reasons already inferred: for 

Magnus's writing Vatnshyrna for Jon, there is the parallel 

of his writing Flatey.larbok for the same man; in Vatnshyrna, 

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

whose hero Jon was descended; if Jon -owned Vatnshyrna, we 

could explain how it found its way to a farm Vatnshorn from 

which it could have taken its name (see pages *78-9 above). 

And at least this last fact speaks against the suggestion 

that the manuscript was written for Jon but as a gift for 

another man (cf. Bjbl, xxx, 300)- On the other hand, if we 

do accept that the manuscript was written for Jon, 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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ealogy down to Jon Hakonarson; on the other hand, a glance 

at the stemma on page *73 will show that *y. was two removes 

from- *X -(see however page *59); one might think it more natur­ 

al that *y_ should be the first manuscript in the tradition 

with a genealogy down to Jon. But in fact the two removes

between *X and a *y written for Jon could be explained in a
leven/ 

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

early as the 1350's at the instigation of Jon's grandfather, 

Gizurr galli (died 13?0), or father, Hakon (died 1381); and 

with the special interest the saga would have held for Jon, 

it would not be surprising if he had acquired his own copy
I I /*"\T"> Q i T" Q T"* / / t^ \ \^ i Ck^i U ̂  _L * J

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, Stefan Karlsson and 

SigurSur Nordal, taken together, suggest the existence of a 

copy of Pordar Saga hre5u which was older than that in Vatns- 

hyrna but which, like that in AM 564- a, 4-to, ended with a 

genealogy down to Jon and his wife (see Bjbl., xxx, 3^0), 

There is ; then, no reason why a *Y, and perfectly credib'ly 

an .*X also j should not have been written for Jon or his fam­ 

ily even though *£ was also written for Jon. It is even 

possible that b.oth *Y and *_X were actually available to 

Magnus i/\h en 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 poes- 

ible, Magnus had written *Y himself (but not *X), he would



naturally have preferred to copy from it rather than from 
[38]

*X.

Section E: The relationship between the M-version and the

X-version of Flo

A comparison of the texts of the M-version (as represent­ 

ed by M and PM) 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 *N 

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 

Magnusson's views put forward in Gronlands historiske Mindes- 

masrker.

When he edited Flo in GhM, volume ii, in 1838, Finnur 
Magnusson knew Folio 5 of M but not Folio 4-, possibly because 
the latter, as part of Additimenta 20, v.'ouldjhave been separ­ 
ated from Folio 5. For this reason, Finnur had not fully 
recognized (as GuSbrandur Vigfusson had by I860) that parts 
of P were copied from parts of "M (see however Note to Intro-



duction 9); indeed, he regarded 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 manuscripts he uses 'efter deres formodede Alder 
og anden Beskaffenhed'. AS the oldest redaction he ranks 
that represented by Folio '5 : 'Det viser sig...at vsere den 
virkelig (os bekjendte) ssldste Text, isser derved. at ingen 
af Thorgils Orrabeinfostres Afkom deri nsevnes 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 5 
(Finnur's F) 'som er vidtlbftigere end de ovrige [Hand- 
skrif ter] , isser i Beskrivelsen over Thorgils's Grbnlands-

som muelig altsaa, forsaavidt, er udsprunget af andre 
. .Slgggtregistrene kunne her vaere tilfbiede af en 

langt yngre Afskriver.' AS representing a fourth and latest 
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.

Unfortunately, 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 
J6n Hakonarson in the ^-manuscripts is, of course, the add­ 
ition of a later redactor of the 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 423 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 5 (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 n°t paid a little more attention to them.

When GuSbrandur Vigfusson edited the saga in I860, he not
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only knew -Folio 4- of M but had also realized what relation­ 
ship existed between 5 and M. And as GuSbrandur did not 
concern himself with Finnur Magnusson's K, there were for 
him only two major redactions of the saga, the M-version 
and the redaction represented by AM 516, 4-to (K) and AM 
517, 4-to (A). The second of these we may for practical purp­ 
oses equate with Finnur Magnusson's fourth redaction. But 
whereas Finnur considered his fourth redaction furthest from 
the original of the saga, GuSbrandur suggested that K and A 
were closer to it than the M-version. His statement on this

tpoint was as follows:
'Ob die kiirzere oder die langere Fioamannasaga die altere 

sei? - obwohl die Entscheidung dariiber durch das geringe 
•Fragment, das wir noch von der letztern iibrig haben, er- 
schwert wird, scheint es doch das Richbigere in der kiirz- 
er.en die urspriingliche, in der langeren eine Ausfiihrung 
und Vermehrung jener zu erblicken. Wenigstens in den bei 
weitem meisten Islendingasogur> wo eine kiirzere und eine 
langere desselben Inhaltes vorliegen, wie z. B. Gfsla saga 
Surssonar. HallfreSar saga, Viga-Glumssaga und verschiednen 
aridren, hat sich immer die kiirzere als die urspriingliche 
ergeben, ganz entsprechend dem Zeitgeiste, der je spater 
urn so mehr sich vorir^iirze und Einfachheit 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 kiirzere Fioamannasaga ist durchaus treffender im 
Ausdruck und besser stilistirt als die langere, deren Ende
eine gewisse Geschwatzigkeit zeigt, die den eigentlichen »
Sagjaton ganz verdirbt; man vergle iche z. B. nur die Char- 
akteristik des ^orgils am Schlusse der beiden Saga's. In 
der langeren Saga sind zum Theil einige nicht uninteress- 
ante Ziige, die sich aber doch als verdachtig oder ganz 
falsch erweisen, wie z. B. dass die Manner sich an der Ost-
kiiste Gronlands von Eichhornchen und andern kleinen Thier-

3 j I en [was fiir welcheri?] ernahren1". Audi die Geschichte von dem
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Ruder, das man fand und das mit Runen beschrieben war, 1st 
. bedenklich. Bei alledem scheint es doch, also wenn die 
1angere Saga vielleicht noch vom Ende des 13• Jahrhund. 
sei; maii hat die Leiden und G-efahren des ^orgils in Gron- 
land noch interessanter und zugleich vollstandiger, aus- 
fuhrlicher machen wollen, einige dieser Zusatze mogen ja 
auch auf miindlicher Uberlieferung beruhen (Fornsogur T xxvii f.

This was G-uSbrariur' s opinion in I860. 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, Gu6- 
brandur seems to have come round to a very different view. 
In Origines Islandicae published after his death (l9°5)> 
the version of the saga represented by K and A is seen as a

•

considerably altered form of an older saga which dealt almost 
'exclusively with Porgils's life; further, the parts of the 
saga based on Landnamabok and many of the conventional motifs 
in the account of ^orgils's first journey abroad are regard­ 
ed as later additions. An attempt to refute this part of 
G-uSbrandur' s argument (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 1 
whom we may, for practical purposes, identify with the scribe 
or redactor of *X:

'It [i.e. the M-text] is also a far better text. The par­ 
aphrast [of the 'Waterhorn-book1] 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 
syncrasy 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 4-1-2, 82]: one can see from the fi-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' 
(Prig, 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 Prig - pages 
629-31 are referred to - is noteworthy for its views on the 
nature of the M-redaction, which, although often erroneous, 
are certainly thought-provoking (see pages *115-7 )• It is 
at any rate regrettable that when Finnur Jonsson edited the 
saga in 1932, he not only ignored the opinions expressed in 
Prig on the relationship between the two versions, but urged 
those of Fprnsogur considerably less tentatively than OruS- 
brandur had done '•

'Nar man sammenligner baegge bearbejdelser , viser det sig
straks, at den vidt!0f tigere ikke indeholder noget, som 
findes i den kortere - med en enkelt undtagelseL. "".Der til- 
fojes taler og replikker og :r aesonnementer , som en bearbejder 
let kunde lave for ligesom at gore det hele mere fyldigt og 
afrundet. Men flere af disse tilfojelser er lidet vssgtige, 
og nogle er tilmed ret enfoldige. G. Vigfusson har sigtet

o .hertil, nar han siger, at den Isgngere saga eine gewisse ge- 
schwatzigkcit zeigt, die den eigentlichen sagaton ganz ver- 
dirbt 1 . Dette er rigtigt nok, men er tillige et kriterium 
for, at den leengere fremstilling er sekundaer. Forholdet er 
noget ligneride som ved de to former av Bandamannasaga ' (Flo,
_ ^* —7 /-•* • • * • • i *1932, vn-viiiu.

From what we know of Finnur's more general views of the 
sagas, it is not difficult to follow his train of thought 
here- The sagas, Finnur believed, are essentially oral com­ 
positions written down. A s such, they have their idiosyn-
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cratic style, taut, economicV, laconic. When in the sagas 
this style is absent, we may suspect the tampering of later 
'literary' redactors. The longer version of Flo 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, superfluousness. 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 Flo.

The most recent discussion of the question is by Bjorn 
Sigfusson in an article entitled ' Tvser ger<3ir Fioamanna- 
sogu' in Saga, 1958, 429-51- Like Finnur Jonsson, Bjb'rn 
seems to be unaware of GuSbrandur Vigfusson's change of 
opinion on th.is- matter as recorded in Prig, but evenjso reach­ 
es conclusions which in a number of ways resemble those of 
GuSbrandur. 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 M-version has extra material, this can be shown to be 
essential to a proper understanding of the story. As many
of Bjorn's arguments are used or referred to in this thesis,*
there is no need to rehearse them here. Hj_ s conclusion, how­ 
ever, is that the X-version (or "Vatnshyrnutexti^as he calls 
it) 'ber ]?ess merki, a5 hann hlytur a5 vera eitthvaS styttur 
i honduni eftirritara og £a5 af raSnum hug.' Moreover, various 
of Bjb'rn's remarks imply that he discerns a difference in tone 
between the two redactions and regards that of the ^-version 
as original to the saga. Finally in his article, B-jorn an-



swers GuSbrandur's generalizations in Fornsb'gur on longer 
.and shorter versions of Icelandic sagas and Finnur Jonsson's 
remarks on Bandamanna Saga (see above). He is able, on the 
basis of such recent studies as H. Mager0y's Studiar i Banda­ 
manna saga (1957) and his own article to assert that while 
'nokkrar [sogur] voru lengdar eins og Gislasaga. og Igosvetn- 
ingasaga, ' 'fleiri [voru] styttar a5 orSalagi eins og Egla, 
Bandamannasaga, Eirikssaga, Fioamannasaga, Gluma. ' Even 
leaving Flo out of account, cases of shortening would seem 
to be in the majority, ^e are justified in approaching thei a ]_oQ/ r /i/i ]
two redactions of FioSwoth this fact in mind.

present editor's own investigations haveTled him to 

similar conclusions to those arrived at by Bjorn Sigfusson. 

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-

fusson and Bjb'rn Sigfusson, others are new. In (b), *X's
O5] 

independence of *M will, however, be affirmed. In 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 ofy 

time, by way of a digression, ) the relationship of *£ 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 ^-version's superiority to the



X-version:

l) The account in chapter 19 of Kolr ' s visit to TraSar- 

holt to -solicit Porgils's protection against Asgrimr after 

his killing of Sorli is rather different in the two versions:

M-version (PM) , 64/1-1? : Kolr kemr i Tra5arholt. Pat 

var si5 urn kveld. Menn satu yfir borSum en Porey husfrey.la 

bar mat i stofu. Pa var barit a dyrr ok gekk hon til hurd- 

ar ok heilsar vel Kpi ? fostbrodur sinum, ok bydr honum bar at 

vera. Hann vill eigi bar sva vera at eigi viti hon tiSindi 

er £ hans ferdum varu ok segir henni si5an vigit. Hpn last- 

ar litt ok kvez vi5 skulu leita at veita honum as.ia - 'en 

^)6 er nokkut vanstillt til vi5 Porgils en aerit er traust ef 

hann vill veita foer ok mun ek fylgja "ber i skot er her er urn 

skalann ok heyr5u ba5an a vidragdur okkar Porgils* ' Hann ger- 

ir sva ok eptir bat ferr hon i stofuna* • . .En er ban komu i 

rekk.nu. . .

X-version, 30/1^-26: KQ ir kemr i Tra5arholt. Pat 

var s£3 urn kveld. Menn varu at mat. Porey gekk fram ok til

dyra ok baud fostra sinum Ipar at vera. Hann sagSi henni 

tiSindin. 'Pu skalt "bat, ' _ se^ir Porey, 'vita vi5

hvart hann vill nokkut traust veita ber e5r ekki, ok lattu 

hl.lott urn foik. ' Hpn leiddi hann i skot eittj siSan gekk hon 

til stofu. . .En er "bau komu i rekk.lu urn kveldit...

^n the M-version, Porey 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
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reaction will be without actually meeting him, Porey hides
9

him in a skot (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, Porey 

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 

M-version is the more original here and as will be shown in 

Chapter II (pages *284~$ the story as told in it constitutes 

a well-defined motif. Of. 'TgF', 438 f.

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

f o.»Qk gott hefir ber orSit til f.jar i f ramgongunnn.; klseFi , 

rautt hefir_"bu fengit. ' (64/12-3)» while the X-version has: ' . 

.enda hefir fru fengit rauoan lit. 1 . (30/22-3) • Both GuSbrand- 

ur Vigfusson (Prig, ii, 632 footnote) and Porhallur Viimund- 

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 teasin ; ; 

expression for 'to blush 1 , 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 addiiion by a later redactor can be nucb 

more credibly dismissed. Here we seem to have a good
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of what GuSbrandur Vigfusson calls 'sliding over obscure 

phrases' by the redactor of the shorter version (see page

3) In the M-version of the saga, but not in the ^-version, 

there are certain phrases which suggest a local knowledge of 

the part of Iceland where the events of the saga take place: 

harm atti bu austr h.la Kalfaholti (PM, 64/22-3); austr i 

heraS (PM, 65/10); fyrir ne5an gringar5 (87/19-20). Since,. 

for other reasons, it seems likely that the original of the 

saga was written in Fi6i (see Chapter HI, Section C), it 

seems reasonable to assume that these phrases belonged to 

it and that they were omitted by the X-redactor wko 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/H-4 and 65/2-9, the texts of the X- and M-vers- 

ions are respectively as follows: Porgils ri5r sem a5r um 

heraSit ok Kplr meo honum; ssek.la mannamot ok verdr nu obokki 

mikill jnanna a milli. Hpl'Singnum frykkir me in a bessu ok 

leita um ssettir* Porgils by5r ekki ssettir,/ Porgils ridr 

allt at einu um heraSit ok Kpir me5 honuin. Sgekja mannamot 

ok geriz af frvi o^okki millim hera5shof 5ingja. Hera5s- 

monnum ^ykkir mein at ok leita um ssettir en Porgils by5r 

engar bagtr fyrir Kol, Hera5smenn leggja nu fund til ok 

leggja allir fe til vi5 ASgrim ok baeta vig Sorla; gefa ok 

fe til syknu honum ok var j^etta gert an -pnc^s
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Kols var fgerd annat sumar a bingi ok er "bo fatt urn meo beim 

•hof ding.ium (PM) . In both versions we are told how an attempt 

is made -to bring about a reconciliation between Eorgils and 

Asgrimr, in the ^-version by hof Sing. iar, in EM by hera&smenn* 

After saying that £orgils by5r ekki ssettir« the X-version 

leaves the matter there. In PTJ 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 heraSsmenn 

all contribute money to compensate for Sorli and, as a result, 

the sentence of outlawry on Kolr is lifted: 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 

^orgils and Asgrimr, even after Sorli'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 M-version here must surely have been

in *F. Cf. 'TgF ! , 440-1 and 445-6.
?

On page *312 below, it is shown how the M-version

contains a sentence, Porgils haf5i allskonar fe ef harm vildi

bar stadfestaz (67/14— 5)? which is found only in the M-version,
\QJ 

but which has such similar wording to sentences in Eir and GT

that it must be a borrowing. Since it is probable that the
I other_mat e r i all 

original version of the saga borrowedVfrom" atfleast one of '-

these two sources (see pages *309f^,, 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 ^orgils's ^reenland expedition in
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both versions (35/24, 7°/26-7) would seem to confirm this 

conclusion.

6) At 33/17-24, the X-version reads thus: gorgils gisti 

at £6rodds at H.lalla. Me5 honum var i ferd Porny. dottir 

hans. Par tok hon sott ok'beiS ^orgils bar iii. nsetr* SagQi 

hann at bat stasdi ekki fyrir ferd nans, jpott hon veeri s.juk 

...Let hann hana eptir...^orgilsi kvaz nu fyrir fcykk.ia at 

fara en lez eigi nenna aptr at' set.laz* On the other hand, 

the text of the ^-version (J^O at the corresponding place is 

as follows: -^orgils gisti ok fcau a Hjalla i folfusi. ^ar var 

ok i ferd me5 honum -^orny, dottir hans, ok aetlaSi hann at hon 

skyldi fara* Par tok hon sott ok bei3 ^orgils iii* nsetr ok 

kva5 t>at eigi mundu standa fyrir fer5 sinni*. .Porgils segir 

^oroddi at hann kvez mundu m.iok treystaz •qmrnaelum Ejriks rau5a. 

Poroddr segir: v Qi)t ver5r vant til manna at set la ok eigi at 

si5r at ma5r leggi mikinn kost til. 1 ^orgilsi kvez nu fyrir~~~ ~~"~~~ ~ —--- - . __ ^

bykkria mikit at fara en kvez nu eigi nenna aptr at hverfa 

(67/22-68/4). The word nu 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 stssdi ekki fyrir ferd hans. Porgils 1 s 

misgivings are clearly rather due to the dark warning of Eir- 

ikr's poor hospitality that he gets from ^oroddr in the M-vers- 

ion and which subsequently proves to be justified (see e.g. 

X-version, 43/19-20). The passage £>orgils segir Poroddi*»•
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...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:

^-version (PM): Peir Porgils hofdu skip a stokka 

sett ok m.lok gert at oSru ok hofdu hvarirtveggnu at skip- 

bunadi verit.

Nu lidr af vetrinn ok mattu "beir "bo eigi a brott komaz 

fyrir' isum. £eir fa ser vistir urn sumarito

X-version '• NU l£5r a vetrinn ok mattu beir eigi 

burt leita fyrir isum ok fen^u. ser vistir urn sumarit*

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 Snaekollr ok aSrir "braslar hof5u 

skipit i brott; tekit (note the use of the definite article 

in skipit). Mention of shipbuilding somewhere in the narr­ 

ative previous to the thralls1 escape would therefore seem to 

be essential. Reference to the oncoming winter in the X-vers- 

ion (Nu lidr a vetrinn) is without mention of an intervening 

summer and the M-version's lidr 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 (cf• 

the X-version itself at 37/5 and M-version, 73/1-2). Cf. 

'TgF', 4-39-
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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 Porey murdered, they also discover that a 

bed-hanging (hvilut.lald; 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 Porgils's party 

com© across the bailiff Porarinn by first catching sight of 

a tent of linen: sa t>eir triald af lerepti. Peir kenndu at 

frat var triald Porey.iar, 41/22-3; foeir sa triald af lerepti 

ok kenndu foar lint,laid Poreyn'ar, 82/7* If the X-version 

only of the saga survived, one would normally understand its 

words triald Porey.iar as 'Porey's tent 1 . It seems, however, 

clear from the M-text that the author of the saga intended 

to suggest that the hvilutjald of the previous chapter has 

been converted into a tent and that the words lint,laid P6r- 

ey,1ar are rather to be understood as 'P&rey's bed-hanging 1 ). 

(As the sick wife of the leader of the expedition, Porey 

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 hvilut.lald in chapter 23

along with a number of apparently meaningless details, not
[46]

realizing that it reappeared in the narrative. The reverse 

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 hott (see Textual Note ad loc), while 

at the corresponding place in M (79/3), the reading is honk. 

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. Flo, 1932, iii), the 

scribe of *M (or a predecessor in the same manuscript tradi­ 

tion) has altered his exemplar's hott to honk. This is not 

entirely impossible but is a less attractive alternative to 

assuming that *M was independent of *X.

10) The death of the bailiff Porarinn is reported rather 

differently in the two versions:

M-version, 82/8-16: . . .fundu bar Porarin bryt.n'a 

s.lukan. Peir spyr.la hver.iu* faraldi harm hafSi bangat komit. 

"Hann sagSie..Porgils segir: 'Ejgj veit ek hvers fcu ert af 

verdr en eigi skaltu her vera*' Ok a5r beir fari a burt« 

ba deyr hann ok ,1ar5a beir hann bar.

X-version, 41/23-42/3 : Fundu bar bryt.la Porgils ok 

spyr.ia me5 hver.iu f araldi hann haf5i bar komit. Hann 

.•.«Porgils svarar: 'Ejgj veit ek hvers bu ert af verSr en 

osannlig jjykki mer bin sogn ok skaltu ekki lifa lengi.' 

var hann drepinn ok grofu hann baro

According to the M-version, Porgils and his men find 

Porarinn sick and as far as can be understood from the words 

'...en eigi skaltu her vera' ? Porgils intends to take him - 

with them. Before they leave, however, Porarinn dies, pre­ 

sumably of his sickness. In the X-version, no mention is 

made of Porarinn being ill and we are told that Porgils and 

L-. men kill him. G-uSbrandur vigfusson's discussion of the
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passage has already been quoted on page *91 and there seems 

little doubt that he and Bjb'rn Sigfusson ('TgF', 444) are 

right in assuming that the ^-version is the more original 

here. It is difficult to see why a later redactor should 

wish to complicate the narrative by making P&rarinn die of 

an illness rather than be killed by £orgils; as Bjbrn Sigfus­

son remarks .* ' .. .(eigi sestl tilefni yngri ritara til ]?ess

a6 losa vi5 £a5 drap, ]pvi a5 nog voru b'nnur drap eftir. 1 

further, as noted in Prig (see page *9l)» ^orgils does 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).

ll) In the M-version, when ^orsteinn meets ^orgils in 

Greenland, he tells him that his property shall be as much 

at ^orgils s disposal as his own: '...allt mitt skal y5r 

jafnheimult s.em. m_er' , 84/4 (cf. ^orsteinn's kaupskip, at 

42/22 and 83/13). Later, at 84/27, when men come-to Bratta- 

hliS to trade, they do business with ^orsteinn as well as £>or- 

gils. This version of the narrative is far more reasonable

than that of the shorter redaction. There J'orsteinn's gen- 
»

erous offer to the practically destitute ^orgils is absent. 

But evenso at 43/24-5, it is with Porgils alone that busin­ 

ess is 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 f 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...botti inn 

mesti merkismadr, vinfastr ok vel stilltr..., while at 

89/6-7, M has ^orgils botti inn mesti merkismadr, vinfastr 

ok vinveittr... While *X' S yel stilltr alliterates with 

vinfastr as well as M's vinveittr, there is reason to be­ 

lieve that it is not the reading of *F. At various places . 

throughout the saga, we are told now Porgils is in fact the 

opposite of vel stilltr. that is, how hasty of temper he is. 

At 39/9-11, his i.rapetuousness 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 trusted companion, Kolr. Further, in a pass­ 

age in PM which, it has already been argued (pages *94-5J, 

was probably to be found in much the same form in *]?, the 

word van_stilltr is actually used of ^orgils. It was poss­ 

ibly the repetition of the element vinj in *F f s vinveittr 

which offended the X-redactor; but the word he substitutes 

is far less satisfactory from the point of view of meaning. 

Of. 'TgF', 443 f-

(b)

Evidence that *X cannot be derived from *M is much less
%

obvious than evidence that *M cannot .be derived from *X
^onsidererd_Jji its entirety/ 

but even/sofTs unequivocal. ±n the X-version, 33/13-4-, but

not in PM, 67/18, we are told that the ship which Porgilr, 

buys for his expedition to Greenland is docked in Leiruvagr. 

This would explain why he passed through Hjalli on the way



*104

to its berth (33/17 and 67/22) and sailed out from its 

berth to the open sea along a fjord (i.e. Kollaf jor<3r ; see 

34/15 and Note and 69/3); he would have done neither of 

these things, if, as one would otherwise assume from £M' s 

statement at 67/18, the ship was docked at Eyrar. - *X's

at 41/2 alliterates with the nearby hjalpa, hreint ,

etc., while £M' s dyrdligir does not (see page *309 below). 

- *X's h.lalmlaukar (40/6) is probably better than M's halm- 

laukar (79/24); see Note to 40/6. -At 40/17-8, the X-version 

reads- ' £ar inun af it harSasta af kostum okkrunu er af viru 

barurnar ' ; this has much more meaning than M's ' Vera ma. . . 

at hon gsefi ef hon meetti* ('see Note to 40/15-8). - *X' S £or~ 

steini at 43/13 seems more reasonable than M's ^orfinni (cf. 

43/17 and 84/15). - The reading of *X at 44/11-2,

menn at Ejpjkr hef 5i haft a frvi fornan atrunacX is surely a

more original reading than M's SogSu sumir menn Ejriki at
, / Porgils hefSi haft til bess verks illan atruna5 ( 8 5/1 5~^ ) •

(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 ) e On the other hand, the 

list in (a) of cases where the M-version can be shown to 

be the more original is by no means exhaustive or intended 

to be. It would be possible to add a number of examples to
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Included, _would certainly suggest the longer version's 

superiority. A few examples may be given: Porgils (36/5) 

is surely less original than lorarinn Josteinsson (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 -4-1/2-3 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 ^orgils, £6roddr and Bjarni spaki were surely not as 

close together in time as *X's bessu nasrri would suggest 

(see 61/5-6 and Note). And further cases where *M would 

appear to have been closer to *F than *X are discussed in 

'TgE 1 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, ^he 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 bhat *X is a shortened and altered version of
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*F 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 and PM 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 

writers 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

the two redactions of the saga. First, in the absence of\
any indication to the contrary, M and, with the reservations 

made above (pages *35-6), EM 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, ^t can only be regarded as an abridged,
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text of Flo as it was in *F. Where we find signs of omiss­ 

ion, distortion or adaptation in *X we must at least suspect 

changes by the X-redactor. It seems that in at least two 

places, 39/3-4- (cf. 77/20-78/3) 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 *N 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 Flo go back scribally 

to an original of the saga which differed substantially from

that of *F as we would visualize it. We may begin with
[48]

Nijhoff's theory, published in 1937 :

(i) P. Nijhoff's theory. ' :
In his doctoral thesis, Beschouwing, Piet Onno Nijhoff

i _
postulates not only one, but two older redactions of Floa- 
manna Saga behind the version represented by the main text 
of Finnur Jonsson's edition (Flo, 1932), that is,the short­ 
er version. Neither of these older redactions is, however, 
identical with or similar to the ^-redaction and any idea 
that the ^-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 seern to "be a number of what he calls 
'double passages' in chapter 4 of the saga (a part which 
borrows from Ijandnamabok) 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: .$

! Er doet zich in dit hoof^stuk [i.e. chapter 4] het 
merkwaardige" 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-£ [6/13-4] 
is hetzelfde als Fl. p. 7/5-6 [6/19-20]; en Fl. p. 7/4 [6/18] 
is gelijk p. 2/10 [2/5]. L. St. [i.e. LdnSth] 224/17-20 
ge e f t: Hasteinn skaut setstokkum fyrir bord i hafi at fornum 
si5. £eir kvomu a Stalf.lbru fyrer Stokseyri. En Hasteinn 
kom i Hasteins sund fyrer Stokseyri ok braut par. Wanne e r 
we dit vergelijken met onzen text, zien/we,,dat Fl. p. 6/24-

L^1:^^.'
25 [6/12-3]: npeim sveif a land, frar sempiertir Stokkseyri 
hier te veel is, omdat FI. p. 6/26-27 [6/14-5] nog ens zegt: 
Setstokkarnir komu fyrir dyrr a Stalf,1oru fram fra ^tokks- 
eyri. Het onlogische van L. [i.e. Ldn] ? die zegt: Ha.steinn 
....braut bar is in onzen text p. 6/25 [6/13] beter, waar 
staat skipit....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 Stalfjara moet hebben 
gemist, waarna hij dit nog eens in een zin heeft ingevoegd, 
Fll p. 6/26-7 [6/14-5]. Als we dit aannemen, zien we uit de 
woordelijke overeenstemming met L., dat de bron, waaruit het
grootste deel is afgeschreven, een oudere Fl6amanna-text ge-

i a/ 
weest moet zijn, waaruit L. ook material, heeft gehaald.
en ouderen text noemen we dan, ter onderscheiding van FI. 
2, den lateren, Fl. I 1 (Beschouwinn:. 12-3; references to 
Flo, 1932; references in square brackets as for this ed.).
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for granted and the present editor has been able to find no 
other argument 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 Landnamabok alone (cf. 'TgF 1 , 430). Later, 
towards the end of his thesis (Beschouwing, 184 ff.), Nij- 
hoff produces arguments too intricate and tenuous to reprod­ 
uce here which, he thinks, suggests that 'Fl. 2' passed 
through the hands of another redactor ('een Christelijk be- 
werker 1 ), who also left his mark on it. Otherwise,'apart 
from a special theory about the relationship between Flo 
and Landnamabok 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

i 1 or to one or other of the two later redactions.
l 1 is conceived as a work almost entirely based on oral 

traditions which Nijhoff appears to think went back to the 
Saga Age. (K. Idest0l's theories on saga origins seom to be 
accepted with very little reservation.) To 'Fl. I 1 are app­ 
ortioned those sections of the preserved text which are reg­ 
arded as 'old' or 'heathen 1 or 'historically credible'. 
Even accepting Nijhoff's arguments so far (which it is extrem­ 
ely difficult to do), one oannot help, feeling that many of 
the arguments used by Nijnoff in this context are arbitrary, 
subjective or ill-founded. The story of Porey's dream at 
37/6-12, for instance, is considered to have appeared in 
some form in 'Fl. l' ? 'want er schijnt nog een heidensche 
opvatting naast de Christelijke te staan ! (Bescho_uwing, 179); 
cf. pages *307f£below. On page 60-1 of Besc^ ouwi ng:< the 
fact that Porgils gave his son Porfinnr a. Porr-na.-ie is taken 
as evidence to ijhow that the story of the hero's conversion
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is unhistorical and therefore was not in 'Fl. I 1 . 'Deze 
sobere berichtgeving van dit drama,' we are told when the 
story of £>orgils's shipwreck on the coast of Greenland is 
discussed, 'maakt sterk den indruk echt te zijn, en als 
zoodanig in Fl. 1 te hebben gestaan' (Beschoowing, 69)• 
Such arguments are hardly very convincing. 'Fl. I 1 , then, 
Nijhoff regards as almost entirely free of literary motifs, 

and where we find these in the preserved text of Flo, 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 Mptieven) 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 Flo as literary borrowings has' led him 

to assign to 'Fl. I 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 Hrolfr the Outlaw (this ed. , page 4-2) was in 'Fl. I 1 ; but 

it will be suggested below that we have here a purely liter­ 
ary motif which was probably borrowed from Fgereyinga Saga 
(see pages *338f.below). Finally, it seems quite impossible 
to accept Nijhoff's suggestion that the 'Christian element 1 
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 were
added by a redactor (cf. the discussion of &u6brandur Vig-\
fusson's theory which follows immediately). In Section A 
of Chapter HI, the present editor will arrive at conclusions 

which suggest that the element of historicity and oral trad­ 
ition in Flo 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-founded
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and which is based on a more general view of saga origins 
which is nowadays not generally held. 

(ii) G-udbrandur Vigfusson's theory.
The views put forward in Prig about the superiority 

of the M-redaction of Flo, which have much to recommend them, 
have already been mentioned (see pages *9°-l) "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 the 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, Gu5brandur comes to the conclus­ 
ion in Prig that the M-version, as we know it from M and^^•"-•^"••^i^* nu * / ™^

parts of 5, represents not fragments of a 'Fioaiuanna Saga' , 
that is, a saga of the style and scope of the K, A--redaction, 
but rather of a much older 'Thorgisl s Saga' wliich dealt ex­ 
clusively with the hero. Parts of CruSbrandur' 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 |0 J, °*ie 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 Fioamanna 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 .

i

supply from the W-text [i.e. the K, A-redaction], amounts 
to ten pages in the 186P edition [i.e. Fprnsogur, 149/14- 
159/16]. NOW as six pages of this edition equal one Mela- 
book leaf, this is too much for one leaf and too little for 
two; but if from these ten pages we subtract four pages which, 
on internal evidence are plainly fictitious, there is just
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enough matter left to have fitted the missing leaf 1 (Prig, 
ii, 630 f«). Later (Prig, ii, 634), GuSbrandur returns to 
the beginning of his 'Thorgisl's Saga': 'Now, we can cal­ 
culate that the text of that part of Thord's copy [i.e. 
5]? which is now in Mela-book takes up about nine pages in 
the I860 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 G~a5brandur posits between Folio 4 
and Folio 5; Folio 51 •' Precisely what material in chapters 
10-7 GuSbrandur thought to have been absent in 'Thorgisl's 
Saga'j can be indirectly gathered from parts of the relevant 
chapters selected for translation on pages 634—6 of Prig 
and some rather sweeping remarks on page 629 : thus the stories 
of ^orgils's boyhood seem to have been in GuSbrandur s *M, 
as do those of AuSun's appearance to the hero in a dream (22/ 
23-23/6), the duel with 'Swart 1 for the hand of GruSrun (23/7- 
17) and the jarShus-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 Landnamabok in chapters l-lO and 18. 
And what passages in chapters 25-33 GuSbrandur 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 (48/3-4-9/11) and the duels with the ruffians Rand- 
vi5r and Bjalfi (49/17-50/? and 55/17-56/9) seem to have had 
no place in 'Thorgisl's Saga*. Guobrandur regarded the saga 
in the form it appeared in *M as having been written at the 
beginning of the thirteenth century.

A number of arguments may be deployed against this theory, 
some of which may be listed as follows. (The saga visualized 

by Gu5brandur in Prig and represented by 445 b and parts of 

P is called 'Thorgisl's Saga'.):
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(1) The ̂ f^^^i^^oii pages *4-5 ff. above suggests that 
the scribe of 5 found on one of the lost sheets of *M, a 
verse by Helgi trausti which had been borrowed from Lp-p.d- 
namabok. If this was the case, then *M would also have had 
the prose borrowings from Landnamabok which we find at the 
beginning of chapter 18 in' the shorter version. And if 'Thor­ 
gisl's Saga' contained the story of Ashildr, He igi an(i POr- 
grimr borrowed from Landnamabok, 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 GuSbrandur 
clearly thought of as part of 'Thorgisl's Saga' (i.e. chap­ 
ter 19; cf. Prig, ii, 637 f-)> he was merely repeating a motif 
which had already been introduced in chapter 18 and which in 
fact comes from Landnamabok. If the story of Helgi's ambush 
of the lover PorgrinPr was a later addition by the redactor 
of the shorter version, then it is no small coincidence that 
this part of Landnamabok, which fits reasonably well into 
the train of events of the saga, should carry exactly the 
same motif as an early chapter of 'Thorgisl's Saga'.

(3) 'Thorgisl's Saga' has ghost stories at Prig, ii, 
646-7; why should it not have had them in the part of it 
corresponding to 18/2-19/22?

(4) Rather the same may be said of the stories of duels: 
in 'Thorgisl's Saga', Porgils fights against Svartr (Prig, 
ii, 636) and Helgi (Orig, ii, 67°-l); why should he not have 
duelled against the first RandviSr (cf. Prig, ii, 636 foot­ 
note), the second Randvior (cf. 4-9/l7-5°/16) and Bjalfi (cf. 
55/17-56/9) in the same saga?

(5) Gudbrandur wishes to omit from the lost text of *ft 
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 M-version is not only fuller than the short­ 

er version but also has two episo.los which are inissins in



K and A (see page *l07).

(6) In Section A of Chapter II (see pages *196 ff.below) 

it will be suggested that certain elements which are found ir 

the M-version as well as the shorter version, are taken 

from a redaction of Landnamabok which was made about 1280. 

If this is right, then the version of the saga in *M can 

hardly be as old as Qu5"brandur suggests. Further, it seems 

likely that the nardhus-episode, which, as noted, was to be 

found in 'Thorgisl's Saga 1 is, at least partly, based on 

^rvar-Pdds Saga (see pages *276 ff. below); but ^rvar-Pdds 

Saga can hardly have been written as early as the beginning 

of the thirteenth century.

(7) AS noted, GuSbrandur Vigfusson regards the fight with 

RandviSr at 4-9/17-50/7 as ' a fictitious scene' which was not 

to be found in 'Thorgisl's Saga'. 5br this reason, he leavejj
M

it out of his text at Prig, ii, 661 and Porgils thus returns 

entirely ohaltr to Iceland (cf. 5^/4-) • When, however, in th< 

M-version at 88/16-7, ^orgils's lame leg lets him down, Gu5- 

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-]' (Prig, 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 Prig. 'kken together, however, they are 

decisive and are backed up by certain other facts which poini

the same way. There is no reason for assuming that the M- 

version did not contain largely the same material as the X- 

yersion including the borrowings from Landnamabok and all 

the stories told, not only in chapters 25-33? but also in 

chapters lP-7» Indeed when the editor of Prig set about cut­ 

ting back the episodes of chapters lP-7, he must have been 

surprised at how many of them were presupposed by the narr­ 

ative of the M-version. Thus the sword JarShusnnautr (M- 

version, 73/24-, 85/8) takes for granted the .1ar3hus-advent-



ure in Ireland, while a son ^orleifr for ^orgils (M-version, 
66/24-5 and elsewhere) takes for granted a mother, GHiSrun, 
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 ^orsteinn (cf. M-version, 83 f 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 GySa (Flo, ch.13), a story 
which Gudbrandur seems to consider was only found in short­ 
ened form in 'Thorgisl's Saga 1 (see Orig, ii, 635)•

1

• But before entirely leaving the theory put forward by . 
GuShrandur in Prig, 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 Flo to be found in *X an*

r RP "i /*M. L:? J It has been noted that it is largely differences in
style and subject matter which led G-udbrandur to the con­ 
clusions which have just been reviewed and argued against. 
NOW, no one who reads Fi6 in the two redactions in which it 
exists can fail to be struck by certain stylistic difference), 
and a certain heterogeneity of subject-matter within the sag= 
The first chapters clearly borrov; from Landnamabok and retain] 
one very much of that work. Qiapters 10-7 are packed with a 
series of highly stylized borrowings which are well-known in 
other,- late sagas^ including the fornaldarsb'gur. One of these 

s"sU~cnsriventionally formed that it is possible to
point to a parallel to practically every sentence it contains 

PS (see pages *255~8 below). On the other hand, the part of tltf 
saga from the beginning of Uapter 20 to the end of chapter 2* 
jiot only distinguishes itself from the rest of the saga by 
virtue of its very idiosyncratic tone and content,but, as wO 
be argued in Chapter III, is to be regarded as practically 
unique in the Jslendingasb'gur : in these chapters, Porgils 
is changed from the ghost-layer, the Viking chief and the 
berserk-beater of chapters 13-9 into a pious, almost saint­ 

like man, who shows a tenderness and Christian charity which
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is rare among saga heroes. Arid 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 see* 
to be such works as the two sagas of Glafr Tpyggvason by 
Oddr and Gunnlaugr from the end of the twelfth century, the 
vitas and the heilagra manna sb'gur and, in one case, the Bibl< 
itself (see pages *291-309 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 pos.s 
ibly also at one or two other places in the saga. This older- 
saga would in no way have resembled the 'Fl.l 1 visualized by 
"Nijhoff (that is, a work'based mainly on oral tradition),but 
rather a saga which, like GuSbrandur's 'Thorgisl's Saga', re 
presented ^orgils as a ' Christian champion 1 (see Qrig| ii> 
629) and which modelled him on the two Oiafr's of the early 
'Oiafs sb'gur 1 and on the holy men of the vitas and the Bible. 
One would date such a work' to the end of the twelfth century 
or the beginning of the thirteenth (cf. Gudbrandur's dating 
of his 'Thorgisl's Saga 1 ). 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 toe 
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 storie 
about discoveries in uninhabited countries,various of which 
are of later date rather than, earlier (see pages *309 ff.belo\). 
To take a specific example: at 41/2-21 (X-version) and 81/1- 
82/5 (M-version), we find an episode which seems to i'orm a



"117

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 ^orgils, 
in cursing it away, is probably being modelled on Saint Benedicl 
(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. Sturlubok: 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 po~siting the use, by the author of the redaction 
of the saga represented by ^ of an older 'religious' saga 
about ^orgils, 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 Flo 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 24? 
Again, we should tend to give a negative answer. After all, 
we do find in the midst of the early chapters of Flo (i.e. in 
ch. ll) & description of ^orgils which has certain features in 
common with, descriptions of Icelandic bishops in the biskuna 
.s_ogur (see pages *233-4-0). And not long after bisecting a 
berserk with a single stroke at 50/1, at 51/11-3, ^orgils is 
expressing a sentiment like 'women are to be excused if they 
love their nurselings more than other men.'

The above digression has been made here because the con­ 

clusions dj?awn in it are relevant to our view of the version 

of Flo in *F on which attention is now partly focussed. They 

suggest that the saga in *F does not, in fact, go back
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to any older written work about Eorgils 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 *F corresponded word for word to 

the original of the saga.) They further suggest that the 

most profitable approach to the saga - indeed the only app­ 

roach from a methodological point of view - is to regard it, 

in its "^-version, as a single structure from the pen of a «

single author. This leaves us, of course, with the problems
t^in; 

just discussed, the dissimilarity of style and tone withy the
Isulxject matter, J 

saga and the heterogeneity nfY""* k »rfr« 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 hasty 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: If an author bases his 

narrative on LancLnamabok in the way the Fl 6 -author has done , 

thai the style of that work will be difficult to conceal. 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
(j)orrowed__eliimiin±^ 

oflSSSE~In£^ is, on the other hand, a more difficult one

i / 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 no// on, be regarded as closely resembling 

the first_written saga in the manuscript tradition with 

which we are dealing (cf. however Note to Introduction 4-i-). 

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 the other hand, as suggested above, on read­ 

ing the two texts where the {^-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 irrelevancies in the 

text of *M (and thus *F),. the text of *X reads somewhat bett­ 

er: *F was repetitious: no less than three times (^-version,, 

71/2-3; 71/17-9; 72/7-1°), we are told how Porgils, i 

(jJTsen lands obyggSum, instructs his men to be quiet in the 

evening and conduct themselves wellj at both 87/14—5 and 

87/20-1, Porgils is b.iugr a baki when he encounters Helgi 

austmaSr. (The same "tendency can be seen in *F's repet­ 

ition of motif (aptrgongur ? 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, ^orgils is, quite out of context, li:
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mesta mikilmenni, haror mao'r ok fraekinn and Porarinn at 

70/17-8),_somewhat repetitively (cf. 67/18), is knaslrmao'r 

anriarr en Porgils* H5nn var t>a tvitugr at aldri. Further, 

there are what seem to "be complete irrelevancies in *F: the 

two cauldrons mentioned at. 74/20 and 77/9-1° have not been 

referred to before and seem to be without significance to 

the plot; and the detail that it was si5 dags when ^orgils 

and his men were wrecked in Greenland is of no relevance 0 

Indeod, some details of *F'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 £or- 

gils deals out to his men at 80/22 f. and of the following 

dialogue? Or of Hr6ifr ' s statement (82/27-83/1) that ' leio" 

Ter] ekki sva flongl sem ftorsott]* ? In both these places, 

there are omissions by the X_redactor. Certain dialogues in 

*F seem pointless in view of following events • in spite of . 

Porgils's conversation with Poroddr at 68/1-5, the former 

still leaves for Greenland; the deliberations about whether 

to leave ^orey alone with the thralls (73/14—21), although 

perhaps intended to be proleptic, really seems a little 

irrelevant in view of ^orey's subsequent murder. AS has 

been noted, the X-redactor has omitted two complete episodes 

which were in *£ 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
&

77/20-78/3 can only stfike the casual reader as quite super­ 

fluous. Finally, of course, there are a number of ways in
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which the ^-redactor has made improvements in *F which have 

not been 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 j_n chapter 19 reads relativ­ 

ely smoothly (cf. page *118 above).

It has already been noted that both GuSbrandur Vigfusson 

and Bjorn Sigfusson discern a difference in tone between the 

two redactions of Flo and consider that of the ^-redaction 

to be original to the saga. We may go into this in a little 

more detail. In the discussion of GuSbrandur Vigfusson's 

theories on the original form of Flo reviewed above', we have 

referred to various elements in the saga which, it has and 

will be suggested, are unusual in later Islendingasb'gur« 

These are what, in the second chapter, will be referred to

under the heading '^orgils's dealings with £6rr; the ^elig-
[53T

ious element" 1 '• they are mainly the confrontations ^orgils has 

with the god in a series of dreams and various passages and 

remarks which represent ^orgils as a pious, even a saintly 

man. It 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 
»

version. Firstly, the characterization of Porgils: Gu5- 

brandur Vigfusson's remarks on the attempt by the redactor 

of the shorter version to turn ^orgils 'into a cut-and-thrust 

hero of the accepted type 1 have already been cited; to ex­ 

emplify the tendency, GucVbrandur rightly draws attention to
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the way Porgils kills the bryti Porarinn in *X instead of 

sparing him as he does in *F (see pages *90-lj cf..*lOl-2). 

Other signs of the same approach are less decisive but even 

so are presents 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 "brautgodr, djarfr, storraSr - but not how he was satt- 

PM'arn ok svinnr en modugr ok inn ok bungraskr vi5 ba er eigi 

vildu sik vel si5a». .tryggr ok truraskinn. ^-uShrapddr ok g63r 

yiniun sinum (cf. M-version, 89/10-2). The story of the hero 

putting hot embers under his feet to watch over his' small son 

'(cf. M-version, 74/17-8) - an exceptional story for an Islend-
\cf.y

ingasaga - is omitted in *X 0 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 ciealings with Porr 1 : Bjb'rn Sigfusson shows in 

«TgP 5 (441-2, 445) how, to begin with, the redactor of' the 

shorter version has copied Porgils s rather lengthy dialogues 

with Porr almost without abridgement,'but has later shorten­ 

ed them quite substantially 1 examples are to be found at 34/ 

2-4 (cf. 68/9-15) and 34/18-21 (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 *F (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-



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 go5ar- (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 Fl6i (see page *96 above). These omissions 

would certainly seem to localize the X-redactor in a part of 

Iceland other than the south-western lowlando 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, in Darts of the saga where the text of *M is not
C54] 

preserved.

In spite of certain suggestions made to the contrary, it 

is clear that *F began with the borrowings from Landnamabok 

we also find in *X. And as will be obvious from the compar­ 

ison made between LdnStb and the X-redaction j_n Section A of 

the next Chapter, the author of the saga made it his business 

to fill out as much as possible the bare outline plots he 

found in Landnamabok with extra, often redundant.material.«_ i __j. _ ___ .. j

V/heii, therefore, w? find, in the X-version, omissions from, 

rather than expansions of, the relevant passages of Landnama- 

bok, we must suspect shortening by the X-redactor: for example,
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there would, in all likelihood, have been some mention of 

Hasringr in the fir:st paragraph of chapter 10 in *F. (see Note
*

to 13/14); it has been urged above (pages *4-5-9) 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 narrative of the saga than 

the passages 7/16-26 and 8/1-8, which were also borrowed from 

I'dnX into *F; and the words ok riki (cf. LdnStb« 224/3) would

surely not have been omitted after nafn sitt in *F as theyC55] ——————— 

were in *X (l/6). And another rather different point here:

the blemishes we find in *X*'s text in the passage 6/10-20 may 

'well, as Bjorn Sigfusson suggests (' TgF', 430)^ be due to the
[56]

clumsiness of the X-redactor ( cf. page *109) 0

Some ratherv 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 saga. First, the chapters in
*

question read relatively smoothly - there are few of the ob­ 

scurities and inconsistencies we find.in the X-version in *
C57] 

chapters 19-24. Second, what we may conclude about the tastes

of the X-^edactor ( see *121 f.) suggests that it was precise­ 

ly stories of the type we find in these chapters, where ^or^il 

can be said to appear as a 'cut-and-thrust'-type hero, that



would have been to his liking. Third, to deal specifically 

with two types of episode: even in the X~redaction ^n these 

chapters, there are two fights with revenants and three duels; 

there are not likely to have been 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 M between Folio 4 and Folio 5. If, 

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 have been less
[58] 

drastic than in the part corresponding to Folio 4. 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
i 

the story of ^orgils overcoming the outlaws; indeed, this may
^

have been considerably different in *F than in *X. At about 

47/22, there may have been an episode where ^orgils killed 

some 'dsemones montani' (see pages *134-5 below). In chap­ 

ter 26 (49/7), we are told that HUgi jarl has ^orgils'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 

Porvor (seo 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 largely speculative. They have, 

however, produced one interesting 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 

naPPy coincidence. While it is a happy coincidence, however, 

it is not an unduly remote one. Assuming, as is reasonable, 

that apart from Folio 5? *¥L took up no more than 3.0 leaves 

in * 4-4-5 b, there is at least a one in eight chance than three 

consecutive leaves of it should begin with Folio *2-.

Section F: Previous editions, translations,etc. of Flo; the

present edition

1.

The first edition of any part of Flo was that of Finn 

Magnusen (Finnur Magnusson) in the second volume of Grb'n- 

lands historiske Mjndesmasrker (pages 1-221) published in 

1838. 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 4-4-5 b, 4-to. As has been mentioned 

above (page *8? 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 saga. 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 

asK, 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) 

or 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. (see page *13) which was
[59] 

purchased from Finnur Magnusson in July, 1837• On 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 

ertslisnfxfcsoiat, it should always be remembered that Finnur had; a 

tendency to exaggerate the importance of manuscripts he in­ 

tended to sell (cf. Handritasp.lall« 118). Finnur's edition 

is accompanied by a lengthy introduction, which deals with 

the saga as an historical source, and a detailed series of



of general notes which have been helpful in the preparation 

of the present Commentary. Despite various obvious defects 

in this .edition, its author makes certain points in his

introduction to which later scholars would have done well to
[60]

pay more attention.

The saga was first publi§hed in its entirety in Fornsoerur . 

I860. While the ti^Le-page of this edition gives both 'Gu5- 

brandr 1 Vigfusson and Theodor -Mb'bius 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 GuSbrandur arrived at in 

his introduction have already been discussed and reasons have 

been given for rejecting some of them. His great contrib­ 

ution in this edition was to put beyond doubt that parts of 

2 are derived from lost parts of *M. The manuscripts used 

for the main text of this edition were K, A and £, although
\

where they differ (except in the case of PM) variants are not 

given. The text of 5 thought to derive from lost parts of 

*M and Folios 4 and ^ are conveniently printed as a contin- 

ous text in an appendix ('Beilagen 1 , Fornsb'gur, pages 168-

85)-

Before the turn of the century, the saga was published

twice in popular form in Iceland, once with Porleifur Jonsson

as editor (1884-) and once with Valdimar Asmundarson (1898)..
ic )_ 

Another popular! edition was that of Benedikt Sveinsson

(1926). The texts of all three of these editions are bas­ 

ed on that of Fornsb'gur .
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Although GuSbrandur Vigfusson died in 1889, an edition of 

o published just after the turn of the century is prob­ 

ably to'be regarded mainly as his work. This is the edition 

in Qrigines Islandicae which appeared in 19^5 under GuSbrand- 

ur's name and that of F. York Powell, who died in 1904. It 

is difficult to tell who is responsible for what in Prig. 

0. Elton (Frederick York Powell, 1906, i, lOi) 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 me£; that is it is often indistingishable. The 

textual part is substantially Vigfusson 1 s, while the order­ 

ing, the English and many of the literary criticisms, portraits 

and parallels are also Powell 1 s. 1 AS far as the edition of 

Zlo. C^olume ii, pages 629-72) is concerned, the following re­ 

marks (Orig, ii, 632) would certainly seem to suggest that 

the Icelander was responsible for the introductory material 

(that is, Prig, ii, 629-34-) as well as the text: 'The saga 

was...published...in I860 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.' 

1 The chronology of the Saga demands a later date than the

Editor formerly believed when he wrote Tima-tal and edited\
Forn-sogor. 1 At any rate, at the risk of doing a disservice 

to Powell, the author of this edition of Flo (if not the trans­ 

lation it includes) is referred to in this thesis as G-u.3- 

brandur Vigfusson. The main ideas which underlie the method 

by which the text of this edition is arrived at have
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for the most part, superior to the version represented by K, 

AM and A 9 and (ii) that the preserved M-version represents 

not fragments of a Floamanna 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 GuSbrandur considers could have 

had correspondences in *M are given in translation only. 

Secondly, the text of £M (from the words Porey het kona,etc», 

63/1) and,when it begins, of Folio 4- is edited; readings 

from the shorter version are- occasionally introduced and 

several violent emendations are made. Third, the text of the 

shorter version corresponding to the lacuna between Folio 4- 

and 5 is given; but because the editor thought there was 

only one leaf between these two leaves in *M, various omissv 

ions are made. Finally, Folio 5 is edited. Nearly all the 

Icelandic text is given a parallel English translation. While 

as noted, many of the ideas expressed in the introduction are 

interesting, the impression of the actual edition is that it 

is arbitrary and confused. It is certainly inferior to the 

Fprnsogur edition of I860.

The edition of the saga normally regarded as the stand­ 

ard one is that of Finnur Jonsson which is volume LVI in the 

series published for the Samfund til Udgivelse af garamel 

nordisk Idtteratur. This K&X came out in 1932. Finnur's 

1 1ioHedning 1 can safely be said to have contributed little
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tc nn understanding of the textual problems of the saga 

(SGJ e.g. page *9l) 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 Magnus- 

son's 'corrections' 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 1 s and all of Ami Magnus- 

son's 'corrections' in K (i.e. AM) . The M-version's text 

(PM and M) is printed not in continuous form but as variant 

readings at the bottompf the page. There is a short comment­ 

ary (pages 72-4).

Sin.ce the last war, Floamanna Saga has been published in 

a popular edition by GuSni Jonsson in volume XII of ^slendinga 

in Islendingasa'Knautgaf an (1946-9; reprinted 1953 and

1970). Professor P6rhallu? 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 Floamanna Saga into Latin is found in 

Ny kgl. sml 1241, fol. K. Kalund (Katalog over de old-
^

norsk-island ske Handskrifter i Pet store kongelige Bjblio- 

jbek, 19^0, 143) dates this manuscript to the second half

of the eighteenth century. AS already noted (page *13)»\
the part of the saga in Kail 620, 4to also has a Latin trans­ 

lation.

The first printed translation of the saga was that into 

Danish by Borge Thorlacius under the title 'En nordisk Kelt 

fra det lOde Aarhundrede, Thorgils, kaldet
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sons, Historie' in the seventh volume of -Pet skandinaviske 

' Idtteraturselskabets Skrifter, 18^8, pages 194—336. This 

has an introduction by the translator and notes by his 

father, Skuli Thorlacius. AS already mentioned, the parts 

of the saga edited in Gronlands historiske Mjndesmasrker (1838) 

and Qrigines Islandicae (19^5) have parallel translations in 

Danish and English respectively. Two German translations of 

the saga have appeared in the Thule-series in the volume 

entitled Grb'nlander 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 

ian (nynorsk) translation of the saga by Albert Joleik

um Topgjiis errabeinst.iup eller Floamanna saga) app­

eared in Bergen in 1925 with an introductory note by Gurmar 

Isachsen' ' Kor langt nord var Torgjils errabeinst jup? ' The 

most recent translation is that into Swedish by Ake Ohlmarks 

in volume 5 of De islandska sagorna, 1962-5, pages ^57-95- 

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 Thorgils of Tre adholt (191?) is a novel 

based on the parts of the saga in Qrigines Islandicae and in 

S. Baring-Gould 1 s lceland : its Scenes. and Sagas (1863), chap­ 

ter 12 ('Thorgils Nursling 1 ), 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 Cl80a) of
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Flo, drew on it for various of their works. Thus £or- 

modur Torfason (Torfaeus) (1636-1719) mentions ^orgils's 

adventures in Greenland in his Gronlandia Antigua (1706; chap­ 

ter 18) and the hero's first stay in Norway in his Hjstoria 

Rerum Norvegicarum (1711, ii, 275-8). Again, Arngrimur 

Jonsson (1568-1643) uses the saga in his Grymog^a (1609) 

(see Opera, ii, 22-3, 89-90 and 129-30), in his Gronlandia 

(see Opera, ii, 2M— 5) 1 and in his Specimen Islandias Hist­ 

oric vm (164-3; see Opera, iii, 336-7) • And one point should 

be made in connection with Arngrimur f s use of Flo. In his 

edition of this man's works, Jakob Benediktsson (Opera, 94 

and 334) states that the manuscript of Flo Arngrimur used 

was that to be found in Vatnshyrna (i.e. *^; see Section D). 

NOW while there can be little doubt that Arngrimur had 

access to Vatnshyrna when he wrote Grymoggea (see page *77 

above) and had presumably read the version of Fi6 to be found 

in it, there is 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 Grymoggsa (cf. Opera, ii, 129), the plr- 

ata Porgils duels against is called Surterus. On the other 

hand, while it is true that *y. called the vikingr ok ill- 

gerdarmadr of chapteis 15 and 16 by the name Surtr the first 

time it mentioned him (see Textual Note to 21/22), elsewhere 

it called him Svartr (see Textual Notes to 22/1, 14, 17, 26; 

23/12, 15)« ^ Arngrimur had known Flo only in its *v.-versic:^ 

he would probably, in his precis 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 Syartr (cf. Opera, iv, 310). 

(ii) In- Note to 47/6, it is argued that the ship which was 

called Stakanhof5i in the Y-group and B (see page *60 above) 

was called Stakarhof5i in the origi .nal version of the saga. 

It is interesting to note that in Gronlandia (Opera, ii, 245) 

and Specimen (Opera, iii, 33?) the ship in question is called 

Stiakarhoffde and Stiakarhofde with ar in the second syllable, 

(iii) But perhaps most interesting from the point of view of 

the textual history of £l_6 is the passage in Gronlandia (see 

Opera, ii, 24-5) which comes after the description of ?org- 

ils killing the bear which kas ^orfinnr in its grip (cf• 

43/23-44/12). This reads as follo\tfs: 'Latronibus prssterea 

siue piratis triginta, qvi toti Gronlandorum habitation! 

formidabiles erant, deletis celebrior evasit, dasmones adhsec 

montanos, incolis non parum infestos, occidit, Ex qvibus 

facinoribus non exiguum prsemium ab incolis collegit... 1 

While we are told at the end of chapter 25 and in chapter 

26 how J'orgils overcame thirty pirates, there is no mention 

of his killing any dsemones montani (troll? bergrisar?). 

This last fact led Finnur ^agnusson to suggest (GhM, ii, 14)

that Apngrimur knew a version of the saga other than those
\

preserved ('et Exemplar, som har indeholdt mere end hvad vi 

nu kjende 1 ) 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 *v) was very different from *M or *F: even *Y
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and *X had the reading S-qrtr rather than Svartr (as in 

a mistake Stakanhof5i for a more original St(.i)akarhof5i 

could easily have crept in between *F and *X; and it is by
*j

no means impossible that the X-redactor omitted a troll-

bashing episode which he found in his exemplar at about
, [61] 

47/22.

2.

We may now discuss the present edition of Floamanna Saga. 

First, attention may be drawn to the following conclls^Lons 

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 acte'd upon or sufficiently stressed 

'by previous editors of the saga:

(a) That P (excluding PM), and with it B and J are not
\ 

to be considered as deriving from the latest common source

for K, AM^ A and § but go back to a sister manuscript to that 

latest common source, thus:

K, AM, A, S B, J, P(excluding WI) 

B, J and 5 (excluding 5^) are therefore to be regarded as con­ 

taining readings potentially superior to those of K, AM, A 

and S (see pages *56-9)«

(b) That K i s not derived from the latest common source 

for AM, A and S but goes back to an older manuscript:
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It is therefore theoretically possible that K contains 

readings superior to those of the £-group an<3- a comparision 

between it and the manuscripts of the Z-group shows that this, 

in fact, is often the case (see pages *62-4-) •

(c) That Apni Magnusson does not always makes changes 

in K when his exemplar for AM (i.e. *j) read differently from 

K. By comparison with the Z-gpoup, A and S can be shown to
f

have contained readings which were in *j, *Y and *X but which 

are not recorded by Apni Magnusson in AM, This fact does 

not seem to have been properly acted upon either by the edit­ 

or of Fppnsogur or of Flo. 1932, and in the majority of cases 

where A agrees with the .Z-group over against K, both these

editions have K's reading in their main texts rather than
N [62] 

A' s (see page *68).

(d) That £M is only to be regarded as an inferior 

copy of Mg (see pages *3°-6).

(e) Finally, it should be stressed that the present 

investigations have produced evidence which amply confirms 

the conclusion arrived at by previous scholars (Finnur 

nusson, Gudbrandur Vigf^sson, Bjorn Sigfusson) that the W_ 

version is independent of the latest common source for K, 

AM, A and £ (excluding KI) and that its text, in the great



majority of cases is superior to that of these manuscripts. 

For this reason, as has been noted, a reading of the ^-vers­

ion-, as- far as it is preserved, is particularly important
.[63] 

for the study of the saga.

If the first of these conclusions, (a), is correct, then 

an edition of the saga based on the seven manuscripts men­ 

tioned in Section B should, theoretically, present as part 

of the variant apparatus, both the readings of *Y and *Z as 

the possible readings of *X. This should at any rate be the 

case unless, by virtue of agreement with the ^-version or 

, the reading either of *Y or of *Z would appear to

be the more original. For various reasons, however, the 

present editor has decided not to give a full set of variant 

readings from the .Z-group. First.j it is felt that at least 

for the purposes of this thesis, it would be wisest to con­ 

centrate on conclusions (b) and (c) mentioned above and to 

establish, as far as is possible, which of the readings of 

the Y-group were, in fact, the readings of *Y. If a text of 

*Y can be established with reasonable certainty, any future 

editor of the saga would, the present editor believes, be 

provided with an important starting point for further in­ 

vestigations into its textual background. Secondly, evid-
%

ence has been produced in this chapter (see pages *57-9 

above) to show that *Y was considerably closer to older man­ 

uscripts of the saga (i.e. *X, *F and the author's auto­ 

graph) than *Z was. While, on the one hand, a number of 

agreements between the ^-version and LdnStb and *Y over
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against *.Z are to be found, agreements between these texts 

and *Z over against *Y are so rare and so relatively insign­ 

ificant- (see pages *58 f»), that one would, as noted, cert­ 

ainly be justified in having doubts about *Z's independence 

of *Y. Further, even though *X and *Y were two different 

manuscripts, the evidence produced in Section D suggests 

that they were very close to each other. They were probably 

writ ben for the same family, if not for the same patron. *Y 

could well have been a direct copy of *X and it is even poss­ 

ible that both of them were written by the same scribe <• It 

can safely be said, then, that a complete set of variants 

from the Z- group would contain a large number of readings 

' which were nothing but the innovations of the scribe of *.Z.

these reasons, therefore, and for certain others, variants

from the Z-group are given in the Textual Notes only in the
[64] 

limited number of cases set out below (see pages *145~6).

The Main Text of this edition is, then, an attempt to re­ 

construct the text of *Y. It is, for this reason, just as 

GuSbrandur Vigfusson s text in Fomsbgur and Finnur Jons- 

son's text in Flo, 1932, based on AM 516, 4-to (K) , Arni ^ag- 

nusson's 'corrections' in K (AM) and on AM 517, 4to (A). It 

differs from GuSbrandur's and Finnur's text, however, by the 

application of conclusions (b) and (c.) mentioned above to 

the method "by which it is put together from these three 

sources. Whereas Gu6brandur and Finnur preferred all read­ 

ings shared by AM and A over against K, this is only done 

in the Main Text of the present edition when such j-group
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readings, by agreement with the 2±-group over against K, 

can be presumed to have been the readings of *Y and *X. 

Further', when a reading of A, by virtue of agreement with 

the Z<-group over against K would seem to have been the read­ 

ing of *Y and *X, then this is introduced into the Main Text, 

even though there may be no 'correction 1 by Ami Magnusson 

in K. Otherwise, except in a few minor cases, the ain Text 

of this edition is that of K. By adopting such a method, a 

text is produced which probably resembles the original of

the shorter version of the saga, *X. more closely than any
[651 

which has so far been published. With these new aspects of

the edition of the ^ain Text stated, we may now go on (I) 

to describe in detail the way in which the Main Text has 

been arrived at, (II) to make certain points in connection 

with the Textual Notes and (HI) to add a few remarks on the 

text of the M-version (£M ? Folio 4-, Folio 5) as it is given* 

in this edition.

(I) The Main Text of this edition is that of AM 516, 4to 

(K) altered by the following processes-

(i) Normalization. The spelling of 5 j_ s essent­ 

ially that of the seventeenth century; indeed^Ketill dis­ 

tinguishes himself by the consistency of his orthography, 

even when copying medieval exemplars (cf. Handritasp.iall. 

96). FOr the purposes of the present edition, on the other 

hand, a normalized spelling has been adopted whidi attempts 

to approach and regularize the spelling of Icelandic manu­ 

scripts of the medieval period. This normalized spelling
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spelling nor the changes which have been made in it need be 

described here. A few points should be made in this connect­ 

ion however.

In Icelandic of the post-classical and early modern period, 

the particle at was often omitted after conjunctional sva, 

JDO and bvi and also at the beginning of noun clauses; further, 

er was often omitted in the temporal conjunction ba er (see 

Syntax. 26? and ^akob Smari, Islenzk setningafr355i. 1920, 

198). This is frequently true of the language of K (e.g. 

17/1-2: 'bvi hann hefir bess hattar yf irbragd 1 ; 9/14-55

ek meir eydir bu malit fyrir fegiriii..* 1 ; 1/19 : -E4

Haraldr inn harfagri _gekk til rikis i Noregi, msegSiz hann 

vi5 Hakon. . . ) . In editing normalized texts, it is usual to 

supply the words at and e_r in these positions if it is miss­ 

ing and this is done in the present edition (-tt in the case 

of JDQ) . It should be noted however that the insertion of 

these words into the Main Text is to be regarded as a norm­

alization rather than an emendation or an adoption from the 
se e b e 1 o w_l/

* Their introduction into K's text is therefore neith­

er marked in the Main Text nor mentioned in the Textual 

Notes. A similar procedure is adopted by Jonas Kristjans
v

son in the ninth volume of Islenzk fornrit (see IF, ix, 

cxvi i ) .

Recent researches have shown that the two phonemes 'g' 

and '0', between which the First Grammarian, writing at 

some time in the twelfth century, makes such a careful
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(see e.g. KL, vii, column 488). It is therefore better 

not to -distinguish between these two sounds in a text, 

which, as will be shown, was probably written at least 

thirty years after they had become identical. The problem 

arises, however, of what symbol to use for the resulting 

lower front rounded sound, [o], which, in Modern Icelandic, 

is represented by Q. The series Islenzk fornrit, when print­ 

ing the later ^slendingasb'gcur (see e.g. ^F, xiv),in fact uses 

the modern symbol. This, however, is perhaps less appropriate 

since o, was not introduced into Icelandic until the modern 

period, and then under the'influence, direct or indirect, of 

German. It has therefore been decided to use a symbol jo for 

the present text; this is found in manuscripts of the late 

thirteenth and fourteenth centuries (see Hreinn Benedikts- 

son, Early Icelandic Script, 1965, 72) and was used for the 

phoneme in question.

Thirdly, it should be noted that there are certain varying 

forms in K which have not been normalized away. These are 

variants involving no semantic difference, such as a/i brott/ 

braut/burtiju numerals in Roman figures/numerals in words, 

ekki/eigi, -igr/-uKr, etc. Further, when K has one variant 

of this type and AM, A or S has another, no mention is made 

of this fact in the Textual Notes. A similar approach is 

adopted by, for example, D. Slay in his edition of Hrolfs 

Saga kraka (i960; se-? page xix). Variations between K^ AM 

and A in the tense or mood of verbs, the use or omission of
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the article are, on the other hand, always recorded in the 

Textual Notes.

• (ii) Punctuation. The punctuation of the Main Text 

is according to the conventions of the English language and 

needs no explanation here. The division into paragraphs is 

the present editor's. The chapter divisions, on the other 

hand are those of K; these correspond, except for a few min­ 

or points of difference, to those of A.

(iii) The introduction of readings from the y-group. 

The method by which the Main Text has been constructed from 

the variants of the Y-group of manuscripts (K(AM), A and 

S) has already been described in general terms (see pages 

*138~9) and it remains to mention some points of detail in 

this connection. In a number of cases (see e.g. 32/7-8 and 

Textual Note and 59/20 and Textual Note), preference for 

a y.~group reading is made on grounds of likeness to, rather . 

than complete agreement with,the corresponding reading of 

the Z-group. The method of selecting- Y-group readings is 

maintained even though the corresponding Y-group reading 

not agreeing with the ^-group may, in fact, agree with the 

M-version (see 43/13, Textual Note ad loc and 84/17; 59/9, 

Textual Note ad loc and 87/3)- In cases where K agrees with 

S over against A (cf. pages *70-l), the reading of K and S 

is normally preferred; at 2/8, 3/8, 20/1 and 49/11, however, 

the reading of A is adopted into the Main Text for various 

reasons. In a few cases, even though a reading of one or more 

texts of the Y-group agrees with the Z_group, another Y-group
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into the Main Text because it is a lectio difficilior. 

Finally-, where no Y-group variant agrees with the Z-group, 

occasional y-group readings are preferred to those of K 

for reasons which are not necessarily stated. Any arbitrar­ 

iness which it is felt might exist in the selection of read­ 

ings from the Y-group for the Main Text is adequately com­ 

pensated for, it is hoped, by the fact that a complete set. 

of variants from K, AM, and A (although not S) is given in 

the Textual Notes. Insertions from the y-group are not 

marked in any particular way in the Main Text.

Civ) Emendation. Readings introduced into the Main 

Text which could not have been the readings of *Y 'are regard­ 

ed as emendations. These are made as little as possible and 

the present edition has fewer than previous ones (see Notes

toiHisnargafl, 4/21; br§9c5r, 6/2; falkagreptri, 7/12; Haga-
L\cjL. Note to_3/15_; 

vagi, Il/ZjTl When, however, a *Y-reading, as it stands,

either produces obvious inconsistencies in the narrative 

(see e.g, 2/5 and Textual Note; 10/16 and Textual Note) or 

does not make sense either by itself or in context (see 

17/10 and 39/22), readings which were demonstrably or prob­ 

ably not those of *Y are inserted into the Main Text. Such
\

emendations are always enclosed in square brackets in the 

Main Text and are always mentioned in the Textual Notes; 

where an emendation is based on a manuscript of the saga 

(as is often the case', this is also mentioned in the Text­ 

ual Notes. In one case (13/13)» rather than emend, the text
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(II) The Textual Notes to the Main Text are found on 

pages 92-113 (abbreviations on page 9l)« AS already stated, 

these are intended to give a comprehensive set of varijnjafts 

from K, AM and A; on the other hand, because S is clearly 

an inaccurate reproduction of its exemplar, variants from 

it are normally only noted when they agree with other variants 

given. The general principle of the Textual Notes is simply 

this • where there is divergence involving lexical or semantic 

difference between the readings of K, AM and A, the variant 

or variants not adopted in Hie Main Text are recorded in the 

Textual Notes. Some points of detail may be mentioned in 

connection with K(AM) (AM 516, 4-to) : Unless otherwise stated, 

a reading ascribed to K is that of the manuscripts main text 

(i.e. is not interlinear or marginal). The exact form in 

which AM' s readings appear is not always described in detail. 

Thus at 19/12, when Apni Magnus son changes Ketill's k.jem 

to kemst by crossing out the j. and the superscript tittle 

and adding st, the Textual Notes merely state that y has

'; (kemz is also the reading of A and S) 0 Further, where

Arni substitutes another word for that in K, the fact that 

he % deletes K's word (or, as is the case at 19/12 just mention­ 

ed, letters in K's word) is not always recorded. And cross­ 

ings out and other deletions in AM 516 4-to sometimes present 

problems- Because the colour of the ink in which many of 

these are made can be seen, even from microfilms, to be 

different from that in which K and KZ ( c f . pages *63-4) are
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of them are the work of a scribe other than Ketill. and thus 

presumably Arni Magnusson. On the other hand, Ketill has 

also made certain deletions in his own text and it is some­ 

times not possible to determine with complete certainty - 

whether a deletion is the work of Ketill or Arni ^agnusson. 

Indeed, there are probably always risks involved in attrib­ 

uting such marks to particular scribes. 'For these reasons, 

there is sometimes an element of doubt involved when deletions 

in AM 516, 4to are ascribed to AM or K in the Textual Notes 

and this fact should be borne in mind. On the other hand, 

while some element of doubt' may often be present in this 

'connection, it is only appreciable in a limited number of 

cases and it has therefore been decided not to register in 

the Textual Notes the degree of probability with which a 

given deletion mark may be attributable to AM or K 5 but 

rather to present the most likely possibility as a fact.

AS has been mentioned, the iri^itial letter at the beginn­ 

ing of every chapter is left blank in A (see page *2l). On 

the other hand, such forms as araldr at the beginning of 

chapter 1 (l/l) and .jornolfr at the beginning of chapter 2 

(2/7) are not regarded as textual variants and are not remark­ 

ed on in the Textual Notes. The title given to the saga is 

that in K and S; in A it has no title (see page 119)•

AS has already been noted, readings from the Z-group of 

manuscripts are normally only given in the Textual Notes in 

certain types of case. These are as follows: (i) whereby
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agreement with, or likeness to one of differing Y-group
•->

readings,_they suggest that that reading was the reading 

of *Y and .*X; (ii) when an emendment in the Main Text is 

based on a Z_grOup reading; (iii) when a Z-group reading

K
m » 

~u____ ..-— etill s marginal additions to his own main

text. (cf. page *64 above; see e.g. Textual Notes to 21/22).

(Ill) The M-version of the saga is edited in three 

-separate parts: (i) EM, the section of 5 which can safely 

be said to be mainly derived from lost parts of *M, is ed­ 

ited on pages 63-75- ^t should again be stressed that £M 

is a far less faithful copy of its original than hitherto 

may have been supposed; see pages *3^-6, *136. Particul­ 

arly at its beginning, its scribe is likely to have reverted 

to his X-group exemplar. This fact should constantly be 

borne in mind when reading J5^.

(ii) Folio 4 of M, pages 77-85- 

(iii) Folio 5 of M, pages 87-9-

Textual Notes to £M are to be found on pages 114-5 

and to M on pages 116-7-

Similar rules for normalization and punctuation 

have been adhered to in the edition of the M-version as in 

the edition of the X-version. In the verse on pages 77-8, 

however, the archaic Vas (cf. M's Vaskadi) and es have been 

introduced; further, certain idiosync3?acies of M f s spelling- 

have beea spared normalization (e.g. hefi-k, 81/11; higat, 

84/3; Ibagat, 84/12). One point in connection with M re­ 

quires special notice: It has already been observed (pn~o
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*15), that Folio 4 not only h?s torn edges but also has 

small holes. These latter are ...n column b, recto (column 

a, verso). The gaps in the text caused by this damage can 

normally be safely filled out from the general context and 

the X-version. Where this is done, the reading in question 

is enclosed in round brackets (in contrast to genuine emend- 

. ations which are given in square brackets) and details are

-given in the Textual Notes. TWO gaps, at 79/25 (hole) and- 

83/19 (tear), present slight problems however. The editor 

of Fprnsogur seems to have filled these in from £'s text and 

has accordingly laukrinn. sva and gengu upp a (Fprnsogur, 

179/8 and 181/28). One wonders, however, if the hole and 

the tear in question were not in M when Einar Eyjolfsson 

wrote £. Folio 2 of 445 "b was certainly damaged to some 

extent when ^6r5ur Jonsson used it a little before Einar 

wrote £ (see Gerdir ; 28; cf. Note to Introduction '3) and 

the gap Einar leaves at 75/2 (cf. Textual Note ad loc) 

suggests that Folio *3 was damaged at the time he was writ­ 

ing. Arid that there was at least a tear in Folio 4 at 83/19 

when Einar used it, is suggested by the indecision he shows 

at the corresponding point in 5 (f • 4-7r, line 26) by first 

writing inn i and then changing it to upp a; here he would 

seem to be guessing. In view of these facts, it seems 

better to disregard 5's readings at these two places and 

to adopt *X's ut a at 83/19 and, again as in *X, an accus­ 

ative rather than a nominative at 79/25-

Finally, mention should be made of Appendix I here.



This contains that part of P, which, it has been argued 

above (pages *58-54-), probably contains readings from lost 

parts of *M. The text is given in unnormalized form; accom­ 

panying it are Textual Notes and also explanations of the 

two verses which are to be found in the passage.



CHAPTER II: BORROWED MD STEREOTYPED ELEMENTS IN

FLOANANNA SAGA

Section A: ffloamanna Saga and jJandnamabok

(a) kandnamabok and its redactions

' kandnamabok is an account of the colonization of Ice­ 

land from Norway and, to some extent, from the British 

Isles in the last decades of the ninth century and the 

first decades of the tenth. In its more original form, it 

can have been little more than a list giving the names of 

about four hundred of the first settlers of the island, 

demarcating the extent of their settlements (landnam) and 

naming their dwelling places. In addition, their most 

important ancestors, descendants and, as far as known, 

their close relatives were also mentioned. Frequently 

the part of Norway from which they came was given. The 

system of the work was geographical: working clockwise 

around the island, each landnam was dealt with in turn. 

Although later redactors have added more interesting 

matter, including short anecdotes, the essentially cat­ 

alogue-like nature of the work can scarcely be concealed. 

AS an historical document, Jiowever, Ijandnamabok is unique 

and its influence on Icelandic saga-writing is of the 

greatest importance.

The extant redactions of Landnamabok are as follows- 

(i) AM 107, fol. (LdnStb) is a copy by Jon



Erlendsson (died 16?2) of a lost vellum (hereafter called
Resensbok) which was written about 1400 (see Ldn, iiiX and I —— 7 )
which, at the end of the seventeenth century, was in the 
library of Professor Peder Resen in Copenhagen. This 

vellum was lost in the fire of 1?28 (see Gerdir, 3.0). 

-^n ^dnStb , a number of genealogies are traced down to. 
Hyamm-Sturla PorSarson and his wife, &u5ny, and the 

redaction it represents has therefore been identified 
with that mentioned in the postscript to ^aukr

s redaction as having been written by Hvamm-Sturla 1 s
[66] 

grandson, Sturla-Pordarson (died 1284). The original

manuscript of this redaction will be referred to as Sturlu 
bok. •

(ii) The Hauksbok-redaction (LdnHkb) made by 
Haukr Erlendsson (died 1334) is found partly in auto­ 
graph in the famous Hauksbok (AM 371, 4to; fourteen leaves 
out of an original thirty-eight) and partly in a copy of 
Hauksbok (in AM lO^ fol.) by the same Jpn Erlendsson who 
copied Reseiisbok. This latter preserves the matter of 
virtually twenty- two of the twenty-four lost leaves of 
the original (see Ger3ir ? 14). It seems most probable 

that Haukr made his redaction of Landnamabok between 1306 
end 1308 (see ^dn, 1968, Ixxxii and the references cited 

there) .

(iii) The ^elabok-redaction is represented by 
two leaves found in the carelessly written AM 445 b,.4to 

which also contains the longer version of



(see page *14). In this redaction, a number of geneal­ 
ogies are traced down to a family living at ^elar in 
Borgarf jorSur around the beginning of the fourteenth 
century and it is therefore assumed that' LdnMlb derives
from an original made by a member of this family some time (the late thirteenth orj
inttne fourteenth centur (cf.inttne fourteenth century (cf. Gerdir, 55F.).

(iv) The SkarSsarbok-redaction (LdnSkb) exists 
in a number of copies of a lost original composed and 
written by Bjb'rn Jonsson of SkarSsa (died 1655) not later

•

than 1636. The most important of these is AM 3.04. fol., 
written by ASgeir Jonsson, the scribe of AM 517, 4-to.

(v) The £6r5arb6k-redaction (Ldn^5b) , written 
by P6r5ur Jonsson of Hitardalur, is found in autograph 
in AM 106, fol. and AM 112, fol.

The relationship between these five known redactions of 
JJandnamabok has been most thoroughly investigated by Jon 
Johannesson in his treatise Gerdir ^andnamabokar published 
in 194-1- Although Jon's conclusions have been disputed on
certain points of detail, they have, in their broad out-

[67] lines, been widely accepted. What follows is a summary of
Jon's conclusions which will serve as a background to the 
more specific question of Landnamabok' s relationship to 
Floamanna

Basing his argument largely on Haukr Eri endsson's post­ 
script to his redaction , (cf. Note to Introduction 66), 
Jon traces all five extant versions back to a single lost 
version whi,ch was the work of Styrmir Karason (died 1245).



Styrmir's redaction in turn went back to a yet older 

version, which, while mainly the work of Ari Porgilsson 

(died 1148), also included information supplied either 

. in oral or written form by a certain Kolskeggr inn vitri; 

who seems to have been Api ' s older contemporary. Styrmir 

made his redaction at some time between 1222 and 1231. 

TO his original, he made various additions including a 

list of law-speakers and a short statement giving his 

reasons for making his redaction.

According to Jon Johannesson 1 s theories, it is the 

^e 1 ab 6k- ver s i on which gives the clearest idea of what 

these lost versions of Landnamabok were like. Firstly, it 

preserves most closely the concise nature of its original - 

that is, Styrmisbok according to Jon Johannesson 1 s theories; 

although its author has added certain material, including

the genealogies to the ^elar-family just mentioned and
(examplej [68] 

borrowings, for * , .^ from Vatnsdsela Saga (see GerSir, 64),

a reading of the preserved fragments of this redaction,

, will give some impression of how free from digres­

sion and interpolation the older versions of ^andnamabok 

must have been. Secondly, the disposition of the M

bok-redaction |e£-^kke Mejtab&k— red^t^tion|must be more orig­ 

inal than that found in kdnStb . LdnHkb and LdnSkb • Jon arg­ 

ues convincingly that in Api ' s and Styrmir's versions, the 

account of the various landnam began with the easternmost 

part of the Sunnlendingaf jorSungr and continued thence 

around the island. This is the arrangement of Ldn^lb and ,



following it,

Jon Johannesson goes on to show that the most extensive 

changes in Landnamabok ' s original form were made by Sturla 

£6rc5arson in Sturlubok. Sturla intended his redaction to 

be just one part of a larger work on Icelandic history 

from the earliest times down to his own century. This
t

began with Landnamabok, continued with Kristni Saga, Por- 

gils Saga ok Hafij5a and Sturlu Saga and concluded with 

Sslendinga Saga. Sturla worked into the version he had 

before him a great deal of material derived from the lit­ 

erary production of thirteenth century Iceland, particul­ 

arly from the Islendingasogur* The additions took the form 

of extra information and stories about the people and places 

already mentioned in his original. Sturla also altered

the original arrangement of the work already described.*
AS part of his larger plan to write a comprehensive hist­ 

ory of Iceland, he prefaced his redaction with a number of 

introductory chapters describing the country and giving an 

account of its discovery by Naddoddr, Gar3arr and Floki. 

He then went on to tell of its first settlement by Ingolfr 

and Leifr. And while dealing with Ingolfr, it seemed 

natural to continue with an-account of his landnam in the
*

south-western part of the island. This Sturla /does, and 

continues from the ' south-west clockwise around the island. 

The sou-fern part of -^-celand is therefore dealt with at the

end of Sturla s redaction instead of at the beginning as 

iri Stvrmisbok.



The earliest version of Landnamabok based on two 

previous redactions of the work was written by Haukr 

Erlendsson. As will be seen from the postscript to this 

redaction (see Note to Introduction 66), Haukr knew both 

Styrmir's and Sturla's versions of the work\nd Jon Joh­ 

annes son thinks he may" even have had the autograph copies 

of these redactions before him, although he expresses him­ 

self very carefully on this point. For the most part, 

Haukr followed the fuller text of sturla's redaction, but, 

in addition to the material derived from Styrmir's redact­ 

ion, he also included information from other sources. In 

a number of cases, Haukr traces genealogies down to him-
«

self. On the whole, his copying of his originals is rather 

careless (cf. GerSir, 1?5)«

LdnSkb and I*dn£5b are both redactions which came into 

being in the seventeenth century and are both composite 

texts based on earlier versions. I^dnSkb is based mainly 

on the Hauksbok-version but also uses the Sturlubok- 

redaction as i-t was to be found in Resensbok. ^he value 

of I*dnSkb lies in the fact that its author was using 

manuscripts or parts of manuscripts which are now lost and 

his version can therefore be used as a check against Jon 

Erlendsson's copy of the same material. Ldn^Sb, Jon argues 

convincingly, is a"blend of LdnSkb and of LdnMlb in a con­ 

siderably fuller form than it now exists. By a comparison 

between LdnSkb and Ldn^Sb, it is thus possible to glean 

material from lost parts of ^dn^lb and thus to supplement



our knowledge of this important redaction (cf. e.g. 

Notes to 10/20 and 27/1?).

Jon sums up his theories on the relationship between 

the various redactions of Landnamabok: with the following 

stemma (GerSir, 226):

Landnamabok 

Styrmisbok

Melab6k Sturlubok_i
Hauksbok

Skar5sarbok 
_______I

PorSarbok

(b) The redaction of Landnamabok used by Floamanna 

Saga 

o contains material borrowed from

is quite obvious. .Without comparing the texts of the two 

works in detail, the casual reader of the saga will find 

much in the first chapters of Flo to remind him of the 

style and content of Landnamabok and at the end of the 

third chapter of the saga, there is a direct reference to 

the work. And a cursory comparison of Flo and Landnamabok 

makes it quite clear that the author of the saga must 

actually have had a manuscript of Landnamabok before him 

while he was writing. The question therefore arises'
jjflprji* pyal/

which of the three -pre serveoTr enactions of Landnamabok - 

Melabok, Sturlubok and ^auksbok - did the version used by 

the author of Flo (referred to as LflnX) most closely re­ 

semble?
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First, the ^e_labok- version (and with it Stvrmisbok) 

are clearly to "be eliminated 1 if we compare the accounts 

of ^ngolfr s parentage and the -A-tlasynir ' s attack on In- 

golfr and Leifr in Melabok (and Stvrmisbok) on the one hand 

(see Notes to 2/10-1 and 4/14-5/5) with those in Sturlubok 

(cf . LdnStb , 131/15-8, 27-32) and Hauksbok (see

6/2-5, 14-20) on the other, then it is clear that Flo is 

following one of the last two redactions mentioned. Furth­ 

er, it is unlikely 'that the ^elabok-version or Styrmisbok 

contained material borrowed from Heimskringla which is to 

be found in chapter 371 of the Sturlubok-redaction, chapter 

326 of the ^auksbok-redaction and, following one or other 

of these two last mentioned redactions, • chapter 1 of Flo
•

(cf. GerSir, 121-2). The choice, then, is between the 

Hauksbok- and the Sturlubok-redactions . A comparison of the 

texts of Flo, l^dnStb and LdnHkb has therefore been under­ 

taken and this has shown that, in the majority of cases, 

the version of ^andnamabok the Fi6-author had before him 

must most closely have resembled the Sturlubok-redaction 

of the work. This conclusion had, in fact, already been 

arrived at by GHiSni Jonsson in his article 'Fioamanna Saga 

og Landnama ' published in Afmselisrit he 1 gad Ejnari Arnors- 

syni (1940, 126-34) and the examples he gives, coupled with 

one or two others, will serve to demonstrate this point: 

(i) Corresponding to Fi6, 5/15-8: ok fell bar 

Holmsteihn. Eptir bat dreif lid" at beim f ostbraeSrum, 

vinir beira ok f raendr or Firdafvlki. Varu ba sendir menn



"157

til Hallsteins, we find on LdnStb , 131/3 5-7 : ok 

fell bar Hersteinn. Eptir ftat dreif at beim f ostbraeSrum 

vinir beira or FirSafvlki. Varu ba menn sendir a fund 

Atla .jarls ok Hasteins. On the other hand, LdnHkb , 6/22-3
t

has : fell bar Hersteinn. Eptir "bat varu memi sendir a fund 

Atla jarls ok Hasteins.

(ii) Corresponding to Flo, 6/16-8, 26, 7/1-2: Hall- 

steinn. . .b Ti'6 at Stn'ornusteinum. • «Bj6 filvir at St.lornu- 

steinum; bat heita nu ^Ivistoptir. . . Haf5i Atli. . . Tra5ar- 

holt, we find in LdnStb T 224/20-5: H&steinn. • .li.1& a St.lorn- 

usteinum ok sva &lvir. son hans, eptir hann» ^ar heita nu

. » .Atli b.o i ^raSarholti. In contrast

115/16, 20-3 has: Hasteinn. . ,b.i'6 a Sfokkseyri ok Atli, son 

hans^ eptir hann, a5r hann fasrSi sik i radarholt. ^Ivir 

..."b.jo at St.jornus.teinum.

(iii) Corresponding to Fl6, 11/3-4, 18-9 : ^6r5r het

son Atla* Hann var ix. vetra er betta var ti9inda...^a
fvar ^6r5r xv. vetra gamall ? er hann hugsar urn f odurhefndir ?

, 225/27^-9 has: P6r3r dofni. son Atla. var ba ix.

vetra. En ba er hann var xv. vetra, rei5 Hpafn i Ejnars- 

hofn til skips. On the other hand, LdnHkb . 117/9-1° has: 

P6r5r dofni, son Atla. var ba xv. vetra er Hrafn rei5 til 

skips i Ejnarshofn.

(iv) While Ho, 29/7-8 has: Peir He lgj varu brir 

saman komnir af Eyp-gm sunnan ? l*dn'Stb ? 226/22 has:

i varu iii. saman komnir af E;yr-miu LdnHk"b'^18/9 has, 

on the other hand: PeirHelgi varu iii. saman.



(v) But perhaps the most remarkable correspondence 

between LdnStb and Flo is a case where certain manuscripts 

of the latter seem to reproduce a mistake in Sturla's 

•original redaction (Sturlubok). At 10/19, K reads: Tve ir 

fellu menn Hpafns; einn var ba sasrdr til olifis . Ami 

Magnusson here corrects einn to en (spelt en) and en is 

also the reading of A. B 9 J and £ all have en Atli var. 

The reading of LdnHkb (117/7-8) is' Einn fell Atla hus- 

karl en hann var3 sarr banasarum. Meanwhile LdnStb (225/ 

2^-6) reads as follows! Einn fell af Atla en (new line) 

var 5 sarr banasarum. Fj_nnur Jonsson (LdnStb, 225 footnote) 

thought that the omission of a subject for var5 sarr bana­ 

sarum in kdnStb was due to the line division in AM 107 9 fol. 

When however we find a similar mistake in AM and A (and 

thus *y.) , this must be more than mere coincidence and the 

most natural conclusion must be that ^turlubok and the old­ 

er manuscripts of Flo (*Y, *X, *F and the original of the 

saga) also contained the reading* The various readings of 

? K and the Z-group must be independent attempts to

emend the text. This example serves not only to show F].6' s 

closer relationship with Sfurla s redaction but is also a 

flattering testimony to the faithfulness of ^dnStb in 

reproducing the text of Sturlubok.

An 'exhaustive comparison of the texts of ^dnStb ?

and Flo has confirmed, then, that on all major points of 

difference between kdnStb and LdnHkb , Flo agrees with the 

former. There remain, however, a number of minor instances
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where there is agreement between LdnHkb and Fl.6 over 

against LdnStb. In his article already mentioned (Afmsel- 

isrit, 128), Goic5ni Jonsson notices these and seeks to 

explain two of them, although not altogether satisfactor­ 

ily. Further, more recently, their existence has been 

noted by Jakob Benediktsson (Ldn, 1968, cxxii and 37^, 

footnote 2). Because the explanation of these readings 

may throw more light not only on the identity of 

but also on the relationship between LdnHkb and 

they will be discussed here in some detail.

Flo (referred to first) agrees with, or resembles more 

closely LclnHkb (referred to second) over against 

(referred to immediately after square bracket) in the 

following instances. (Where LdnSkb agrees with 

this is also mentioned-) :

1) 1/2: Solvoru = 114/27 ] 223/38: Salvoru = 

.ch. 369/2

2) 1/6: konungr = 115/1 ] 224/2: -r = LdnSkb, ch. 369/5

3) I/?: fyrst =- 115/2 ] 224/3^ fvrstr = Ldn§kb, ch.

369/6 

4.) 1/18: hjartar =. 115/5 1 224/6-: hjarta

5) 1/18: inn = 115/6 ] 224/7: ^

6) 1/22: eigi = 115/9 ] 224/10: ekki

7) 1/23: fvrr en =115/9 ] 224/10: a3r = LdnSkb. ch. 

369/12

8) 1/24: dro Ii5 saman: 115/10: drogu her saman ] 

224/11-2: droguz at her
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9) 2/2: var = 115/12 ] 224/13 : v=Ldn§kb, ch. 369/15

10) 2/2: ok (2) =115/12 ] 224/13 : hann

11) 2/10: Fjolum = 6/4 ] 131/17 : F

12) 4/14: vill keifr; 6/14-5: b.jugguz beir fostbraedr ] 

131/27-8: bjuggaz beir fostbr%3]? at far a

13) 5/15 : forn - 6/22 ] 131/34: ger5u

14) 6/17 : Fulalsek.iar = 115/19-20 ] 224/21: Fyllarlsekjar 

(LdnSkb . ch. 369/21 has: Fulalseknar with Landn(ama) 

s(egir) Fyiiarlsek.iar in margin

15) 6/26: a£ = 115/22 ] 224/21: a

16) 7/3 : allan arf : 115/23-4: arf allan ] 224/26: lond 

ok lausafe r ; :" j,

17) 7/135 var = 116/5 ] 224/32: +

18) 7/14: Frodasonar = 114/5 ] 223/20: fr65a

19) 7/16: f6r =114/5 ] 223/20: kom

20) 7/17: land - 114/6 ] 223/21: -r

21) 7/19 : ins = 114/8 ] 223/23 : -

22) 7/22: at Gaulum = 114/11 (finnur J&nsson reads a here; 

on the reading at, see Fortssllinger , 5^- footnote; it 

is confirmed by LdnSkb.) ] 223/26: ~

23) 8/5: EuriSar = 112/13 ] 222/3= ^ordar (so spelt in 

ms. )

24) 8/5: Valla-Brandr - 112/13-4 ] 222/3: Vala-Brandr

25) 8/11: hrisa -116/21 ] 225/9 : risa

12/5-6: Atlahaugr ok ^Ivishaugr ok Hallsteinshaugr ; 

117/13 : Hasteinshaugr ok ^Ivishaugr ok Atlahaugr ] 

225/32: H&steinshaugr ok Atlahaugr ok
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27) 13/3 : ok spuro-jz ekki til = 117/20-1 ] 225/39 : *

28) 13/4-5 : Harm var = 117/22 ] 226/1: -f

29) 13/18: ftrrabeinsst.i'upr: 115/26= orrabeins stivp (so 

ms.) ] 224/28: errubeinsst.lups - LdnSkb, ch. 369/29

30) 27/17- ok (2) = 117/25 ] 226/4: til

31) 27/22: orrabeinn; 117/30; orrabeinn (so ms.) ] 

226/9 : *

32) 27/23: trausti = 117/28 ] 226/10: ^

33) 28/17 : kvaz » 117/33 (spelt &) ] 226/12: lez= Ldn§kb, 

ch. 375/9

34) 29/3 : vetra =118/6 ] 226/18:, + £r = LdnSkb. 375/21

35) 29/7 : Helgahval = 118/8 ] 226/21: Helgahraun

AS already pointed out, J6n Johannesson thought it poss­ 

ible that Haukr has before him Sturla's original (Sturlu- 

bok) when he wrote the Hauksbok-redaction (see page *154) 

This he argued on the basis of Haukr's words in the post­ 

script to his redaction: Bessa bok ritaSa fek] Haukr.*. 

eptir beiri b5k sem ritat hafdi herra Sturla. The verb at 

rita, J6n olDserves (GerSir ? 50 f.), is normally used only 

of the physical act of writing, not in the sense 'to com­ 

pose 1 . Haukr would therefore be referring to Sturla's 

autograph here. Accepting this argument, the relationship 

between the texts we are here dealing with may be repres­ 

ented thus: Sturlubok

(possibly id- LdnHkb 
entical with 
Sturlubok)

LdnStb 
lines used where there may have been intermediary
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Accepting the above stemma, each of the agreements 

between LdnHkb and Flo over against LdnStb must be accounted 

for in one of the following ways:

A They might be due to differences between LdnStb and 

Resensbok, i.e. mistakes and even changes in

which originate from Jon Erlendsson. On the other hand, 

Jon's reputation as a copyist is good (cf. Gerdir, lO) 

and the number of the above readings to be explained in 

this way is probably rather small. We can, for example, 

definitely eliminate from this group, and thus assign to 

groups B and C, those cases where ^dnStb agrees with 

LdnSkb (i.e. nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 29, 33, 34-) and must 

e reproducing the reading of Resensbok. And had

mainly followed Resensbok rather than Hauksbok.
, it would undoubtedly have confirmed^ -i^dnStb was accur­

ately reproducing Resensbok' s text in more o'f. 1 .the thirty-
[691 

five cases than these eight. On the other hand, -^esens-

bok may well have been difficult to read in places and 

this fact may have caused various minor mistakes in Jon's 

copy.

B They may be due to discrepancies between ^esensbok and 

' Sturlubok. Although Jon Johannesson is probably right 

in suggesting that Resensbok was a relatively accurate 

copy of Sturlubok (Ger5ir ? 36-50; cf. page *158 above), 

it is quite likely that certain changes, particularly 

small alterations- of the type we are here dealing with, 

were to % be found in it. '-^his is especially so in view
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of the fact that one or more intermediary copies may 

have been made in the century or century and a half 

which elapsed between the writing of Sturlubok and the 

writing of Resensbok. If we accept the stemma on page
t

*161, then a substantial proportion of tn*e agreements 

between Flo and LdnHkb over against LdnStb would have 

to be accounted for in this way.

It is possible that various of the agreements in the 

list arose as the result of independent changes by 

Haukr and the scribe of LdnX and the author of Flo. 

These might be:

(i) intentional corrections. For instance, if 

Helgahraun (see no. 35) was the reading of Sturlubok, 

it is quite possible, as G-uSni Jonsson suggests (Af- 

maslisrit, 128), that this should have been intention­ 

ally and independently changed to He lgahval ^ Haukr
>

and the author of Flo who knew Helgahraun to be fact­ 

ually wrong (cf. Note to 29/6-?).

(ii) minor, fortuitous changes. In the process 

of copying, redaction or adaptation, the same minor 

changes may have been made in Sturlubok's text quite 

independently by Haukr on the one hand and the scribe 

of LdnX on the other. Thus lez (no. 33) could easily 

have been changed to kvaz spontaneously by two differ­ 

ent men. Indeed, this explanation might account for 

a number of minor agreements between LdnHkb and Fi6 

mentioned in the list (e.g. nos. 10, 19, 2l).



Nearly all the agreements in the list could be account­ 

ed for "by one of the three explanations given above. There 

remain, however, two readings which, although they could 

possibly be explained in other ways, are best accounted 

for by assuming a common original for the Hauksbok-redact- 

ion of Landnamabok and for Flo which was different from 

and later than Sturlubok. We may discuss these in more 

detail!

(i) At 6/1?, Fi6 agrees with LdnHkb in having Fula- 

leek.iar while LdnStb has Fyllarlaek.lar. &u5ni Jonsson

, 128) suggests that the reading of Flo and 

could be accounted for by explanation C (i) men-

tione.d above, that is, by assuming that both Haukr and 

the Fi6-author independently of each other changed

lask.iar to Fulalsek.iar because they thought this was more 

correct. Such an explanation can hardly be right. First, 

as GuSni himself notices elsewhere (Stokks, 4-0), Fuli- 

laskr is less likely to have been the name of the brook 

in question. Second, in describing the landnam of Porir
. V

Asason in LdnHkb , ch. 328, Haukr himself refers to what 

must be the same brook as Fyiiarlsek.ia'r. . J6n Erlendsson 

in I*dnStb has certainly not made an alteration of a reading 

*Fulalsek.iar which was in Resensbok (see JfdnSkb ' s reading 

noted in no. 14). -Here the simplest explanation seems to 

be that Fulalsek.iar arose as a change for Sturlubok 1 s ffyllar- 

laek.iar in a common original for ^dnHkb and FJQ which was 

written later than Sturlubok*



(ii) At 5/15, Flo agrees with LdnHkb in having foru, 

while LdnStb has gerdu. There are two reasons for be­ 

lieving that gerdu was the reading of Sturlubok. First, 

it is the lectio difficilior - it is hard to imagine a 

scribe, intentionally or unintentionally, changing foru
•i

to'gerSu. The second reason is as follows: Another work 

which has borrowed from Sturla's redaction of Landnamabok 

is Olafs Saga Tryggvasonar en inesta (Ol mest) and, among 

other passages it takes over, is Sturla's account of the 

dealings between Ingolfr and Leifr and the sons of Atli 

jarl. And it has gerSu at the point corresponding to 

Flo's and LdnHkb's foru (see Ol mest, i, 260, line 9). 

what text of Sturla's redaction the author of Ol mest 

had, we cannot be certain, but it cannot have been Resens- 

bok and we have no especial reason for assuming that it 

was an intermediary manuscript between Sturlubok and Resens— 

bok (see also below). We may then, with reasonable con­ 

fidence, use Ol mest as a check for Sturlubok and assume 

that gerSu was also the reading of that text. This being
\.

the case, the reading foru is best explained as an innov­ 

ation may by the scribe of a common source for LdnHkb and
, C7°] 

Flo which was later than Sturlubok.

If we accept the albeit rather slight evidence prov­ 

ided by these two readings, we must assume, despite J6n 

Johannesson 1 s tentatively offered arguments to the contrary 

(cf. page *154-), that there was an intermediate manuscript 

of Landnamabofe between LdnHkb and Sturlubok and that this
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manuscript, or a manuscript which went back to it, was 

LdnX, the text of Landnamab6k used by the author of Flo, 

thus '• Sturlubok

(not identical with
Sturlubok)

Since this conclusion about the possibility of an

which was not identical with Sturlubok was arrived at, two 

Icelandic scholars 'have produced arguments which tend to 

confirm it. Helgi GuSmundsson (Urn Kjalnesinga 3)gu ? 1967? 

20-36) and Jakob Benediktsson (Ldn, 1968, cxxii ff. partic­ 

ularly footnote 14; cf. Ixxvi footnote l) between them draw 

attention to similarities between Ol mest and Kjaln on the 

one hand and LdnHkb on the other, over against LdnStb. 

(As noted (page *159), Jakob also mentions the similarities 

between Fj6 and LdnHkb.) They express suspicions that the 

authoos of Kjaln, Ol mest and LdnHkb were not using Sturl­ 

ubok but a later copy of it which was not in the Sturlubok- 

Resensb6k-LdnStb tradition. This external evidence would 

certainly seem to bear out the internal evidence from F^6 

and LdnHkb that LdnX and Sturlubok were not identical and 

that LdnHkb also went back to Ldn& (or a manuscript later 

than Sturlubok from which it derives). And in this conn­ 

ection1 we must remember that the. authors of Fi6 and Knaln 

and SKSi the scribes of the Hauksbok-redaction of Landnama- 

b6k were probably all working in the south-western part of 

Iceland (see e.g. Urn K^aln. 77-83 and the references cited
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there; pages * 39? ff« ); it would -not be at all 

surprising if they had all used the same copy, or closely 

related copies, of the original of Sturla's redaction, 

Sturlubok*

(c) Landnamabok and Floamaima Saga, chapters l-lO, 18 

It is not intended in this thesis to give a de tailed or 

exhaustive analysis of the way the author of Flo has" adapt­ 

ed, expanded or altered LdflX to form the narrative of chap­ 

ters 1-10 and 18 of his saga. For a -fuller treatment of 

that type, the reader is referred to GuSni Jonsson's 

article in Afmselisrit and, with a number of reservations, 

to Beschouwing, pages 4-30 • What follows here is rather 

a line by line comparison of the texts of JJdnStb and Flo, 

on the basis of which the reader will have little diffic­ 

ulty in discovering the way the older source has been 

modified. TO various items in this list, however, notes 

are added drawing attention to literary motifs the Flo- 

author has introduced into the framework of LdnX's story 

and also remarking on certain other changes he has under­ 

taken. If any general statement is to be made on his meth­ 

ods here, it is that he has hardly altered the story of 

very radically or adapted it very skilfully. It is

true that on one point he has changed the chronology of 

Landnamabok (see note to NO. 19) and, unless we have text­ 

ual corruption or a change by the X-redactor ,' has made 

H&kon gamli win his battle against Atli mjovi rather than 

lose it (see note to NO. ll). But these alterations, if
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anything, tend to confuse the sequence of events in the 

saga (cf. however note to NQS. 98-119)• Otherwise what 

the Flo-author seems mainly to have done is to have filled 

out the skeleton plots he found in £*dnX. This, it must

be admitted, he has sometimes done with effect: the account
ay 

of OimoSr's arrival at 4/23-5/3 is a colouxul addition to

Ijandnamabok and the shepherd's goading of Hpafn at 10/5-9 

certainly adds to the otherwise dry narrative of the source 

(cf. Ldn§tb, 225/23). But too often we find the author of 

the saga working in less interestiig material (often speech­ 

es) and not always to much artistic advantage or even with 

much relevance to the narrative. Thus at 5/5-8, the con­ 

versation between ^Im65r and Le ifr after Holmsteinn flees 

seems to be quite without point. When he introduces extra 

material at 6/2Q-4, he seems to be ' f marking time' , inter­ 

jecting platitudes before continuing his narrative. Much 

the same may be said of the passage at 13/2-21. The ex­ 

pression used by GuSni Jonsson to describe his approach, 

'ac5 drygja mjb'6inn', is very apposite. Further, some of 

the ^lo-author's additions seem only to confuse the story 

(see notes to NOS. 21 and 88); his proneness to repeat 

himself is in evidence (see notes to NO s. 42 and 80; cf. 

page *119); and one reading in the text of the saga (see 

page *158) makes it clear that at times the author of the 

saga was copying kdnX quite mechanically. All in all, we 

get the impression that the Flo-author has added very little 

of substance to the story of LdnX. °ne feels his general
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method (apart, possibly, from in chapters 2 and 3) was 

to copy a sentence or two from LdnX , to add one or two or 

more of his own and then to revert to LdnX. In this way, 

he has, as noted, ill disguised his source. In his defence 

however, it should be stressed that the preserved text we 

have of the relevant chapters has undergone changes made 

by the X-redactor. While then, it is clear that the Flo- 

author s adaptation of LdnX was far from smooth, chapters 

l-lO and 18 of the "saga may have read somewhat better in 

*F than they do in the X-version.

In the list which follows, the quotation before the 

square bracket (with reference) is from LdnStb (normalized 

except for the verses in chapter 18). Because Flo and 

so rarely agree with each other over against

it has been f elfc unnecessary to give a complete set of var­ 

iants from LdnHkb . On the other hand, where this last 

text does differ from LdnStb , reference is made to it in 

round brackets immediately before the square bracket; and 

in cases where LdnHkb and Flo (X-version) do agree over 

against LdnStb , this reference is marked with asterisks 

*e'preaeh'ti~hvg'" to the number of agreements involved (cf .

list on pages *159-6l). Immediately after the square
corresponding 

bracket, the Q$®&®$&&@&@ section of Flo is referred to.

chapter 18 of Fi6 ? further references are made to the 

passage of 5 edited in Appendix I, which, as has been arg­ 

ued above (pages *38-5>4-) > ^nay contain readings from the 

M-version of the saga. Remarks on the various additions



and changes made by the Ho-author are added after each 

chapter of Flo has been dealt with.

Chapter 1

1 223/37 : Haraldr gullskeggr het konunp:r i Spgni ] 1/1 • 

Haraldr. . .

2 223/37-8: Hann atti Salvoru. dottur Hundolfs .iarls. 

svstur Atla .iarls ins m.iova (114/27-8*) ] 1/1-3 : Hann 

. . • m.jova

3 223/39-224/1 : beira dastr varu bser Pora. er atti

dan svarti Upplendingakonungr , ok ^uri5r ? er atti 

' .ill Helluflagi (114/28-30) ] 1/3-5 : peira. . .Helluf lagi

4 224/1-2: Haraldr ungi var son beira Halfdanar ok 

1/5-6: Haraldr. ..Po

5 224/2-3 : Homim gaf Haraldr gullskeggr nafn sitt ok 

riki (115/1-2*) ] 1/6: Honum...sitt

6 22 4/3 - 5 : Haraldr komngr anda5iz fyrstr beira^ en Toa 

^ora en Haraldr iingi siSast. ^a bar rikit imdir Half- 

dan konung en hann setti yfir feat Atla jarl inn m.iova 

(115/2-4*)- ] 1/7-9 : Haraldr... m.iova

7 224/5-7: Sidan fekk Half dan konimgr Ragnhildar, dottur 

• - Sjgur5ar h.iarta, ok var beira son Haraldr harfagri 

(115/4-6**) ] 1/9-18:

8 224/7-10: Pa er Haraldr konungr gekk til rikis i Nor- 

egi ok hann raasgo'iz vi5 Hakon .iarl GrjotgarSsson, fekk 

hann Sygnafylki Hakoni .iarli ? magi sinum. er araldr 

for i Vik austr (115/6-8) ] 1/19-22: Pa...austr

9 224/10-1: En Atli .narl vildi ekki af lata rikinu a3r
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hann fvndi Harald konung ( 115/9-1°**) ] 1/22-3 : en

224/11-2: Jarlarnir frreyttu betta med kappi ok droguz 

at her (115/10*) ] 1/23-4: Jarlarnir ... saman 

11 224/12-4' Peir funduz a Fjolum i Staf anessvagi ok borS- 

uz» .• Par fell Hakon jarl en Atii yard sarr ok fluttr 

i Atley. _ Hann do "bar or sarum (115/11-2**) ] 1/24-2/2

. . sarum

12 131/20-1: sonum Atla .jarls ins mjova af Gaulum« foeim 

Hasteini ok Hersteini ok Hpimsteini ] 2/3-5 : Atli... 

Hplmsteinn

13 224/15-6: H4s te inn...atti ^oru Slvisdottur ] 2/5-6:

f.HallTsteinn. . .hernaSi 

Notes

NO. 7 : The F]J)_author adds: (i) the genealogyTxsf Sigurdr 

hjortr to OSinn, and (ii) the words er-fyrst'var kallaSr 

Dofrafostri, ba Haraldr lufa (for ( parallel phraseology 

to which, see Npte to 1/17-8).

Finnur Jonsson (Flo, 1932, 72) and Porhallur Viii 

son state that the main part of the genealogy from 

hjortr/to 05inn (i.e. from SigurSr .ormr-i-auga to 06inn) 

could have been taken from Vpls and ^agn and this is quite 

possible, especially in view of the fact that these two 

sagas'may well have been liked to each other before the 

writing of Flp (cf. Zpls, Ixxxi; The Saga of the Volsungs, 

ed. R. Finch, 1965, xxxvi ff.). And as ^orhallur notes, 

Halfdanar Saga svarta (see Hkr, i, 87 f«) could have been
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the source for the connection between Sigurdr hjortr 

and SigurSr ormr-i-auga. But there are other possible 

written sources. For example, the Ragnarssona £>attr (see 

Hauksbok, 458 ff.) traces SigUr5r Fafnisbarii's descendents 

via Aslaug, Ragnarr and SigurSr hjortr to Haraldr harfagri 

and is certainly older than Flo. Again, a genealogy in 

the prologue to Syerris Saga in gib (iii, 141-3) takes 

Haraldr harfagri' s ancestors back to Adam via SigurSr ' •_
o „ ____

hjortr, Ragnarr, SigurSr Fafnisbani and Ooinn; while 

Nordal thinks that this was an addition by

nus ^orhallsson,(see £ib, iii, ix), E. Bpekke (Sverre-
(159) 

Sagaens opphav ? 195o*5()hints that it is considerably older

than the end of the fourteenth century., Finally, it should 

be stressed that it is not entirely necessary to assume 

a given literary source here. As J. de Vries points out 

in Kleine Schriften (l965» 314 ff.), the connection between 

the characters of the Sigur6r-cyele and ^agnarr loSbrok 

and his descendants is older than the linking of Zpls. and 

Ragn* ^he Fi6-author might therefore have known the gen­ 

ealogy from general oral tradition.

No. 11: Both Finnur Jonsson (Flo, 1932, 72) and Nij- 

hoff (Beschouwing« 5 f») believe that Flo's reading fekk 

Hakon jarl sigr is the result of textual corruption' 

Finnur points to the beginning of chapter 4, according to 

which, he claims, 'Sigurd, Hakons son, vil hsevne faderen'j 

and Nijhoff thinks that a given redactor or scribe ('de 

man, die ten slotte dit hoofdstuk afskreef 1 ) found this



*173

'mistake' in his exemplar and suggests that he made 

certain alterations in accordance with it (e.g. omitted 

a statement in the saga that Hallsteinn ruled in Norway 

after his father's death (cf. NO. 37) )• Now there is one 

good reason for agreeing with these scholars in objecting 

to the reading of glo here: if Hakon jarl did win the battle 

against Atli, the latter's sons would afterwards hardly have 

been in a position to go on Viking expeditions with Ingolfr 

and Leifr as they do in Flo, nor Hallsteinn to banish Leifr
/

from FirSafylki (cf. 5/25-?). But apart from this, there 

is nothing essentially illogical in the sequence of events
•

as presented in Flo. (Contrary to what Finnur Jonsson says, 

there is nothing at the beginning of chapter 4- to say that 

SigurSr sought to avenge his father's death.) We might 

then, just as well suspect clumsiness of adaptation of 

Landnamabok on the part of the Fl<5-author. Or another 

possibility is that the ^-redactor made Hakon win the :. 

battle with a view to getting Hallsteinn to Iceland more 

quickly and to leaving out chapters 2 and 3; he may then 

have omitted to make this latter change for some reason.

NO. 12: It may be conjectured that the Flo-author changed 

LdnX's Hasteinn to Hallsteinn because of a place-name Hall- 

steins sund he knew (cf. Note to 2/3).

Chapter 2

14 131/15: Bjornolfr net ma5r en annarr Hroaldr ] 2/7-8: 

Bjornolfr.. .meim

15 131/15-6: £eir varu synir Hromundar Gpjpssonar 1 2/8*-
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16 131/16-7 : ^elr_foru af Pelamork fyrir viga sakir ok 

stadfestuz i Dalsfir5i 'a F.jollum (6/2-3*) ] 2/9-10:

17 131/17-8: S^nr Bjornolfs var fern, fa3ir beira Ingolfs 

ok Helgu (6/4-5) 1.2/10-2: Sonr...s.na

18 131/18-9 : en Hpoalds son var Hr65marr. f a5ir Leif s ] 

2/12-3:

19 131/19-21: Peir Ineolfr ok Le jfr f os-cbrseSr foru £ 

herna5 me5 sonum Atla jarls ins mjova af Gaulum. 

"beim Hasteini ok Hersteini ok Hpimsteini. J^e5 fceim 

foru oil skipti vel ] 2/13-3/5 : peir. ;.,. sumarit

2Q 131/21-2: Ok er beir komu heim ? mseltu "beir til sam- 

fara me 5 ser annat sumar ] 3/5-10: ok. . .andadr

21 131/22-3 : En urn vetrinn, ger'3u beir fostbreeSr veizlu 

sonum jarls sins (6/9-10) ] 3/11-7 : Hallsteinn. * * sseti

22 131/23-5 : -^t fceiri veizlu strengdi Hoim5-t;einn heit

at hann skyldi eiga Helgu 'Arnardottur e5a enga konu 

-.;.:. ella ] 3/17-21: Helga...ella

23 131/25-7 : ^m bessa heitstrenging fannz monnimi fatt. 

En Leifr roSnaSi a at sja ok var5 fatt um ine5 beim 

Hplmsteini er beir skildu bar at boSinu (6/12-4) ] 

3/21-4/13:

Notes

« 18: The name of Leifr's father has been changed, 

either consciously or unconsciously, to be identical with 

that of hi^s great-grandfather.



No. 19: A little further on in Ldn^ (i.e. at

131/3°-l) the Flo-author read that ^ImoSr inn gamli, the 

son of Hor6a-Kari was a relation of Leifr, fraeiidi Leifs. 

In order to connect ^ImoSr with Leifr, he 'invented (we 

may assume) the names of a mother and. maternal grandfather 

for the latter, and made the maternal grandfather son of 

HorSa-Kari. -^or Leifr 's mother he chose a name which allit­ 

erated with that of Leifr 's paternal relatives while the 

name Ketill bifra HorSa-Karason seems to be put together 

from the names of characters in other sources (see Note to 

2/14-5) •

According to the chronology of LdnX, the dealings be­ 

tween Ingolfr and Leifr and the sons of Atli jarl took 

place before Atli's death^for at LdnStb , 131/36-7? we note 

that, after Hersteinn and Holmsteinn have been killed, 

offers of reconciliation are made by the foster-brothers 

to both Atli and - Haste inn. In Flo, on the other hand, 

the same events are represented as having taken place 

after Atli's death, and, at the end of chapter 3, it is 

Hallsteinn alone who banishes the foster-brothers from 

FirSafylki. The reason the Flo-author made this change 

was presumably that he did not wish to begin his work 

with stories of Ingolfr and Le ifr but rather of Atli Jarl, 

the ancestor of the saga's hero. In view of it, however, 

it is, as noted (see note to NO. 'll), peculiar thatj at 2/1, 

Hakon jarl is said to have gained a victory over Atli and 

that the saga as we have it omits to mention that Hallsteinn
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ruled in Norway after his father's death; this latter 

fact (cf • 'LdnStb« 224-/14-) should have been mentioned at 

about 2/5-6,

From 2/15-3/5> the author of the saga has filled out 

the narrative of LdnX with motifs from Viking stories found 

in other sagas, particularly the fornaldarsogur (cf• pages 

*272-4 below). Like Ingolfr and Leifr, young men are, 

in these stories, often equipped by their fathers with 

ships and men for pirate raids. The samlag-motif is com­ 

mon in stories of this type (see page *273 )• Slower 

age limit for those going on Viking raids is also known 

from Halfs ? chapter lO, as well as other sources (see Note 

to 2/21-2). What we are' told of Ingolfr at 3/3-4- has .an 

echo in Zwei FprnaldarsoRur (ed. F. Better, 1891, 85) : 

Asmundr Akason var i hernadi ok frotti vikingum harm osvifr 

i atlogum ok harSgerr. And like other young Vikings, 

the brothers and foster-brothers are, of course successful 

in their expeditions ' with 3/4—5, we may compare, for 

example, Fas, ii, 198 : At sumri logSu beir £ hernad ok 

hb'fQu. tiu skip ok her.iuSu.. .ok var3 gott til f.iar ok heldu 

heim at hausti.

°n er sva sagt (3/2), see Note to 3/2.

NO. 20: According to LdnX, Ingolfr and Leifr only take 

part in one Viking"expedition with the sons of Atli. 

Jonsson (Afmsslisrit, 131) suggests that the changes may 

have been made in Fi6 'til £ess a<3 koma J>eim 

og Erni a Jjsegilegan hatt ur sogunni 1 .
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At masla mot meo" ser for an expedition the following

spring is a typical 'Viking 1 habit in the fornaldarsogur • 

e»g» ?rv, 36 • beir...fara noj?5r til Hrafnistu ok maela mot 

meS ser um varit vi5 Eifj.

NO. 21: The account of the.precautions taken by Ing-
'•^ , T . /••* ^-spjecjiliarjolfr and -Lieifr IPeir...skerazjras there seems to be no

occasion for distrust between them and the three brothers 

until later (cf. Afmselisrit, 130-1).

NO. 22: For some reason, the part played by Hersteinn 

in l*dn is always played by Holmsteinn in Flo and vice versa.
"».

No. 23: when the Zio-author found in LdnX the short 

notice of Hersteinn's vow to marry Helga (itself a liter­ 

ary motif; cf. Note to 3/19-21), he seems to have been 

only too pleased to make this the pretext for introducing 

a protracted heitstrenging-scene into his saga, with all 

the characters at the feast, except Holmsteinn, making 

their particular vow. Ingolfr, by his oath, suggests that 

he will refuse a match between Hersteinn and He lga and 

this leads to the brothers' attack on Leifr in the next 

chapter.

£he custom of swearing formal oaths at winter feasts 

might well have been a reality in "Viking Scandinavia and 

could have had religious significance (see Rel, i, 5^4-) • 

That the vows were accompanied by some formal gesture such 

as the placing of the foot on a stone (see Hoens, ch. 12) 

or stock (cf. Note to 6/lO-l) is also quite possible. 

Moving to certainties, however, the heitstrenging was a
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common literary motif for the writers of sagas which they 

frequently introduced, as in Ldn and Flo, as a means of 

motivating their characters' actions. I. Boberg (Motif- 

Index, MH9.3 and Mug. 4). i s able to refer to more than 

twenty instances, mainly from the f ornaldarsogur , but also 

from Syarf , Hogng and Hard. Of these, it will perhaps suff­ 

ice to mention the best-known, that found in Joms, 28 f • 

Here, as in Flo, a number of vows are made, some more ex­ 

travagant than others. Sveinn konungr swears that before 

three years are past, he will drive AgalraSr of England from 

his kingdom. Sigvaldi says he will either drive Hakon 

jarl from Norway, or die in the attempt, ^orkell says he 

will fbllow Sigvaldi in this venture. Vagn -^-kason promises 

to kill Porkell leira and go to bed with Ingibjorg, his 

daughter, without the consent of her relatives. Again as 

in FLo, the vows are introduced with the formula '

strengi ek heit •••.*; Sveinn' s ! Nu mun ek fyrir g0ra...' 

is similar to Hersteinn's statement at 3/21; and when Her- 

steinn in Fjp calls on the next man to make his vow with 

the words f ok attu nu , Ingolf r ' ? we may compare Sveinn 's 

!N£ attu, N.N. ' at Joms , 28/22, 28/27, 29/2, etc.

Chapter 3

24 131/27-8- Urn varit eptir ? b.iugguz l>eir fostbr^Sr at 

fara i herna5 ok setludu til mots vi5 sonu Atla .iarls 

(6/14-6*) ] 4/14-9: Um...betta

25 131/28-9 : ^eir funduz vi5 HJsargafl ] Vl9-21'- Ferr... 

Hjsnargafl
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26 131/29-3^: ok logdu beir Hpimsteinn braedr begar til 

orrostu vi5 ba Le jf (6/16-7) ] 4/21-3: £eir...Le jfi

27 131/3^-2: En er beir hofdu bariz um hri5« kom at beim 

• inn gamli, son HOr5a-Kara» fr^ndi L(

veitti beim Ingolfi (6/17-9) ] 4/23-5/3 : Af...Le jfi

28 131/32: I beiri orrostu fell Hpimsteinn, en Hersteinn 

fly3i ] 5/3-5 : ok...flyr

29 131/32-3: ^a foru beir Le jfp i herna3 ] 5/5-12: &i_ 

m65r. . .vetrinn

30 131/33-4: En um vetrinn eptir for Hersteinn at beim 

Leifi ok vildi drepa ba ] 5/13-4: ^ann..»ba

31 131/34-5 : En beir fengu n.iosn af for bans ok ger5u 

mot beim (6/21-2*) ] 5/14-5: En ...honum

32 131/35 : Var5 ba enn orrosta mikil ok fell bar Hersteinn 

(6/22) ] 5/15-6: Vara...H6lmsteinn

33 131/35-6: Eptir bat dreif at beim fostbrgedrum vinir 

beira or FirSafylki (6/22-3) ] 5/16-7 : Eptir...Fir3a- 

fylki .

34 131/36-7: varu ^a menn sendir a fund Atla jarls ok 

Hasteins at b.i65a ssettir (6/23-4) ] 5/17-21: Varu... 

sina

35 131/37-132/1: ok ssettuz beir at bvi at beir Le jfr guldu 

eignir sinar beim feSgum ] 5/21-6/1' Hallsteinn.•• 

Ingolfr

36 132/2 ff.: Ingolfr's and Leifr's journey to Iceland ] 

6/1-4:



*180

Notes

NOS. 24-9 : ^n I'd!!, both Ingolfr and Le ifr are involved 

in the battle against Hersteinn and Holmsteinn, in Flo, 

only Leifr.

NO. 27 : The Flo-author adds an idealized picture of a 

Viking chieftain standing before the mast of his ship. 

Such descriptions are common in both the fornaldarsogur 

and Islendingasogur; Nijhoff (Beschouwing, 164 f.) gives 

a number of examples, e.g. Nj, ch. 84 • En. a "bvi skipi, er 

fyrst for, stod ma5r vi5 siglu; sa var i silkitrey.ju ok 

hafSi gyldan h.lalm, en harit b%5i mikit ok f agrt: s.la ma5r 

haf5i spjot gullrekit i hendi; Svarf, ch. 5 l st65 upp ma5r 

a drekanum...sa var i ranSum skarlatskyrtli ok heklu bla 

yfir ser, hlaSbuna hufu a hofdi; Hrolfs Saga Gautrek'ssonar, 

ch. 10 (see Zwe i Fornaldarsb'gur«. ed. F. Better, 1891, 19) : 

^adr st65 upp_. 1 lyptingu a drekanum, mikill ok vssnligr.

NO. 34: The author of ^16 intentionally omitted to men­ 

tion A-fcli here; cf. note to NO. 19»

Chapter 4

37 224/14-5: Eptir bat helt Hasteinn rikinu bar til er 

Haraldr konungr ok Sjgur5r jarl drogu her at honum 

(115/13-4) '] 6/5-7 : Eptir.. .Hallsteinn

38 224/15-6 : Hasteinn stokk foa undan ok bra til Islands- 

f'erSar ^ (115/14-5) ^ 6/7-1° : Vi5...nokkur

39 224/17-8: Hasteinn skaut setstokkum fyrir bor5 i hafi 

at fornum si9 ]• 6/10-2: Hallsteinn..»si5

40 224/18-20: Pe ir komu a Stalf.loru fvrir Stokksevri en
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Hasteinn kom i Hasteinssund.fyrir austan Stokkseyri 

ok braut bar ] 6/12-6: beim..«numit

224/20-2: Hasteinn nam land milli Rau5ar ok ftlfusar 

iipp til Fyllarlsek.iar ok Bpe i5amyri alia ur>r> at Hpit- 

um ok bjo & Stjornusteinum (115/19-21**"!) ] 6/16-8, 19- 

24: Hailsteinn.. . Stjornusteinuin, Hallsteinssund. . .sinni

42 224/16-7: Hann atti ^oru g)lvisdottur: Qlvir ok Atli
l£/1 8-Q >J 

varu synir "beira j^-H-allsteinn. . .beira

43 224/22-4: ok sva ^Ivir, son hans> eptir hann* ^ar

heita nu ^Ivissta5ir. ^Ivir hafSi landnam allt fyrir 

utan Grimsa. Stokkseyri ok ASgautssta5i (cf. 115/21-3) 1 

6/25-6: Ok...Slvist6ptir

44 224/24-5: En Atli atti allt milli G-rimsar ok RauSar. 

Hann b.lo i Tra5arholti (cf. 115/21-3) ] 7/1-2: Haf3i

45 224/25: Qlvir andaSiz barnlauss (115/23) ]

ungr

46 224/25-6: Atli tok eutir hann lond ok lausafe (l!5/ 

23-4*) ] 7/2-3 :

47 224/26-?: Haiis leysingi var Brattr i Brattsholti 

(H5/24) ] 7/4-5: ^rsell. • .Brattsholti

48 224/27: ok LeiSolfr a Le j36lf ss'toSum ] 7/5-8: Slikt

...Atla . 

Notes

No. 38: The words fyrir* . .nokkn'r (Flo, 6/8-10) are an 

addition to LdnX's text. Phrases like at fly.ia 63ul sin 

and fyrir ofriki Hapalds are conventionally used when
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giving friction with Haralcir harfagri or Hakon jarl 

(cf. Note to 1/20) as the reason for certain Norwegians 

emigration to Iceland (see e.g. LdnStb, 168/29, 169/34, 

175/9; Harj5, ch. 1; V£gl, ch. l). And while we are not 

told that Hallsteinn performed any 'great deed' (stor- 

virki) before leaving for Iceland, 'the Flo-author was 

presumably here thinking of stories like that in Eg, 

ch. 27, where Kveld-tflfr and Skalla-Grimr kill Haraldr 

harfagri's agents out of pure spite Just before leaving 

for Iceland (cf. Flo, 8/1-3).

NO. 39 : til heilla ser: an addition by the Flo-author 

and a set phrase in the context; cf. LdnStb ? 132/26.

No. 40: The Flo-author adds that the setstokkar drifted 

ashore fyrir dyrr at Stalfjara. He is perhaps retailing 

a local tradition on this point.

NO. 42: It has already been said at 2/5 that Hallsteinn 

was married -fco £6ra ^Ivisdottir; cf. Afm%ii Spit T 133»

Chapter 5

49 224/29i Hallsteinn het ma5r er for or Sogni til Islands, 

magr Hasteins ] 7/9-1° : Hallsteinn.. .Atlasonar

50 224/30: Hpnum gaf harm ytra hlut'Eyrarbakka (116/4) ] 

7/10-1: Hpnum...Eyrarbakka

51 224/30: Hann b.i'6 a Fpamnesi ] 7/11: Hann. .-.Framnesi

52 224/31-2: Hans- son var Eorsteinn, fa5ir Arngrjms? er 

veginn var at fauskagreptri ] 7/11-2: Hans.•.falka- 

greptri

53" 224/32: hans son Eorb.iorn a Framnesi (116/6*) ] 7/12-3:
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Hans* • .

54 223/20-4: Loptr, son Orms fr63a« kom af Ga.ulum til

Islands, ungr at aldri ok nam fyrir utan £jorsa milli 

Raudar ok £.i6rsar ok upp til Skuf sl-gekjar ok BpgLdamyri 

ina eystri upo til Suluholts ok bjo i Gaulverjabgey ok 

Qddny, modir hans, dottir ^orb.jarnar Gaulverska 

(114/5-9****) ] 7/13-9: I... Gaulverska

55 223/24-6 : Loptr for utan it briS.ia hvert sumar fyrir
«

hond beira Flosa beggja. m65urbro9ur sins» at biota 

at hofi bvi er £orb j orn, m65urfa5ir hans, hafdi var5 - 

veitt (.114/9-11*) ] 7/20-2: Loptr . . . Gaulum

56 223/26-7 : ^ra Lppti -er mart stormenni komit« ^orlakr 

inn helei. Pall ok Brandr (114/11-7) 1 7/23 : Fra... 

komit

57 223/28-3° '• £orvi5r« son ?lfars ? br65ir Hildar. for 

af Vors til Islands en Loptr, fr^ndi hans. gaf honum 

land a BreiSamyri ok bjo hann i Qssabge ] 7/23-5 : 54 

. . .Qssabss

58 223/3^-1 : Hans born varu fraii Hrafn ok Hallveig, er 

atti 5Zurr im hviti ] 7/25-6: Hans.. .samtiSa

Chapter 6

59 221/39-222/2: Flosi het ma3r, son ^orbjarnar ins Gaul­ 

verska. Hann drap br.la syslumenn Haralds konungs har- 

fagra ok for eptir bat til Islands (112/10-2) ] 8/1-3: 

i • • .Islands

60 222/2-3 : ffann nam land fyrir austan ^anga^ alia Rang-^^^^~^ t
* X

arvollu ina eystri ] 8/3-4: Hann. . .Ranga
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61 222/3 : Hans dottir var Asny. moSir Pordar (spelt so 

in ms.). er Vala-Brandr atti (112/13-4**) ] 8/4-5 : 

Hans. • .

62 222/4-5: Son Vala-Brands var fflosi. f'aSir Kolbeins. 

fo3ur Gu5runar. er S^mundr fr65i .atti 0.12/14-5)

63 225/8: ftzurr hviti het ma5r ? son Porleifs or Spgni ] 

8/9 : ^zurr. . .Spgni

64 225/8-9 : ftzurr va vig'i veum a Upplondum ba er hann
»

var i bru5for J me5 SjgUp5i risa (116/19-21*) ] 8/10-1 

. . .hrisa

65 225/10-1: Fyrir bat var5 hann landflotti til Islands 

ok nam fyrst oil Hpitalond milli. Pjorsar ok Hpauns- 

Igek.iar (116/21-2) ] 8/11-3= Fyri'r. . .

66 225/11-2: Pa var hann xvii. vetra er hann va vigit ] 

8/13 : pa. -,-: vigit

67 225/12-4: Hann fekk Hallveigar Porvidardottiir. _ P

son var Porgrimr kampi, faSir ^zurar, fo5ur Porb.jarn 

ar ? foSur Porarins. foSur Grims Tpfusonar ] 8/14-6: 

Hann* • . J or u sonar

68 225/14: Szurr b.io i Kampholti ] 8/16-7 : ^zurr. . .Kamp 

holti

69 225/19-20: flzurr andaSiz ba er Porgrimr var ungr ] 

8/17 : Hann* • .ungr

70 225/20: Pa tok Hrafn Porviaarson vi5 f .1arvar5veizlu 

Porgrims ] 8/17-8: Pa. ..bans'

71 225/15 : Hans leysingi var BpSvarr er b.io i Bp^vars- 

toptum vi5 VjSiskog (116/26-7) ] 8/19-20: BpSvar...
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72 22 5/16-7 : Honum gaf ^ziiri? hlut i skopcinum ok skildi 

ser eptir hann barnlausan ] 8/20-3 : Hpnum* . .eptir

73 218/37-219/4- Baugr net madr...hans son var Gunnarr 

. ..ok Eyvindr..., fcriSi Steinn in sn.ialli ok (blank 

space in ms.) er atti g)rn i Vgeluger5i (107/26-32) ] 

8/2 4-5 :

74 225/17-8: fern or VgingerSi, er fyrr er getit, stefndi 

BQ 5 var i urn saudatokri ] 8/25-9/3 : Epni. * . stuld

75 225/18: Pvi haridsala5i B^Svarr Atla H&steJS)B?^§ sitt 

9/4-8: Pykkiz. . .handsolum

76 225/19: En liann onytti mal fyrir Epni ] 9/8-18: Stendr

.» • .malinii 

Note

NOS. 59-62: For a possible explanation for the presence 

genealogy from Fiosi &ssx3^3g35.x^asptig^. in Fi6 ? see pages 

*416 ff .

Chapter 7

77 225/21-2: Eptir andlat Boavars taldi Hrafn til Vjai- 

skogs ok bannaSi Atla en Atli bottiz eiera ] 9/19-26

78 225/22-3- ^eir Atli fjorir foru 'eptir vi3i. Lej56lfr 

var me5 honum (117/3-4) ] 1 0/1-3 • ' Ejuhvern. . . skoginn

79 225/23: SmalamaSr sagSi Hrafni bat 1 10/3-9: Pat...

soeni

80 225/23-4: En hann rei5 eptir honum vi5 atta mann.

Peir funduz i Orrostudal (117/5-6) ] lO/9-l^: ok... 

Hrafn
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81 225/24-5: ok borSuz bar ] lO/ 14-5 : ^egar.. .harSfeng

82 225/25-6: Huskarlar Hrafns fellu tveir._Hann_var3 

sarr. Einn fell af Atla en var5 sarr banasarum 

(117/7-8) ] 10/15-9: Le j36lfr...6lifis 

Notes

NO. 79 : Here the F16-author found a literary motif al­ 

ready in his source (see Note to 10/3-8) and has been happy 

to expand itJ He begins the episode with a conventional 

bat er sagt-formula (cf. Note to 3/2). With the words: 

sauSamadr (cf. LdnX's smalamaSr) Hrafns hafdi gengit at 

fe urn daginn. Hann getr at lita..., we may compare Hoens, 

ch. 10: Saudamadr ^orkels...gekk berijia morgin at fe sinu; 

hann ser>.(the story of ^orkell trefill being told of the 

arrival of Hersteinn and ^orbj'brn by his shepherd). And 

as in other sources, the servant in Flo does not confine 

himself merely to letting his master know of his enemy's 

movements! Hrafn, ch. 8, for instance provides a parallel: 

here a serving-woman sees Eyvindr Bjarnason riding through 

the country-side. She hurries to the farm to tell Hpafn- 

kell and by accusing him of cowardice and suggesting that 

the travelled Eyvindr is superior to him (cf. Flo, 10/8-9), 

she causes him to ride after Eyvindr and to kill him.

NO. 80: With Atli's words to Hrafn? compare those of $1- 

m65r to Leifr at 4/26-5/1-

Chapter 8

83 225/5-6: Snundr bildr, er fyrr var getit, nam land

fyrir austan Hpoarslak ok bjo i ^nundarholti (116/17-8)]



"187

10/20-1: Qnundr.. .ftnundarholti

84- 218/15-23 : Sjghvatr raudi het ma3r...hans son Sjg- 

mundr, fadir Mar5-r gigju.•.ok Eorgerdr,_er atti 

Snundr bildr i Floa (106/29 ff.) ] • 10/22-3 : Hann. . . 

gigju

85 225/26-7= ftnundr bildr skildi ba ok bau3 Atla til sin 

(117/8); 225/25 : ok rei3 heim ] 10/23-11/2: I"flnundr1

••.hans
^8;

86 225/27T E6r5r'dofni ? son Atla, var ba ix. vetra

(117/9) 1 11/3-17= P6r5r...bl650x 

Notes

NO. 86: The way the Flo-author has Atli exhort his son 

to avenge his death and to prophesy (with a sva se'gir mer 

hugr -art-formula) that he will be a great man are both 

common conventional elements in the Icelandic sagas (see • 

Beschouwing, 120 and 14-0 ff. for parallels).

Phrases like sem ba var siSven.ia til are conventionally 

used by saga-authors of the customs of the Saga Age, part­ 

icularly when heathen practice is referred to (cf. bat 

var ba si5r and sem ]3a var si5r); see further on these 

B. Boring, Bemerkungen uber Stil und Typus der island!schen 

Saga, 1877, 18.

The mention of a brother for P6r5r, who is nicknamed 

'the ^hin 1 , and whom, we are told, is 'dissimilar in temp­ 

erament' (oskaplikr) to ^ordr, needs discussion. He is not 

mentioned in Ldn or ^any other source and the way he fin­ 

ally ^ttles down outside Iceland and has no children is
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also suspicious. When Nijhoff (Beschouwing, 2l) suggests, 

therefore, that $lvir is the invention of the saga-writer , 

introduced solely to bring in the motif of 'The Unlike 

Brothers', then one must agree that, this seems very likely.
v

A. Kersbergen~has given detailed attention to the motif 

in question in Old Icelandic literature (see

113-7 : ' De ongelijke zonen 1 ). She cites a number of ex­ 

amples from the Islendinga'- 9 f ornaldar- and konungasogur 

where two brothers are represented as being different 

in appearance ; or temperament or mode of life. Perhaps 

the best-known example is in Eg, chapters 1 and 31, where 

the differences between Kveld-fflfr ' s .two sons, ^orolfr and 

Grimr, are transferred to his two grandsons, Porolfr and 

Egill. Another example, from Ol helga (233) niay be given: 

£eir brasSr, Ejnarr ok Bpusi, varu olikir at skaplyndi. 

Brusi var hogv^rr ok samsmao'r mikill. vitr ok malsn.iallr, 

vinssell. Ejnarr var stir5l:vndr. falatr ok 6^)y5r ? ag.jarn 

ok fegjarn, herma5r mikill. Finally, it is interesting 

to note that in Hrej5ars Pattr (IF, x^ 24?), while one 

brother, like ^ordr, is heima jafnan, another, like $lvir, 

•is i forum. This motif in the Icelandic sagas comes, of 

course, from the folk-tale, where, when two characters are 

introduced at the same time, differences of character be­ 

tween them are often stressed (cf. A. Olrik, Danske Studier, 

1908, 77).

The name the saga-author has given ^Ivir is that of 

P6r5r s uncle, and nickname, that of his great-grandfather.
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Chapter 9

87 225/28-9: En ba er harm var xv. vetra. rei5 Hrafn i 

Einarshofn til skips* Hann var i blari kapu ok reid 

heim urn nott (117/9-10) ] 11/18-25: Pa...buiz

88 225/30-1 : ^ordr sat einn fyrir honum h.i'a Haugavadi 

skammt fra TpaSarholti ok va hann bar me3 sp.ioti 

(117/11-2) ] 11/25-12/4: P6r3r...dau5an

89 225/31-2: £ar er Hrafnshaugr fyrir austan gotuna, en 

fyrir vestan Hasteinshaugr ok Atlahaugr ok ^Ivis 

(117/12-3*) ] 12/4-6: ok. . .Hallsteinshaugr

90 225/33: Vigin felluz i faSma. P6r3r hofz af bessu ] 

12/6-14:

91 225/33-5 : Hann fekk ba ^or-qnnar, dottur Asgeirs

mannsskelf is, er drap skipshofn Austmanna i Grims- • 

arosi fyrir ran frat er hann var r^ntr austr (117/14-7) 

12/14-9! Harm.. -urn

92 225/36-7 : ^6r3r haf5i fca tva vetr ok xx. er hann '

keypti skip i Knarrarsundi ok vildi heimta arf sinn ] 

12/20-2: P&...helt

93 225/37-8: Pa fal hann fe mikit. Pvi vildi Porunn 

eigi fara ok tok ba meS londum (117/18-9) ] 12/22- 

13/1: ok(2)...beira

Notes,
La de soiptioiy 

NO. 87 : The author of the saga here f ourLah^MSrasc^oi

Hrafn 1 s clothes in his source and enlarges on this by 

giving him extravagant weapons. Both a sword and a spear, 

the head of which was inlaid with gold, would no doubt
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have impressed the 'Flo-author' s thirteenth or fourteenth 

century audience. Indeed, the gold-inlaid spear-head would 

seem to belong so much more to the world of literature than 

to reality that it may be regarded as a literary motif (cf • 

Note to 11/23) • Again, while weapons were no doubt passed 

down from father to son in reality, inherited spears are 

also known in Old Icelandic literature (cf . the sp.iot gull- 

rekit which belonged to Viga-Giumr and his ancestors in 

VGl) and constitute' therefore another literary element.

The remark Harm hafdi eigi vi5 bardaga buiz ? 'He had not 

prepared himself for battle 1 , is puzzling. The following 

explanation may, however, be hazarded • Having armed Hpafn 

to the teeth and, following LdnX, having dressed him in 

black clothes, the saga-author found that he had. written 

a conventional description of a man about to perform a 

killing , rather than one about to be attacked on a per­ 

fectly peaceful mission. (Saga-writers frequently dressed 

men bent on slaughter in their best, black clothes; cf. The 

Saga of Gjslj, trans- G. Johnston, 1963, 77») TO stress 

Hrafn's complete unawareness of the ambush which awaits 

him, the author therefore interjects this sentence.
*•

Nos. 72-91: From 8/20 to 12/9, the Flo-author has been 

developing a literary motif he found in LdnX ? the motif of 

'Feud over the Ownership of Woodland 1 (cf. Note to 8/20 ff.) 

In NO. 91 » the Flo-author adds that ^orSr eventually got 

possession of V£6isk6gr. We are not told of this in

NO. 92 : Stories of Icelanders who go to Norway to recover
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patrimonies are conventional elements in the Icelandic 

sagas (see Motieven, 120* Beschouwing, 153) • Whether 

the arfr which P6r5r intends to claim in Norway is seen 

by Landnamabok (and the saga which may lie behind it; 

see pages *204 f f.below) as property lost to "Haraldr harf agri 

and SigurSr jarl (cf. LdnStb , 224), this is the way the 

Fl£-author has interpreted ^dnX when he has ^orgils take up 

his father's claim (cf. 17/5-6 and pages *242-3).

NO. 93 : ^n kdnX, Porunn will not go with P6r5r because 

he buries the money; in Flo, P6rc5r seems to bury the money 

because Porunn will not go with him. The story in Flo is 

similar in a number of ways to one in Eir (50), where 

Eirikr, before leaving for Vf.nland suffers bad luck as a 

result of burying money and is rebuked by his wife. 

may be some connection between Flo and Eir here, although 

the basic source for the motif in Flo was, of course,

(cf. Beschouwing, 127 f.). Se e also Note to 12/24-5.

Chapter 10

94 225/58-9 :,Porgils« son £6r5ar. var ba tvasvetr ] 13/2-3: 

^orgils. • .utan

95 225/39 : Skip P6r5ar hvarf (117/20-1*) ] 13/3: Pat... 

siSan

96 225/39-226/1: Vetri siSar kom Porgrimr errubeinn til 

• ra9a me5 Porunni, son PormoSar ok PuriSr Ketilb.1arn- 

ardottur (117/20-1*) ] 13/3-6: ok. . .mikit

97 226/2: Harm fekk Porunnar ok var fceira son Haeringg*

224/28: Pprgils errubeinsst.iups (115/25-6*) ] 13/6-21:
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Hann* »•oil 

Notes

NO. 96: Ldn (unlike Flo) says nothing about ^orgrimr's 

being newly arrived in Iceland when he goes to live with 

^orunn. Probably the Flo-author intends to represent him 

as newly returned from a Viking expedition (cf. 13/16).

• ^ne Fic)_author adds an explanation of ^orgrimr's nick­ 

name. He may have some authority for this.

NO. 97 : An interval of three years between a proposal of 

marriage and the marriage itself is a common motif in the 

sagas (see Darstellung, 7 footnote 3)-

The words ok varu samfarar g65ar belra £ milli constit­ 

ute a typical comment on marriages in the sagas; for further
U945J 

examples, see S. Jansson, Sagorna om VinlandTT^l footnote

31; Darstellung, 68 and footnote 2).

On the omission of LdnX's mention of Eferingr in Flo, see 

Note to 13/14-

Chapter 18

98 226/3-4: Olafr tvennumbruni het ma5r. Hann for af 

Lpfot til islands. Hann. nam ^kei5 pn milli £.i'6rs- 

ar til Sandlgek.lar (117/24-5*) ] 27/16-7: Qlafr... 

Sandlssk.-iar (App/25-6: Qlafur.. .Sandlaekiar)

99 226/4-5-* Hann var hamrammr m.lok ] 27/17-8: Hann... 

m.iok (App/27: 'Hann.«.mi0g)

100 226/5: Olafr b.-io a Olafsvollum ] 27/18: Olafr...
j

Qlafsvollum (App/27: Hann...Olafsv011um)

226/5-6: Hann liggr i Brunahaugi undir VorSufelli ]



27/18-9: Harm.. .VorSufelli (App/27-8: Hann. . .Vordu- 

felli)

102 226/6-9 : Olafr atti A shildi ok var freira son Helgi

trausti ok Eorir drifa ? fac5ir ^orkels gullkars, .fo3ur 

Qrms, fochir He'lgu, inoSur Odds Hallvardi^sonar . Va5i vai

inn briai son Olafs, fa5ir GerSar ] 27/19-21 : Olafr
4. 

. . •HallvarSssonar (App/28-30: og. > .Hallvards sonar) .

103 226/9-1° : ^orgrimr lagSi hug a Aghildi ba er Olafr
luw 

var dau5r en He l gj vanda5iY ( 117/30-2**) ] 27/22-

28/13^ por gr imr . . . buit ( A-pTp/50-47 : Porgri.lmur. . .

fruit)

226/10-1 : Harm, sat fyrir ^orgrimi vi3 gatnamot fyrir

ne5an Aghildarmyri ] 28/14- 5 : ^orgrimr. . .gatnamoti

(App/47-9 : ^orgr: . . .gatnamoti)

226/11-2: .Helgj ba5 hann lata af kvamum ] 28/15-7 :

Ok. • ."bessu (App/49-50 : og. . .

106 226/12: Porgrimr lez eigi hafa barnaskap (117/33-4* ) 

28/17-9 : ^orgrimr. . .okkr* (App/51-5: Pprgr: . . .ockur')

107 226/12: P.eir borSuz ] 28/20: S£3an. . .lengi (App/ 

53-4 "• Sj.idan. . . snarplega)

108 226/13: ^ar fell Porgrimr (117/3^) ] 28/20-3: 

. . .Helga (App/ 54- 7 :

109 226/13: Ashildr spurSi hvar Helgi hef5i verit ] 

28/24-5: Um...ti5inda (App/57-8: Vmm> . .verit)

110 226/13-6: Hann kvaS visu: 'Var ek bar er fell til

fyllar fram sotti vinr drottar errubeinn eN vMar itr 

hatr stinghu Asmodar gaf ek Odni arfa ^rottar



diarfan grulldum R-alga valldi Gautz tafn eN ria hrafni ' 

(118/1-4) ] 28/25: en...varu (App/ 59-62: Hann. • .hrafni '

111 226/17 : Ashildr kva3 hann hafa hSggvit ser hofuSs 

bana ] 28/25-7 : Hon . • .hofuSbani 1 (App/62-4: Hun,,.
»

h0fudbani') . . ^

112 226/17-8: Helgi tok ser far i Einarshofn ] 29/1: He lgi 

• . .utan (App/64-5 : Helgi. . .utan)

113 226/18-9 : Hagpingr, son ^orgrims , var ba xvi« vetra er 

hann rei3 i HpfSa at finna 3?eit Gizurarson me5 

mann (118/5-7*) ] 29/2-4: Pessi. . .mann (App/65-8: 

• O mann)

114 226/20: Peir ^eitr ri5u xv> at b.anna He i ga far ] 

29/4-5 : ^eir...farit (App/68-9 : '^eir. . .f arit)

115 226/20-1: Peir funduz i Merkrhraunl upP fra Mg>rk

vi'3 Helgahraun ( 118/7-8*) ] 29/6-7 ' Eptir. . .He lga- 

hval (App/69-7l : ri.ida...Helgahvol)

116 226/21-2: ^eir Helgi varu iii. saman komnir af Eyrum 

(118/8-9) ] 29/7-8: ^eir. . .sunnan (App/7l-2:

117 226/22-3: £ar fell Helgj ok ma5p me3 honum ok einn af 

beim 0?eiti (l!8/9-lO) ] 29/8-11 : Qk...li5i (App/72-5: 

og. « .lide) . ..

118 226/23: I faSma felluz vig bau ] 29/11-2: Var. . .f a3ma 

(App/75_6: Var. . .fadma)

119 226/23-9 : Sonr Helga var SjgurSr inn Landverski ok 

Skefill inn Haukdslski, faSir Helga dyrs er bar5iz 

. son loots lonerubaks i ^xararholmi a A]_



bingi. Um frat orti Helgi 'betta: 'Band er ai haggri 

hendi hlaut ek sar af Ty baru lyg ek eigi bat 

leygiar Idnvengis bil miNj.' ] X-version' -r (App/ 

76-81) 

Notes

NOS. 98-119 : Although in LdnX, the account of Olafr 

tvennumbruni ' s landnam and He lgi trausti ' s slaying of 

grinr (chapter 37?) comes immediately after the report of 

^orgrimr ' s marriage to ^orunn (end of chapter 376), the 

Flo-author resists the temptation to have the one event 

following immediately after the other in his saga. Instead, 

he interposes an account of his hero's childhood ( ^or- 

gils's nickname does after all mean V^rrabeinn's step-son 1 ) 

and first journey abroad, and by the time he returns home 

from Norway, both his stepfather and mother are dead (see 

29/15) • This '.dovetailing' of the part of the saga directly 

based on LdnX and the part which tells of Eorgils's life 

is aesthetically more satisfactory than a simple joint and 

gives the chronology of the work greater depth.

NOS. 103-8: Here again the Flo-author found in LdnX a 

motif _ otherwise known in the Islendingasogur : elsewhere 

we hear how a man, who makes it his habit to pay amorous 

visits to a woman is ambushed while returning home after 

such a visit, usually by, or at the instigation of, a 

relative of the woman who disapproves of the couple's 

affair. Examples are to be found in Fpgtbr ?

ch. 19 and.Korm, 215 ff- Tne 3LL£-author has not failed to
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fill out, albeit rather heavily, the bare story he found 

in LdnX and this he has done largely with further motifs. 

Helgi's words to his mother, her retort, his words to 

^orgrimr and his retort, these all have a conventional 

ring. Conventional also is the account of Ashildr's an(^- 

^orgrimr's last farewell: often in the sagas, one of a 

couple parting for the last time has a premonition of 

what the fixture has in store; phrases like e-m kvaz 

grunr a are often used; gifts are sometimes given (see 

T. Andersson, The Icelandic Family Saga. 1967, 53 £• for 

examples). Unfortunately the effect of the scene in Flo 

is largely spoilt by the fact that the author has given 

both Ashildr and 2>orgimr reason to suspect that this fare­ 

well could be their last.

(d) Floamanna Saga's relationship to Landnamabok in 

chapters other than l-lO and 18

Up to now, the treatment of the relationship between 

Floamanna Saga and Landnamafcok has covered only borrowings 

from the latter found in chapter l-lO and 18 of Flo* Att­ 

ention should now be given to places elsewhere in the saga 

where_there would seem to be connections between the two 

works. Most of these take the form not of verbal borrow-
<*

ings, as are found in chapters l-lO and 18, but of the
iof the samey

appearance^ motifs in the two works. For practical pur­ 

poses, they will be dealt with in detail in the second 

section of this chapter. But because insufficient attent­ 

ion has been paid to them and what they imply by previous
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scholars, it will be appropriate to note them collectively 

here and confirm certain points in connection with them.

In Section B of this chapter, it will be suggested that 

Flo borrows motifs from Landnamabok at the following places-

(i) Fi6, 24/16-25/17; cf. LdnStb . 132/7-11, where 

Leifr Hr63marsson wins a sword in a .lardhus in Ireland, 

and this becomes a life-long possession (see pages *275 ff-

(ii) Flo, 33 ff- (M-version, 69 ff.)*- in the account 

of ^orgils s' expedition to Greenland' (with, for example,
N

the story of the absconding slaves), there .are motifs which
i

we also find in the story of Leifr s settlement of Ice­

land (cf . LdnStb , 132/35-133/24) and also in the account 

of Sriasbjorn galti ' s expedition to Greenland (cf. 

174) (see pages *312 f .. and *316 f.).

(iii) Fi6, 41/4-16 (M-version, 81/9-19); cf.

132/28-33, where Leifr's thirsty thralls make a minnbak 

out of flour and butter (see page *317)«

(iv) gio, 48/9-26; LdnStb ? 196/5-9, where Hansteinn 

strikes Eirikr- with a drinking horn in similar circum­ 

stances {see page *349)«

_(v) Fi6 ? 58/19-20 (cf. Flo, 31/23-4; M-version, 

65/18-9); cf>'^LdnStb. 174/19-20, where Snssbjorn galti 

strikes Styrbjorn who has a purse hidden on his person 

and this falls to the ground (see pages *290-i).
•

We cannot, of course, be sure that in all these cases 

there is a connection between Fi6 and Landnamabok. In 

at least (i) however, it seems likely that there is some
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connection, and probably in (ii) and (iii) also; cf. 

Beschouwing, 160 and KL, iv, column 4-21. Assuming, at 

any rate, a connection in at least one or two instances, 

we have good reason'to believe that Flo was the borrower
V

rather than the lender and that the version of Landriama-* 

bok drawn upon is that used in chapters l-lO and 18, i.e. 

the Sturlubok-redaction in its LdnX manuscript. There are 

the following arguments for this proposition. First, it 

is unduly complicated to assume that 'the Fl£-author used 

two separate redactions of Ijandnamabok, LdnX and another, 

when all the borrowings could have come from one and the 

same redaction. Second, one of the passages in Ijandnama- 

bok from which borrowings were probably made, i.e. the 

passage corresponding to LdnStb ? 173/17-174/38, is consid­ 

ered by both J6n Johannesson (Ger5ir ? 106-7) and Jakob 

Benediktsson (idn, 1968, Ix) not to have been found in a 

redaction of the work older than the Sturlubok-redaction; 

Sturla, these scholars think, was drawing here on a lost 

Snssbjarnar Saga galta. Third, as follows: it is true that 

Jakob Benediktsson (I*dn ? 1968, xc f.) has now shown that 

not only the account of Leifr s and Ingolfr's quarrels 

with the Atlasynir, but also of Leifr's raid in Ireland 

and murder in Iceland (although not necessarily the story 

of the minnbak) were in the ^elabok-redaction of Landnama- 

bok as well as in Sturlubok (see Note to Introduction 57
%

and Note to 4/14-5/5)• They would therefore have been in 

Styrmisbok and the F^-author could theoretically, have
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drawn on this. But when he follows LdnX so closely from

131/15 to 152/2 (see pages *l73-9) , it would be peculiar 

if he should turn to another manuscript of ^andjiamabok 

for motifs he could have found at LdnX, 132/7-11 and 132/29 

and the lines immediately following. t If there are borrow­ 

ings or influences in cases (i), (ii) and (iii), then these 

would definitely seem to come from chapter 6 and 8 of

Indeed, this fact seems so obvious that we are justified in 

reversing the argument: the appearance of certain motifs 

in Flo and in a passage of LdnX we can be almost certain 

the Flo -author .had read, must tend to confirm us in the 

belief that there has been borrowing in cases (i), (ii) 

and (-ill) mentioned above.

One further passage in Flo should be noted in the pres­ 

ent context. On page 275 of the 1900-edition of Ijandnama- 

bok (Ldn) , Finnur Jonsson states that chapter 30 of Flo - 

draws on ^andnamabok and cites chapter 379 of I^dnStb ancl 

chapter 334- of LdnHkb • The passage in Flo he must be re­ 

ferring to is 53/17-9 9 with which we may compare

227/11-3 : Deetr Pormoo'ar varu jaser ^orvor, m65ir P6rodds 

go3a, foSur Lpg-Skapta, ok ^orve . modir ^orsteins go5a, 

foSur B.-jarna ins spaka. It is unlikely that the Flo- 

author could have written 53/17-9 from memory and the two 

passages are close enough to suggest that he was copying. 

He must here have referred back to IjdnX, the manuscript of
*

he used at the beginning of the saga.

Our conclusion here must be as follows • Not only did



*2PP

the Fi6-author actually have LdnX before him when he wrote 

the first chapters of Flo (chapter 1-lP, 18), but he also 

had this manuscript at hand the whole time he was writing 

the saga. Pccasionally he has taken motifs from stories
t

told of other men in it (especially of ^eifr* (LdnX. chaptersJ_ V » •^••^^^^•••^ / _L

6 and 8)). Farther, he referred back to it for genealog­ 

ical information about characters he wished to intro­ 

duce into the later chapters of his work.

(e) Plder views on the relationship between I»andnama- 

bok and Fioamanna Saga

' Finally in this Section, it will be appropriate to 

mention three theories of previous scholars about the 

relationship between Landnamabok and 'Fioamanna Saga. 

The first, that put forward in Prig, has been dealt with 

already, and needs very little further discussion here.

Finnur Jonsson's views, as expressed in Fi6 ? 1932, may,
(h) 

however, be given more attention. Third, P. Nijoff's

ideas on the matter may be dealt with, and, in connection 

with them, the. possibility may be discussed of the exist­ 

ence of a saga wtqich was older than the Sturlubok-version 

of kandnamabok, but which contained some of the same stor­ 

ies as those found in Fioamanna Saga.

In the introduction to the edition of Fi6 in Prig 

(ii, 629 f»), it is argued that the ^-version of the 

saga did not contain the borrowings from Landnamabok 

which are found in the representatives of the ^-version 

used in that edition (i.e. K, A and parts of £) • There
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are a number of facts which speak against this theory, 

two of which have been mentioned on page *113« A third 

may be noted here: The M-version, like the ^-version, 

contains certain motifs which may be assumed to have been 

taken from LdnX ( cf. pages *l96-9); it could therefore not 

be as old as the beginning of the thirteenth century as 

suggested in Prig* And if the body of the saga in *M con­ 

tained motifs from LdnX, there is no reason why its begin­ 

ning , should^ not have done so also.

In the 'Indledning 1 to his edition (Flo, 1932, v ff.), 

Finnur Jonsson put forward a somewhat similar theory to 

that expressed in Orig about Flo ' s . relationship to

namabok . although, as noted, he regarded the body of the 

saga as represented by K and A as more original than the 

version represented by M and parts of £. He found the 

beginning of the saga, as it is in K, A and 5, as not 

1 sagamsessig 1 and therefore, according to his broader views 

on saga-writing, not the original one. He felt that 

much of the 'material in the first half dozen chapters of 

the saga, and that in, the f irst '£art of chapter 18, was 

so irrelevant to the rest of the work that it could hardly 

have been there from the beginning. He also thought that 

various blemishes and inconsistencies to be noted in cert­ 

ain of the initial "chapters of the saga (e.g. 7/14-- 6; the 

fact that Brattr (7/4-) is not mentioned again in the saga)
s

pointed the same way. TO explain imperfections like these, 

suggested that the beginning of the original saga
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has been lost and that a redactor has provided it with a 

new one based on excerpts from -Landnamabok. The original 

saga, Finnur conjectured, contained a short account of 

Atli mjovi's dealings with Hakon jarl and of Hallsteinn ! s 

emigration to Iceland. The story then continued with the
t

dispute over ViSiskogr and the way it led to Atli fiall- 

steinsson's death.. There would then have been some cover­ 

age of ^6r5r dof ni ' s life, after which the story of Por- 

gils would have begun. Much of chapter 1, chapters 2 and 3, 

parts of chapter 5 and the beginning of chapter 18 were thus 

according to Finnur, secondary to the saga. And his remark • 

'Bearbe jderen har overhovedet gjort sig til opgave at be-
o

nytte og afskrive sin Landnamatekst, hvor hann kunde fa 

lejlighed dertil (saledes ogsa i kap. 6, 8 og 18)' suggests 

that he thought that his redactor also had some of the 

matter of chapters 6 and 8 (and thus of 7 and 9?) in some 

form or other from Landnamabok.

The present editor cannot accept this theory. First, 

it seems unreasonable to exclude the parts based on

namab 6k from the original saga on the grounds that they 

were irrelevant and yet to ascribe them to a later redact-
+r

or who did not care about their irrelevance. The view 

that the first written form of sagas approached the per­ 

fect is now out of date. Second, the same argument holds 

good here as that employed against the theory expressed in

Prig just mentioned:- Chapter's 16 and 24- almost certainly,
contain, 

and chapters 26 and 32 less certainly vr^Tvarious motifs



which have been taken from the same redaction of Land- 

namabok as the borrowings in chapters l-lO and 18 (cf. 

pages *196-9)» Further, as Finnur himself suggested in 

1900, a section of text in chapter 30 in the body of the 

saga is taken from the Sturlubok-redaction of Landnamabok 

(cf. page *199). That the author of Flo and a later red­ 

actor quite independently of each other made borrowings 

from the Sturlubok-redacti'on is, of course, quite possible. 

On the whole, however, it seems unlikely. Further, there 

is no reason why the inconsistencies and blemishes which 

Finnur points to in the early chapters of the saga should 

not just as well be explained either as the fault of the 

author of the saga (cf. Afmgsiisrit, 134) or as left by the 

X-redactor (cf. 'TgP 1 , 430).

P. Nijhoff*s ideas on the relationship between Flo and 

Landnamabok are expressed in Beschouwing, 4-30, and in 

Journal of English and Germanic Philology, 1938, 3-6. We 

have already noted that Ni-jhoff believed in a redaction of 

the saga older than that represented by the X_version, 

which he calls 'Fl. I 1 , and which was not identical with, 

or more1 similar to the M-version. Largely because chapters 

2 and 3 of Flo contain so much not found in the Sturlubok- 

redaction of Landnamab6k, and because of certain 'double 

passages' which have already been mentioned and which, in 

fact, appear in parts of Flo which borrow from Landnama- 

bok (see page *l08; further,'compare 28/15-7 with 28/6-8), 

Nijhoff assumes that in the relevant chapters, the author



of 'Fl. 2' was blending 'Fl. l 1 with Landnamabok and 

certain other sources which need not be taken into con­ 

sideration. And,to quote Nijhoff's own argument and 

conclusion on the matter: 'That Landnama knew an older 

version Lof Fi61 than the text we have now is...made clear 

"by a visa [Helgi trausti's verse, LdnStb« 224/14-6] which 

we find in Landnama, and which has been omitted in the 

corresponding part of Fioamanna Saga, Ch. xvii [sicl]. 1 

The relationship Nijhoff postulates may be expressed dia­ 

grammatic ally thus J

. 2' 
NOW there are indeed certain facts which suggest that

a lost saga may lie behind some of the chapters of -^and- 

namabok used by the FljS-author, although these are not 

really made use of by Nijhoff to make his point. ^n his 

Gerdir Landnamabokar (l94l), Jon Johannesson has argued, 

and most scholars agree with him in principle, that when 

Sturla ^orSarson made his redaction of Landnamabok, he 

not only followed the StYrmisbok-redactirm of that work, 

but also drew on other sources, many of which were sagas 

either lost or surviving (GerSir, 67 ff»; cf. page *153
•

above). A reading of chapters 376 and 377 of the Sturlu- 

bok-redaction (corresponding to LdnStb, 225/8-226/2 and 

226/3-29) gives us various reasons to suspect that Sturla



was drawing on a source or sources other than Styrmisbok 

when he wrote these chapters. First, much of the subject- 

matter of chapters 376 and 377, the stories of the quarrel 

over Vfdiskogr and Helgi's ambush of ^orgrimr and sub­ 

sequent fate, would seem to fall outside what we can gather 

from the ^elabok-version of ^andnamabok to have been the 

normal scope of Styrmisbok. Second, the chapters of Sturl- 

ubok in question contain a number of literary motifs to 

which we have parallels in other Islendingasogur. These 

are as follows '•

a) A quarrel over the ownership of a wood, 

the frsan'e f or the whole story of Sturlubok, ch. 376; cf. 

note to Nos. 72-91 on page *19°-

b) A shepherd telling his master of the 

activities or movements of his enemies; cf. note to NO. 

79 on page *186.

c) A bla kapa: cf, note to No . 87, page *19°-

d) A journey to Norway to claim an inherit­ 

ance there; cf. note to NO. 92 on pages *190-1-

e) A man buries his money before going

abroad and is rebuked by his wife for this; cf. note to 

NO. 93 on page *191-

f) A lover ambusheajreturning home from an 

amorous visit; cf. note to NQS. 103-8 on page *195-6.
*

Third, it is quite possible, as Nijhoff s remark just quot­ 

ed suggests, that Sturla took the verse at Sturlubok, ' . 

226/14--6 from a source other than the Styrmisbok-redaction
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of Landnamabok he knew.

It seems therefore not unlikely that a lost saga may
[72] 

lie behind the two chapters of Sturlubok in question.

On the other hand, there is no reason whatsoever for assum-
i

ing that this same source was used in .other "chapters of 

Sturla's redaction on which the author of Flo drew. If 

it did contain the same material as the first part of 

chapter 371 of Sturlubok (Sturlubok, 223/37-224/15), Sturla 

would seem neb to have used it for the- relevant passage; 

there he is following Heimskringla as various verbal sim­ 

ilarities make clear (cf. Ger3ir, 121 f-). And the second 

part of the same chapter and also chapters 359, 368, 369, 

372 and 375 contain little or nothing that Sturla could 

not have taken from the version of Ijandnamabok he had as 

his source* Nor i s it at all likely that he got his stor­ 

ies of Leifr's and Ingolfr's quarrels with the Atlasynir 

(Sturlubok, ch. 6) from the same source as may lie behind . 

chapters 376 and 377 of his work (cf. Note to Introduction 

67). But what-is surely decisive in the question of the 

possibility of any work similar in scope to the existing 

ffloamanna Saga lying behind Sturlubok is the fact that the 

latter has nothing to say about ^orgils apart from giving 

the names of his parents, his nickname and saying that he 

was two years old when his father disappeared. If we are 

to assume that Sturla knew a saga which, like Nijhoff's 

'Fl. I 1 or the preserved Floamanna Saga, in addition to 

recounting events of Atli's, £6rSr's and ^orgrimr's lives,



also had stories to tell about Porgils, we must also 

assume that he consciously ignored these on the two 

occasions he mentioned him (Sturlubok, 224/28 and 225/38) • 

This last proposition, although of course not out of the 

question, does seem unlikely, and we must therefore doubt 

that Sturla knew any saga which dealt with Porgils or 

could, in any way, "be referred to as an 'older Fl 6am anna 

Saga 1 • If he did, we should at least expect some mention 

in Sturlubok of ^orgils's visit to Norway or more espec­ 

ially to Greenland or 'his quarrels with Asgrimr KLli<3a- 

Grimsson. And the fact that the present editor does not 

recognize the existence of a saga resembling Nijhoff's 

! Fi. i 1 (see pages *l07-ll) must necessarily mean that he 

rejects the hypothesis that Landnamabok drew on such a 

saga. But as noted, Sturla may well have had some other 

source source than Styrmisbok which at least touched on the 

adventures of ^orgils's father, grandfather and step-father. 

To decide whether the Flo-author also knew and used this 

source (if it existed) is practically impossible. There 

are verbal borrowings from I^dnX throughout the chapters of 

Flo in question (see pages *184— 95) and one might reasonably 

ask why, if the Flo-author also knew the fuller account of 

a saga here, he should continue to reproduce the wording of 

On the other hand, the story of the ViSiskogr quarrel

and its aftermath is considerably more circumstantial in Flo
«

than in LdnStb . It is therefore not entirely impossible 

that the Flo -author ,was here adding material from a source
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which he might not have had before him when he wrote

the saga, but which he had heard or read a:b seme prev-
C731 

ious time.

Section B: Borrowed elements in tha main part of FI6amarm a

Saga.

In the previous section, it has been shown how chapters 

l-lO and 18 of Flo have drawn on the Sturlubok-redaction 

of Ijandnamabok and, in addition, how we find worked in 

among the borrowings from Lar.dnamabok, elements which are 

found in other sagas. We may now go on to consider the 

•borrowed elements which are found in the remaining part 

of Fioamanna Saga, the body of the saga. Before this is 

done, however, it will be convenient at this point (a) to 

interpose a few general remarks on the mechanics of 

borrowing by saga-authors and (b) to make certain 

suggestions in connection with a possible methodological 

procedure by the investigator of a given saga's sources. 

This, it must be stressed, is done te/itatively as little 

has been written on these subjects. Various statements 

made by Einar Ol. Sveinsson in his book Um^N^alii (1933) 

have been found interesting in this context, as has the 

critique of Einar f s approach by T. Andersson in The 

Problem of .Icelandic _fiajga^_QiLipa.ns (1964-, 95 ff-) Further, 

Einar 1 s book Dating has been found useful. It should be 

emphasized that whab is said here is intended to apply 

only to what are call yd Family S.-i^as in English Hri-i



jslendingasb'gur in Icelandic.

L ) The mechanics of borrowing by saga-authors

A work (and here we are thinking exclusively of one 

of the tslendingasb'gur) "which borrows from, or is in­ 

fluenced by another work is called a r e c e i ver . A re­ 

ceiver has an author who either writes it himself or 

dictates it to a scribe who 'writes it down verbatim. 

That which the author borrows from is called a source. 

Sources may be either written or oral . If they are 

written, they will normally take the form of a manuscript 

or part of a manuscript. • Written sources will normally 

be read by the author himself, although written works 

read to the author by another person may also reasonably 

be classified as written sources. Oral sources are

received aurally by the author in the form, of sound
[74] 

waves emitted from the mouth of another person. - The

following situation visualized by Einar l . Sveinsson in 

Dating (76) may be commented upon: 'The author of a 

saga might have written a summary of [an] older work, or 

some chapters of it, and he might have relied on this 

summary and not the work itself. 1 In a case like this, 

the summary, and nob the older work must be regarded as 

the receiver's sole source. But the situation is un­ 

likely to exist as the author will probably also remember 

something of the summary's source and' what he remembers 

will probably coalesce (see below) with v/hat he reads
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in his suraraary. (And to mention a methodological con­ 

sideration at this stage: the existence of the summary 

might well be undemonstrable.)

In the above, the words 'borrowed from' and 'influenced 

by 1 have been used and need further discussion. When what 

an author writes in his saga is in some way affected by 

what at some time previously he has read or heard in 

another work, then it may be said that the saga has been 

'influenced' by that other work. On the other hand, 

the words 'influenced by 1 ' have extremely wide application. 

They may refer, for example, to conscious and extensive 

borrowing from'a source which the author of the receiver 

actually has before him while he is writing. It may, 

for example, be said that Floamanna Saga has been in­ 

fluenced by LdnX. But this type of connection (which is 

akin to copying and where the author clearly had the 

source before him as he wrote) is only at one end of a 

long scale of less direct connections between what an 

author found in his source and what he wrote in his re­ 

ceiver which may also be called 'influences'. Thus 

Glafur Sveinsson (Um Njalu, 1933, 15^ £•) defines 

(literary) 'influences' - he uses the Icelandic word 

'ahrif' - in the following very broad terms:
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Ver hofum her a 5 framan talaS urn ,not', ,ahrii'. 

Ekki ma hja l£5a a3 geta ]?ess, a5ur en horfiS er 

fra ]pessu efni, a5 ]pau or6 hafa vlStsska merkingu. 

Me6 jpeim getur veriS att vi3 heina tbku efnis ur 

einu riti i anna5, en Jpau geta lika att vi<5 allt 

anna6". i £eiin getur lika veriS folgio, a5 efni 

e3a efnisatri6i se haft til hliSsjonar, fyrir- 

myndar - en ummyndist. Hugarstarfsemin getur 

veriS visvitandi - en lika ovitandi. En ahrifin 

geta veri3 enn b'3ruvisi. Op3 e5a setning, 

lysing, frasbgn hefur vaki5 enduroma i huga 

sbguritara - og a bokfelli5 kemur setning, 

lysing, sem hefur or5iS til fyrir ,ahrif' fra 

b'Sru riti. E5a ahrifin eru blser, smekkur, 

stefna, skilningur a mbnnum og mannlifi... 

Ver ver5um a5 minnast, hve margbreytileg ytri 

,ahrif' geta veriS, hve langt er fra, a3 J>au 

eigi oil a5 dsema me5 sama moti.

NOW Theodore Andersson (Problem, 9?) takes exception 

to this definition. He writes as follows-' 'It is of 

course as difficult to argue against as it is to argue 

for this kind of subconscious influence ... influences 

of this sort can be so obscured by their transformation 

in a new context that they are imperceptible and there­ 

fore inconclusive.... The definition is one we would 

expect from a student of modern literature whsre in-
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fluences are conceived not only in terns of matter but 

also in terms of attitude and technique. 1 -And "what 

Andersson goes on to say reveals the opinion that the 

study of 'influences' on Icelandic sagas should concern 

itself only with the study of 'motival and verbal 

similarities'.

Not all Andersson 1 s strictures here are to be accepted. 

His objections seem to be made largely from a method­ 

ological point of view (i.e. of what can or cannot be 

demonstrated by the modern investigator), while Einar's 

definition is descriptive and seeks to cover what actually 

took place. Subconscious influences are certainly 

factors to be reckoned with, even though it may not al­ 

ways be fruitful (or relevant) to attempt to decide
L i

whether an influence is conscious or subconscious, 

need the source investigator of the Icelandic sagas 

necessarily confine his studies to 'motival and verbal' 

borrowings and ignore matters of 'attitude and technique'. 

On the other hand, as Andersson suggests, Einar's de­ 

finition does seem unduly broad in its scope and, as 

Einar would no .doubt himself agree, distinctions are 

probably to be made within the area it covers. The 

present editor would suggest that within the area 

covered by Einar's definition of 'influence' ('ahrif'), 

there is a narrower one (which is not necessarily 

coincidental with that covered by Einar's 'not' (nee 

above)), for which the term borrowing may be used,



and that it is primarily with 'borrowings' that the in­ 

vestigator of a given saga's sources need concern himself. 

When a saga has borrowed from another work, the following 

processes must have taken place:

(i) The author of a receiver reads or hears a

source and stores its content or part of its content

mentally.

(ii) After transmission processes (see below) have
^

taken place, the author, either consciously or sub­ 

consciously, imitates what he has read or heard in th< 

source by writing'something in the receiver which, 

objectively considered, in some way resembles -some­ 

thing in the source.

The words 'objectively considered, in some way resembles 1 

used here are clearly open to different interpretations. 

The question of deciding how far two things resemble
4

each other is, of course, necessarily a difficult one. 

But leaving this problem aside, this definition excludes 

certain cases which would be covered by E-inar's definition 

of 'ahrif'. It excludes cases where purely personal 

associations in the mind of the author are essential 

links in the chain of mental connection between what he 

reads or hears in the scarce and what he writes in the 

receiver. It does not cover cases where an. author re­ 

acted in an 'anti-suggestible' manner to what he found 

in his source and consciously wrote something different 

in the receiver. Such cases would not be covered by
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th e term b orro we d f r o-ri* The use of this term d era Anas 

the presence of an element in the receiver which is 

identical with, or in some way resembles something to be 

found in the source. 'This element in the receiver is re­ 

ferred to as the borrowed element: that which the borrow­ 

ed element corresponds to in the source is called the
f

source element.

. We may now briefly consider the various forms which 

borrowed elements in-an tslendingasaga may take.

Borrowed elements are elements which have their origins 

not in an author's inventive imagination nor in his ex­ 

perience of life, but in what he has heard, normally in r 

the form of a narrative composition, or has read. The fact 

that an author may have known certain types of events froji 

his own experience does not necessarily preclude the 

classification of stories of such events as borrowed 

elements: the giving of gifts «hestabing, bear-killings 

the contention of two men for the hand in marriage of one 

woman, such events (and even rarer ones) could well have 

been within the experience of a saga-author; but they 

were also the sort of events an author may have heard 

or read about (more frequently perhaps than he had 

experienced them) and would thus qualify for treatment 

as borrowed elements (cf. e.g. Mptieven. 73 ff») 

A borrowed element may consist of a few words which echo 

a source (see e.g. Note to 20/25); or they may consist 

of word-for—word copying,extending over several pages



It may be an idea which can be expressed in a short 

sentence; or it may take the form of a complicated plot 

which extends throughout a saga. - Formulae peculiar to,
«

or particularly common in literary or oral narrative may 

be regarded as borrowed elements 1 for example, the-intro­ 

duction of a character with the words JL_N. hit madr, 

or his dismissal with NU er harm or sogunni. (On the 

other hand, set expressions or phrases in everyday use 

cannot, in isolation, be regarded as borrowed elements 

(cf. Andersson, Problem, 99 f.)) Certain stylistic
f

devices (e.g. the use of alliterating adjective pairs: 

cf. page *239 below) 'may be regarded as derivative 

and dealt with under this heading.- AS Einar Oi.Sveinsson 

suggests (see above), such features as 'blaer, smekkur, 

stefna, skilningur a monnum og inannlifi 1 may be regarded 

as borrowed elements : it will, for example, be argued 

below (see pages *291 ff. ) that the 'tone' of certain 

parts of ffloamanna Saga is to some extent derived from 

religious or semi-religious writings. - Antiquarian 

embellishments and period background (whether hist­ 

orically accurate or not) are frequently borrowed: this 

applies to a good deal of information about, for instance, 

heathen belief and Viking Age conditions. - Passages 

where stock figures are introduced may be regarded as 

containing borrowed elements: in £16, the descriptions 

of Gunnhildr konungamoSir, ?6rr and to a certain extent,
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Skapti Porcddsson may be' regarded in this way. So may 

the use of. certain names for certain types of character: 

e-g- jarnhauss as a nickname for a berserk, Hugi as a 

name for a .jarl. - Then there are formal elements which 

must be common to practically every representative of the 

genre: there is, for example, normally a short passage 

devoted to the main, protagonists' ancestors and a passage 

devoted to a description of their person and character.- 

Certain types of elements tend to be particularly

associated either with written or oral sources. Thus
i

from written sources, we 'would expect extensive verbal 

borrowings to be made; from oral sources, for instance, 

verses, stories explaining place-names and certain types 

of fictional story (such as ghost-stories) may be borrowed. 

Borrowed elements may then take a large variety of forms. 

We may now concentrate on what form they frequently 

(perhaps most frequently) take. Icelandic sagas are very 

often biographical in form and while they often have some 

other themes or larger plot, their narrative frequently 

consists of a number of (shorter) stories about a hero's 

experiences, actions or adventures. They are often a 

series of episodes in the life of a particular character 

or set of characters. NOW the plots of these episodes 

are often elements borrowed from other sources. Typical . 

episodes in the tradition with which we are dealing are 

ones where the hero fights a duel, makes a Journey abroad 

from Iceland, lays a revenant, robs a grave-mound or



has a particular dream. The likeness between borrowed 

element and source element resides primarily in mbtival 

likenesses rather than verbal similarities (although 

these last may often appear incidently) • It is difficul 

(and probably dangerous) to attempt to say what space an 

episode may take up in a saga: usually, however, it would 

fill at least half a page in an edition in the

t

fornr it- series and frequently a considerably greater 

space. The borrowed episode is then an element which 

may be regarded as particularly common in the Icelandic 

sagas and the concept of it is a particularly useful one 

to the investigator of sagas' sources.

An author will normally have read and have heard a 

number of sources. Further, he will normally introduce 

different borrowed elements or elements borrowed from 

different sources into his receiver.

AS has been noted, a source is either read or heard by 

the author of the receiver. This may happen practically 

simultaneously with the writing of the receiver - an 

author may, for example, have a written source before him 

as he writes - or may have taken place when the author 

(who may, at the time of writing, be an elderly man) had 

just learnt to read the written word or was just old 

enough to understand meaningful speech. The period of 

time between the author's reading or hearing a source or 

part of a source and writing the related borrowed 

element(s) in the receiver is referred to as the period
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of transmission. During the period of transmission, 

various processes (called transmission processes) take 

place in the mind of the author which give rise to 

differences between source elements and the correspondin 

borrowed elements. The most important of these may be 

mentioned here;

Qbfuscation. Only in rare cases will authors be 

able to remember substantial sections of prose verbatim 

for any appreciable length of time after a single reading. 

Since, then, an author will by no means always be referring 

to a source as he actually writes the receiver, and since 

many of his sources will be in prose rather than in verse, 

a major transmission process to be reckoned with is the 

obfuscation of elements in the mind of the author during 

the period of transmission. Thus, when an author does 

not actually have a source before him, extensive verbal 

correspondence between source element and borrowed 

element are unlikely to exist. (This, of course, does 

not mean that there will not be echoes of the source in 

the receiver.) And an author is likely to forget far 

more of a source's content than just its wording. Name §, 

descriptions, and all other types of element are liable
•

to become opaque and distorted in the author's mind. 

And this may have happened by the time he had finished 

reading a source or hearing it. AS a general rule, how­ 

ever, certain types of element will be forgotten or be-



come distorted more quickly than others- thus, while, 

as suggested above, wording is likely to be forgotten 

quickly, plots, whether of episodes or whole sagas, v:ill 

tend to stay longer in an author's memory. ( And even 

when, an author is actually copying from a source he. has 

before him, and the period of transmission is therefore 

minimal, ohfuscation may have its effect: he may, for 

example, read the word for in his source, but, in a mom­ 

ent of distraction, write fer5: cf- page

CO.JLCoalescence. It will frequently happen that 

author will read or hear elements on two or more differ­ 

ent occasions ( and probably in different works ) - 

elements which will, to a greater or lesser extent, re­ 

semble each other. The effect of this may be (but not 

necessarily will be ) as follows:

(i) The element(s) read or heard on (the) previous 

occasion(s) may be recollected by the author and/or con­ 

firmed in his memory.

(ii) The two or more elements involved will become 

confused in the mind of the author and will subsequently 

be remembered by him as a single element which will be 

a mixture of varying.proportions of the different ele­ 

ments originally involved.

(iii) What may be calleci formalization may take place, 

and here we think particularly of the episode. When an 

author reads or hears a particular type of episode

on a (large) nimter of occasions (for example, a ghcct-
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laying episode) he will tend to forget dissimilarities 

between the individual episodes involved (particularly 

those features which have no relevance to the point or 

outcome of the story) while his recollection of the 

similarities will be confirmed. He will tend to re­ 

member the plot of the different stories as a single 

recurrent story-form. TO what extent complete 

formalization of episodes takes place in an author's 

mind may, however, be regarded as a matter of some doubt. 

However many times an author reads or hears similar 

episodes, it seems unlikely that he will entirely forget
•

differing details of the individual stories.

(ii) and (iii) will not take place without (i) taking 

place; on the other hand, (i) may take place without (ii) 

or (iii) taking place.

A special form of coalescence occurs when an author 

re-reads the same written source on two or more occasions 

or reads or hears a source which only differs on minor 

points from one which he has already read or heard. The 

effect will be to reinforce the author's recollection of 

the elements involved (i.e. effect (i)).

Adaptation. This transmission process takes place
*

towards the end of the period of transmission and normally 

in anticipation of the writing of the receiver. Wiereas 

obfuscation and coalescence are involuntary processes, 

adaptation usually takers place as the re salt of conscious.



and frequently creative effort ori the part of the author. 

An author may adapt elements he has read or heard for a 

variety of reasons,the most usual being aesthetic or 

narrative considerations. An author may, for example, 

wish to fill out and embroider a particular source (as 

the Flo-author has done in the case of Ldn: jO. He may wish 

to make a particular story he has heard more humorous, oe 

more lively or more touching. He may be affected by 

considerations of'tendentiousness: he m^y, for example, 

transfer (see below) an episode from a well-known hero 

to his own hero but adapt it so as to present his own hero 

in a more favourable light. On the other hand, an author 

may adapt an element so as to disguise.its origin. Some 

special forms of adaptation may be dealt with: as noted 

abuVe, an author 'will normally introduce different 

borrowed elements or elements borrowed from different 

sources into his single receiver.' Indeed, elements 

from different sources will often be found closely 

linked in the receiver. The process of linking one 

borrowed element to another (which is a conscious process 

and not to be confused with coalescence) and the process 

of linking borrowed elements to material of the author's 

own invention gives rise to various forms of adaptation. 

The most important of these is what may be called trans­ 

ference. This consists in an element (very frequently an 

episode) connected with one character in a source being



applied to another character in the receiver. Thus 

events-which affect, action by, descriptions of, character 

X in a source may be transferred to character Y in a 

receiver (cf. Urn N.jalu, lOl).

When a work consists entirely or largely of borrowed 

elements and these are not adapted by the author or are 

only adapted in certain ways, we may find it impossible 

to speak of an author (in contrast to, say, a scribe or 

a redactor) and the work in question therefore falls out­ 

side our terms of reference.

Translation. If the source element was in a language 

other than Icelandic, its author will, in the vast 

majority of cases, translate it into Icelandic.

(b) Methodology

It is the most important task of the source in-
*

vestigator to single out those elements in the receiver 

under investigation which may be regarded as borrowed 

elements, i.e. those elements which do not come either 

from the author's own imagination or from his experience 

of everyday life (i.e. his non-literary experience). The 

task of identifying the sources for the borrowed elements 

in the receiver is secondary to this. On the other hand, 

it is normally the case that the only way of recognizing 

borrowed elements in a receiver is by finding something 

in the. corpus of sources which may have been known to 

the author, an element which is similar enough to an
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element in the receiver to be regarded as a source element.

(The definition of a borrowed element demands the exist­ 

ence of 'something in the receiver which, objectively con­

sidered, in some way resembles something in the source 1 .) 
primary

The K2(±S£ task of the source investiator is therefore

to search through the author's corpus of potential sources 

for elements which may be regarded as source elements.

The source investigator's main business> then, is the 

comparison of elements in the work under consideration 

with elements in other works, with a view to positing 

borrowing by the former from the latter. AH else being 

equal, a connection between a work and a potential source 

may be considered as proven in direct proportion to the 

extent and degree of likeness between elements in the two 

works involved. Verbal similarities may be regarded as 

particularly significant in this context, especially if 

extensive. And the more complicated a plot or series of 

ideas found in two works, the more likely it is that a 

connection between the two exists. On. the other hand, 

the degree of likeness between a possible source element 

and a possible borrowed element may be so slight that 

it may be regarded as insignificant. Further in com­ 

paring elements, the investigator should constantly be 

aware of, and make allowance for, the factor of coincidence 

What an author writes in his receiver may well have its 

origins purely in his own imagination or experience or 

both (cf. Notes to 26/14-8 and 4-3/23-4), even though



it resembles, perhaps closely, something in an older v;ork 

which may have been accessible to him and which he may 

even have read or heard before, but which has been en­ 

tirely obliterated from his conscious or subconscious 

memory.

It may be regarded as a rule that, all else being
f 

equal, the more widespread in the corpus of Islendinga-

sogur a borrowed element in a receiver is, the less 

interest it has in the study of that particular receiver's 

sources; conversely, the more isolated or rare a borrow­ 

ed element-is, the more worthy of comment it is. Indeed,
•

certain elements are found so widely in the Islendinga- 

sb'gur that to give attention to them in the study of a 

single saga.'s sources is barely necessary. For this 

reason, borrowed elements in a receiver may be ranked 

according to their relative frequency and a line drawn 

to mark off those which are considered to be too common
*

to be worth mentioning. If,then, the definition of a 

borrowed element given above may seem to be unduly wide- 

ranging, we may methodologically exclude certain types 

of borrowed element as a subject for investigation at 

an early stage. Thus, for example, the appearance of 

the formula N.N. het ma5r when a character is intro­ 

duced into a saga, need hardly be taken into account 

in the study of the sources of that raga.

In the above, we have talked about the author's' 

corpus of potential sources. Tnis may be defined as '•



those works which, as far as the modern investigator ~ 

Judge, could have been known to the author of the re­ 

ceiver and from which he could therefore have borrowed 

elements. In connection with this concept, the following 

two points should be made :

(a) Fostulation of sources. Only in rare cases, if at 

all, will any of the author's sources have continued to 

exist*. oral sources, by their very nature (see above), 

have never survived and written sources, which, as noted,

are usually in the form of manuscripts, have normally
[77] 

perished or been lost. 'It is therefore normally necessary

to posit the existence of a given receiver's sources. 

NOW this may be done with varying degrees of certainty. 

In Section A of this Chapter, we have posited the follow­ 

ing relationship between Flo ( = r(eceiver)),

( = s(ource)), Sturlubok ( = a(rchetype) ) , Resensbok ( =% 

i(ntermediary) ) and LdnStb ( = eCxtant manifestation of 

source)) (works no longer extant marked with asterisk):
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Here e represents *s comparatively accurately- while 

there may have been further *i's between Resensbok and

*a and *a and *s, these were probably relatively few in 

number; further, the men who wrote e, *i and *s were mere 

scribes (not authors or even redactors), who had no 

particular desire to make changes -in the text they had 

before them. When a source investigator wishes to 

argue that a given receiver has been influenced by another

work, he will frequently have to presume the same sort of
(twej

relationship as we have be^en Flo. LdnX,Sturlubok, Resens­ 

bok and LdnStb.. although he will frequently be able to 

leave out of consideration any *i's and to regard *a and

*s as one and the same work; • this last although it may 

not be identical with the actual source (see page 

above), may be referred to methodologically as the

*s(ource). Thus:

NOW this type of relationship between Flo and LdnStb 

•just mentioned is only one of a vast number of possible 

postulated relationships "between e's and r's which are 

normally less 'close' but which are none the less ad­ 

missible and, indeed, to be reckoned with, &ncl which may 

be regarded as variants on the same basic stenma. Insteal
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of being relatively few, links between r's and e's may 

be innumerable and include *i's and *s's composed out­ 

side Iceland, in languages other than Icelandic.. Instead 

of scribes (who have exemplars before them), redactors, 

authors and story-tellers may be at work. Links may be 

oral or written. Obfuscation, coalescence and adapt­ 

ation may all have had their effect. TO show the vastness 

of the range of possibilities, three random examples nay 

be given:

(i) *s may be an oral tale made up in India in the 

first millennium A.D.; between *s and e, there may be a
•

long chain of oral links by which the tale cane into 

the hand of a twentieth century folklorist working in 

India; e may be his publication of the tale. There may 

also be a long chain of oral links between *s and *r 

by which the tale found its way from India to Iceland. 

(For this type of relationship, cf. S. Wikander, 'Fran..($/
indisk djurfabel till islansk saga 1 , Vetenskaps- 

Societeten i Lund Apsbok, 1964, 87-114 and the references 

cited there.)

(ii) *s may be an Icelandic saga containing an episode 

applied to character X; e, another Icelandic saga, 

written later than r, may transfer that episode to 

character Y; r may apply the same episode to character ^.

(iii) *s may represent the archetype for a particular- 

group, or even sub-group of manuscripts of a particular- 

saga; e may be a copy (not necessarily direct) of *^;
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r may contain a passage actually copied word for v.-ord 

from *s.

The responsibility of proving the existence of, or 

probable or possible existence of } an *s (and, if posited, 

a separate *a) lies, of course, in the last instance with 

the source investigator. The same is true of any *i's 

which may be posited. This responsibility will, however, 

in many cases have been borne by previous scholars and 

editors. 7- A source investigator need only concern him­ 

self with the actual texts of *i's, and *s's which are not 

identical with *a's, when extant reflexes of these • 

supplement the information given by e about the form *s 

took.

(b) Delimitation of the corpus of potential sources• 

An attempt should be made do delimit the corpus of 

potential sources known to the author of the work under 

investigation. This is normally best done by a process 

of elimination. NOW it is not always possible to say 

with complete certainty that one work was not known to the 

author of an Icelandic saga. On the other hand, all 

else being equal, a work composed in Icelandic in Iceland 

(particularly a saga) is more likely to have influenced 

the author of an Icelandic saga than, say, a work com-
i

posed in Latin in England. Further, while barriers of 

space and language may be, and very frequently are, 

transcended when the borrowing of elements is involved, 

the fact that the work under investigation



was written befor™ another work necessarily excludes ti-j 

latter from the former's corpus of potential sources. 

For -this reason, the source investigator should, as a 

preliminary to his investigation, endeavour to establish 

the dat£ the work in question was written within the 

closest possible limits and by doing so exclude as po­ 

tential sources those works which are known to have come 

into existence later than the saga to be investigated. 

The methods by which Is 1 endingasogur are dated are 'des­ 

cribed by Einar Ol.Sveinsson in his book Dating*

Special problems arise for the source investigator 

in the following two situations-

(i) Elements may be found in the work under consider­ 

ation and another work similar enough to make borrowing 

from one to the other possible, probable, or certain; on 

the other hand, the comparative age of the two works may 

be unknown. In such cases, a close scrutiny of the ele­ 

ments in question themselves should be undertaken in an 

attempt to establish which way the borrowing has gone: 

the presence of such features as 'blind 1 elements or poor 

integration into the surrounding narrative may well be 

indicative in this context: for example, in Dating (81-5) 

Einar Ol.Sveinsson is able to demonstrate on the basis 

of 'blind' elements how a story in Njala can be seen to 

have been sorrowed from Heioarviga Saga rather than vice 

versa. - Even though it may be impossible to decide



whether the work under consideration is the borrower 

or the lender, the source investigator should, of course, 

in any case, draw attention to likenesses between the two 

works.

(ii) It may happen that an element in the work under 

consideration resembles elements in more than one potential 

source. When this is the case, there may be the follow­ 

ing explanations '• (a) The author of the work under con-
>.

sideration may have read or heard

only one of the potential sources 

arid the element in question is 

borrowed solelv from it.i/

(b) The author had read or heard two or 

more or all of the potential sources 

and (l) the different elements had 

coalesced in his mind or (2) the 

different elements were linked by him

Frequently, then, it will be methodologically impossible to 

point to a single source for a given borrowed element in a 

receiver and when this is the case, we tend to refer to 

that element as a motif. Various points should be made 

here, however:

(I) While methodologically it may be impossible to single 

out the actual source for a borrowed element, this will 

frequently only be a methodological problem and motif 

is only a methodological term. In many cases, explan­ 

ation (a) given above will obtain, even though possible



source elements are foirr'.l in a number of potential sources.

(II) With regard to explanation (b), even though elements 

from different sources may have coalesced in the mind of 

the author or may have been linked by him, this does not 

necessarily mean that features of the individual -elements 

will not have been preserved. For example, while the 

Flo-author may well have known a number of stories where
f^

a mann.iofnuSr takes place and-these had, to some extent, 

coalesced in his mind, there is special evidence that he 

knew the element as it appears in F^reyinga Saga, ch.5> c^» 

pages * 34-0-1 below. The source investigator should 

look carefully for this'type of evidence.

(III) It should be remembered that the task of pointing 

to particular sources for elements in a receiver is 

secondary to recognizing those elements as borrowed 

elements ("cf. page <^22 above).

When it is impossible to decide which of a number of 

potential sources was the author's actual source, then all 

of them should, of course, be cited.

It is finally the business of the source investigator 

to speculate on factors connected with the period oi trans­ 

mission and the transmission processes. It may be of 

interest, for instance, to attempt, to establish that an 

author actually had a given source before him when he v/rote 

his saga and copied from it (thus in the case of LdnX), or 

that he did not (cf. pages*207-8 above). And particular 

attention should be paid to the adaptatiorj which the
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various borrowed elements in a saga have undergone. In- 

Urn N.nala (155) Einar Ol. Sveinsson writes-' '...])vi ma 

ekki gleyma, ac$ gildi 'ahrifanna 1 fer ekki sizt eftir 

]?vi, hve vel ]pau haef a mottakandanum, hve vel £au eru 

Tallin til a6 leysa bundin b'fl i sal nans. £vi er £a5 

ekki nema fyrsti afangi a rannsoknarleiS vorri, a3 

gera oss Ijosar 'heimildir', yrkisefni soguritarans. 

Allir hlutir eru gerSir ur- nokkuru efni, og ]p6 a3 J>a3
V

se "einskisvert, hvert efniS er, t>a er i)6 miklu fleira 

sem mail skiptir. 1 We may whole-heartedly concur v/ith 

Einar here. TO observe -the way an author has adapted 

his sources and to speculate on his motives for doing 

so must be regarded as an important part of the method­ 

ology of source study.

It is hoped that the above excursus, which lays no 

claim to being comprehensive, has made some progress
«

towards defining and describing the factors and 

phenomena with which the source investigator must 

reckon to deal; further, that it will provide some 

methodological guide-line for the scholar embarking 

on the study of a single saga's sources.

We may now proceed to the investigation of borrowed 

elements in the/parts of Floamanna Saga not covered in 

Section A of this Chapter. It has been recommended 

above that an early attempt should be made by any in­ 

vestigator of a saga's sources to attempt to date that 

saga itself as accurately as possible with a view to



delimiting its author's corpus of potential sources. 
NOW we may here anticipate conclusions arrived at in 
Section C of Chapter III of this Introduction about the 
age of Flo. The discussion there will suggest that 
while there is certain evidence that may help us to 
date our saga within narrower limits, the only perfectly 
reliable terminus post quern we have is the date of the 
completion of Sturlubok, and the only perfectly reliable 
terminus ante quern, the date of the writing of the *F 
manuscript of Flo, the latest common source for *M and 
*X. On this basis, we can date Flo no more closely than 
between the years 1285 (or perhaps a little earlier) and 
about 1385- Now such a dating makes it impossible to 
exclude the greater part of Old Icelandic literature 
from the Fl_6-author' s corpus of potential sources. On 
the contrary, practically all the important monuments 
of the classical period, including the major Family Sagas 
could have been known to him. Thus accepting the con­ 
ventional datings, we can say with reasonable safety that 
the following works and manuscripts were older than our 
saga' 

Agrip: Band; Bj: Codex Regius of the Elder Edda; Dropl:

Eg; Eyrb : Fgr; Fpstbr ; Fger ; G-jsl; Gp; G-ragas ; Gunnlaiigr 
Leifsson's lost Saga of 6lafr Tpyggvason; Hallfr: Hard 
(in some form or other); Halfs (perhaps an older re­ 
daction than that preserved); Hei5; Hkr (and Ol he Ira):



Hy; Ho&ns; Islb : Islendinga Saga: Joms.i Ka r .1 ajnagmu s >c-^ .v :~ a ; 

: Krist : Mar: Laxd; The Legendary Saga of St Olafr;

L.jos; archetype for Mpr _ kinskinna : Oddr, Qlaf s : Qrkn ; 

Reykd : SnE ; Stur lub 6k redaction of Ldn: Sturlu Saga : 

Sverris Saga: Vatns : VGl : prv; ^idreks Saga; Porg. 

Further, we have no definite proof that any of the 

following were written later than Fl6»

Bar 5 : Eir : Fjnnb ; FriSbJ : G-rett ; Grims Saga 

loSinkinna: Gunnl ; Hrolfs Saga kraka: Hauks"bok: Hav; 

Herv: Hpaf n : Ket; Kjaln: Kroka-^efs Saga: Nj (usually- 

dated to ca.1280 and therefore probably older than. Flo) : 

01 mest ; Ragn; Svarf; • Vjgl : Vpl.s ;

The ^lo-author could then have been writing at the end of 

a long literary tradition and was thus quite possibly wel 

versed in Icelandic literature of the thirteenth century. 

Further, like any literate man of his time, he would, r:o 

doubt have been familiar with the religious and hagio- 

graphic v/ritings of the Church. In view of these two 

fncts, we must search through a relatively extensive 

corpus of potential sources in the attempt to detect 

borrowed elements in Fl 6am anna Saga. Otherwise the 

following points should be made in connection with the 

present treatment. It has been observed that certain 

borrowed elements in the Islendinaasb'gur are so frequent 

that they may be left out of consideration in the dis­ 

cussion of a single saga's sources. This has been done 

in what follows' Thus, while Nijhoff has sections on,

_L —



for example, fights (Beschon.v/ing, 116), bonorS (Be- 

schouw-ing, 120 f.) and premonitions (Beschouwing, 140 ff.) 

no specific attention is given to these in the present 

discussion. Second, the present editor has normally 

attempted to deal only with cases of likeness between 

Flo and other works where he is reasonable certain that 

some connection exists. Broadly speaking, the system of 

investigation is based on the episode• the hero of the 

saga is the protagonist in a number of t adventures and 

experiences and these are dealt with, as far as possible, 

in the order in which they appear in the saga. Where 

there are elements which do not fall into this scheme 

(for example, Names ; cf. pages *253-4 )? these are dealt 

with at convenient points in the succession of episodes. 

Further, certain borrowed elements, mainly those of a 

less certain nature (see e.g. Notes to 21/17 ff- and 

26/14-8) and various minor 'antiquarian embellishments' 

(see e.g. Notes to 2/19-20 and 34/22-3) are dealt with 

in the Commentary. Finally, while, as had been noted, 

it is the source investigator's duty to discuss the 

adaptation which borrowed elements have undergone, this 

is clearly the more important, the greater the skill 

and artistry which has gone into the adaptation. Thus 

the adaptation of borrowed elements in a work like 

Njals Saga is clearly more worthy of discussion than the

adaptation of borrowed elements in a saga of lesser 

literary value like Ho. For this reason, and to



avoid stating the obvious, attention is only given to 

adaptation in what follows when there is special reason 

for comment. Various remarks will be made on this 

subject in the Conclusion to this chapter and in 

Section B of Qiapter III.

The knattleikr and the killing of Illingr.

The first story of Porgils's youth is told in 

connection with a game of knattleikr. At the age of five, 

^orgils goes to a meeting at Lon where the game is being 

played and wants to join in. The other boys tell him. 

. that only those who have killed some living creature 

may take part. This ^orgils does not appear to have 

done, for he stands down. The following night, however,
•

he decides that the same thing shall not happen again. 

He gets up, goes out, leads his step-father's horse 

Illingr into a stable and there kills it with a spear. 

Next morning, ^orgrimr's servants find the dead animal 

and ^orgils owns up. Porgrimr says that he and Porgils 

are of such different character that they will never be 

able to get on. He tells him to leave TraSarholt and 

» go to his friend Loptr.

Games of knattleikr are often used in the sagas to 

trigger off more serious fights and feuds (see Grett. 

ch.15). Further, the author of Eg makes such a game 

the occasion for one of Egiii's childhood deeds of 

prowess: in ch. 40 of that work at a kn.?ttle?.k?7 at



*; 2;>7

Hvitar-vellir, the- seven year-old -%ill is beaten by an 

older boy but takes his revenge by plunging an axe into 

his brain. But although he may have known and been 

thinking of Eg here, the Flo-author has not developed 

the element along the same lines, possibly because he 

did not want so drastic an outcome for the story. In­ 

stead, not being able to join the game is made the 

occasion for the killing of Illingr and even this act 

is played down (cf. 14/6). This story belongs to a 

group of tales which tell of bad relations between a 

young hero and his father (in this case, by necessity, 

step-father); cf. Erzahlungsgut. 9 ff^- Two Icelandic 

Stories, ed. A. Faulkes, 25 and the references cited 

there. It is particularly reminiscent of Grettir's 

childhood pranks. On one occasion Grettir is put to 

look after his father's poultry. This he dislikes and 

somewhat later the birds are found dead or maimed. 

Another time his father gives -him his mare, Kengala, to 

look after. She causes him a lot of trouble and he plans 

revenge. One morning he gets up, goes to the stable and 

flays the horse's back. Later she has to be killed. 

Porgrimr's words to ^orgils at 14/22-4 remind one of 

those of another step-father to step-son in a rather 

similar situation in Hkr. ii, 3 f.: here SigurSr syr 

asks Glafr to make a horse ready for him. Instead the 

boy saddles a billy-goat and leads it to him. Sigu: 

remark is= 'Ep foat auSsastt, at vit munum ekki vera



skapliki". ' Finally, the way Porgils is sent away from 

TraSarholt by Porgrimr reminds one of the numerous cases 

where folktale heroes are sent from home by their parents, 

frequently because of their huge appetites but also for 

other reasons like their killing their playmates (see 

Erzahlungsgut. 5; Motif -In* ex. F612. F612.2).

Descritions of

At the beginning of chapter 11, the author inter­ 

polates a description of ^orgils's physical qualities 

and character into the account of his hero's childhood 

adventures. A similar description, again of Porgils, is 

found at the end of both redactions of the saga. Of 

these three passages, the one at the end of the M-version 

is most interesting, as it is probably the one which is 

in its most original form: Bjb'rn Sigfusson ('TgF', 443 .f.) 

has shown that the description at the end of the X-version 

has been tampered with (cf. page *l03) and in view of the 

usual relationship between the text of the two redactions, 

we have reason to suspect the same of that in ch. 11 of

In an article in Acta Philologica Scandinavica. 1965 

(68 ff.), Lars Lonnroth discusses the origins of saga 

portraits like these in Old Norwegian-Icelandic literature. 

He produces good reasons to suggest that: they are, for

certain stylistic and other features, indebted to 

historical and hagiographic works written in Latin, ^rorn



these, the features in question are first taken over 

into similar works in Old Norse, translation of saint's 

lives, biographies of native bishops and the older of

the Kings' Sagas. Under the influence of these last,
f 

similar personal descriptions are found in the Islendinga-

sogur and other genres, where, however, they appear in a 

form considerably less stylized and, for obvious reasons, 

more secularized.

This last generalization is, however, less true of the 

description of Porgils at the end of the M-version and 

to a certain extent;, of those in the X-version. One 

would probably have to look far in the '

to find a personal description where alliterating pairs 

of adjectives are strung together at such length as in 

the M-version; this device is far more characteristic of 

the clerical literature mentioned above (cf. e.g. HV, 99": 

Hann var l.i'ufr ok litillatr vi5 alia, storlyndr ok stg.5-

fastr i skapi, fullraedasamr . frsendr • oekinn, margfroSr ok _ - — — — — — i^, ——

malsnjallr) . Again, some of the virtues attributed to

^orgils seem to be more those of holy men, saintly kings
[78] 

or belauded bishops. Here we seem to discern the direct

(rather than indirect) influence of clerical literature 

on Flo, an influence which contributes other important 

elements to the saga and which will be discussed at greater
*

length below. On the other hand, the placing of these 

descriptions in the saga, although conventional, need not 

necessarily be ascribed to the Influence of clerical



literature. Personal descriptions frequently appear in 

the family sagas just after a man's death, as for example 

on two occasions in Reykdlsee T. Andersson, The Icelandic. 

Family Saga. 1967, 60'f. ; Alter. 214-?)- They are also 

found early on in a hero's life-' in 6iaf s Saga helga (Hkr, 

ii, 4), for instance, a work which may have influenced 

the Flo-author in this part of the saga (see pages *237 f • 

above), a lengthy description of 6lafr is interposed 

between the first story of his childhood and the account 

of a viking expedition he undertook at the age of twelve 

(cf. Lb'nnroth's article, 98 f. ; Alter. 119-23) •

The fishing episode

At the age of nine (cf. Motif-Index. F611. 3-2), Porgilc 

asks to be allowed to go fishing with Loptr's servants'. 

'der starke Hans'-type sometimes figures as a fisherman 

in the folk-tale (cf. Motif-Index. F614.5) although often 

with more disastrous results than here. Porgils immediate' 

ly catches a large flatr fiskr (cf. Note to 15/11) and the

^lo-author may here have been thinking of another fisher
L79]

of flat fish, Hymir in SnE (62). ^orgils then takes a

turn at rowing and this is also a feat performed by
10 ft en]

young heroes, although again!with more disastrous results 

than in our saga (see Origin, 170; Erzahlungsgut. 15; 

Motif-Index. F614.4); the author of Flo seems to be 

taking care not to represent his hero as an 'A Schen- 

brodel'-type. Finally, £>orgils dragging hi.? fish home



reminds one of Fimibogi doing the same thing in Fir_ri:.- •> 

ch. 5..

The mound breaking

Chapter 12 begins by telling how Porgils discovers 

some slaves breaking open a burial mound to get the grave- 

goods from it. Stories of-men breaking into mounds are 

common motifs in the Icelandic sagas (see KL ? s.v. 

Haugbrot: Alter, 138 ff.; Motif-Index N511.1.1 and 

^571); they have, no doubt, their basis in reality (cf. 

Kristjan Eldaarn. Kuml OK haugfe. 1956, 200 f.). But 

they are usually considerably more elaborate than this 

story in Flo; they frequently include, for instance, an 

account of a fight between the grave-robber and the 

denizen of the mound, the haugbui. In Flo, the motif is 

hardly developed at all. The point in introducing thia 

story seems rather to have been to provide an occasion 

for the acquisition of wealth by Porgils and for him to

show his prowess in dealing with the thralls. This last
(alsoj

feature is perhaps!to be regarded as a borrowed element: 

we -may compare Finnb« 260 and Herv, 11.

£orgils ' s journe_?7 to Norway

Pa er Porgils var xv. vetra, fystiz hann utgn at fp.ra 

(l6/l). With those words the section of the saga begins 

which deals with ^orgils's first journey abroad - to Norwa 

and from there to the Western Isles. While he is abroad,



he not only recovers his ancestral property, wins a 

bride and by her begets a son, but also fights two duels, 

becomes a viking, collects taxes for the King of Norway 

and goes through a number of 'other adventures. When in 

chapter 18, he returns to Iceland, he is a travelled, 

experienced and wealthy man.

The authors of the Family Sagas frequently send their- 

young Icelandic heroes abroad at an early stage in their 

lives: Syarf, Hard ? Vatns, VGl (note ch. 5 ; ^a var Glumr 

fimtan vetra, er harm fystisk utan) and Eg are just a few 

of the many sagas which contain this motif. These 

episodes in the hero's life give the saga-writers an 

opportunity of introducing motifs which belong more to the 

fornaldarsogur than the Islendingasb'gur - tales of Viking 

voyages, of combat with berserks for maidens or money, 

of the plundering of grave-mot^nds and similar more or lo-ss 

exaggerated stories. The Flo-author« as we shall see 

in what follows, makes lavish use of such conventional 

elements and this is without doubt the most sterotyped 

part of the whole saga. There is also evidence to 

suggest that for the general plan of events in this 

journey by ^orgils abroad," the Flo-author was thinking 

particularly of a journey made by Egin j_n Eg. This 

matter will be dealt with below. In this section it may 

be noted that the reason given for ^orgils'-^journey to 

Norway is a conventional one (cf. Mo.tieven. 11'^ f.): 

some sagas make friendship with a Norwegian,or the need !:o



get timber, the occasion for a hero making the voyage; 

others give the reason which Flo has, to make a c.lai;:j on 

inherited property abroad. Thus in N,j (lO ff.), Hrutr 

goes to Norway to take possession of an inheritance left 

by his brother Eyvindr; in Bj (ch.3), 3?6r5r also leaves 

Iceland to get a legacy left by his brother. Finally in 

Eg (151 ff.), Egiii goes to Norway to asser-t his right- 

to certain property belonging to the father of his wife 

AsgerSr (cf. Motieven. 120). The element in Flo must 

partly have been suggested to the author of the saga by 

Ldnj which tells how ^orgils's father keypti skip i 

Knarrarsuncli ok vildi heirata arf sinn (cf. pages *189, 

*190-l).

^orgrimr refuses Porgils's fare abroad

To get his fare abroad, ^orgils first approaches his 

stepfather for his share of the ancestral property -but 

his request is turned down. He stays the winter with 

Loptr and makes the sane request the following summer. 

Porgrimr declares that he prefers to look after the 

property himself but ^orgils tells him he will succeed

the third time he asks. Loptr also tells him that he
«
does not think ^orgrimr will make objections next time he 

asks. Rather curiously, however, in the next sentence 

we are told that Loptr himself offers to give ^orgils the 

money and one may well wonder if something has not been 

lost here in textual transmission, and if t±L did not



[80] 
of another refusal by ^orgrimr. At any rate,

apparently accepts Loptr' s offer but kvaz lit it fe ha. fa 

vil.la at. sinni. After giving his friends and Loptr 

various gifts, Eorgils then leaves Iceland from Knarrarsund 

with, it is stressed, only a little money.

-tft Alter (132) Vera Lachman mentions a number of examples 

where a young Icelander has difficulty in getting his 

fararefni from his father. In Gunnl (59 f f-), the twelve- 

year old Gunnlaugr asks his father to equip him to go to 

Norway; Illugi refuses and only when he tries a gain at the 

age of sixteen is Gunnlaugr successful. In Har5 (139 f«), 

Grimkell reacts unfavourably to Horc5r ! s request for money 

to go abroad. Again in Grett (ch. 17), ^-smundr refuses to 

give Grettir any equipment for his journey away from Ice­ 

land except a hafnest and a little homespun. The boy's 

plight awakes the sympathy of his mother who gives him a , 

sword before he goes. Later, in a verse, Grettir bemoans 

the poor equipment his father has given him (cf. also Eg, 

102). In Vatnsdoeia Saga (ed. H. VOgt, 1921, 17 (cf.note)), 

a foster-father is particularly generous in financing an 

expedition by his foster-son. Finally ^orgils's remark to 

Loptr when the latter offers him farare_fni (16/12-6) has 

a parallel: in Laxd (20^), when ^orkell ^jolfsson gives 

his step-son ^orleikr Bollason money for his passage to • 

Norway, ^orleikr kvazk ekki mundu hafa rniki 1-; fe._- "hvi 

at osynt er, hversu mer gstisk til; em ek unn:r ok i nor'^q 

6ra5inn; cf.



's pi aTrnates rjrvl the gifts he, gjL v i G them 

Before ^orgils leaves for Norway, we are told that he 

assembles sinir leiksveinar and says he wishes to repay 

them the pleasure he has had from them and the company 

they have been to him. He then gives them the three 

marks he took from the thralls (16/13-?) •

We have not been told before in the text that ^orgils 

had any playmates. We have here, however, a motif so. 

common in the riddarasb'gur and fornaldarsbgur that if we 

do not assume that we are expected to take for granted 

that ^orgils, like other heroes, had his own band of play- 

friends, then we might even suspect an omission by the X- 

redactor: in Drei kyg (25 and 88) and Prvar-Odds 9aga (ed.

R. Boer, 1888 (? f.), Asmundr, All and Oddr all have their 

leiksveinar (for other instances', see footnote to Drei Lyo-

25) • The same is true of Gunnlaugr and SigurSr in Vjgl • 

(65); further, like ^orgils in Flo, these two young men 

give their playmates presents (gull ok adra g65a gripi).

Porgils a:,nd the Norwegian king

£>orgils lands in Norway in HorSaland and stays there 

with a certain 6lafr. At this time, we are told, Haraldr 

grafeldr rules the country with his brothers and mother, 

Gunnhildr konungam65ir . The king and his mother come to. 

a feast at Olafr's and Porgils immediately impresses mothe 

and son by his aristocratic appearance. Haraldr and ^orgi 

piny various (unspecified) gam-:-3 with each other and the
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latter always gets the better of the king who aoks him 

to be his champion. Later in the saga (20/5 ff.), Porgils

is at the court of Hakon
IMPORTANT: see page *366 

The games (leikar) Porgils plays with the king need

special attention: in Laxd (ch. 4-0), Kjartan engages in 

a ducking match with ^lafr Tpyggvason and acquits himself 

honourably. Kings often arrange tests of strength for 

Icelanders visiting their courts" in Nj. (ch. 3l), Haraldr 

Gormsson has Gunnarr compete with his courtiers in various 

games and Gunnarr is always the winner. In Finnb (chs.16 

and 1?), Hakon HlaSajarl makes Finribogi fight against a 

blamadr and a bear. The element is also found in the 

f ornaldarsb'gur : in Hrolfs Saga kraka (Fas , ii, 65) for 

instance, we read: Let konunprrinn bessa sina menn f reran a 

alls kyns leika ok listir ine5 allra handa gamni ok skemiitm . 

Ok reyndist Rb'Svarr allra ,mestr hans kappa, hvat sem

i, etc. See further on this element, Beschouwing.,

and Mptieven. 127-

Gunnhildr konungam65ir
t 

While Gunnhildr and Haraldr are staying with. Olafr,

Porgils takes the opportunity of broaching the question of 

his ancestral property in Norway. Haraldr tells him tha 4 ; 

his mother now controls the estate and that he must take 

the matter up with her. Porgils does this and to ber;ir.' 

with, Gunnhildr seems favourably disposed. When, however, 

she offers him a place at the king's court (hau£_liannm



hiro'vist) and ^orgils bluntly declines, she becomes an^ry, 

kicks him away from her high-seat and rejects his petition 

out of hand. The king, on the other hand, maintains his 

sympathetic attitude to ^orgils, gives him silver in 

private and tells him to visit him when his mother is not 

present. He then leaves the feast. In the next chapter, 

^orgils decides to go on a trading expedition to avoid 

persecution by Gunnhildr.

HOW far Icelandic and Norwegian writings of later 

centuries are to be trusted as historical in the account 

they give of Goinnhildr's life and character is highly 

questionable. That the 'picture they paint is £t least 

partly distorted is shown by the fact that wherever the 

queen's ancestry is mentioned, all but one of them (i.e. 

Hjstoria Noryegias) incorrectly assign her north Norwegian 

parentage, and thus Lappish connections, to account for 

her renowned powers of witchcraft. On the other hand. 

it would be surprising if the bad reputation almost 

unanimously accorded to her by the twelfth and thirteenth 

centuries did not have some fairly substantial foundation 

in fact. It is worth noting that her contemporary Egill 

Skalla-Grimsson, not of course the most impartial of wit­ 

nesses, describes her temperament as cruel (greypt) in 

one of his lausavisa and claims she deceives her brother- 

murdering husband (Eg, 165)• But whatever the historical 

background, by the end of the twelfth century, Ounnhildr 

had acquired notoriety for cruolty, greed, treachery an 1



licentiousness. In the Kings' Sagas she is represented as 

a Lady Macbeth- figure spurring her husband on to fratricide 

and tyranny. During the period of her sons' rule, she 

dominates them and virtually rules the country in their 

stead. Fgr (184-) characterizes the time she controlled 

Norway as the worst the country ever had. Her patronage 

of rogues and scoundrels is commented upon in HaljLfr, ch. 1 

(variant) where a certain vikingr is said to "be i vinattu 

vi5 Gunnhildi konungamoSur , sem mgrg pnnur illmenii . In 

Fgr (24), she is described as 'greedy for wealth and land.' 

In Hkr (i, 135), we find her in Finnmork learning magic 

from two Lapps whom she later betrays and it is she who, 

by her powers of sorcery, was able to compass the death of 

Hakon ASalsteinsf ostri. Her reputed licentiousness was 

proverbial 1 she is described as nakkvat aldri orpen in the 

version of Jomsvikinga Saga in Fms, xi (2l). but in spite™^^™ • ™ ••^•••^^•»^M»M^^-«i — • 11 — — *t^^k. — ̂ — _- -_ - — / / j_
4

of that nokkvat verg.jorn. Her relationship with the 

1 etcher ous Hakon jarl is mentioned in Hkr, i, 211. And it 

may well have been this reputed trait of her character 

which caught the popular imagination: in an Icelandic 

folktale of recent centuries, she is found magically 

changing herself into various animals in order to enjoy

sexual intercourse with the male of the species (see
[81]

r. 165)-

When the autaor of Floamaruia Saga introduced Ounnhildr 

into his saga, therefore, he knew that the very mention of 

her name would conjure up very definite ideas in the :riii'.ls
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of his audience. In the story he tells of ^orrrlls's 

dealings with (hmnhildr,there are, however, specific like­ 

nesses to two other stories of an Icelander's encounter 

with her, that of Egill Skalla-Grimsson in Eg and of Hrutr 

Herjolf ssoii in N.j . These may be summarized briefly-* 

(i) Eg, chs. 56-7 : Egin hears in Iceland that his 

Norwegian father-in-law has died and that his wife's half- 

sister's husband, Berg-Onundr, has appropriated the whole 

of their common father-in-law's property. He also hears 

that Berg-Onundr has the friendship of Eirikr bloSox and 

Gunnhildr (pnundr var kominn i vinattu mikla vi5 Eirik konun?

ok vi9 Gunnhildi.bo miklu .kasrra) . Although already outlawed 

in Norway he immediately sets sail for that country with the 

intention of claiming his part of the inheritance. ' On

arrival he visits Berg-Onundr and demands his share.' The
i

latter claims that Egiii's wife is illegitimate and refuses
%

to give up any part of the patrimony whereupon Egill 

summonses him to the Gulajping. He also invokes the support 

of his friend Apiribjorn who goes to the king and puts 

Egill's case to him. We are told that konungr var he1dr 

styggr i bessu mali, Arinbjprn farm at drottning myndi bo 

miklu verr vil.iud. The case now comes before the court 

of the Gula^ing. When Egill seems to be in a strong 

position, a decision is referred to Eirikr. He answers 

neutrally but, at this; Gunnhildr calls upon her brother to 

break up the court and Egill is driven away. Further 

similarities with Egi1s Saga will be dealt with below.



(ii) Nj, chs. 2-6: Unnr has just been betrothed to 

Hrutr when the latter's uncle, Ozurr arrives in Iceland 

and tells Hrutr that his brother has just died but before 

his death named him as -his heir. If Hrutr does not go to 

Norway to claim his inheritance, his enemies will seize 

it. Hrutr quickly arranges for his betrothal to last 

three years and sets sail with &zurr. 'lie reigning king 

of Norway at this time is Haraldr grafeldr who lives with 

his mother Gunnhildr. When the latter hears of Hrutr's 

arrival and mission, she immediately sends for him promising 

her help. When her message is received, Ozurr comments: 

1 Sva lizk mer, f rgendi, sem nu muni vit hafa gort ra5 okkat, 

3?vi at ek kann skapi Gunnhildar-' jafnskjott sem vit viljum 

eigi fara til hennar, mun hon reka okkr or 1andi, en taka 

fe okkat allt me5 rani; en ef vit fgrum til hennar, ]pa 

mun hon gera okkr slika scemd sem hon hefir heitit. ' He

and Hrutr then go to the king's residence. When they 

arrive Hrutr gets another message from Gimnhildr telling him 

to seek admission to the king's court (biS.ia hirSvistar) . 

Hrutr goes before the king, is well-received and asks to 

join his court. The king is silent at first but when 

Gunnhildr recommends Hrutr, he promises to make him a 

courtier in a fortnight's time. In the meantime, he says, 

his mother will look after him. Gunnhildr now takes Hrutr 

away to her stone-built hall and entertains him there. At 

the end of the evening she tells him that they are going 

to sleep together, to which he replies: ' 5in_JiIlillli3_r A 5 a' .



They cohabit for the next two weeks. At the end of this 

time, Hrutr is made a courtier and is given a prominent 

position in the hall "by Gunnhildr. The next two chapters 

tell how Hrutr, with Gunnhildr playing a major part, re­ 

covers his property from a certain S6ti. In chapter 6, 

Hrutr- prepares to return to Iceland. At their parting, 

G-unnhildr lays a spell on him to prevent him enjoying the 

woman to whom he is betrothed and when he takes his leave 

of the king, the latter praises him for his courtly be­ 

haviour (Kpnungr ... kva5 Hrutr ... vel kunna at vera med 

tignum mpnnum). He then returns to Iceland and marries 

Unnr. The marriage does not, however, last long.

The s'tory in Flo has in common with those in Eg and Nn 

that it deals with an Icelander who encounters Chinnh.ildr 

in connection with a claim to property in Norway. In Eg, 

Chmnhildr takes a more ruthless attitude to Egiii than the 

Norwegian king. In Flo, the latter clandestinely helps 

Porgils after he has lost the sympathy of Gunnhildr. 

Further likenesses between Fi6 and Eg in this part of the 

saga will be dealt with later on. The possibility of a 

connection between Fi6 and Nj_ needs attention here however.

Although there are certain verbal reminiscences of Ni in
T82]

Flo, it would be unwise to base any argument on them. But 

there are other likenesses. For example, in both stories 

the Norwegian king the Icelander encounters is Haraldr 

grafeldr. Further,certain contrasting elements in the two

stories are of interest: At the first meeting, HaralJr



immediately makes ^orgils one of his champions ?a:d 

hildr is quick to offer him hirovist; Hrutr, on the other 

hand, has to apply for a position in the court and is not 

granted it immediately, ^orgils's blunt rejection of 

Gunnhildr's overtures contrasts favourably with Hrutr ' s 

weak acquiescence and stress that, in spite of his interests 

being at stake, he is -not the sort of man to submit to 

the queen's sexual demands. Nj was probably written in the 

south of Iceland and sometime before Flo (cf . page *234 

above). It does not seem at all unlikely that there is 

some connection and that 'the Flo— author is trying to throw 

a favourable light on his hero by contrasting his reception 

and behaviour at the Norwegian court with that of a 

character in an older saga which would have been known to 

his audience (cf. Beschouwing. 43).

ils, Gy5a and A-qSun

In ch. 13, ^orgils goes on a trading journey (kaupf erd) 

arid stays with a widow called Gy3a and her son, AuSun. Later 

in the chapter, after dealing with Bjorn's dead father, 

Porgils helps Auc5un to bury his revenant mother.

In Eg, ch. 64, Egiii befriends a widow called Gy3a and 

her son Fri6geirr. He fights a duel against Ljotr inn 

bleiki on their behalf. In Grett. ch. 18, Grettir and a 

man called AuSun break into a grave-mound and Grettir 

wrestles with the haugbui although he gets little'support 

from AuSun in his fight.
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It will be appropriate at this point to note some of the 

ways the author of the saga selects names for the fictitious 

characters he introduces into jf_l Q , as his methods here to 

some extent relate to the question of borrowings and motifs 

in the saga (cf. page *216 above).

^n the preceding sub-section, it has been shown how 

certain characters in Flo play similar parts to characters 

of the same name in other sagas, We find this sort of 

'borrowing 1 elsewhere in -^1 n : thus in chapter 15, a 1 endr 

™ao> with whom the hero makes friends in Norway has a name, 

^orsteinn, identical with .a character who has a similar role 

in Eg (see page *283 below).

^here. is also in ^la the use of borrowed names for certair 

types of people. ^hus Siigi may be regarded as a name for 

jarls (see Note to 25/12), Snakol 1 ^ for berserks (see 

to 27/13), Kolr for scoundrels (see No -j;e to 58/4) and G

(despite the more immediate model of Eg)possibly as a 'widow- 

name '(see Note to 17/23)9 J^rn'hmj.q.q (21/22) is a common rgxi 

nickHiame for berserks. See further No tes to 46/16 and 48/7•

A third way the ^La-author seems to have selected names 

for the characters of his saga is as follows 1 he has taken 

the names of a group of historical people in the same family 

or families and applied them to a group of invented persons 

in his own saga- Thus in lines 29/18-24, he has probablv 

taken names from the genealogies of the Oddaverjar and

in^nr, which must ha\ry been knov;:i to him (see N0 -i:e



to 29/19-23). A similar use of the na^es of historical 

persons for fictional characters is probably to be found 

in Hr_a£n, ch. 17, where the sons of HVamin-Sturla, ^6r6r, 

Sigvatr and Snorri coincide with three of the four sons of 

Hallsteinn and Hr6lfr, who are unknown from other sources 

(cf. Sigur5ur Nordal , InalnJiatla , 194°, 21 footnote l).

Aptrgongur

In chapter 13, there is an account of ^orgils's fight 

with Bjorn's dead father and for the first time the super­ 

natural is introduced into the saga. ^n the same chapter 

?orgils and ^-u^un struggle with the dead Gy5a and later in 

the saga the dead ^orgerSr and her companions terrorize the 

survivors of the epidemic in Greenland. '^ales such as 

these have their origins in the belief that human beings 

had a continued material existence in the grave and that 

the bodies of the dead could rise and walk again. Such
-\

convictions were undoubtedly very real at the time the saga

was written and have lived on in ^c eland into recent
[841 

centuries. But despite the very genuine fear for revenants

in medieval Scandinavia, we find that tales about them fall 

into very definite patterns containing stock elements. Tne 

story of ^orgils's fight with Bjorn's father, for instance, 

contains elements from a well-known folk tale, ' Tne Bear's

son' s Tale', which is also the basis for the storv of
[S£] 

Beowulf s battle against ^rendel and his mother. This typo

of ghost story was clearly very common in Icelandic oral



tradition and although the ILl_fi-';iithor M;V h^vc haj certa'n
* *

literary models for the d.r_£uir:aiii>££ir in his r.agn, he un­ 

doubtedly knew such stories in oral form and took from then 
elements 
ws&ttx. which he has included in his saga.

a) ^orgils's fight with Bjorn's father

'The story of ^orgil's fight with B ,norn' s father. (l8/2 -
[ou]

2l) contains the following conventional elements :

A

General situation (18/2-6). AS in the ' Bear's son's 

Tale , the hero is very frequently a guest at the haunted 

house (cf. the Glamr episode in G-pett; ^eowul f). There is, 

as here, often some very definite indication that the 

hauntings are taking place, e.g. sometimes we are told that 

the household become depressed and fearful at the approach

of winter.

B

^at var opt urn vetrinn at ^orgils heyrdi lamit uti um 

frekjuna (l8/7-8). Revenants had the habit of 'riding' 

houses, that is, sitting astride the roof and spurring with 

their heels 1 ur5u menn ok foess varir, at opt var riSit 

skalanum (%rb, ch. 3^-); heyrSi Grettir ut dynur miklar; 

var ]pa farit upp a husin ok riSit skalanum ok barit 

hselunum, sva at braka5i i hverju tre (Gre tt, 119).

C

tok oxi i hond ser ok gekk ut .... takaz J>eir fang- 

brog5um, t)vi at ^orgils haf5i sleppt oxinni (18/9, 12-$).

In the 'Bear's Son's Tale', the hero often manifests*



ursine qualities by wrestling with his adversaries r:,ther

than using weapons against them. The Eeovrilf-poet has
this element 

adopted ttocxE!Ktek&: in his description of his hero's fight

against Grendel. Further it is interesting that, as in 

Flo, the motif is rationalized: Beowulf has heard that 

Grendel 'does not care to use weapons' and wishes to meet 

him on equal terms (see Beowulf , lines 433 ff • and note to 

435)* The same motif, again rationalized, is found in Hay , 

ch . 2 : Olafr hljop upp ok jpreif til 0xarinnar ok hafdi 

astlat at sla hann, en braSara bar at, ]pvi at ^ormodr hljop 

undir hendr honum. Vard -6la.fr fra vi5 at taka. Again in • 

his fight against Giamr , . Gpettir does not use weapons 

'although we are not told 'why.

D

Var foeira atgangr bssSi hardr ok grimmligr sva at upp gekk 

n8r5in undir f 6 turn freim (18/13-5)- The effect of the 

wrestling pair on their surroundings is often mentioned: 

flest gekk ok upp, fcat sem fyrir var5 (Hav, 299) ; gekk nu 

upp allt ]3at, er fyrir var3 (Grett, 58) ; gen^u t>a fra 

stokkarnir, ok allt brotnaSi, ^at sem fyrir var5 ( Grett ,120) 

also in Finnbogi's fight with a bear, out-of-doors:

Rang;ast at lengi , ok ^engr upp fyrir freim flest ]3at ? er 

fyrir freira fotag;ang;i var5 (Fjnnb, 274 f.) See also Beowulf

lines 770 ff •

E

me5 frvi at ^orgilsi var lengra lif set 1 at (18/15-6). A 

set phrase for giving a conventional reason for a hero sue-
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viving in a life or death situation, cf . Laxd, 54-: : ^? hyj 

at ... beim vard lengra lif s au3it .

F

en at lyktum var5 sva . .. at draugrinn fell a bak aptr, en 

^orgils of an. a hann ( 18/15-7) • Fights with revenants often 

end in this way: ^ormoSr rekr hselana ba5a i treit ok fellr 

a bak aptr. Qlafr laetr fra kne fylgja kviSi ... (Hav, 299); 

en sva lauk, at haugbuinn fell a bak aptr (Grett, 58).

G

ok nair s£5an oxi sinni. Hpggp Pprgils ^>a af honu^i 

hofu3 (18/17-8). A common motif (see Motif -Index,

e.g. Halfdanar saga, ch.17; Fib,ii ? 77; Hromundar Saga 

Grips sonar in Fas (ii, 278). It must have its origins in 

reality (see Note to 18/18).

H 

m39lir si3an yf ir. . .hibylabot (l8/18-2l). Stories like
L «-~ " - —— mi.-j- V - —— 4

the one in question often conclude with certain sterotype 

phrases and remarks. The words (engum manni) at meini verda 

are sometimes introduced, although not always, as here, as 

part of a magic formula (see Note to 18/18-9) : Hann kvezk 

getla, at freim myndi ekki mein at honum ver3a (Hav, 299) ; 

He5an fra verdr engum manni meiii at aptrgongu tfrapps

69; cf .?lo, 72/21-2. As in the second of these examples, 

and as in Flo, 18/20 (vsr3 ok aldrigi vart vi5 hann si5an) , 

it is often stressed that there is no further trouble from 

the revenants which have been laid (e.g. Eyr'b , ch. 55 :

r,k af allar aptrgor^ur at Fr65a) . Quite naturally the
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owner of the farm expresses his thanks to the hero and t;\o 

general improvement made by the laying of the ghost is also 

stressed ( 18/20-1; cf. Grett. 218: frotti Grettir frar G'P

hafa mikla landhreiiisun) . One final point may be mentioned: 

It will be noticed how the e~pisod.e in Flo concludes with a 

certain amount of alliteration, mainly on h, m, and v (also 

possibly l) . The same can be said of the ghost story in 

Hav, ch.2: ^akkaSi hvert mannsbarn honum, bat er maela kunrii.
• — ' __ _ _ __ __________________________ _ _ ____________ ________ / J- ,^^^mmum "r

Hann kvezk astla, at foeim myndi ekki mein at honum verSa .
t
Qlafr dvalSisk frar ngkkurar na3tr, for siSan heim a Biamyri .

hann viSfrsegr af t>essu verki urn saf or5 ok alla

landsf jorSunga, ok af pllu i)essu ox mjgk o^okki millum |)eira 

J?orbjarnar. It has already been stressed that stories of

revenants were common currency in oral tradition, and it is 

possible that the alliterative phrases and sentences found 

here are a feature taken over from these tales in their 

oral form.

b) The Gy5a episode

Stories of the recently dead who, like Gy5a, come to life 

"before burial are also common in the sagas and in Icelandic 

folklore (see Erzahlungsgut, 26-9; P- Sluijter, Uslands 

Volksgeloof, 1936, 69-72). The tales of ^orgunna (Eyrb. 

137 ff.) and of Grimhildr (Gr, ch. 6) are of especial 

interest in this connection. Persons with a knowledge of 

magic or of evil disposition (cf. Flo, 17/25-6: G^-5a var 

margkunnandi a fyrnskful ok fr65leik) are far-, more likely



to come to life after death th-ui others (so ^o 

^orolfr bsegifotr in E^b mid Gl:'i:i7- in ^rotl,). Their deaths 

like GySa's, often cause fear in the household where they 

die (Eyrb, 92: pllum frotti obokki a andlati hans). Members 

of the household often flee the farm: stukku ok allir

a brottu, Flo, 18/26-7; en sumir stukku undan, Eyrb , 93 •

stukku foa margir inenn i brott, Grett , 113)- ^-s Auoun 

suggests in Flo (19/6-?), one way of dealing with such 

bodies is to give them a secure burial (cf . Eyrh , 92 : dys ju5u 

])eir ^orolf ]jar rammliga) . J'orgunna (Eypb , l z'-4) , like Gy5a.

gets out of her coffin while it is being carried to the 

grave. The final solution is often to burn these living 

corpses (see Motif -Index, E446.2; cf. Note to 19/15-6). 

Lastly certain verbal reminiscences in Flo of the Grimhildr 

episode may be noted:

Gr, 259/8: ok brakaSi fca i hver.iu tre i stofunni

Flo , 19/11: tekr at braka. mjok _:i kistunni

Gjr, 259/lO-l : Hann var bge5i mikill ma5r ok sterkr,

ok fcurfti hann j)ess alls, a5r hann kom

henni hurt af

Flo, 19/12-4 : Pa fara freir ti:L haSir ok toku hana ok

^urpti alls vi5 ok varu ])eir baSir sterk i r

Although it can hardly be maintained that the likenesses 

here are very great, they do come within the framework of



stories which are essentially of the same type, r is, 

of- course, older than Fi_6 and was probably known to its 

author (see pages *30o ff.below). He might, therefore, in 

addition to having a similar story, have taken over certain 

words and phrases from it.

Porgils leaves with Au5in without telling Bjprn

The frame*for the story of ^orgils's and AuSun's en­ 

counter with Gy5a, 18/22 - 19/3 and 19/21 - 20/4, is also of 

interest. One night AuSun comes to the door and asks for 

^orgils's help in burying his mother, ^orgils agrees to go 

with him and it is stressed that he leaves without telling 

his host (at ovitandi Bjrni). On missing Porgils, Bjb'rn 

starts a search for him but when this proves fruitless he 

decides to prepare a funeral feast for him - ... Skulum ver 

frat 1?6 gera i heidr vi5 hann at drekka erii hans ok uggir 

mik at eigi megi fagnsSarol heita «•» ' During the feast, 

however, £*orgils returns home and it is made an occasion 

for rejoicing rather than sorrow.

Anna Kersbergen (Mptieven. 74--5) sees in this story a well 

defined motive to which she gives the name 'Secret departure 

before a venture* ('Het heimelijk weggaan voor een onder- 

neming'). Before setting off on dangerous enterprises, 

protagonists either conceal their intentions or leave with­ 

out making their departure known at all. In Dropl (ch. 3), 

when Helgi and Grimr go off to kill Porgrimr, they tell 

their hostess that they are going to hunt ptarmigan; in 

(ch.92), okarpheSiim and hir, brothoj-s tell their father



they are going to search for sheep when in fact they 

intend to attack Erainn and his band. In Fjnnb (ch. ll), 

Finnbogi slips away secretly in the night to kill a bear 

and a similar element is found in Grett, ch.21. A 

•particularly interesting story in this connection is in K 

ch. 3' One autumn Ketill prepares his boat, and, when

'his father asks what he is doing, he replies that he is
l^ ? 

going fishing. He then sails north to Finmork where he

kills G-usi, king of the Lapps. His homecoming is described 

as follows: Ejgj er fyrr sagt af ferSum Ketils en haan kom 

heim til Hpafnistu. Hann hitti bonda einn ok spurSi, 

hvat skip fcau skyldu, er foru til eyjarinnar. B6ndi kva5 

frat vera boSsmenn, ok astti at drekka erfi eptir Ketil, 

ef foa spyrS ist ekki til hans. Ke till for a vandu shipi 

til eyn'arinnar ok gekk inn i skalann, ok ur5u menn honum 

fegnir. Var nu veizlunni snuit i fag;na5arb'l i mot Katli. 

Here we have a parallel example of a funeral feast being 

turned into a feast of welcome when a man thought dead 

returns safely after a deed of prowess. The similarities 

are close enough to make a direct connection between Fi6 

and Ket possible. If one saga has borrowed from the other, 

it seems more likely that Ket is the lender rather than
*

the borrower (cf. page *326 below).

The mission to the Hebrides to collect taxes.

After returning from his kaupfer5. ^orgils joins the 

court of the new ruler of Norway, Hakon Hiaftajarl.' After
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he has been with the jarl for some time, he brings up the 

matter of his property with the new ruler. Hakon admits he 

is impressed by ^orgils but is not sure how he will be as 

a man of action. He says he will not give ^orgils the 

property until he has collected his taxes from the Hebrides 

which have not been paid for some time. ^orgils undertakes 

the mission. After an interlude where he is wrecked in 

Caithness and overcomes the berserk Jarnhauss, ^orgils 

(with the help of ^orsteinn) collects the taxes and brings 

them to Hakon jarl. He then gives ^orgils back his 

property.

There are parallel stories about the collection of de­ 

linquent taxes in Old Icelandic literature, three of them 

in the f ornaldarsbgur. In FriSp.j > ch-5, Helgi makes it a 

condition of the reconciliation between himself and Fri5- 

JDjofr that the latter shall collect his taxes from the 

Orkneys which have not been paid since King Beli died. 

After a storm-tossed journey (cf.Note to 21/17 ff.) Fric5- 

]pjofr gets the money from the Opkneyingajarl and delivers 

it- to Helgi. In grv ( 8? ff.), Oddr wins Siikisif by 

collecting some long unpaid taxes from Aifr , king of Bjalka­ 

li and. In Yngvars Saga viSforla (ed. E. Oi SOn, 1912,10 ),
'} • —i-i---•••'•'•- ••••••• i.-i.- . I.- ii—• —ii...»..— I. 11 ii?
the young Yngvarr and Onundr collect taxes from the Semgalir

who have not paid them for some time. In this type of story, 

two companions are often involved. Fourthly, an example 

from the ^slendingasogurI Hakon the Good gives ^orsteinn 

Poruson the choice either of claiming some taxer, due to him
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from Norway, or of being outlawed. (Eg. 219)• Egill 

undertakes to collect the taxes for his friend and after a 

number of adventures does indeed bring the money back to 

Norway . Eg's story is, however, rather different from 

that in the fornaldarsogur and Flo and does not, o'f course^ 

involve a sea-journey.

Duels

It does not seem unlikely that during the Viking period, 

the duel was frequently resorted to as a means of settling

disputes either out of court or when, a court gave a dis-
[871 

. puted judgment or failed to give judgment at all. Further.

the accounts of ritual and custom surrounding duels in the 

sagas, including the more circumstantial ones in Eg, ch. 65,

Gunnl, ch. 11 and Kornu ch. 10 may well contain historical
[88] 

elements. Whatever the historical realities, however,

legal duel seems to have been abolished in Iceland in the 

first decade of the eleventh century (cf. Gunnl, ch.ll) 

and by the middle of, the thirteenth century, memories of 

single combat have largely developed into stock literary 

motifs often conforming to very stylized patterns. In 

many cases the motif is fused with motifs from stories 

where a maiden is saved from an undesirable suitor by 

weapons and is married to her rescuer, and four out of 

the five duels in Flo are of this type. The stereo­ 

typed elements which go to make up these five episodes 

will be dealt with in isolation although it should be



noted that similar combinations or motifs to those found 

in Flo are also found in other sagas and the Fl6-author 

may well have known, for example, the account of the duel 

in VGl, ch.4.

The duels in Flo are as follows:

(a) Porgils's duel against SUrtr (21/22-23/17)

(b) " " " GyrSr (25/21-26/1)

(c) " " " RandviSr (26/21-27/12)

(d) " " " RandviSr (49/17-50/6)
[89] 

.(e) " " ." Bjaifi (55/17-56/9)

These five episodes contain the following conventional 

motifs:

A

AS in (a), (c), (d) and (e), the hero's opponent in duel 

is very frequently characterized as a ruffian of some sort 

(e.g. berserkr (see Note to 22/25), vikin.gr (see Note to 

21/22)', illgerSarmaSr. 6ei3arma5r)..

B

In the vast majority of cases, duels for women are 

fought abroad, not in Iceland. ^orgils's duel with 

Bjalfi (e) is an exception to this rule as is ^orsteinn's 

fight with Porsteinn in Reykrl. ? ch.l9; &£.

in (c) as in Dropl, ch. 15 and VGl, ch. 6, the duel takes 

place in Upplond; cf• Origin, 164.

C

In (a) it is said of Surtr : Pat var einn hattr h»n3.



ef konur varu friSar ok vel at ser, at harm tok J3ger at 

ser um hriSar sakir en menn fopro'u eigi i moti honum at 

standa. We may compare Qrett, ch. 19 : ^eir toku a 

brott konur manna ok doetr ok hpf5u vi5 hpnd ser viku 

e5a halfan manuS ok foerSu siSan aptr fceim, sem attu.

D

In a large number of cases the reason for the duel is, 

as in (a), (c), (d) and (e) that the challenger demands a

female relation of the challenged in marriage (see Motif-
[90] 

Index« ^610.3.4.2.1.). .This relation can be the daughter,

sister, or wife of the challenged man. The challenged man 

refuses because he does not wish to marry the woman to a 

man of such ill reputation (Prandr vildi heldr berjaz eri 

gipta dottur sina sva ilium manni; cf. Reykd, ch. 19 : 

Hall r sag3i, at hann myndi eigi gipta dottu:? sina sva
%

vandum manni sem hann var ). The hero, who is usually a 

guest 'at his home, offers to take on the duel for him.

E

In (a), 6lafr .jarl says he will marry his sister to the 

man who will fight against Surtr. This is a common motif. 

And although this is a good offer, there are no volunteers 

for evil is to be expected from the berserk (Engir ur5u 

til at svara n'arli, frott radit bastti fysiligt, frvi at 

monnum ^otti ills van af Surti jarnhaus, 22/16-8). Finally 

^orgils undertakes the duel, defeats Surtr, and marries 

the .jarl' s sister. Two parallels may be cited. In Svarf,
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chs. 7-lO, a Swedish jarl offers his daughter Ingibjorg 

to the man who will undertake to duel against the vikingr 

or halfberserkr Moldi. ^orsteinn volunteers, defeats 

the ruffian and is married to Ingibjorg. In an episode 

in VGl? ch.4, a certain ^orsteinn comes to two brothers

and asks them to help him against a berserk called
f
Asgautr who has challenged him for his sister. Although

^orsteinn does not himself offer his sister as a prize
r 

for defeating Asgautr, this seems to be taken for granted,

as the brothers later ask their men who will win the 

woman by defeating the berserk. The saga continues: 

En bott konan bsstti fysilig, ba vard bo engi buinn at

vinna betta til. ( of. Flo. 22/16-8). Finally Eyjolfr
Ifight; 

offers tolfbut although victorious, he does not marry the

girl. Cf. DropJL, ch.15-

F
/

In (a), Surtr tells Ola.fr that he will be a niSingr 

if he does not attend at the arranged duel. Such ad­ 

monitions are a conventional cor^bllary to challenges 

to holinganga in the sagas, e.g= Eg, ch. 56-" '^a vil ek 

bj65a ^)er holmggngu ok ]pat, at vit berimsk her a ^inginu. . 

en |)u ver hvers manns niSingr, ef fru ^orir eigi' ; Kprm, 

ch. 21: 'Nu by3 ek PorvarSi af nyju holmgpngu...ver5i hann 

hvers manns niSingr ef harm kemr eigi'; cf• Herv, ch. 2 

and Vatns, ch»33- See, on possible background in reality5

Note to 22/9-10.
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G

The ploy in (a) by which ^orgils conceals from Surtr

the fact that he has the magic sword Biadinn is paralleled
^ 

in a number of similar episodes in the Islendinga- and the

fornaldarsogur (for references see Motif-Index. £9.7.2). 

One common form of the motif is found in stories where the 

protagonist uses two swords (see e.g. Sturlaugs Saga 

starfsama in Fas, ii, 324). First, an ordinary sword is 

shown to the berserk or berserk-like opponent. This the 

latter proceeds to blunt with his 'evil eye 1 (cf. Note to 

27/11-2) ; the protagonist then produces from concealment 

a magic sword, often borrowed especially for the duel, 

with this wins the victory. A particularly interestinj 

parallel to the Flo story is found in ^iSreks Saga (ed. 

GuSni Jonsson, 1951? i» 3^0): ^iOrekr manages to borrow 

the magic sword Mimungr from Vic5ga to fight against 

SigurSr. The latter declares that he will duel against 

^iSrekr only if he swears that he has not brought Mimungr 

to fight with. The narrative continues: En PiSrekr 

konungr bra a bak ser aftr sverdinu ok stingr nu i nb'ro'ina 

nidr oddinum. en h.jaltinu stydr hann vi5 bak ser. ok nu 

tekr hann ok vinnr beiina ei5 ok bi5r sva gu5 h.ialpa ser, 

at eigi veit hann Mjmungs odd fyrir of an Ti'or5 ok eigi 

veit hann hans meSalkafla i nokkurs maims hendi. Ok nu 

bykkir Sjgurdi vel. ok breg3r hann svero'i sinu... The two 

then fight and when SigurSr realiz-es the trick that has 

been played on him he gives himself up.
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One other parallel from farther afield will be 

mentioned. The Norwegian ballad Ormalen Unge (see N

folkeviser, ed. A. Liest01, 1964, 92-?) tells how the 

giant Fjalrne comes to a_ king's palace and demands the hand 

of his daughter. Ormalen, however, offers to meet the 

giant in combat the following day and the giant agrees. 

Before he leaves the palace, however, Fjalme asks Ormalen:

e du« ungan Ormalen ,

hot eg vil sp0r.i'e deg- 

veit du noko om Byrting.ien , 

du dyl han ink.i'e fyr meg! '

Since the sword Byrtingjen is buried in his father's 

gravemound, Opmalen can truthfully answer: 

( 'Eg sko sverje eiden ein.

og eg sko sver.jq tvo • 

ink.le er skar-pan

me ire pa denne ,iord. '

Later he goes and borrows Byrtingjen from his dead father 

and with it overcomes the giant.

In his book Nppske trollvisor og norrgne sogor (l915» 

120-36), Knut Liest01 produces arguments to show that this 

ballad goes back to a lost Icelandic f ornaldarsaga and 

that this saga must have contained the element of the hero's
/*"*

oath to the giant concerning the sword. Liost0 l's
*~s

discussion is on the whole convincing, but whether he is 

right or not we have here another example from the
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Scandinavian area of essentially the same type of story as
L. 7- - J

that found in Flo.

It should in this connection.be noted that as in (a), 

the concealed sword is often a borrowed one and the Flo- 

author goes to some pains to include this element.This 

accounts for the somewhat peculiar .way that Au5un stresses 

that BlaSinn is only a temporary gift at 19/19-20 and his 

reclaiming of it in a dream at 24/3-8. A parallel situation 

where the person from whom the swordis borrowed appears to 

a victorious duellist in a dream is found in Reykd, ch. 19 • 

Here Hallr takes the sword Skefilsnautr from Skefill's 

grave mound and gives it to ^orkell who defeats ^orsteinn 

with it. Afterwards ^orkell insists that the sword is 

returned to its owner. The following night, however, Skefill 

appears to ^orkell in a dream, praises him and gives him 

the sword. When ^orkell wakes, he finds the sword and

bears it his whole life (see Origin ? 164 f.).

H

In (a) we are told: bat varu ba log at menn vagru til 

arfs bess er fell a holmi. Flo may here be influenced 

by Eg, ch. 64: Pat varu holmgpngulpg i £ann tima, at sa 

er skorar a mann annan til einhvers hlutar... ef hann 

felli a holminum, fra hafSi hann fyrirvegit allri sinni eigu, 

ok skyldi sa taka arf hans, er hann felldi a holmi.

I

In (a) ^orgils strikes off the pointed end of Surtr's 

shield and in the same stroke takes off his le^



sporSinn af skildi Surta._Q3£..amdag-.Jb.aoj;jiL-. l^JLli

He then, kills him. In (b) Porgils again takes his 

opponent's leg off (nothing is said about the shield) but 

it is stressed that GyrSr lives on and is called ' GyrSr 

the Lame ' (Pprgils hoggr til GypSs ok undan honum fot-lrm 

fyrir ne5an okla... Idf3i GypSr sidan ok var kallaSr Gyro'r 

inn halti) . The three motifs here (hewing off shield 

point; cutting off leg (foot) in same stroke; opponent- 

living on as lame man) are found in/conjunction in at

least two cases: VGl , ch.4: Ey.lolfr •*• h.io»«» at sverSit

kom a sk.i'aldarsporSinn, ok gekk af sporS _rinn ok rfotrinnl
' I •

af berserknum. . .Asgautru.ifd'i vi5 0rkuml ; G-jsl , ch . 2 • Gjsli __ ——————————— —— -^ ———————————— _ —— ————

h,i6. . . af spor5inn skildinum. ok af honum fotinn. . » Skeggi» » 

gekk avallt vi5 trefot siSan. They are further found 

separately or in twos in a number of other places, not 

always in duels as in e.g. Dropl , ch. 15, §g, ch. 64, 5et, 

ch. 4,. but also in ordinary fights (see e.g. Nj , ch. 130). 

In (e) the laming motif is surprisingly turned onto £>orgils 

himself. Of. Motif -Index, S162; Origin, 164.

J

In (b) ^orgils says that it would be better for him and 

GyrSr to fight together in single combat rather than in­ 

volve their followers in a battle. This is a motif to 

which parallels are found elsewhere. We may compare: 

'Engi frami er •'. bvi , at vit drepum verkmenn hvarr fyrir 

odrum, ok er nas st, at vit sjalfir leikumsk vi6...'
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ch . 43 ); ' £*at er skaSi, ef menn okkrir drepaz ni3r .
f

sagdj Egill, 'ok ber.rjunz tveir heldr. ' Asmundar kvez P.e^s.

allbuinn (Drei ^yg. 13 (see also note)); enda bicki 

mier rad sagdi harm at vit beriumzt.ii. ok gialldi ecki 

adrir saka minna edur gfurkaos ockars* Sjgurdur kuezt 

bess ok bwin (Sjgurdar ^aga fots ok Asmundar Hunakongs , 

ed. J. Jackson, Publications of the Modern Language Society 

of America, 1931 9 l003); '^at l)ykki mer ra5. Be li

at vit spillum eigi monnum okkrum lengr ok ber.jumst tveir 

a holmi, ok hafi sa sigr. er annan vinnr. ' Beli .iatar

"bessu (^orst Vik, ch. 2l). Certain verbal similarities
* — "" (here,/ 

to 25/17-9 of Flo will be notice~3Tand, in all but the
~~ J~- m ' s '

first of these examples, the offer of single combat is 

accepted as in Flo.

K

In (c) RandviSr tells ^orgils to strike first because 

he is the challenged party. This is a motif found in a 

number of descriptions of duels in the sagas '• B-qj atti 

fyrr at h&ggva, bvi at honum var a holm skorat ( K.laln , 

ch. 9); Eyjolfr atti f-yrr at hpggva (VGl, ch.4); Hrafn 

atti fyrr at hoggva, er a hann var skorat ( Gunnl ? ch. 11 ) ; 

Sa skal hb'ggva. er a er skorat (Korm, ch. 10) . Cf.

ch . 9 : segir Mpidi: 'ok hpg.gfciu begar. bvi at mer er annt 

at drepa bik. . . ' .

L

AS in (d), the victor in a duel is sometimes offered 

money but declines and says he had not looked for rev/ard:
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cf. VG1 . c 1 . 4: Nii var h on urn bo 5 it fe mi kit at bigg.ja, 

en hann lezk ^ettaHTbil f jar hafa gert ne til konu, heldr af 

vinfengi vi5 t)a

Viking stories

On pages *l?6-7, *180, it has been' shown how the author 

of Flo embroiders the bare notice he found in LdnX of a 

joint expedition undertaken by Ingolfr, Leifr and the Atla- 

synir with motifs from the 'Viking tales' of the fornaldar- 

sb'gur . After having prevailed against Surtr in chapter 16, 

the hero of the saga himself is engaged in Viking exploits 

with a certain Gyrdr around, it seems, the British Isles. 

And while neither here nor elsewhere in Flo is the Viking 

theme developed to the full (there is, for instance, no 

example of 'net klassieke wiking-gevecht ' in Flo ; cf. 

Beschouwing, 163) , the relevant chapters do contain various 

motifs found in other Viking stories and these may be given 

attention here.

Porgils and ^orsteinn first encounter GyrSr undir ey einni 

This is a stock place for one Viking band to meet another

(see Unter suchungen , 78 f.), although in the majority of 
[where,?

casesTthe- motif appears host ill tis

story in Flo is, however, similar to one in Svarf , 

ch.27: here Karl Karlsson rows in a skuta (cf . Flo, 24/10) 

to where he finds Bjorgolfr at einni ev.lu. Karl asks to 

join him and the two go raiding together. We nay well have 

a case of curect borrowing here, but it is imi.oso ible
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to say which sa,yaYi-iMX influenced th? other.

At 24/11-3, we are told that (yror enters a partnership 

(felag)with ^orgils and ^orcteinn arid the terms of their 

agreement are stated. In the Viking Age, arid to a certain 

extent later, it was a common practice for two or more 

parties to bind themselves in partnership for joint naval 

enterprises whether of piratical, commercial or colonial 

intent. Such felog were,no doubt,legally constituted 

and their members subject to a set of mutually agreed 

regulations (see Note to 2/19-20). In the Viking tales 

of the f ornaldarsb'gur. the 'Fahrtgenossenschaf t' becomes 

a stock motif > almost essential to storias of the type. 

In certain cases, it fuses with the fostbragdralag-motif 

(see Untersuchungen« 73 ££• ; Beschouwing, IJpO-l). Some­ 

times two bands of Vikings actually stop fighting each other. 

gera felag between themselves and after that fight side by 

side. More often, however, felog were formed without 

previous hostilities. And while the felag between (r

Porgils and ^orsteinn begins peacefully, it ends in strife 
(see 25/18-26/1). Other stories of felog which end

in this way might have been found in f ornaldar sb'gur which 

are now lost; the present editor has, however, been unable

to find parallel examples in representatives of the genre
f 

still preserved or in other Islendingasb'gur.

Of Porgils and his men, we are told that they eyddu 

m.iok illbyo'i ok hernadarmonnum en letu bsendr ok kanpmenn
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heroes who- go on Viking expeditions'- of Fri3]pj6fr

ch. ll),. it is said that he drap illmenni ok grimSarfulla 

vikinga. en b^ndr ok kaupmenn let hann i friSi vera; in

ik (ch.22), Angentyr and Beli drapu vikinga ok rans-

menn. hvar sem beir gatu fra hent, en letu baaidr ok kaupmenn 

fara i friSi: Sigmundr in F^r (ch. 18) goes raiding in 

the Baltic "but hann Isetr bo' f ara ka.upmenn i fri5i; two 

fostbraeSr in Sturlaugs Saga starfsama (Fas, iii, 31^) letu 

fara i friSi katipmenn. en brutu uiidir sik spe_llvirk.1a ; 

in ^rvar-Qdds -Saga (Fas, i, 31°), Hjalmarr says: 'Ek vil 

aldri kaupmenn raena ne bukarla meir en sva sem ek barf 

at hafa strandhogR a skiDi minu i nau5s;^,ni' : in Vatns (20)
—————————————————————————————————— SWS ————————————————————————————————————————————— *t ——— 1 —————————— ,

a viking band f 6ru ... i hernaS ok JTengu iniklar teknur 

f.jar af reyfurujn ok ransmpnnum, "beirn sem IpgSusk a f e
r

basnda e5a kaupmanna; in Jokuls £atbr Buasonar (IF, xiv, 

59) there are two men who drapu berserki og illbySisfolk, 

en kaupmb'nnum gafu beir gri5. In contrast to all these 

noble men, Jolgeirr in Gongu-Hppif s Saga (Fas, ii» 37 /4) 

for ilia me5 herskap si num. ok rgenti mest bu^egna ok 

kaupmenn .

g)he Ireland enisode

In chapter 16, Porgils, ^orsteinn, Gyr3r and their men 

go to Ireland. There they find a forest, go into it 

and come to a place where there is a leafless tree. 

Suspecting something to be underneath the tree, tli }y pull 

it up and di; oo, over an underground house where there are



armed man. ^orgils says that the first oi' his band to 

go into the .iarQhus shall have the three treasures ths.t 

are there and all agree to this except GyrSr. After this 

^orgils rushes into the house, encounters no resistance 

and finds there blue cloth, two gold rings and a sword. 

He also discovers two women, one who is young and beautiful, 

another who is old and even so beautiful. With the help 

of ^orsteinn, he drives away the other inmates of the 

.iardhus and takes the women to the ships. They are pur­ 

sued by a band of armed men, but manage to put away from 

land. One of the pursuers now delivers a long speech in 

a language they do not understand. The older woman, who, 

it transpires, is of Norwegian extraction, says that it 

is her son, Kugi jarl, vvlio has spoken and that he will give 

up the treasures ^orgils has acquired if he releases her 

and the younger woman; he will also have greater advantage 

from the sword which is otherwise cursed (cf. Note to 

25/11)- ^orgils takes the women ashore and is rewarded 

with presents of rings. Later in the saga, the sword, 

which is given the name JarShussnautr, turns out to have 

magical properties. Porgils is again rewarded for giving 

up the women on his second visit to Ireland (see 49/3-H)- 

This episode, although it fills only thirty lines or so 

in the text contains a number of borrowed elements all of 

which may be conveniently discussed under one heading. 

First, the central element, a narShus-adventure in Ireland. 

The author of Flo would have found a very similar story
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in LdnX, ch. 6, only a few lines below the point)he 

stopped copying it for chapters 2 and 3 of his saga, i.e. 

at LdnXj 132/7-11. After being expelled from Norv:ay. we 

are told of Leifr that harm her.laSi a Irland ok fan- bar 

.iardhus mikit. £ar gekk hann i ok var myrkt ftar tll__er 

lysti af sverSi "bvi er ma3r helt a. Leifr drap barn nann 

ok tok sverSit ok mikit fe af honum.__§ 1J5an var herr. 

kallaSr Hjpr-Leifr. And if we turn to ^rvar-Odds Saga, 

we also find a similar tale although rather longer. This 

may be summarised as follows (Prv, 37 ff«; cf. prvar- . 

Odds Saga . ed. R. Boer, 1888, 7° ff.): &rvar-0ddr, harrying 

in Ireland, has his foster-brother killed by the Irish and 

now wishes to do them all the harm he can. He finds him­ 

self on a path through a forest and walks along it, pulling 

up by the roots any bushes which get in his way. He then 

comes across a bush which seems much looser than others, 

and when he looks more closely he finds that there is a 

door underneath it. This he pulls open and, finding it 

leads down into the ground, goes in and discovers there 

seven women. °ne is more beautiful than the others (var eiri 

miklu friSari en adrar). He takes her by the hand and tries 

to pull her out of the .jarShus. She tells him that if he 

will leave her alone, she will make him a wonderful shirt 

that will be proof against fire, fatigue, hunger and the 

sword. It will be ready the following summer. Oddr 

accepts this offer and after exhorting her to heer> her
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promise, goes away. He returns the following summer and 

goes to- the place where he met the girl the previous year. 

(It is now disclosed that she is ^Ivor konungsdottir•) 

She arrives and gives him the shirt. They marry. After 

three summers, Oddr declares his intention to leave Ire­ 

land but leaves behind him his new wife and his daughter 

by her.

NOW we can be certain that the Flo-author knew the 

part of LdnX which told of Leifr's adventure (see pages 

*197 ff.)t The episode in Ldn and Flo have the following 

features in common. ^orgils/Leifr goes to Ireland and 

there finds a jarShus. In it he encounters men/a man with 

weapons/a weapon whom he puts to flight/kills. From the 

jarShus he takes the sword and also other valuables. In 

Flo, the sword becomes ^org^ils's life-long possession. 

in I-jandnamab6k it gives Leifr his nickname. And apart 

from dealing with a .jarShus in Ireland, the story in Prv 

has the following in common with the story in Flo;(j) the 

jardhus is in a forest; similar hints are given of its 

existence; (ii) hero finds women in ^ar_5hus, one of whom 

particularly attracts him; (iii) hero attempts to abduct 

women/woman but is persuaded not to when a magic sword/ 

magic shirt is promised; (iv) hero returns to Ireland a 

second time where the fact that he did not abduct the 

women/woman is remembered and rewarded (cf. Flo, 4-9).

Now there is both external and internal evidence to 

suggest that Flo was the borrower here rather then Prv.
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It has been ar^aed by Einar Sveinsson (Zatns, ii ff.) that 

grv was written before 1275- It would thus be older than "16. 

In prv, the episode seems far better integrated into its con­ 

text than it does in Flo. The episode in our saga clearly 

takes elements from the story of Leifr; and its general untid 

iness suggests that its author was, in fact, interweaving 

two older models.

We may now turn to ch. 15 of HarjS. This is a haugbrot
j

story, but it has certain elements in common with the one in 

Flo. After five days of trying, HorSr and his comrades 

eventually succeed in getting a grave-mound open. H'oror asks 

who will go in first. His companions fall silent, whereupon 

he says • 'Nu mun ek«•.ganga i haugirni. ef ek skal eiga ba 

"br.la gripi er ek kys or hauginum* ' Hpoarr agrees for his 

part and also the rost of them. H6r5r then goes into the 

mound - he later gets help from a comrade (cf. Flo, 25/l) — 

and by overcoming the haji^pjui. wins himself a ring, a sword 

and a helmet. Later his comrades agree that he shall own 

all of these. And just as the sword in Flo carries a pot­ 

ential curse, so in Har5. the ring and the sword prove to 

bring bad luck. There could well be a direct connection

here between Hare and Flo* Unfortunately it is difficult » ••

to know the age of the redaction represented by the manu­ 

script of Hard* in question (i.e. AM 555, 4-to). The lat­ 

est investigator, Sture Hast (Har_£, 95 ff.) seems to think 

it may be from the end of the 14th century. On the other 

hand, he is very tentative on this point ar/i Flo-..'; arm:! :~' r\^ 

could just as easily be the borrower. It may bo added



that a similar element to the one here is also found in 

^orskfiroinga Saga (IS,iv,34-5 f.): before going into Val- 

shellir, ^orir makes the proviso to his companions that he 

shall have the valuable objects he wins there. But the 

story has not the same specific similarity to the one in 

Flo as that in Har3. Of. also Ol helga.717 f.; Fas,ii,276.

Of interest here is also a story in the Saga of 

Haraldr har5ra5i in Mks (67 ff.) and certain other manu­ 

scripts C^ee Fins, vi, 148 ff.). Haraldr is harrying in 

Sikiley with a Byzantine fleet under the leadership of a 

certain Gyrgir; ok var sva mselt.at beir skyldi g.jalda 

GarSskonunginum hundrad marka af hverju skipi, en beir 

skyldu eignaz s.lalfir, ef "beir fengi ineir. They besiege a 

town but cannot take it. Haraldr says he has a stratagem 

and asks what his reward will be if he is successful. 

Gyrgir spurdi, hvers hann beiddi* "Efc vil taka," sag5i 

'[Haraldr J ? "iii , kostgripi af oskiptu bvi hf?rf angi^sem ver 

fam her." Gyrgir segir at bvi vilria beir .iatta: ok var 

]pat vitnum bundit. Haraldr has a tunnel (.1ar5hus) dug 

from a nearby ravine to underneath the town; then, with & 

chcsan band, he climbs through, terrifies the townspeople 

(hlupu nu undan urn alia borgina; cf.Fl6 T 25/l) and opens 

the gates to his army. After the town is won, Haraldr
<

claims his reward, but Gy^gir says he must wait until they 

return to MiklagarSr because of the agreement with the 

Emperor. Haraldr tries a^ain before they return to

, but is again refused and we are never told that
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he gets his three valuable objects. Later, in -^iklagaror , 

partly -because of false rumours spread by Gyrgir and 

partly because of a relationship with the Empress's niece 

Maria (described as ung ok fri5. (cf . Flo, 24/25)), Karaldr 

is thrown into prison. He escapes, however, abducts Maria 

and puts out into the Black Sea. Before sailing off, 

however, he gallantly puts the girl ashore (Fms, vi, 

169 ff.). This story is certainly old enough to have been 

known to the author of Flo (cf. page *234 above).

Attention may now be given to certain details of the 

story. The three valuable objects (iii. kostgripir) are 

not peculiar to the works already mentioned. We have here 

a common motif, found not only in the sagas, but also in 

the folk-tale. Lagerholm in Drei Lyg (54. footnote ?) 

gives a number of examples, to which may be added one from 

K;ialn. ch.8. And in connection with the kladi blatt . .

tveir gullhringar ok sverS gott in Flo ; we observe the so- 

called Aphterwichtsgesetz (cf . A. Olrik in Zeitschrift 

fur deutsches Aitertum, 19°9, 7) : in the folk-tale the 

most important of a series of people or objects is frequent­ 

ly mentioned last. Thus in Flo, while only the sword, the 

last of, the three kostgripir. is mentioned again, so in

Drei IcygfT of a horn ok tafl ok gullhrin.gr only the gull-
[951 

hringr is of any further significance. - In his fight in

the jarShus. Porgils uses a rotakylfad.e. a club made 

from the root of a tree and thus particularly hajd). 

weapon is frequently resorted to by 'Starker -Urns'-type



heroes in the sa^as, often, au here , by way of ir^r 

(see e.g. Svarf , cli. 15 and g^v, 92). It w;;s also frequent 

ly used against opponents who might have magical pov:ers. 

(Like ftrvor in 2rv7 an aura of magic surrounds the men in 

JkrShus.) Cf. Waf f enkunde- . 12Q-3' and Motif -Index. F614. 2. 2

Finally under this heading we may mention the sword 

JarShussnautr. By giving the two women back to HUgi , Porgi 

acquires an invincible sword which he uses throughout the 

saga, always with success. In ch. 17, for example, the 

berserkr Randvi5r is unable to dull it with his evil eye 

and ^orgils defeats him in the kerganga (cf . Note to 

27/11-2). Again in ch. 24, JarShussnautr is effective 

against the trollkonur of Greenland. Such swords, swords 

which always bite, are common motifs, not only in the sagas 

but also in the folktale. Bia5inn is another instance in 

Flo (cf. Beschouwing. 158 f.) and AngrvaSill and Snar- 

vendill are Just two examples of many from other sagas. 

Inger Boberg assembles the examples in her Motif -Index 

under Dl653«l-l-l« Cf. A. Drachmann, De navngivne Sygerd, 

1967,

^orgils's first journey abroad and Egii s saga

In several of the preceding sections, of those which 

cover the account of ^orgils's first journey abroad, Egji s 

Saga Skalla-Griins sonar has been mentioned as providing 

parallels to the individual stories and motifs to those in 

Flo. At the risk of repetition it will be appropriate at
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this point to consider these together and to draw attention 

to the strong likenesses which exist in the accounts of the 

visits to Norway by ^orgils and Egill (cf . Beschouwing, 

4-7 ff- especially 55). It should be noted that while one 

journey by ^orgils is being discussed, parallels are drawn 

from accounts of three visits by Egill.

(i) In both Eg and Flo, the hero undertakes a 

visit to Norway to claim an inheritance. (The Flo— author 

may have got the idea for this motif from LdnX, 225/37, 

where ^orgils's father is said to leave Iceland in order 

to claim an inheritance;- there can be no doubt, however, 

that he developed it according to the model of Eg. )

(ii) In both sagas (see Eg, 106 ff.), ^orgils and 

Egill are present at a feast to which Gunnhildr konunga- 

and the reigning king of Norway come (Flo : Haraldr

grafeldr/ Eg: Eirikr bl66ox).

(iii) Because of events at the feast, animosity 

is quickly kindled between Gunnhildr and the hero (the king 

takes a less hostile approach than his mother (Fi6)/wif e

(Bg).).
(iv) When the hero lays claim to the property,

he meets the opposition of Gunnhildr (see page *24-9 above.) 

* (v) Both heroes have to wait until Gunnhildr and 

her son (Fl^) /husband (Eg) have to leave Norway and the 

country comes under a new ruler (Hakon jarl, Flo/ Hakon 

ASalsteinssf ostri, Eg) before they get their property back.

(vi) Even the new ruler of Norway is reluctant
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to grant the Icelander his property (F.Lo, 21/5-8; -j^r. 198).

(vii) V/e may note what Nijhoff calls 'het 

optreden van een bemiddelaar tusschen den held en den 

koning'. When the author of Flo has Bjorn (Flo, 20/12) 

flytr...fyrir fHakoni .jarlil mal ^orgils, he is possibly 

taking Apinbjorn (Egill's constant, supporter and spokesman 

in Eg) as his model.

(viii) While in Norway, both ^orgils and

Egill (Eg, 62) make friends with a man called Porsteinn. 

Further, both undertake tax-collecting missions,to SuSreyjar 

(Flo) /to Vermaland (Eg, ' 219) , in Flo with the help of 

^orsteinn /in Eg on ^orsteinn's behalf.

(ix) In Norway, both ^orgils and Egill (Eg, 64-) 

stay with a widow called Gy6a and her son. ^orgils gives 

the son his help, Egill both of them.

(x) In both sagas, the heroes, while abroad, 

use up their spa^e time on Viking expeditions; and both 

(cf. Eg, 64-) fight duels against berserks to free women 

from undesirable suitors.

It might be possible to point to other similarities. 

There are, however, quite enough here to make it clear- 

that the author of Flo knew Eg (which, of course, is the 
<•
older of the two) and was indeod well familiar with the plot 

of that saga.

[96] 
The ambushed lover

In chapter 18. the author of the saga returns to



(ch.377) to provide the plot of his story- and as has been 

shown (pages *195-6 above), he found in the chapter in

question in LdnX, the motif of "The Ambushed Lover 1 . 'This,
»

as stated, he has filled out on the model of other sagas. 

What is interesting to note is that in chapter 19, when 

he is on his own again, the first story he has to tell, 

that of Sorli who is killed by Kolr on the way home after 

a visit to the latter 's sister, contains essentially the
»

same motif. Coming where it does, it increases the 

impression of repetitiousness the saga gives in other 

respects. And although not quibe as circumstantial as the 

story in ch. 18, it is clear that it is based, at least 

partly, on it. We may compare, for example, Kolr's words 

with Sorli at 30/8-10 with those of Helgi with Porgrimr at 

28/6-9,16-7- But the ELo-author also took details from 

other sources: the detail of the evening: ambush, for 

not found in ch. 18 or the corresponding part of

present, for example, in a similar story in Vatns, ch. 

Cf . Darstellung, 3° ff •

j^orey at the _ dp_or .

After killing Sorli, Kolr goes to Guomin and tells her 

what he has done. She says th-.t the dead man was a 

protege of the powerful Asgrimr-EllidaC Gr_ims)son and that 

Kolr should seek protection from ^orgils. This advice

Kolr acts upon and goes to TraSarholt. When he arrives, it

is meal-time and ^orey, who h'ts been serving at tii3 table,

comes to the door. Sho tells him thut she will try to heir,



him, but that ^orgils is a little hasty rind she does not 

know what his reaction will bo. She therefore leads him 

into a .skot; (see Note to 30/20) which adjoins, it seems, 

her and ^orgils's bed; from here Ko lr will be able to dis­ 

cover how sympathetic ^orgils will be without actually 

having to encounter him. When she returns to her household 

^orgils is immediately suspicious and presses her to tell 

him what has happened. She replies with obvious pre­ 

varications; her blushes, she says, are the result of a 

mouse jumping at her face. Later, when they are in bed and 

Kolr is listening from his skot * ^orgils asks her what has 

happened. £6rey now tells the truth, ^orgils says that
i

Kolr has been a good friend and promises to help him. The 

following morning he takes immediate action to carry out 

his promise.

It has already been noted (pages *94— 5) that the X- 

version is incomplete here and that one must follow the M- 

version to realise the point of the story. Had Finnur 

Jonsson (Fl_6, 1932, 73) done this and regarded ^orey's 

words at 64/7-8 ('en bo er nokkut vanstillt ;_til_Yi5_gorgils) 

as original to the saga, he would havejbeen able to make a 

stronger statement than : 'De t synes som om forf. har taenkt 

sig en uvilje fra Torgils side.' The whole point of Kolr's 

hiding in the £ko_t is clearly the possibility of hostile

reaction by ^orgils against him. On the other hand, Finnur
. up to now 

(loc.cit.) is right in noting that ^^-^^x^:M^cr.ojba>t in the

saga, no reason for ^orey's anxiety on this point has been



hinted at. And when we look closer at the whole episode, 

we see that the author of the saga is here introducing a 

blind rniotii."• with the/sole purpose of bringing in a ir.ore 

complex series of elements. These last have been discussed 

by Dehmer (Erzahlungsgut, 81 ff.) under the heading of 

'Das Warnerinnenmotiv'.

Dehmer draws attention to three other episodes in 

^slendingasb'gur which correspond to this story in Flo. 

The type in. its full form contains the following elements: 

A. The hero of the story kills an enemy. B. He seeks help 

from a nan who is married'to a female relative of his. He 

first meets the woman in question (or has her called) and 

tells her everything. C. The woman gives him a warning 

about her husband's possible reaction but promises to try 

to get help for him. D. Meanwhile she hides him, often in 

a place where he can listen in on the conversation between 

herself and her husband. E. The husband notices that some­ 

thing is afoot but the wife finds an excuse for her except­ 

ional behaviour. F. When she and her husband are alone, 

she tells him the whole story and asks for his help. 

G-. The following morning, the hero comes out of hiding.

The story in Fi6. Dehmer claims, contains all the.ne 

elements. The other parallels he mentions (in Ee_ic5, ch. 10;
•

Laxd, ch.14; Hav, chs.1^-6) are, on the other hand, less 

complete. We may compare the one in ch. 10 of He 15, a~M:houn;h 

we are here hampered by having only J6n ^lafsson's version

of the saga : Gestr has killed the powerful Vi-:,-
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heStyrr. After one abortive attempt to get assistance ,

•goea to the farm of Halldcrr where the l&dy of the house is 

a relative. The door is answered by a hiki^iri who in turn 

calls £>ordis. ^ordis promises to try a::_d get her husband'? 

help for him but is not sure how he will react - he was a 

friend of Viga-Styrr ' s. She therefore hides him in an out­ 

house for the night. The following morning, she is particula: 

ly warm towards her husband. He is suspicious, however, ejid , 

when he presses her, she tells him what Gestr has done. 

Halldorr is immediately enraged and says he will kill Gestr 

if he gets his hands on him; We are now told that b^.r matt;!.. 

gang a i kringum innan vegg.ia allt husit (i.e. the house has

•a skot) ok hongra t.jpld fyrir sssaginni; G-estr stendr a bak 

vi3 t. 1ald.it at hof 5i honum CPall dorr's] ok heyrir sll?. heir-- 

. After declaiming a verse, ^' " Gestr Jumps onto

his waiting horse and flees.

Behind 'das Warnerinnenmotiv 1 in the J-celandic sags.s, 

Dehmer sees folk-tales of the type where the wife of an 

animal, giant or monster receives the hero into her husband ' n 

house and conceals him there. On returning home, the husband 

is immediately suspicious and says he can smell human flesh. 

The wife hits upon sorr.o such explanation as- ! Ja, her kom 

en Skjecre flyvende med et Mandbeen i Ifebbet og slap ned
i

igjennem Piben' (Nprske Fpikeeve?ityr, ed. P. A sbj0rnsen 

and J. Moe, 1852, 219) or avoids answering the question 

(see e.g. Mal a i i sche_.Ma r chen , trans. P. Hambruch, 1927,

99). She rarely succeeds in allaying her husband's



suspicions, however. Here, then, ve find the basic. for 

£6rey'y preposterous ' . . . mus hljop ac'an a kinn mer . . . ' at 

30/24-5. .

For the use of the skot as a hiding place in sources 

other than Flo and Hei5. see examples from -slendingasogn-ir 

cited in Note to 3°/20.

Kolr as an outlay/: ^orgils refuses to pey compensation

The spring after the killing of Sorli, ASgrimr prepares 

a suit against Kolr. E*orgils pretends to know nothing of 

this (isetr... sem hann viti eigi). At the Assembly, Kolr 

is sentenced to full outlawry. In spite of this, however, 

he carries on his normal way of life unconcerned* as be­ 

fore, he rides with ^orgils around the district and attends 

various meetings. Bad feeling arises between Porgils and 

Asgrimr as a result arid the men of the her ad attempt to effe; 

a reconciliation between, the two* ^orgils, however, re­ 

fuses to pay any compensation. At last the

themselves, an raos ^orgils, all contribute to pay for 

Sorli's slaying (see 65/5-7)- The following summer, Kc-lr'
t

sentence is lifted.

Here we find two well-defined, if uncomplicated, con­ 

ventional elements. The first is a conventional lack of 

concern shown by a newly-convicted out lav;' in Qc-ett (148),, 

when Grettir hears that he has been condeioied to full out­ 

lawry, we are told that he brygo'i en gar vog skapi

frettir ok var .1afnp;la5r sem ?.5r> After Hrafnkcl: 

" P An bine- having been outlawed, Lli^li .-..«.
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Lit._3en 3kki hefdi i orSit. And of particular interest 

here from a verbal point of view is Propl. cli.8, where we 

are told of the outlawed Hs lgi Droplaugarson and his 

brother that Peir foru urn allt hera5 til bineia ok mannfun'.!!a 

sva sem Helgi__yjgri_o_sekr ; cf. Flo, 31/11-2: Porgils riSr 

se.m adr um heraoit ok Koir' me 5 honum; ssekja ma mam 5 ft, etc. 

Cf. J. Spoelstra, De Vogelvrijen In de Uslandse^Letter- 

kunde, 1938, 63 f.

The second motif here is an extremely common one: Often 

we hear in the sagas of men who are either in a strong 

enough position or arrogant enough to refuse to compensate 

for killings they have committed. This in sometimes said 

of them in general, or there is a particular case in which 

they refuse to pay weregeld. Nijhoff (Beschouwing, 118 f.) 

cites a number of examples, to which may be added Hrafn. 

99? where it is said of Hrafnkell at engi fekk af honum 

neinar b^tr and Hrafn, 10^ f., where the same man refuses 

to compensate ^orbjorn for his killing of Einarr.

Assassination

The way ^>orgils gets away without paying compensation for
f 

Sorli obviously enrages the dead man's go5i ? Asgrimr. One
V

day when Porgils and his foreman (verkst.j6ri)pvartr, are 

at a horse-fight, Asgrimr has private words with the latter. 

Later, on their way home, Svartr strikes at ^orgils but he 

avoids the blow. He then learns that A Sgpimr has offered 

Svartr money for his head. He throws Svartr to the ground



and a purse containing three iL^L^l of silwr falls ::'r.j::> 

beneath the cloak of the would.-"be assassin. A very similar 

episode is found later in the saga: Asgriinr aid -^orgils 

are still at odds and at a wedding feast at Bjarni spaki's, 

Asgrimr surrepticiously ofiTers ^orgils's slave, Kolr, th:°ee 

merkr for his master's head. On the way home, ^orgils 

notices that the slave's hearse is lagging behind. He 

strikes the thrall and a purse falls from beneath his cloak, 

^orgils asks him where he got it, Kolr tells him and Porgils 

kills him on the spot.

'Het komt in de saga's meermalen voor, dat Uslanders, 

die metfelkaar in conflict zijn, sluipmoordenaars op elkaar 

af sturen, ' writes Kersberge.n (^otieven, 66), when discus3ing 

Njala's escalating series of assassinations promoted by 

HallgerSr, on the one side, and Berg]p6ra on the other. (Here 

a Kolr verkst.jori appears.) She is able to give a number 

of examples from the Family Sagas. 1'TiJhoff (Beschouv.r in^, 

116) also discusses the assassination motif with, of course, 

special reference to our saga, and draW attention to the 

fact that, as in £1.6, in Eyrb (ch. ^2}^ three :ierkr of 

silver are offered to a prospective assassin, and, in 

G-jsl (ch.2l), the sum is br.1 u hund.ru3 si 1 f rn > Another point; 

of interest may be noted here: it will be suggested belov: 

that the Flo-author made borrowings from the story of 

Snsebjorn galti he found in -PdnX (175-^-). In this la^t, v:e 

read: Styrb.jorn ._. . fann f^njod i k'j.-n.li "':

,-lorn laust han?i me 5 ox i.: b:'. fell r;;i 63;-i nn


